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ABSTRACT

There has been much rhetoric about tourism’s role in promoting world peace. This research takes a global perspective examining the rela-
tionship between peace and tourism across 111 different countries using a panel data model using two indicators, international tourist ar-
rivals and the Institute for Economics and Peace’s Global Peace Index. The results indicate that tourism is the beneficiary of peace rather
than grounds for peace. Peace is most important to tourism in medium income destinations but still important for high income nations.
No relationship exists between peace and tourism arrivals for low income nations. Copyright © 2015 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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INTRODUCTION

There has been much rhetoric about tourism’s role in promot-
ing world peace. Those advocating tourism as a peace maker
cite quotes from internationally renowned figures to support
their case. Political figures, religious leaders and movie stars
provide examples of the commonly held view that tourism
contributes to world peace. For example, the tourism-
brings-peace proponents point out John F. Kennedy’s

Travel has become one of the great forces for peace and
understanding in our time. As people move throughout
the world and learn to know each other’s customs and
to appreciate the qualities of individuals of each nation,
we are building a level of international understanding
which can sharply improve the atmosphere for world
peace.

Similar sentiments are also espoused by an eclectic mix of
famous people from Pope John Paul II:

The world is becoming a global village in which people
from different continents are made to feel like next door
neighbours. In facilitating more authentic social relation-
ship between individuals, tourism can help overcome
many real prejudices and foster new bonds of fraternity.
In this sense tourism has become a real force for world
peace.

to Mahatma Gandhi:

I have watched the cultures of all lands blow around my
house and other winds have blown the seeds of peace,
for travel is the language of peace.

and actor, Matt Damon:

I think many of our problems as a country would be
solved if people had thick passports.

However, beyond these sentiments, there is a need to test
empirically whether tourism contributes to world peace or
conversely peace aids the development of tourism. The
United Nations World Tourism Organization’s third article
of its statues reads ‘The fundamental aim of the organization
shall be the promotion and development of tourism with a
view to contributing to economic development, international
understanding, peace, prosperity…’ In the late 1980s, several
international conferences were held advocating tourism’s
role as a vital force for peace (D’Amore, 1988; Jafari,
1989). The International Institute for Peace through Tourism,
established in 1986, is essentially a lobby group, representing
both public and private sectors of the travel and tourism in-
dustry. This non-government organization seeks to foster
and facilitate tourism initiatives that contribute to interna-
tional cultural understanding and cooperation, improve the
quality of the environment, preserve heritage and ultimately
bring about a peaceful and sustainable world (Gibbons, Hill,
Illum, & Var, 1995).

While it is generally agreed that peace is something to
strive for, there is less consensus about what peace looks like
(Kreck, 1989). Conflict may be part of the peace concept,
especially when handled non-violently (Askjellerud, 2003).
Galtung (1969) proffers a useful distinction between positive
peace and negative peace. Positive peace is identified with so-
cial justice. Negative peace is usually defined as the absence
of war and/or violence. Positive peace is a more active
concept. Peace in this context might come to represent
international understanding, cultural learning, friendliness,
harmony and active cooperation among people groups. Along
these lines, peace is defined by Haessly (2010) as the assur-
ance of human rights, the presence of just development,
equality, care for the common good, global security and eco-
logical sustainability. Travel between politically divided
states, it is argued, can assist in reducing tensions and pro-
mote greater understanding (Butler & Mao, 1996).

There has been an ongoing debate among academics,
tourism practitioners and government policy-makers about
the relationship between tourism and peace (Kelly, &
Moufakkir 2010). Tourism, it is argued, can be a vital force
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for world peace by bridging cultural and psychological gaps
between people groups (Nyaupane, Paris, & Teye, 2008).
Tourism can reduce prejudices, conflicts and tensions
through challenging negative stereotypes. The assumption
is that individuals who travel to foreign destinations will
have good experiences and positive interactions with their
hosts, creating goodwill and lasting friendship. The more
tourists who do this, the more likely there will be peace – that
this process is scalable, from individuals to societies, and
hence, nations will engender peace as a result.

Despite this rhetoric and proselytizing, there is minimal
evidence-based research into the relationship between
tourism and peace. Much of the previous research has been
descriptive in nature. Empirical tests as to whether peace
contributes to tourism or whether tourism drives peace are
scant. Litvin (1998) questions whether there is a causal rela-
tionship between peace and tourism. He argues peace leads
to tourism but doubts whether tourism leads to peace. Tour-
ism is the beneficiary of peace rather than the cause of peace.

This research makes a contribution in several ways. While
most studies on tourism and peace examine only a single
country, this research takes a global perspective examining
the relationship between peace and tourism across 111 differ-
ent countries. The research goes beyond opinion, conjecture
and anecdotal evidence in providing an empirical-based anal-
ysis (Litvin, 1998). However, there is still much to be
researched in examining the relationship between tourism
and peace.

PEACE AND TOURISM

From a theoretical standpoint, tourism has been conceptual-
ized to contribute to peace by the contact with different
groups of people. This contact is hypothesized to bring about
greater understanding and mutual liking between the people.
It follows then that this liking will lead to world peace (Amir,
1969; Amir & Garti, 1977; Pettigrew, 1998). This contact be-
tween different groups of people will contribute to improved
intercultural attitudes and reduced intergroup tension. Several
conditions need to be met for the intergroup contact to bring
positive benefits, namely, there should be intimate and volun-
tary contact among participants of equal status, who share
common goals within a supportive atmosphere. De Kadt
(1979) and Krippendorf (1987) are some of the first authors
to apply this to a tourism context while Anastasopoulos
(1992) and Pizam et al. (1991) were some of the first to test
the contact hypothesis empirically. Tomljenovic (2010) pro-
vides a useful recent review.

Early studies, conducted among university student sam-
ples, noted that tourism was perceived as contributing to
the promotion and advancement of world peace, global fra-
ternity and cultural appreciation (Ankomah, Lee, Schlüter,
& Var, 1989; Brayley, Korsay, & Var, 1989). These simple
surveys asked students to what extent they agreed tourism
promotes world peace. Using a similar survey instrument,
Ap and Var (1990) found that tourism was not perceived as
being a significant contributor to world peace among tourism
conference attendees.

The Korean peninsula has been the site of much tourism
and peace research. Kim and Crompton (1990) outline the
role tourism could play in the reunification of North and
South Korea and hence contribute to global peace. They note
tourism’s role in two tracks of diplomacy. Track one diplo-
macy is the official government to government relationship
while track two is the unofficial people to people relation-
ship. Kim and Crompton (1990) argue that tourism, as a track
two activity, can facilitate peace through increased personal
interaction, reduced suspicions and assist mutual apprecia-
tion. Using different terminology, Yu (1997) coined these
two paths: high politics activity (sensitive, economic and
military issues dealt with at the state level) and low politics
activity (interrelationships between ordinary citizens). Yu
(1997) found that tourism, being a low politics activity, can
be an effective force for peace, as in the case of China and
Taiwan where tourism growth and reduced political tension
has coincided.

Several scholars have tracked the progress of the Mt.
Gumgang tourism development on the Korean peninsula as
a means of promoting peace and eventually reunification be-
tween the Koreas. Mt. Gumgang, located in North Korea
near the Demarcation Zone, has both spiritual and cultural
significance for North and South Korea as well as natural
beauty and is seen as initiative to foster better international
relations between the partitions states (Kim & Prideaux,
2003; Cho, 2007). However, Kim and Prideaux (2003) con-
clude that the project did not promote peace as the tourism
development was undermined by counterproductive politics
at the high politics activity level. Moreover, the tourism de-
velopment was a product of political process as opposed to
being tourist driven. This finding is further established by
Kim and Prideaux (2006) who found that, despite tourism
having a role to play in developing peaceful relations be-
tween hostile nations, South Korean residents showed only
moderate interest in visiting Mt. Gumgang, especially in
the presence of political tension. Cho (2007) also concludes
that the Mt. Gumgang tourism development did not greatly
contribute to a peaceful relationship between the Koreas.
Spill-over effects that enhance integration between the two
states, such as improved economic relations, stronger cultural
and scientific relations and cooperation for the protection of
the natural environment, could not be established as a result
of the tourism development.

A survey among South Koreans who visited Mt.
Gumgang found that these tourists developed a more positive
image of North Korea and its residents, potentially paving
the way for reconciliation and peaceful unification (Kim,
Prideaux, & Prideaux, 2007). Yet Kim et al. (2007) question
whether this person-to-person interaction can advance peace
without support at the high politics or track two diplomacy
level between warring nations.

Northern Ireland is often held up as an example of where
the growth in tourism and peace has coincided. ‘The Trou-
bles’, which began in the late 1960s, saw tourism decrease
dramatically and relocation of tourism for both the indigenous
population and within the Republic of Ireland (Anson, 1999).
A series of ceasefires in the late 1990s triggered increases in
tourist arrivals and investment in public infrastructure and
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tourism attractions (Leslie, 1996). The ‘peace dividend’ can
provide opportunities for tourism. On the contrary though,
Simone-Charteris and Boyd (2010) argue that for Northern
Ireland, political instability is an impetus to visit a given des-
tination. In Northern Ireland, reconciliation tourism and polit-
ical tourism have contributed to reconciling the sectarian
communities.

As war and conflict cease and peace is restored in a desti-
nation, the economic impetus provided by the military is
downsized. Tourism has the potential to provide economic
redevelopment in affected areas (Baum & Butler, 1999).
Destinations may be even able to leverage the historical sig-
nificance of war by developing dark tourism or cultural heri-
tage tourist attractions (Anson, 1999; Baum & Butler, 1999).
Where there is contested heritage, it is difficult to use tourism
as an agent for peace (Causevic & Lynch, 2013).

Causevic and Lynch (2013) explore political instability in
Bosnia and Herzegovina and its influences on tourism
development. They argue that ‘negative’ peace established
through a peace agreement has hindered tourism. They ac-
knowledge that negative peace, the absence of conflict and
direct violence, is a necessary but not sufficient starting point
for tourism development but that positive peace, where there
is improved human understanding achieved through commu-
nication, education, cooperation and dispute resolution, is
necessary for economic development and tourism growth.
Causevic (2010) notes that, for Bosnia and Herzegovina,
reconciliation is needed among the institutionally and ethni-
cally divided citizens before economic prosperity, including
tourism development, can take place.

While tourism business activities can provide opportuni-
ties in former war-torn destinations to restructure the econ-
omy and can contribute to peace building by strengthening
reconciliation, justice and socio-economic foundations, tour-
ism may also create new divisions as the battle for scarce
resources may mean tourism may further inter-community
rivalry. Novelli et al. (2012) outline Burundi’s post-conflict
challenges to develop tourism. Scott (2012) notes that tour-
ism can deliver environmental and economic benefits and
can contribute to peace and reconciliation in Cyprus, but it
has also been used as a tool for conflict, expropriation and
exclusion on the island. As on the Korean Peninsula, the
potential for peace is limited if not backed by higher level
government support from both sides.

The establishment of peace parks are another tourism-
oriented strategy designed to foster peace between bordering
countries (Gelbman, 2010; Gelbman & Maoz, 2012). Peace
parks can also be established to commemorate the end of
war between two states and hence serve as dark tourism sites
(Ballantyne, Kang, Lee, & Scott, 2012). While international
borders are generally perceived as barriers to tourism, the
establishment of transborder conservation zones can serve
as symbolic and literal demonstrations of international coop-
eration and sustainable development (Weed, 1994). Yet,
paradoxically, these peace parks may result in tourist dissat-
isfaction, as in the USA/Canada International Peace Garden,
as a result of surly border officials (Timothy & Tosun, 2003).
Elsewhere, more nefarious activities have been recorded in
peace parks with instances of smuggling, poaching and

illegal immigration in peace parks in Central America and
Southern Africa (Duffy, 2001; Amerom & Büscher, 2005).
Tourism operators and tour guides need to reinforce mes-
sages of understanding and peace between reconciled nations
rather than serving as reminders of violence and war, as in
the case of the Island of Peace on the Israeli-Jordan border
(Gelbman & Maoz, 2012).

Examining the evolving relationship between Mainland
China and Taiwan, Guo and colleagues (2006) note that tour-
ist flows and tourism cooperation can contribute to reconcil-
iation between these two states but are primarily affected by
factors such as politics and transportations issues. Again, in
this scenario, higher level politics need to advance before
tourism and trade can further develop. Interpersonal contact,
via tourism exchanges, can reduce stereotypes and change
negative perceptions but can only achieve so much.

In the Middle East, Pizam and colleagues (2002) provide
evidence that Israeli ecotourists expressed more positive
opinions and attitudes towards Jordanians and their institu-
tions, as a result of their visit to Jordan. This contrasted with
earlier studies (Milman, Pizam, & Reichel, 1990; Pizam,
et al., 1991; Anastasopoulos, 1992) where there was rela-
tively little change in attitudes and opinions towards their
hosts as a result of the visit. Pizam and colleagues (2002)
posit that, in the Israeli and Jordan situation, several condi-
tions were met for a positive tourism experience, namely,
equal status between host and visitors, intergroup coopera-
tion in pursuit of common goals, intimate contact (in contrast
to superficial contact), initial intergroup attitudes were not
extremely negative and government/higher level support for
such interactions. Askjellerud (2003) also notes that the indi-
vidual tourist contributes to fostering peace through tourism
when there is mutual respect and an opportunity for emo-
tional growth between host and tourist. Tourists and hosts
are better peace makers if their interactions are positive,
based on mutual respect and there is less social distance be-
tween the hosts and tourists (Nyaupane, et al., 2008).

In sum, there is a significant amount of literature examin-
ing the impact of tourism on peace. The evidence, however,
is mixed. At an individual level, the interaction of tourists
and hosts seems to promote positive opinions and decrease
negative stereotypes (Tomljenovic, 2010). Conversely,
though, when nations deal with each other at the formal dip-
lomatic level, gains at the individual level can be undone or
at the least ignored. Certainly, there seems to be some evi-
dence that peace is a necessary condition for the promotion
of tourism development. This research moves beyond the
case study research outlined above to examine the relation-
ship between peace and tourism at the national level.

DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Data
Tourism and peace are key variables of this study. Interna-
tional tourist arrival data have been compiled from the World
Bank data set to measure the development of tourism. How-
ever, given the concept of peace is difficult to define, it
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follows then that peace is more difficult to measure. The
Global Peace Index (GPI), developed by the Institute for
Economics and Peace (IEP), is selected to represent peace
in nations over the past year (Institute for Economics and
Peace, 2008).

Global Peace Index
Global Peace Index is composed of 22 qualitative and quan-
titative indicators from various sources, which measure three
broad themes: the level of safety and security in society, the
extent of domestic or international conflict and the degree of
militarisation (Institute for Economics and Peace, 2013). IEP
is an independent, non-partisan, non-profit research organi-
zation. GPI is collated and calculated by the Economist Intel-
ligence Unit. The indicators were originally selected with the
assistance of an international panel of independent experts in
2007 and have been reviewed annually by a panel of experts.
All scores for each indicator are normalized on a scale of
1–5, whereby qualitative indicators are banded into 5 group-
ings and quantitative ones are either banded into 10 group-
ings or rounded to the first decimal point. The Economist
Intelligence Unit’s team of country analysts has scored seven
of the eight qualitative indicators and also provided estimates
where there have been gaps in the quantitative data.

As can be noted in Table 1, the GPI reports on ‘negative
peace’, i.e., the indicators predominantly report on the ab-
sence of violence. The overall composite score and index
was then calculated by giving measures of internal peace a

weighting of 60% and measures of external peace a weighting
of 40%. The IEP argues that internal peace is given a heavier
weighting because, it is argued, internal peace is likely to lead
to, or at least correlate with, lower external conflict (Institute
for Economics and Peace, 2013). In this index, the more
peaceful the nation, the lower the index score. Alternatively,
the less peaceful nations exhibit high GPI scores.

The 2013 edition of the GPI is the seventh edition of the
report. In 2013, the GPI Report included 162 independent
states. Since 2008, more countries have deteriorated in peace
than increased in peace. The average GPI was 1.96 in 2008.
This increased to 2.05 in 2012, signifying less global peace.
The fall in global peace in the last past few years is chiefly a
result of the deterioration in three indicators: number of homi-
cides, military expenditure as a percentage of gross domestic
product and political instability (Institute for Economics and
Peace, 2013).

According to the report, the 10 most peaceful countries
based on the GPI are all relatively small, stable democracies,
with the Scandinavian and European Alpine countries featur-
ing heavily at the top of the rankings: 7 out of 10 of the most
peaceful countries are in Europe (Table 2). The GPI ranges
from a low of 1.17 for Iceland to 3.00 for Pakistan. Europe
is comfortably the most peaceful region; few countries are in-
volved in external conflict and most societies are broadly har-
monious. With the exception of Turkey, all European
countries score better than the world average on the GPI.
The Asia-Pacific region shows wide variability when it comes
to peace and security. New Zealand consistently ranks near
the top of the overall index while Australia, Japan and
Singapore are also ranked in the top 20 countries globally.
The sub-region of South Asia, in contrast, has emerged as
the least peaceful of the GPI regional groupings, garnering
high scores on both internal and external peace indicators.
Other research using the GPI includes McClonaghy’s work
(McClonaghy, 2012) who concludes that peace creates resil-
ience, allowing societies to absorb shocks more easily. Peace,
then, is a collection of activities that creates an optimal envi-
ronment for economic and social development to flourish.

At the time of writing, the latest available data for a com-
plete set of international tourist arrivals were for 2012; hence,
the data set covers the period from 2008 to 2012 for 111
countries/regions.

Methodology
To test the bilateral relationship between peace and tourism,
two functions are proposed as follows:

LnArrit ¼ α1LnGPIit þ c1 þ c1;i þ c1;t þ u1;it (1)

LnGPIit ¼ α2LnArrit þ c2 þ c2;i þ c2;t þ u2;it (2)

where LnArrit and LnGPIit are the logarithmic tourist arrivals
and GPI of country i in year t respectively, so that the coeffi-
cients αj ( j=1, 2) represent elasticities of the bilateral
relationship respectively. cj ( j=1, 2) are constant terms to
show the common effects that are not accounted for by the
independent variable, and cj,i and cj,t ( j=1, 2) indicate the
unobserved individual effects across countries and years

Table 1. Global Peace Index – indicators

GPI indicator Weight

Internal peace (weight 1–5)
Level of perceived criminality in society 3
Number of internal security officers and
police per 100 000 people

3

Number of homicides per 100 000 people 4
Number of jailed population per 100 000 people 3
Ease of access to small arms and light weapons 3
Level of organized conflict (internal) 5
Likelihood of violent demonstrations 3
Level of violent crime 4
Political instability 4
Political Terror Scale 4
Volume of transfers of major conventional
weapons, as recipient (imports) per 100 000 people

2

Terrorist activity 2
Number of deaths from organized conflict (internal) 5

External peace (weight 1–5)
Military expenditure as a percentage of GDP 2
Number of armed services personnel per 100 000 people 2
Financial contribution to UN peacekeeping missions 2
Nuclear and heavy weapons capability 3
Volume of transfers of major conventional
weapons as supplier (exports) per 100 000 people

3

Number of displaced people as a percentage
of the population

4

Relations with neighbouring countries 5
Number of external and internal conflicts fought 5
Estimated number of deaths from organized
conflict (external)

5

GPI, Global Peace Index; GDP, gross domestic product; UN, United
Nations.
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respectively. uj,it ( j=1, 2) are the idiosyncratic errors that are
used to measure the gap between the actual value of depen-
dent variable on the left-hand side of the equation and the
estimated value on the right-hand side. Although the constant
and error terms usually do not have any economic explana-
tion, their roles in model estimation are crucial. The constant
terms allows for the differences in countries and the differ-
ences in years across the panel. The error terms are employed
to assess the goodness of fit of the model.

Equations (1) and (2) are employed to test the following
hypotheses, respectively:

H1: Peace drives tourism.

H2: Tourism drives peace.

Equations (1) and (2) are two stable single equations of
panel data model. The research objective of this study is to
empirically test the bilateral relationship between tourism
and peace, instead of the interactive effects between them.
Thus, single equation model, rather than structure equation
model (e.g., vector autoregression model), is selected. Be-
cause there are only five years’ data that are available at the
time of writing, to keep a larger sample size, a stable model
is more preferable than a dynamic model in this study. Due
to the short time period, the stability test and cointegration
test are skipped.

cj,i ( j=1, 2) depict the unobserved effect of individual fea-
tures to dependent variables such as the impact of Burmese
political reform on both tourism arrivals and GPI of
Myanmar, while cj,t ( j=1, 2) capture the unobserved global
effect in a particular year such as the financial crisis in 2008
and 2009. cj,i and cj,t ( j=1, 2) play an important role in the

model selection. If they are combined with the idiosyncratic
errors, the model is called pooled model; if it is assumed that
the unobserved effects are correlated with independent vari-
ables, the model is known as a fixed effects (FE) model; if
there is zero correlation between the unobserved effects and
explanatory variables, the model is categorized as a random
effects (RE) model (Woodridge, 2002).

The estimation of the model is composed of two steps. In
the first step, the data are estimated by the three types of
model respectively. In the second step, Hausman test and
F-test are carried out to determine the model that best fits
the data. Specifically, the Hausman test determines the selec-
tion between RE and FE models, while F-test is used for the
selection between FE and Pooled models (Woodridge,
2002). Because the panel data collected in this study is very
flat (with 111 cross-sectional units and 5 time series units),
the model is estimated using the weights of the panel
corrected standard errors on cross-sections to correct the
cross-sectional heteroscedasticity and obtain more robust es-
timation results (Beck & Katz, 1995).

FINDINGS

The results of the total sample are shown in Table 3.
In the two models shown in Table 3, the Hausman test in-

dicates that the best fit for model 1 is a pooled model while
for Model 2 is an RE model. The original estimation result
of model 1 (marked by the asterisk) was an FE model that
exhibited serious multicollinearity. Thus, all the logarithmic
variables were differenced and re-estimated to eliminate the

Table 2. Global Peace Index 2012

Rank Country GPI Rank Country GPI Rank Country GPI Rank Country GPI Rank Country GPI

1 Iceland 1.17 26 Slovakia 1.58 51 Zambia 1.89 76 Madagascar 2.15 101 Cote D’ivoire 2.49
2 Denmark 1.21 27 Romania 1.59 52 Serbia 1.91 77 Congo 2.17 102 Myanmar 2.55
3 New Zealand 1.24 28 Malaysia 1.59 53 Greece 1.91 78 Haiti 2.18 103 Ethiopia 2.57
4 Switzerland 1.26 29 Uruguay 1.61 54 Mongolia 1.92 79 USA 2.18 104 Zimbabwe 2.60
5 Finland 1.30 30 Croatia 1.61 55 Paraguay 1.93 80 Uganda 2.20 105 Colombia 2.64
6 Austria 1.31 31 Italy 1.66 56 Cuba 1.94 81 Sri Lanka 2.20 106 India 2.67
7 Japan 1.32 32 Costa Rica 1.68 57 Albania 1.96 82 Saudi Arabia 2.21 107 Yemen 2.70
8 Sweden 1.32 33 Bulgaria 1.68 58 Bosnia 1.97 83 Egypt 2.23 108 Nigeria 2.71
9 Canada 1.33 34 Estonia 1.71 59 Macedonia 1.97 84 Mali 2.27 109 Israel 2.77
10 Belgium 1.37 35 Kuwait 1.71 60 Tunisia 1.98 85 Jamaica 2.27 110 Russia 2.97
11 Ireland 1.37 36 Lao PDR 1.72 61 Moldova 1.99 86 South Africa 2.27 111 Pakistan 3.00
12 Qatar 1.37 37 UK 1.73 62 Nicaragua 2.03 87 Azerbaijan 2.28
13 Slovenia 1.37 38 Vietnam 1.74 63 Brazil 2.05 88 Cambodia 2.30
14 Czech 1.41 39 Argentina 1.76 64 Ecuador 2.05 89 Algeria 2.30
15 Singapore 1.43 40 Latvia 1.77 65 Bolivia 2.06 90 Guatemala 2.31
16 Portugal 1.44 41 Lithuania 1.80 66 Dominican 2.08 91 Turkey 2.32
17 Germany 1.45 42 Cyprus 1.83 67 Ukraine 2.08 92 El Salvador 2.33
18 Australia 1.47 43 France 1.83 68 Bahrain 2.08 93 Venezuela 2.33
19 Bhutan 1.52 44 Korea 1.84 69 Peru 2.09 94 Honduras 2.35
20 Spain 1.52 45 Mozambique 1.85 70 PNG 2.12 95 Rwanda 2.35
21 Hungary 1.52 46 Tanzania 1.86 71 Cameroon 2.13 96 Philippines 2.39
22 Poland 1.53 47 Jordan 1.86 72 Belarus 2.13 97 Thailand 2.39
23 Taiwan 1.54 48 Indonesia 1.87 73 Angola 2.14 98 Iran 2.42
24 Netherlands 1.55 49 Morocco 1.89 74 Kazakhstan 2.15 99 Lebanon 2.43
25 Chile 1.58 50 Panama 1.89 75 China 2.15 100 Mexico 2.44

GPI, Global Peace Index; Lao PDR, Lao People’s Democratic Republic; PNG, Papua New Guinea.
Source: Institute for Economics and Peace (2008).
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multicollinearity. As a result, variance inflation factors of
both the models are around unit, indicating that the
multicollinearity does not exist and the estimated results are
valid. The model with difference variables is now interpreted
as the elasticity between the growth rates of tourism arrivals
and peace (as measured by the GPI), instead of the elasticity
between the level of the variables.

R2 and adjusted R2 range from 0.026 to 0.042 for these two
models. Since F-statistics are both significant at 1% signifi-
cant level, although the scale of R2s is limited, it is confirmed
that there are statistically valid relationships between the two
variables. The research objectives of this study are to test H1

and H2 respectively, not to investigate the key determinants
of international tourism demand or peace; thus, even though
the R2s are not high, the models should be accepted. The elas-
ticities are significant at 1% significant level, indicating that
both H1 and H2 cannot be rejected. As GPI measures negative
peace (Institute for Economics and Peace, 2013), a negative
elasticity in each model indicates a positive bilateral relation-
ship between tourism and peace.

Tourism is the beneficiary of peace rather than grounds
for peace
In Table 3, model 1 is used to test H1 while model 2 is for H2.
The elasticity in model 1 is �0.384 while it equals �0.031 in
model 2. The interpretation of the elasticity in model 1 is that
if the growth rate of peace decreases by 1%, the growth rate
of tourist arrivals will increase 0.384%. In contrast, the result
of model 2 shows that a 1% increase of tourist arrivals will
only lead a 0.031% improvement in peace. The two coeffi-
cients also indicate that the impact of peace on tourism is
much greater than the impact of tourism on peace, comparing
the absolute values of the elasticities.

There is evidence from the academic literature to support
the above findings. Kim and Prideaux (2012) explored a
framework to analyse bilateral tourism flows between Korea
and Japan after Korea’s independence from the colonial rule
of Japan. They found that peace between Korea and Japan
had been achieved several decades earlier than the resumption
of tourism between the two countries. Thus, they concluded

that tourism was not the generator of peace but the beneficiary
of peace in the case of Korea and Japan. Additionally, anec-
dotal evidence also supports the findings above. For example,
in Thailand from 2008 to 2012, the same period used in the
model, international arrivals to Thailand increased 11.3% ev-
ery year. Instead of significant improvements in peace, the
anti-government demonstration broke out in the end of 2013
and the unrest continues (at the time of writing – 2014). The
substantial expansion of international tourism did not prevent
the political unrest; thus, it seems tourism is not a determinant
of peace, based on the case of Thailand. In contrast, once the
anti-government demonstration broke out, the number of in-
ternational tourist arrivals fell 5% due to the deterioration of
peace immediately in the first four months of 2014. The pre-
diction is for tourist arrivals to suffer a decrease of 1.5% in
2014 compared with the previous year, if the unrest dragged
on (Thailand Business News, 2014). The latest statistics and
forecasts of Thailand verify the finding that tourism is the
beneficiary of peace rather than the grounds for peace.

Peace is more important to tourism in medium income
destinations
To further investigate the bilateral relationship between
tourism and peace, the 111 countries/regions are divided
into three groups based on the World Bank’s income group
standards. Economies are divided according to 2012 gross
national income per capita, calculated using the World Bank
Atlas method. The groups are as follows: low income,
$1035 or less; middle income, $1036–$12 615; and high in-
come, $12 616 or more (http://data.worldbank.org/about/
country-classifications). The estimation results of the three
groups are shown in Table 4.

Confirming the results of the total sample, the models split
by national income group shows that tourism benefits from
peace rather than peace benefiting from tourism. The argu-
ment is supported by the results of the other two pairs of
sub-samples. In the medium income group, the elasticity of
GPI to tourism is �1.074, while it is only �0.066 of tourism
to GPI. Furthermore, in the high income group, both models
7 and 8 calculate elasticities using the data of growth rates,
and it can be found that the impact of GPI on tourism
(�0.332) is more significant than tourism on GPI (�0.017).
The Hausman test suggests that five of the six models belong
to the RE model while F-test further confirms that the other
one model fits the pooled model best.

Eleven countries/regions in the 111 destinations are cate-
gorized into the low income group. In this group, while
Cambodia and Myanmar are located in Asia and Haiti is
grouped into North America, the other eight countries are
all located in Africa. Table 4 shows that the F-statistics and
t-statistics in models 3 and 4 are not significant, suggesting
that there is no relationship between tourism and peace in
low income countries. It would seem that the construction
of transportation infrastructure, health and basic services,
the development of tourist attractions and hospitality busi-
nesses are more important determinants of tourism than peace
for these low income nations (Naudé & Saayman, 2005).

The elasticity of peace to tourism is �1.074 for the me-
dium income group, suggesting that a 1% improvement in

Table 3. Panel data model estimation results – total sample

Model 1* Model 2

No. of countries/regions 111 111
Hypothesis Peace drives

tourism (H1)
Tourism drives
peace (H2)

Model selected Pooled Random
Constant 0.050 1.090

(17.684)*** (8.745)***
Elasticity �0.384 �0.031

(�4.550)*** (�3.796)***
Hausman test 18.680*** 0.208
F-test 1.017 —
R2 0.042 0.028
Adjusted R2 0.040 0.026
F-statistics 19.566*** 15.934***
VIF 1.044 1.029

VIF, variance inflation factor. Variables used in the models marked by ‘*’
are in logarithmic differential forms. *t-statistics 10% significance level.
**t-statistics 5% significance level. ***t-statistics 1% significance level.
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peace would lead a 1.074% expansion in international tour-
ism arrivals. It also indicates a 1% deterioration in peace
would cause a more than 1% decrease of arrivals. For middle
income destinations, tourism is very sensitive to changes in
peace. Compared with low income destinations, basic tourism
services and infrastructure tend to be more developed. When
the transportation and other living conditions are improved,
the importance of peace to a destination grows in importance.
The R2 of model 5 is 0.065, which is the highest of the six
models. This measure also confirms that peace is a more ef-
fective determinant of tourism in the medium income group.

In high income destinations, peace significantly influences
tourism. However, the strength of the relationship is not as
strong as the medium income group. For the medium income
group, the elasticity is elastic, while it is inelastic in the high
income group. This implies that international tourists are
more likely to keep visiting high income nations, even if
there is change in the degree of peace in these nations. These
high income countries have traditionally been popular inter-
national tourism destinations. For example, 7 of the 10 most
popular destinations (e.g., France, the USA, Spain and Italy)
are in the high income group, and these seven destinations
accounted for 32.8% market share of the international tourist
arrivals in 2012 (UNWTO, 2013). Tourists have long visited
these destinations, and in most cases, these destinations have
stable democratic governments. Any change in the level of
peace might be perceived as transitory. Moreover, peace
levels of most high income countries, as measured by the
GPI, rank in the first 25% of the 111 destinations. When tour-
ists decide to visit these destinations, although peace is a fac-
tor in the decision process (e.g., the impact of 9/11 attack),
the attractiveness of these most visited destinations out-
weighs any concerns of safety and security. Consequently,
the contribution of peace to tourism is lower in high income
destinations, although it is still a significant determinant.

As demonstrated above, the importance of peace in con-
tributing to tourism varies significantly by national income
levels. Figure 1 depicts a conceptual model of the change
of the relationship between peace and tourism by different in-
come levels. It demonstrates that when the gross national

income per capita of a destination is low, peace does not have
an effect on tourism. As national income increases, the role
of peace in influencing tourism becomes increasingly impor-
tant. However, for high income nations, although tourism
can benefit from internal and external peace, peace is less im-
portance (compared with medium income nations).

CONCLUSION

The relationship between peace and tourism has been the
subject of much research. This research had tended to use
case studies to make its conclusions. Among those involved
in the tourism industry, tourism academics and policy-
makers want to demonstrate that increased tourism develop-
ment contributes to increased peace, safety and security and
that tourism makes the world a better place. Certainly, there
is research to support the idea that tourism fosters cross-
cultural interaction and can help change negative stereotypes
and promote goodwill among citizens from different nations
and indeed, citizens from warring countries. For example, in
Taiwan, tourist flows and tourism cooperation contributed to
reconciliation between Taiwan and the People’s Republic of
China (Guo et al., 2006). In the Middle East, Israeli tourists
expressed more positive opinions and attitudes towards
Jordanians as a result of their visit to Jordan (Pizam et al.,
2002). This goal is a worthy one in and of itself, but as this
research has shown, the answer to whether tourism contrib-
utes to world peace in general is still yet to be confirmed.

Table 4. Panel data model estimation results by income group

Low income Medium income High income

Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6* Model 7* Model 8*

No. of countries/regions 11 11 59 59 41 41
Hypothesis H1 H2 H1 H2 H1 H2

Model selected Random Random Random Random Pooled Random
Constant 13.188 0.693 15.253 0.011 0.032 0.006

(20.905)*** (1.730)* (50.922)*** (2.933)*** (7.133)*** (1.963)*
Elasticity 0.265 0.007 �1.074 �0.066 �0.332 �0.017

(0.370) (0.244) (�3.942)*** (�2.750)*** (�2.729)*** (�2.298)**
Hausman test 1.300 0.368 2.646 0.029 6.634*** 2.320
F-test — — — — 0.842 —
R2 0.003 0.001 0.065 0.044 0.038 0.012
Adjusted R2 �0.016 �0.178 0.061 0.040 0.032 0.006
F-statistics 0.171 0.067 20.216*** 10.766*** 6.326*** 1.936
VIF 1.000 1.000 1.004 1.002 1.001 1.000

VIF, variance inflation factor. Variables used in the models marked by ‘*’ are in logarithmic differential forms. *t-statistics 10% significance level. **t-statistics
5% significance level. ***t-statistics 1% significance level.

Figure 1. Conceptual diagram of the relationship between peace,
tourism and national income.
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The literature does also acknowledge that these personal in-
teractions are not scalable. That is, what holds for individual
tourists may not hold for nations in the aggregate. This is one
of the main findings in this research. Discussing the relation-
ship between North and South Korea, Kim and Prideaux
(2003) admit that the Mt. Gumgang project did not promote
peace as the tourism development was undermined by counter-
productive political as the high politics activity level.

This research takes a global view of the relationship be-
tween tourism, as measured by international tourist arrivals
and peace, as measured by the GPI developed by the IEP
since 2008. This research finds that tourism benefits from
peace rather than being the cause of peace. The research sup-
ports Litvin’s (1998) finding that argued peace leads to tour-
ism but doubts whether tourism leads to peace. Eight stable
panel data models are estimated using the data of 111
countries/regions from 2008 to 2012 to test the bilateral rela-
tionship between tourism and economic growth. The empiri-
cal evidence suggests the impact of peace on tourism is more
significant than the effect of tourism on peace. Tourism is the
beneficiary of peace, but we do not find evidence that tour-
ism leads to peace, at least on a macro level.

This finding is supported in the aggregate and when na-
tions are segmented into medium and high income countries.
When countries are split into low, medium and high income
nations, the influence of peace on tourism differs. The stron-
gest and most sensitive influence is observed in medium in-
come countries/regions. Although the influence is significant
in high income countries/regions as well, it is weaker than
the medium income group. There is no significant relation-
ship between peace and tourism in the low income nations.

The study highlights the effect of peace on tourism
development to policy-makers and government officials in
different destinations. Compared with low and high income
destinations, peace has the largest impact of tourism develop-
ment on middle income countries. To maximize the benefits
of tourism, these middle income countries need to portray to
potential international tourists the perception of a safe and
secure destination. These destinations need to demonstrate
their commitment to political stability and ensure low levels
of violence and crime. For low income countries, tourism
development may not be seen as a priority. In contrast, more
basic services and infrastructure needs for the local popula-
tion may be more important for a well-functioning society.
For high income countries, there is still a relationship between
peace and tourism. Although not as elastic as the impact of
peace on tourism in middle income countries, high income
countries still need to address perceptions of safety and secu-
rity in their destinations.

Limited by the data availability, only five years’ data are
employed. A long time series would ensure more robust re-
sults using dynamic panel data model in future studies. More
data would allow for further segmentation to occur between
countries to further examine the relationship between tourism
and peace. The definition of peace in this study was one of
negative peace (Galtung, 1969). Negative peace is usually
defined as the absence of war and/or violence whereas posi-
tive peace is identified with social justice. Future research
could also examine the relationship between tourism and

positive peace. A positive peace index has been developed
by the IEP (2013). Their positive peace index measures ins-
titutional capacity and resilience or vulnerability against ex-
ternal shocks. The index is comprises 24 indicators across 8
domains, namely, a well-functioning government, a sound
business environment, an equitable distribution of resources,
acceptance of the rights of others, good relations with neigh-
bours, the free flow of information, high levels of human
capital and low levels of corruption. The relationship be-
tween positive peace and tourism could be examined in the
future. As noted by Moufakkir and Kelly (2010, p. 243),
more research is needed on this important topic.
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