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1. Introduction  
 Events and the changing political situation in the 20th and early 21st centuries had a signifi cant infl uence on 
the tourists' perception of security and safety all over the world (Tarlow, 2014; Jurado & Matovelle, 2019; 
Mataković, 2020). Although some tourists tend to ignore the risk at popular tourist destinations (Fuchs et 
al., 2012), many of them are willing to pay more for safety at tourist facilities (Hilliard & Baloglu, 2008). 
Regardless of their age, tourist motivations and incomes, all tourists use tourism infrastructure to a greater or 
lesser extent while travelling. Th at is why tourists start to evaluate tourism infrastructure from the point of 
view of the existance of security measures there (Hilliard & Baloglu, 2008; Ghazi, 2015). Th ey infl uence the 
quality of services and thus the tourists' satisfaction (Ogunjinmi & Binuyo, 2018). As a result, investments 
in tourist security are constantly increasing. Th is, in turn, has a direct impact on the rising cost of travel. It 
is also worth noting that not all security measures are appreciated by tourists. Most of them are "visible" and 
some can violate people's privacy, make it impossible for them to relax, and aff ect their opinions about tourism 
infrastructure (Enz & Taylor, 2002; Hilliard and Baloglu, 2008; Ghazi, 2015). All this makes security one 
of the factors determining the choice of the accommodation facility (Chan & Lam, 2013; Jensen, 2004) or 
tourist attraction. Th e above arguments make the subject of the study is the security measures implemented 
in tourism infrastructure (an inherent element of travel) in the context of an increased travel risk.

Many researchers present and describe the security measures implemented in tourist infrastructure (Hen-
derson, 2007; Hilliard & Baloglu, 2008; Singh, 2014; Monitoring & Compliance Unit Tourism Authority, 
2014), but there are no comprehensive studies on the way they aff ect the quality of tourists' recreation. Besides 
there are only few studies showing how these measures are evaluated by tourists, or how they aff ect the quality 
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and enjoyment of the tourists' stay (Hilliard & Baloglu, 2008; Ghazi, 2015). Moreover, they only apply to 
regions with a high level of political risk.

Th e aim of the paper is to assess the signifi cance of the level of safety to Millennial travellers from Central 
and Eastern Europe (Poland, Lithuania, Slovakia), measured by the importance of the security measures used 
in tourism infrastructure (accommodation facilities and tourist attractions), which provide a safer leisure en-
vironment. Th e authors also discuss whether the tourists' gender and the economic stimulus (reduced travel 
costs) are factors which infl uence the evaluation of the signifi cance of safety measures and have an eff ect on 
the perception of risk.

 Th is paper contributes to the literature discussion in three aspects. Firstly, the authors focus on a specifi c social 
group, i.e. Millennial travellers, representing the, so-called, Millennial generation or Generation Y (18-34 years 
of age), who are playing an increasingly important role in the development of the tourism sector. According to 
some authors, in 2020, this generation will account for about half of the demand for tourism sector services 
(Moisă, 2010; Buff a, 2015; Morrison et al., 2016). Th ey are quite diff erent from the earlier generations, as 
regards sociological characteristics, tourist motivations and way of travelling (Mura, 2010; Machado, 2014; 
Nagaj & Žuromskaitė, 2018a). Th ey are ready to accept higher risks, including those involved in tourist 
travel. As a result, their tourism preferences are diff erent: they prefer international tourism and typically 
want to gain new cultural experience. Secondly, the authors evaluate the importance of security measures in 
tourism infrastructure (both at accommodation facilities and tourist attractions) for providing a safer leisure 
environment, as well as deliberate on how this aff ects tourism choices, depending on the country, as well 
on the role of the tourists' gender and the economic stimulus, in the form of reduced travel costs. Th irdly, 
the authors focus on the region of Central and Eastern Europe, which has not been the object of literature's 
interest in this research topic so far. Most often, the literature examines areas with a higher level of terrorist 
risk (Ghazi, 2015; Henderson et al., 2010; Singh, 2014), while this particular region is ignored. Th erefore, 
the authors decided to fi ll in this signifi cant research gap. So perhaps they underestimate the tourist risk and 
are not willing to invest in their security.

Th e remaining part of the article is structured in the following way: Section 2 presents relevant literature 
regarding the problem of safety and security in tourism infrastructure. Section 3 includes research methodo-
logy and a presentation of the subject of study. Section 4 provides empirical results and, fi nally, Section 5 
presents the conclusions to this study and a discussion.

2. Literature review  
Th e prerequisite for the development of the tourism sector is a good political and economic situation, which 
increases tourists' safety (Khazai et al., 2018; Lanouar & Goaied, 2019). Th e level of tourists' security, the 
protection of their lives, health and property, is just as important (Bernaś & Pujer, 2015). According to Seabra 
et al. (2018, p. 413) "travel safety is a critical issue to most tourists". Its importance stems from the fact that 
it aff ects the perception of the tourist sector and tourist destinations by tourists. It is worth noting that the 
change of view on the importance of the level of safety during travel is noticed among tourists in recent years. 
Th e result is that some tourists choose safe tourist regions, i.e. places where all kinds of security measures are 
provided in the tourist infrastructure and where there is not a large number of victims among tourists (Survila 
et al., 2017). Th e above analysis of the literature indicates that the more threats there are in a given region, 
the more likely it is that it will lose popularity amongst tourists and the tourism sector's income in this region 
will decrease (Baral et al., 2004). Th is is because they treat high risk and their safety as one of the factors de-
termining a tourist trip. Moreover, the opinion about a given destination often remains in the consciousness 
of tourists for longer. Th is is because tourists treat their own safety based on their own experience of travelling 
and cultural diff erences (Henderson, 2007). It should be added that the sources of information from which 
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tourists learn about these dangers also have an impact on their inclinations (Žuromskaitė et al., 2018). As 
Kim et al. (2017) emphasize tourism information quality can shape the destination image in social media 
and thus infl uence its attractiveness and the number of arriving tourists. It makes that people are willing to 
pay more for an accommodation facility with a safety certifi cate (Hilliard & Baloglu, 2008). Th is in turn is 
ensured by, among other things, security systems in tourism infrastructure facilities, which, as indicated by 
Enz and Taylor (2002), usually consist of two elements: physical safety attributes and organizational systems 
including plans to ensure safe operation. When security measures are applied, it should be remembered that 
they must be visible to make tourists feel safe (Henderson et al., 2010). However, bearing in mind that cogni-
tive bias and emotions can aff ect consumer behaviour (Nagaj, 2018), are must be taken to ensure that safety 
measures do not adversely aff ect the comfort of the holiday during a tourist trip, because overly invasive ones 
can invade privacy and thwart the objective of tourist trip (Henderson et al., 2010; Singh, 2014). Th e owners 
of some tourist facilities think that security measures may have a negative impact on their business or that 
such investments are not needed (Pizam, 2010; Ghazi, 2015). At this point it should be remembered that a 
lot depends also on the sources of information used by people, which are diff erent, and they often aff ect the 
inclinations of tourists (Žuromskaitė et al., 2018). Th e economic factor should also be taken into account 
when analysing the need to introduce security measures in tourism infrastructure, so that investments in these 
measures do not result in an excessive increase in the price of tourism services.

Literature also points out that tourists' behaviour and their attitude to risk may be determined by their country 
of origin. As the Hofstede model of dimensions of national cultures indicates, there are diff erences between 
these cultures. One of the levels of aggregation of culture can be the nation, while one dimension of such 
diff erences is uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2009).

Generally, tourism infrastructure (accommodation and tourist attractions) features "soft" and "hard" security 
measures (Survila et al., 2017; Nagaj & Žuromskaitė, 2020). Th e former are considered less visible and less 
interfering with the comfort and leisure of the guests. Th e latter are more invasive, create a sense of "alarm", 
but are more eff ective. However, the main goal of both types of security measures is to reduce risk, ensure 
tourists' safety and minimize potential economic losses that could arise from it (Henderson, 2007).

One of the fi rst types of tourism infrastructure facilities for which a list of necessary security measures was 
created were hotels. Enz and Taylor (2002) created a safety index and hotel security was improved with the 
following measures: sprinklers, smoke detectors, safety-instruction materials, in-room safety videos, security 
cameras, electronic locks and interior corridors. Nowadays, newly built facilities include these security mea-
sures from the very beginning (Enz, 2009).

As indicated by AlBattat and Mat Som (2013), there are various types of danger that a tourist may encounter 
at an accommodation facility. Th us, it is diffi  cult to select the most appropriate security measures. Th e security 
measures most often applied in tourism infrastructure are following: 24-hour cameras, checking the transport 
arriving at the hotel premises, armed security guards, smoke detectors and sprinkler system, electronic key 
cards for guest rooms, written security plans, emergency telephone numbers, safe deposit boxes, clearly marked 
fi re exits and extinguishers and others (Hilliard & Baloglu, 2008; Singh, 2014; Monitoring & Compliance 
Unit Tourism Authority, 2014; Henderson, 2007).

As noted by Ghazi (2015, p. 3), older accommodation facilities are often not designed to ensure safety. As a 
result, the potential investment outlays at such facilities, necessary to create an adequate level of security, may 
be much higher. For this reason, older accommodation facilities have fewer security measures. Th is is all the 
more important as the number of security measures in the accommodation facilities is one of the parameters 
of their quality and can be treated as a factor of their competitiveness (Nagaj & Žuromskaitė, 2020).

In the tourist infrastructure, a higher level of risk may aff ect not only accommodation facilities but also tourist 
attractions. Th ose which attract crowds because of their beauty (Siaw & Loosemore, 2006) and cultural and 
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historical value are most vulnerable. Unfortunately, the installation and use of security measures at tourist 
attractions is often more diffi  cult than at accommodation facilities, due to the age of the former. In addition, 
they are often larger in size, which requires hiring and training additional personnel to protect the site, which 
is an expensive consideration. It should be remembered that even the most advanced security measures will 
not protect the tourists without properly trained human resources (Enz, 2009). Th e main security measures 
installed at tourist attractions include the following: access control, good housekeeping (it builds the image 
and reduces the chances of suspicious items or bags being planted, as well as helps to deal with false alarms 
and hoaxes), CCTV guidance, mail handling (to check for any chemical, biological or radioactive materials 
in the post), search planning, evacuation planning, personnel security, information security (cyber-attack, 
hacking), intruder alarms, etc. (Re:source, 2003; United Nations Educational. Scientifi c and Cultural Or-
ganization [UNESCO], 2006; National Counter Terrorism Security Offi  ce [NaCTSO], 2017). Similar to 
accommodation facilities, tourists attractions should have security measures which are not invasive, do not 
spoil the peaceful enjoyment of the stay and do not disturb the tourists with their presence (NaCTSO, 2017).

3. Methodology  
In tourism, the generation theory is seen as a popular method of explaining consumers' behaviours, because 
age seems to be a strong determinant aff ecting the preferences and activities connected with travelling 
(Huang & Petrick, 2010; Gong et al., 2018). Th e subject of study are Millennial travellers aged 18-36 from 
three countries in Central and Eastern Europe - Poland, Lithuania and Slovakia. It is chosen the Generation 
Y, who is the fi rst wave of the digital generation, which was born in the world of technology (Bencsik et al., 
2016; Garikapati et al., 2016), easily accepts changes (Bencsik et al., 2016), acceptes cultural diff erences 
(Nagaj & Žuromskaitė, 2016), spends a lot of time at destinations which can be regarded as places at high 
risk (Hughes et al., 2008).

However, the object of the study are decisions of Millennial travellers regarding the security measures imple-
mented at tourist destinations. Th e authors' aim is to assess the signifi cance of the level of safety to Millennial 
travellers from Central and Eastern Europe, measured by the importance of the security measures in tourism 
infrastructure for improving the quality of leisure and making tourism choices in view of an increased risk. 
In addition, the authors will discuss the impact of the economic stimulus, by showing whether the tourists 
included in the survey were willing to accept the increased risk when reduced travel costs were off ered to them.

Poland, Lithuania and Slovakia were selected for this study, because Lithuania represents the Baltic States, 
Poland is the largest country in Central Europe, and Slovakia represents the southern part of Central and 
Eastern Europe. Th ey are countries which have similar experiences and started establishing their indepen-
dence about 30 years ago. Poland, Lithuania and Slovakia are similar in economic terms. In 2018, GDP per 
capita (real expenditure per capita in PPS EU-27) was 21,500 in Poland, 24,500 in Lithuania and 23,600 in 
Slovakia (Eurostat, 2020). Th e most important reason is the fact that Central and Eastern Europe belongs 
to the regions with a low risk index.

Th e selection of the security measures for the study was determined by purpose of the article. Th ey were 
chosen from among those identifi ed by Henderson (2007) and by the authors of the article, guided by their 
own observation and literature analysis. At the turn of 2017 and 2018 pilot surveys were carried out, which 
among other things allowed to pre-identify the most important security measures. During them, all identi-
fi ed security measures were assessed, and then, using the principal component analysis (PCA) method, the 
number of variables describing the phenomena was reduced. Finally, eleven security measures were taken into 
consideration, to evaluate the level of safety at accommodation facilities: 24 hour security/armed security 
guards (SG); monitoring/camera (MO); gated accommodation area (GA); bullet-proof glass (BG); security 
forces on duty at the facility (SF); metal detectors at the entrances to the facility (MD); baggage scanning 

An International Interdisciplinary Journal

Tourism 2021 01EN 001-156.indd   143Tourism 2021 01EN 001-156.indd   143 3/31/2021   1:26:39 PM3/31/2021   1:26:39 PM



144
Rafał Nagaj / Brigita Žuromskaitė
Travellers’ Attitude Towards Security Measures
 Vol. 69/ No. 1/ 2021/ 140 - 155

(BS); checking the incoming and outgoing transport (CT); hotel transportation with adequate passenger 
protection (HT); information about additional security measures in the room (IN); a security button for 
calling hotel service (SB). In order to evaluate the level of safety at tourist attractions, 10 security measures 
were used: on-duty security (military) personnel (MP); additional CCTV cameras (AC); security forces on 
duty (SF); tourist police (TP); metal detectors at the entrances to the facility (MD); checking tourists' per-
sonal belongings at the entrances to the facility (CB); verifi cation of documents (VD); guarded fenced tourist 
facility area (FF); information leafl ets (IL) and messages about potential dangers (IM).

In order to examine the opinions of Millennial travellers from Poland, Lithuania and Slovakia about the 
security measures taken in tourism infrastructure, a survey was carried out, in which the respondents had 
to answer the questions (the fi rst for accommodation facilities and the second for tourist attractions): What 
security measures installed in tourism infrastructure made them feel more secure? All the  variables were 
measured using the Likert scale with 5 response options: 1=not  important/totally unnecessary; 2=rather 
unnecessary; 3=neutral; 4=rather important/ necessary; 5=very important/very necessary. Th e reliability of 
the scale was verifi ed by applying the internal consistency method and calculating Cronbach's Alpha indica-
tor. Th e high values of the coeffi  cient confi rm that the consistency of the scale elements in measurement is 
highly acceptable (in the case of the security measures in accommodation facilities value for Poland is 0.88, 
for Lithuania is 0.86 and for Slovakia is 0.81, and in the case of the security measures at tourist attractions, 
Cronbach's Alpha value is respectively 0.86, 0.86 and 0.77). It should also be added that the variance of 
responses for each of the studied countries is at an acceptable level and, depending on the studied security 
measure in accommodation facilities, ranges from 0.94 to 1.29 for Poland, for Lithuania 1.22-1.58, and for 
Slovakia 0.79-1.41, and for security measures in tourist facilities is respectively: 1.02-1.44 (Poland), 1.06-
1.50 (Lithuania) and 0.70-1.31 (Slovakia). It means that the respondents' answers are not highly dispersed 
and relatively concentrated.

Table 1 

The description of the research sample

Itemization
Poland

(PL)
Lithuania 

(LT)
Slovakia 

(SK)

Sample size 849 652 528

Gender (%)
Women 72.9 76.5 79.9

Men 27.1 23.5 20.1

Age (%) Up to 20 17.4 12.5 11.1

21-25 42.6 32.5 66.2

26-30 26.7 30.8 12.7

Over 30 13.3 24.2 10.0

Total budget 
for a trip 
per person 
(%)

Up to 200 eur 38.4 11.8 37.5

201-400 eur 33.7 27.6 37.9

401-800 eur 21.4 33.1 20.5

801-1,200 eur 4.0 17.3 3.4

Over 1,200 eur 2.5 10.2 0.7

Price reduction of 
the total cost of tourist 
trip that would have 
persuaded of respondent 
to choose a trip to 
a country with 
a lower level of 
security 
(% of respondents)

Not responding 
to travel costs 
reduction

57.7 46.9 39.8

20% 2.0 1.5 1.5

30% 4.0 5.5 3.8

40% 5.5 9.5 7.6

50% 14.4 15.8 23.5

70% 16.4 20.7 23.9
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Th e article presents the results of a survey1 which was conducted in Poland, Lithuania and Slovakia among 
young people aged 18-36. In Poland, the survey was conducted in April-May 2018, in Lithuania - in April-
May 2018, and in Slovakia - in March 2018. Participation in the study was voluntary, and only those people 
took part in it, who were willing to complete the survey. So this didn't infl uence research fi ndings. Th e survey 
included only tourists, i.e. people who claimed that they travelled at least once a year and responded to the age 
criterion. A tourist trip with 1 night or over was treated as a trip. Persons declaring that they do not travel or 
have done it less than once a year (in the last 2 years) were not included in the results of the analysis. Most of 
the respondents declared that they travel abroad (in Poland 54.9%, in Lithuania 86.0%, in Slovakia 78.4%). 
Th e demographic and economic characteristics of the respondents are provided in Table 1.

For the purpose of the empirical data analysis, the Statistica 13.3 statistical package was used, and for the 
statistical data analysis - descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. For descriptive statistics, such as fre-
quency expressed as a percentage, mean rank, mode, and median rank were used. Due to the independent 
samples, the hypotheses resulting from this research were verifi ed by applying nonparametric Mann-Whitney 
U test (for 2 samples) and Kruskal–Wallis test criteria (for a few samples), at the statistical level of signifi cance 
α = 0.05, p value (Asymp. Sig.) ≤ 0.05. Non-parametric tests were used because the variables are expressed 
on the ordinal scale and the studied population data does not have a normal distribution.

Th e goal of the hypothesis testing using these statistical tests was to fi nd out whether the  evaluation of 
the security measures in tourism infrastructure (accommodation facilities and tourist attractions) depends 
statistically signifi cant on the following variables: the country (Poland, Lithuania and Slovakia), gender, travel 
costs reduction, ie. the attitude to the decision to go on a trip to a country with a lower level of security but 
at a reduced price.

With the abovementioned variables in mind, there are three hypotheses:

  in Central and Eastern Europe, the country of origin has no infl uence on how Millennial travellers assess 
the security measures in the tourist infrastructure, i.e. their validity and type. Th erefore, the hypothesis 
that will be tested: there is no statistically signifi cant diff erence between the research samples, i.e. security 
measures in every country of Central and Eastern Europe are assessed in the same way,

  evaluation of the security measures depends on gender,

  evaluation of the security measures depends on economic incentive in the form of travel costs reduction. 
Th erefore, the authors assume that there is a statistically signifi cant diff erence between the research samples 
of Millennial travellers according to a willingness to forgo up security in exchange for a price bonus.

4. Results  
Th e authors attempted to assess the importance of the level of safety to Millennial travellers from Central and 
Eastern Europe, measured by young tourists' evaluation of the security measures in tourism infrastructure 
(accommodation facilities and tourist attractions). It was investigated whether security measures improve or 
worsen the tourists' comfort of leisure and whether they are taken into consideration when making tourism 
choices in the situation of an increased risk. To achieve this objective, the respondents specifi ed whether they  
would feel safer with them or not. Descriptive statistics methods were used.

First, it was examined how Millennials evaluated the security measures at accommodation facilities, using 
descriptive statistics methods (Table 2 and Table 3).

An International Interdisciplinary Journal

Tourism 2021 01EN 001-156.indd   145Tourism 2021 01EN 001-156.indd   145 3/31/2021   1:26:40 PM3/31/2021   1:26:40 PM



146
Rafał Nagaj / Brigita Žuromskaitė
Travellers’ Attitude Towards Security Measures
 Vol. 69/ No. 1/ 2021/ 140 - 155

Table 2 

The evaluation of security measures at accommodation facilities, by countries: Descriptive statistics*

Specifi cation
Mean rank Mode Number of modes Median

PL LT SK PL LT SK PL LT SK PL LT SK

24h armed security guards (SG) 3.93 3.55 3.32 5 4 4 317 188 184 4 4 4
Monitoring / Camera (MO) 4.14 4.04 3.97 5 5 4 380 308 256 4 4 4
Gated accommodation area (GA) 4.00 3.65 3.60 5 4 4 326 209 212 4 4 4
Bulletproof glass (BG) 3.23 3.23 3.02 3 3 3 287 198 180 3 3 3
Security forces in the facility (SF) 3.37 3.48 4.00 3 4 4 289 181 228 3 4 4
Metal detectors (MD) 2.88 3.17 2.74 3 3 3 303 204 168 3 3 3
Baggage scanning (BS) 3.17 3.57 3.22 3 4 4 288 220 184 3 4 3
Control of transport (CT) 3.28 3.49 3.33 3 4 4 280 212 178 3 4 3
Hotel transportation with passenger 
protection (HT)

3.33 3.80 3.44 4 4/5 4 270 212 198 3 4 4

Information about additional security 
measures in the room (IN)

3.71 3.52 3.79 4 4 4 292 195 196 4 4 4

Security button calling for hotel service (SB) 3.86 3.81 3.86 4 5 4 296 235 202 4 4 4
* Scale for evaluation of the importance of security measure ranging from 1=not important to 5=very important.

Table 3 

Share of responded tourists who assess security measures at tourism infrastructure positive (they are important 
or very important for tourists) or negative (rather unnecessary or totally unnecessary for tourists) (in %)

Accommodation 
facilities

Positive impact Negative impact Tourist 
attractions

Positive impact Negative impact

PL LT SK PL LT SK PL LT SK PL LT SK

SG 68.3 54.1 50.4 10.4 19.0 25.0 MP 39.1 55.8 37.9 29.2 16.3 24.6
MO 77.0 71.9 76.9 6.6 10.7 6.1 AC 67.7 72.7 68.6 11.5 9.5 11.0
GA 72.1 57.8 58.0 8.8 14.3 12.1 SF 58.5 54.1 76.1 12.5 15.8 5.3
BG 40.8 44.3 34.8 25.4 25.3 31.1 TP 54.8 62.1 64.8 14.8 11.3 10.6
SF 46.5 53.2 76.5 19.4 21.0 7.6 MD 42.0 51.7 41.7 24.4 17.3 25.8
MD 28.2 40.5 27.7 36.2 28.2 40.5 CB 40.8 61.3 50.4 28.4 14.7 22.3
BS 39.3 58.3 47.3 26.7 17.8 6.9 VD 69.8 58.3 64.0 10.6 17.5 13.3
CT 43.6 54.9 47.3 23.4 19.3 21.2 FF 69.0 61.0 51.9 10.2 12.6 22.7
HT 47.0 65.0 51.5 21.8 11.7 15.9 IL 44.9 50.8 45.8 25.7 23.6 26.1
IN 61.2 54.8 64.8 13.1 17.3 12.1 IM 64.8 56.9 63.3 13.0 18.4 13.3
SB 68.2 63.0 70.1 11.7 14.0 12.5 - - - - - - -

Th e study results indicate that most security measures at accommodation facilities are positively evaluated 
and considered necessary by the respondents in each country included in the study. Th e security measures 
which were rated highly or very highly in all three countries included CCTV camera monitoring (approved 
by ca. ¾ of respondents, with a mean rank of 3.97-4.14, median of 4, and mode of 4 in Slovakia and 5 in 
Poland and Lithuania) and the panic button (mean rank of 63.0%-70.1%; median of 4 and mode of 4-5). 
Th ere is not a single security feature evaluated negatively by more than half of the respondents. Th e one that 
is rated the lowest is metal detectors (negative evaluation by 28.2%-40.5% of respondents, with the mean 
rank below 3, and mode and median of 3, in each country). It is worth noting, however, that the security 
measures (apart from the ones mentioned above) are assessed diff erently in individual countries. In Poland, 
"soft" security measures are preferred: camera monitoring, 24h security guards, gated accommodation area 
and information about additional security measures in the rooms (mean rank of above 3.7, mode of 4 - 5 
and median rate of 4). On the other hand, the security measures which involve checking tourists' personal 
belongings (e.g. metal detectors, baggage scanners, transport check), as well as the "hard" security measures 
(e.g. bullet-proof glass, security forces at the facility) may give the impression that the tourist facility is in 
danger, and are rated neutrally (with mode and median rank of 3, and the mean rank below 3.4). Millenni-
al travellers from Lithuania evaluate security measures at an accommodation facility a bit diff erently than 
those from Poland. Th ey rate all security measures, apart from metal detectors and bullet-proof glass, at a 
similar level, as important. Lithuanian respondents rate "soft" security measures less enthusiastically than the 
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Millennials from Poland, but "hard" security measures were rated much higher  by them (as important) than 
in Poland (median rate and mode of 4, mean rank above 3.5). Th e respondents from Slovakia can hardly be 
described as enthusiasts of any particular type of security measures ("soft" or "hard"). Compared to Polish 
and Lithuanian Millennial travellers, they evaluate security forces at a facility much better (76.5% gave posi-
tive opinions), and security measures like bullet-proof glass and 24h armed security guards - much worse 
(only 34.8% gave positive opinions, with the median and mode rank of 3 and the mean rank of 3.02), and 
are almost neutral (the mean rank of 3.32, compared to the mean rank of 3.92 and mode of 5 in Poland).

Next, the authors investigated how Millennials evaluated the security measures at tourist attractions, using 
measures of descriptive statistics (Table 4) and frequency expressed as a percentage (Table 3).

Table 4 

The evaluation of the security measures at tourist attractions, by countries: Descriptive statistics*

Specifi cation
Mean rank Mode Number of modes Median

PL LT SK PL LT SK PL LT SK PL LT SK

On duty security personnel/ 
military personnel (MP)

3.11 3.60 3.11 3 4 3 269 191 198 3 4 3

Additional cameras (AC) 3.81 4.01 3.78 4 5 4 335 273 234 4 4 4
Security forces in the facility (SF) 3.62 3.56 3.98 4 4 4 331 198 254 4 4 4
Tourist Police (TP) 3.53 3.73 3.70 4 4 4 311 238 242 4 4 4
Metal detectors (MD) 3.23 3.53 3.23 3 3 3 285 202 172 3 4 3
Checking the personal 
belongings of tourists (CB)

3.15 3.70 3.37 3 4 4 262 211 186 3 4 4

Verifi cation of documents (VD) 3.89 3.63 3.72 4 4 4 311 193 202 4 4 4
Fenced tourist facility area 
and its protection (FF)

3.85 3.71 3.41 4 4 4 337 218 184 4 4 4

Information leafl ets about the 
potential risks (IL)

3.23 3.37 3.23 4 4 4 257 201 178 3 4 3

Informational messages 
about the dangers (IM)

3.73 3.56 3.69 4 4 4 334 205 212 4 4 4

* Scale for evaluation of the importance of security measure ranging from 1=of no importance to 5=very important.

Th e research results show (Table 4) that security measures at tourist attractions are more frequently evaluated 
positively (the mean rank of over 3 for all) than the security measures at accommodation facilities (the mean 
rank below 3 for 2 of them). Compared to the accommodation facilities, where some security measures are 
rated as very important and others as neutral, those at tourist attractions are rated relatively equally as im-
portant. Th e analysis for individual countries shows that the Millennials from Lithuania evaluate the impor-
tance of the security measures at tourist attractions the highest, as having a positive impact on the comfort/
leisure (more than half of the respondents assessed them as important or very important). What is more, for 
all of them, the median of responses is at least 4. For the majority of Millennial travellers from Lithuania 
(72.7%), security measures have a positive eff ect on the quality of rest (mode 5). Moreover, they opt for 
the "hard" security measures, i.e. the Tourist Police, fenced tourist facility area and its protection, checking 
tourists' personal belongings by military personnel on duty. On the other hand, 23.6% of the respondents 
view information leafl ets concerning potential risks as having a negative impact on the quality of leisure. It 
is diff erent for Millennial travellers from Poland and Slovakia. Here, at least half of the respondents do not 
approve of some security measures at tourist attractions. Th e second diff erence concerns the type of preferred 
security measures. In Poland, the "soft" security measures are rated higher than the "hard" ones, while in 
Slovakia it is diffi  cult to indicate the preference. Th e following security measures are rated the highest in 
Poland: verifi cation of documents, fenced tourist facility areas and their protection, additional surveillance 
equipment and information about possible dangers. However, security measures such as on-duty military 
personnel or checking tourists' personal belongings, have few supporters and a large number of opponents. 
Th e following are rated the highest in Slovakia: security forces at the facility (evaluated as important or very 
important by 76.1% of respondents, with the mean rank of 3.98), additional cameras and the Tourist Police 
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(the percentage of respondents positively assessing these particular security measures is the highest among 
the studied countries). On the other hand, the following security measures are rated the lowest: fenced and 
guarded tourist facility areas (10 percentage points fewer respondents in Slovakia than in other studied coun-
tries assess it positively and over 10 percentage points more respondents assess it negatively) and information 
leafl ets about the potential risks (opposed by many in all three countries).

Table 5 

The evaluation  of the security measures at accommodation facilities and tourist attractions by country: 
Kruskal-Wallis test and post-hoc testing statistics*

Accommodation 
facilities

Kruskal-Wallis 
test (1-3)**

p-value 
for post-hoc testing Tourist 

attractions

Kruskal-Wallis 
test (1-3)

p-value 
for post-hoc testing

H   p 1/2 1/3 2/3 H   p 1/2 1/3 2/3

SG 96.50 0.00* 0.00* 0.00* 0.01* MP 80.71 0.00* 0.00* 1.00 0.00*
MO 17.91 0.00* 1.00 0.00* 0.01* AC 28.08 0.00* 0.00* 1.00 0.00*
GA 69.97 0.00* 0.00* 0.00* 0.66 SF 53.36 0.00* 1.00 0.00* 0.00*
BG 12.86 0.00* 1.00 0.01* 0.00* TP 16.48 0.00* 0.00* 0.02* 1.00
SF 118.16 0.00* 0.02* 0.00* 0.00* MD 30.99 0.00* 0.00* 1.00 0.00*
MD 39.09 0.00* 0.00* 0.25 0.00* CB 86.87 0.00* 0.00* 0.00* 0.00*
BS 53.44 0.00* 0.00* 0.70 0.00* VD 19.14 0.00* 0.00* 0.01* 1.00
CT 17.49 0.00* 0.00* 1.00 0.02* FF 54.09 0.00* 0.06 0.00* 0.00*
HT 71.80 0.00* 0.00* 0.39 0.00* IL 7.48 0.02* 0.05 1.00 0.08
IN 10.90 0.00* 0.06 0.88 0.01* IM 5.94 0.05 0.06 1.00 0.53
SB 0.16 0.92 1.00 1.00 1.00

* Asterisks mean that there is a statistically signifi cant diff erence between the tested samples.
** 1 - Poland; 2 - Lithuania; 3 - Slovakia.

Th e diff erences between countries as regards assessing security measures by Millennial travellers were confi rmed 
by non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test, the results of which are presented in Table 5 (bold print means statisti-
cal signifi cance of the diff erences between the tested samples). Th e statistical verifi cation shows that between 
the three studied countries, there is a statistically signifi cant diff erence in the assessment of the suitability 
of most security measures at accommodation facilities. Only for the panic button, there is no statistically 
signifi cant diff erence. Post-hoc testing (Dunn's test) has been used to identify between which groups (pairs of 
countries) there are diff erences in the assessment of security measures. Th e analysis indicated that diff erences 
occur mainly between respondents from Lithuania and Poland, as well as between those from Lithuania and 
Slovakia. With regard to the assessment of security measures in accommodation facilities the largest diff er-
ences can be observed between the Millennial travellers from Slovakia and Lithuania, where the diff erences in 
assessment relate to 9 out of 11 security measures. Equally strong diff erences concern Poland and Lithuania, 
where security measures are assessed diff erently, with the exception of 4 security measures (monitoring/camera 
(MO), bulletproof glass (BG), information about additional security measures in the room (IN) and security 
button calling for hotel service (SB)). Millennials from Poland and Slovakia diff er only slightly - statistically 
signifi cant diff erences concern only fi ve of 11 security measures, mostly "hard" ones.

Slightly smaller diff erences between the studied countries in assessing the suitability of security measures 
relate to tourist attractions. It should be noted, however, that they concern the same pairs of countries. Th ey 
also occur mainly between Polish and Lithuanian Millennial travellers and relate mainly to "hard" security 
measures. In this case, with the exception of 4 security measures, ie. security forces at the facility (SF), fenced 
tourist facility area (FF), information leafl ets (IL) and informational messages (IM) about the potential risks 
and the dangers, respective respondents diff er in their assessment of the importance of security measures. 
Similar strong diff erences (6 of 10) concern tourists from Slovakia and Lithuania, but here the diff erences are 
only in relation to hard security measures. However, as regards the respondents from Slovakia and Poland, 
statistically signifi cant diff erences occurred only in the case of 5 security measures (SF, TP, CB, VD and FF), 
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ie. "hard" security measures, but those of them that are related to the nationality such as verifi cation of docu-
ments or checking the personal belongings of tourists.

Table 6 

The evaluation of security measures at accommodation facilities 
and tourist attractions according to gender: Mann-Whitney U test statistics*

Security 
measures

Z p-value

PL LT SK PL LT SK

Accommodation facilities

SG 4.46 1.60 2.62 0.00* 0.11 0.01*
MO 5.29 1.34 -1.50 0.00* 0.18 0.13
GA 5.05 2.16 0.15 0.00* 0.03* 0.88
BG 3.34 3.53 -2.13 0.00* 0.00* 0.03*
SF 3.85 2.41 -2.43 0.00* 0.02* 0.02*
MD 2.08 0.20 -1.17 0.04* 0.84 0.24
BS 2.96 2.15 -1.31 0.00* 0.03* 0.19
CT 2.89 2.37 0.12 0.00* 0.02* 0.91
HT 3.39 1.84 -1.56 0.00* 0.07 0.12
IN 4.74 2.26 -1.27 0.00* 0.02* 0.21
SB 5.56 3.28 -2.28 0.00* 0.00* 0.02*

Tourist attractions

MP 1.91 -0.12 -0.92 0.06 0.90 0.36
AC 5.73 1.07 -3.64 0.00* 0.28 0.00*
SF 3.10 -0.03 -4.63 0.00* 0.98 0.00*
TP 4.72 1.48 -3.86 0.00* 0.14 0.00*
MD 2.84 1.02 -3.64 0.00* 0.31 0.00*
CB 4.81 2.78 -2.72 0.00* 0.00* 0.01*
VD 5.53 1.47 -3.21 0.00* 0.14 0.00*
FF 4.57 3.21 -2.41 0.00* 0.00* 0.02*
IL 5.11 3.66 -1.20 0.00* 0.00* 0.05
IM 6.00 3.09 -3.63 0.00* 0.00* 0.00*

* Asterisks mean statistically signifi cant diff erences between the tested samples.

Th e results of the study using Mann-Whitney U test show that gender is an important factor that makes Mille-
nnial travellers diff erent in their evaluation of the importance of security measures (Table 6). In Poland, 
the gender-evaluation relationship occurs for all the analyzed security measures at accommodation facilities 
and for most at tourist attractions. Rank-sum analysis shows that women rank the importance of security 
measures higher than men in all three countries (the average ranks and their sum are higher among women). 
Th e Mann-Whitney U test for Lithuania confi rmed that for most security measures at accommodation facilities, 
there are statistically signifi cant diff erences between women and men, and that for most security measures 
applied at tourist attractions, statistical signifi cance occurs only for "soft" safety measures. Th e results of the 
statistical analysis of Millennials in Slovakia shows a diff erent relationship than in Lithuania: gender is an 
important factor among the respondents who evaluate the importance of security measures at tourist attrac-
tions (for 9 out of 10), and there are no such diff erences as regards accommodation facilities (for 7 out of 11 
security measures. no statistically signifi cant diff erences were identifi ed with the gender variable involved).

Finally, it was examined whether Millennial travellers would be willing to trade higher security for economic 
benefi ts, i.e. sacrifi ce a higher safety level in exchange for an appropriate economic motivation. Th e respon-
dents were asked at what reduction in the cost of a tourist trip, they would be willing to go to a country with 
a reduced security level (economic incentives of 0%, 20%, 30%, 40%, 50%, 70%). Th e results, based on 
Kruskal-Wallis test, are presented in Table 7.
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Table 7 

The evaluation of the security measures at 
accommodation facilities and tourist attractions 
according to travel costs reduction: Kruskal-Wallis test statistics*

Security 
measures

H p-value

PL LT SK PL LT SK

Accommodation facilities

SG 39.66 13.62 15.15 0.00* 0.02* 0.01*
MO 28.46 21.03 37.61 0.00* 0.00* 0.00*
GA 43.35 30.42 45.06 0.00* 0.00* 0.00*
BG 30.58 26.89 23.06 0.00* 0.00* 0.00*
SF 23.35 41.32 35.84 0.00* 0.00* 0.00*
MD 14.22 15.79 21.51 0.01* 0.01* 0.00*
BS 24.53 4.95 16.86 0.00* 0.42 0.00*
CT 19.66 29.44 13.77 0.00* 0.00* 0.02*
HT 33.74 10.20 25.05 0.00* 0.07 0.00*
IN 29.97 8.81 13.07 0.00* 0.12 0.02*
SB 32.35 15.35 15.36 0.00* 0.01* 0.01*

Tourist attractions

MP 15.91 19.93 17.20 0.01* 0.00* 0.00*
AC 29.79 12.77 20.27 0.00* 0.03* 0.00*
SF 19.61 3.83 22.84 0.00* 0.57 0.00*
TP 40.15 7.61 7.05 0.00* 0.18 0.22
MD 27.80 15.65 11.47 0.00* 0.01* 0.04*
CB 22.13 5.90 24.85 0.00* 0.32 0.00*
VD 29.28 9.10 12.94 0.00* 0.11 0.02*
FF 50.79 15.07 12.31 0.00* 0.01* 0.03*
IL 20.32 11.68 2.63 0.00* 0.04* 0.76
IM 38.20 12.48 5.59 0.00* 0.03* 0.35

* Asterisks mean statistically signifi  cant diff  erences between the tested samples.

Th e research results show that the economic factor plays a role in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe 
(asterisks in Table 7 indicates statistically signifi cant diff erences in the assessment when the grouping variable 
is the travel costs reduction). In Poland, the assessment of all the security measures applied at accommoda-
tion facilities and tourist attractions, shows statistically signifi cant diff erences, depending on the  reduction 
in travel costs, off ered to tourists in exchange for a lower level of safety. In Slovakia, the diff erences in assess-
ment refer to all the security measures used at accommodation facilities and most of the security measures at 
tourist attractions (7 out of 10). In Lithuania, similar diff erences in assessment occurred only as regarded 8 
out of 11 security measures at accommodation facilities and 7 out of 10 security measures at tourist attrac-
tions (the smallest numbers among all three countries in question). Millennial travellers from Poland are 
least willing to sacrifi ce the level of security in return for an economic advantage (regardless of the level of 
reduction in travel costs, 57.7% would not travel to a country with a lower level of security). In Lithuania 
and Slovakia, more than half of the respondents would accept such an off er (53.1% and 60.2% respectively).

Th e above analysis indicated that the economic factor, ie. travel cost reduction, causes a diff erentiation of the 
assessment of security measures by tourists. However, is there any relationship? To answer this question, the 
mean ranks of security measures depending on travel cost reduction was calculated (Table 8) and the Chi-
square independence test was used (at p-value≤ 0.05).
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Table 8 

The evaluation of the security measures at accommodation facilities and tourist attractions, using descriptive statistics 
(mean rank) when the grouping variable is the scale of travel costs reduction

Mea-
sure

20% 30% 40% 50% 70% 100%**

PL LT SK PL LT SK PL LT SK PL LT SK PL LT SK PL LT SK

Accommodation facilities

SG 3.2 3.2 3.8 3.2 3.6 2.9 3.6 3.1 3.4 3.7 3.5 3.0 4.1 3.5 3.6 4.0 3.7 3.4
MO 3.6 3.6 4.5 3.6 4.1 3.2 4.0 3.6 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.7 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.2 4.1
GA 3.3 3.4 3.8 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.7 3.1 3.1 4.0 3.7 3.3 4.2 3.6 3.6 3.3 3.8 3.9
BG 2.5 3.6 2.5 2.9 3.1 2.8 3.0 2.5 2.6 3.4 3.3 2.8 3.4 3.2 3.3 2.5 3.4 3.1
SF 2.8 2.8 3.8 3.1 3.9 4.5 3.3 2.5 3.6 3.4 3.5 3.8 3.5 3.6 4.2 2.8 3.6 4.1
MD 2.3 3.2 3.8 2.5 2.9 2.4 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.8 3.0 2.5 2.9 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.2 2.8
BS 2.5 3.0 3.5 2.4 3.4 2.8 3.1 3.4 2.8 3.1 3.6 3.0 3.2 3.7 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.4
CT 2.7 2.0 3.3 2.6 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.4 3.1 3.3 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.6 3.3
HT 2.4 3.3 3.5 2.6 3.7 3.7 3.0 3.4 3.1 3.3 3.8 3.2 3.4 3.9 3.7 3.4 3.9 3.4
IN 3.2 2.7 4.0 3.2 3.5 4.4 3.1 3.3 3.7 3.6 3.4 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.8 3.9 3.6 3.9
SB 3.3 3.0 4.3 3.0 4.7 4.4 3.6 3.1 3.7 3.7 4.3 3.7 3.8 4.1 4.1 4.0 3.7 3.8

Tourist attractions

MP 2.4 3.4 2.3 2.6 3.7 3.3 2.9 3.1 3.2 3.1 3.5 2.9 3.2 3.6 3.3 3.2 3.7 3.1
AC 3.2 3.6 3.8 3.3 3.8 3.0 3.4 3.6 3.8 3.7 4.0 3.7 3.8 4.0 3.9 3.9 4.1 3.8
SF 3.4 3.8 4.0 3.1 3.4 3.6 3.4 3.5 3.8 3.5 3.6 3.8 3.6 3.5 4.2 3.7 3.6 4.0
TP 3.1 2.6 3.8 2.8 3.9 3.7 3.3 3.7 3.7 3.3 3.7 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.8 3.8
MD 2.8 3.2 3.0 2.4 3.7 2.7 2.9 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.7 3.1 3.2 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.6 3.3
CB 2.4 3.2 3.5 2.6 3.6 2.7 2.9 3.6 3.8 3.1 3.7 3.1 3.1 3.7 3.6 3.3 3.8 3.4
VD 3.2 2.8 4.0 3.4 3.3 4.0 3.8 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.5 3.8 4.0 3.7 3.8
FF 3.1 2.6 3.3 3.2 3.8 3.4 3.7 3.6 3.0 3.5 3.7 3.3 3.8 3.6 3.4 4.0 3.8 3.6
IL 2.5 2.4 3.3 2.9 3.2 3.5 2.9 3.3 3.1 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.1 3.5 3.2 3.4 3.4 3.2
IM 2.9 3.0 3.5 3.3 3.2 3.8 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.9 3.7 3.8

*Values below 3 indicate a negative impact of the security measure on the well-being of tourists, values equal 3 are neutral, and values over 3 (up to 5) 
  indicate a positive impact on the well-being of tourists.
** Not responding to the reduction in travel costs.

Th e analysis of Mean Ranks of the importance of security measures in tourism infrastructure by tourists when 
the grouping variable is the scale of travel costs reduction generally indicates that when the Millennials are 
less sensitive to the price (there is a lower willingness for exchange for reduced travel costs, ie. they demand 
a greater price reduction), they assess the importance of security measures lower. Th is was not confi rmed by 
the statistical verifi cation of these mean ranks using the Chi-square independence test. Th e results indicate that 
among Millennial travellers from Poland and Lithuania, there is no statistically signifi cant relationship between 
the assessment of the importance of a safety measure and the scale of the travel costs reduction. Th erefore, 
it cannot be said that when the cost reduction increases, more Millennials from Poland and Lithuania will 
agree to go to a tourist destination where there is a lower level of security at tourism infrastructure. Th is 
relationship only concerns the Millennials from Slovakia, with respect to the following security measures: 
MO (Chi  square=13.98; p=0.016), SF(Chi square=11.55; p=0.042); IN  (Chi  square= 13.02; p=0.023) 
and SB (Chi  square=14.63; p=0.012). In the case of tourist attractions, such a relationship exists for SF 
(Chi square=12.13; p=0.033) and VD (Chi square=12.29; p=0.031). In addition, the importance of the 
security measures in tourism infrastructure is ranked the highest by Millennial travellers who are either not 
concerned about the travel costs or are willing to give up security in return for a very high discount (70%).

5. Conclusions and discussion  
Th e 21st century poses new challenges for tourism. As tourists' tastes and preferences change, we confront the 
problem of their eff ective protection against potential threats (Tarlow, 2014), which, unfortunately, are a part 
of the contemporary world and they will not disappear overnight (Seabra , 2014; Seabra et al., 2013). Since 
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tourists often become the victims of diff erent types of risks, administrators of tourism infrastructure (accom-
modation facilities and tourist attractions) must do their best to minimize potential risks faced by tourists. 
Th erefore, they have to meet the emerging challenges and answer the following questions: what security 
measures should be used in tourism infrastructure and how to use them eff ectively taking into consideration 
the fact that tourists' peace and comfort leisure should be prevented from any disturbance. Th e analysis of 
literary sources has indicated that "hard" security measures can create an atmosphere of trepidation. Th us, 
instead of eff ectively providing tourists with safety, they mainly discourage tourists from choosing certain 
destinations. Yet the use of "soft" security measures alone may increase the number of victims and aff ect the 
image of tourist destinations.

Th e research subject in this article were Millennials, who due to their characteristic tourist preferences and 
social features diff er from previous generations. Th ey are more curious about the world, look for new interest-
ing and undiscovered places rarely frequented by mass tourism participants. Th is particular group of tourists 
fi nds it more important to visit interesting places than to enjoy high standard accommodation, which may 
also make them more vulnerable to potential threats.

Th e research was carried out in three CEE countries. Th e authors agree with the conclusions by Desivilya 
et al. (2015) that the approach of tourists to their safety may diff er depending on the country they come 
from and on the types of danger (AlBattat & Mat Som, 2013). Th us, the assumptions of cultural diff erences 
indicated in the model by Hofstede (2009) are also refl ected in the analysed issue concerning the region of 
Central and Eastern Europe. Tourists from the so-called "safe" countries pay less attention to security matters 
and are willing to downplay potential threats. Th e aim of the paper was to examine the attitude of Millennial 
travellers to the security measures used in tourism infrastructure. Th e results indicate that while analysing 
this category of tourists, the fact that "adventurous" tourists are dealt with must be taken into consideration. 
Most of the surveyed Millennial travellers from Slovakia and Lithuania were willing to risk their own safety 
and travel to dangerous tourist destinations, if they had the opportunity to travel cheaper. Th e situation is 
slightly diff erent with tourists from Poland. Th e latter are more cautious when it comes to choosing a tourist 
destination – they give their safety a higher priority. Th e respondents displayed signifi cant diff erences in the 
assessment of security measures applied in tourism infrastructure. Millennial travellers from all the countries 
in question agree that such measures are needed. However, Millennials from Lithuania prefer "hard" security 
measures, the Slovaks do not have one clear position, and the Poles prefer "soft" security measures. Interestingly, 
tourists from Poland and some tourists from Slovakia said they would like to have "soft" security measures 
installed both in accommodation facilities and in tourist attractions. It is diffi  cult to say why such diff erences 
occur among these countries and why certain security measures are preferred, while others not. Perhaps one 
should agree with Desivilya et al. (2015) that coming from a safe country with a low level threat has a direct 
impact on risk perception. Research on this issue is limited and there is a need for broader studies in the 
future in order to understand the reason for individual choices. According to the authors, the fact that Lithu-
anians are in favour of "hard" security measures may be related to their historical past (this is a country that 
has regained its independence quite recently and operated in an environment of "hard" security control for a 
long period) as well as to the geographical location of their country. Th e research results have also indicated 
that the evaluation of security measures depends on the respondents' gender. Women in each of the studied 
countries are concerned about their own safety more than men are. Th e results of the research have shown 
that this applies to all  security measures used in accommodation facilities and tourist attractions. It was also 
found that tourists' views change when economic benefi ts are proposed to them. Th e importance of security 
measures in tourism infrastructure is rated the highest by Millennials who are either not concerned about 
travel cost reduction or are willing to give up security only when off ered a very high – 70 % – price reduction. 
Th e fi ndings have also indicated that young tourists from Central and Eastern Europe were quite willing to 
sacrifi ce security in exchange for an economic advantage (42.3% in Poland, 53.1% in Lithuania, and 60.2% 
in Slovakia). Th is fi nding partly reiterates the study conducted by Rittichainuwat and Chakraborty (2009) 
who claim that although people say that safety is important to them, some tourists continue to travel despite 
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the possible risk. Our study confi rms the conclusions presented by Barton et al. (2013) and Garg (2015) who 
state that Millennial travellers are impacted by economic factors when taking travel decisions.

Th e article has practical and theoretical implications. Th e authors' main contribution is their research con-
ducted among tourists coming from countries with low risk like the CEE region. In this way, they fi ll in the 
existing gap in the scientifi c literature. So far, the focus has been on investigating the countries with high or 
heightened level of threats. Th e literature focused mainly on examining tourists from regions of Southern 
Europe or the Middle East where there are political risks, and the studies were conducted on tourists from these 
countries or travelling to these countries. Th e authors also fi lled in another research gap in the literature on 
tourism safety and security issues. Th ey did it by studying the way the Millennials perceive security measures 
and the signifi cance of safety with respect to the country of origin, gender and attitude to price reduction. 
Whereas a practical implication is information for the sector representatives about which security measures 
are preferred in the studied countries. Th e article provides information on which types of security measures, 
"soft" or "hard", are worth implementing in order to encourage the Millenniums, who will soon generate 
most of the revenue for the tourism sector, to travel. Th e research conducted in this article is particularly 
relevant now in the COVID-19 era, when the attitude of tourists to their own health and life, including 
the Millennials, is changing signifi cantly. Th e current need to care for the safety and health of tourists has 
aff ected all tourist destinations worldwide. Th e results obtained during our study may give valuable clues in 
restoring confi dence in the tourism sector after it has been frozen for several months. Th e results presented 
in this article may be particularly applicable to the region of Central and Eastern Europe, which was one of 
the fi rst in Europe and the world to unfreeze tourism after it was locked by a pandemic (among others, the 
Baltic "travel bubble").

Th e study presented in the article has also several shortcomings and, consequently, some research limita-
tions. Th e results cannot be generalized for the whole population of the countries in question, but only to 
the generation of Millennials. Moreover, the study included mostly unmarried people. Th e married ones 
might have shown a smaller inclination to take risks. Another research shortcoming is the method used, 
i.e. the questionnaire survey, which measures only the subjective, conscious attitudes of the respondents. In 
surveys, respondents sometimes manipulate their answers (Ma et al., 2014). Th is particular problem could 
be avoided by using some behavioural methods, for instance, those applied in neuro-tourism (Nagaj & 
Žuromskaitė, 2018b). Hence, the authors believe that future studies should include subconscious attitudes, 
which will enable researchers to carry out a more in-depth analysis.

Note:
1 Survey research in Poland and Slovakia was conducted by fi rst of the authors, and in Lithuania by the second of them.
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