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ABSTRACT 
 

Keywords: environment, responsible tourism, sustainable tourism, resorts 

Tourism is a fast-developing industry globally, and the impacts of tourism are 

exceedingly diverse. The relationship between the environment and tourism has 

assumed a unique position in research through the development of tourism studies 

over the years. From an economic viewpoint, tourism is aimed at bringing income to 

local communities. It also could also increase and spread economic development, 

thus reducing the inequalities in income distribution by providing and creating 

employment opportunities. However, from an ecological standpoint, tourism poses a 

threat to the delicate environment.  

Thus, the pressure on natural resources remains a major problem globally, and the 

fact that tourism-related activities and facilities such as resorts contribute to the 

scarcity and overuse of resources is of great concern. The rapid growth in tourist 

numbers poses a significant threat to natural resources, more so tourists are 

significant consumers of natural resources such as water and electricity while on 

holiday. Overuse and depletion of these natural resources can cause environmental 

degradation in and around a destination. Even though some tourists hold positive 

environmental attitudes, they may not behave environmentally responsible while 

visiting resorts, because they want to experience the destination in full.  

Behavioural change is a complex process involving the interaction between numerous 

variables of which attitude is only one attribute. Attitude itself is also a complex 

attribute which is challenging to define and may involve multiple and even 

contradictory values. Previous studies indicate that positive attitudes toward the 

environment do not necessarily lead to environmentally responsible behaviour. 

Researchers have found a weak relationship between attitudes and behaviour. 

Although there is not a direct or linear relationship between attitude and behaviour, 

they may have significant causal effects on behaviour. Suffice to say, however, 
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attitudes, especially strong specific and narrowly defined attitudes that have been 

acquired through direct experience, that influence the person’s self-interest and are 

accessible, have a strong effect on behaviour. For this reason, a general indication of 

the variable ‘environmental attitudes’ was obtained by recoding the respondents’ 

identification and ratings of severe environmental problems when visiting LWR in 

Limpopo. The measurement of environmental concern or rather behaviour is generally 

regarded as an integrated component of broader attitudinal dispositions. 

This study attempted to determine whether tourists are behaving in an environmentally 

responsible manner while visiting selected resorts in Limpopo South Africa. This was 

approached based on an empirical study which followed a quantitative research 

design. A non-probability, convenience sampling method by means of a web-survey 

was adopted. The target population for this study were tourists to all LWR (Limpopo 

Wildlife Resorts) in Limpopo South Africa. Once the data was collected, it was 

captured and processed by means of SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences). 

Environmentally responsible behaviour of tourists visiting LWR was analysed by 

means of descriptive statistics, using factor analysis and ANOVA. With the information 

gathered, the researcher wanted to test if there was a difference in visitor behaviour 

in comparison to their attitudes toward the environment. ANOVA was used to compare 

the difference in visitor’s behaviour and attitudes while visiting resorts and the use of 

factor analysis as a procedure was necessary for data reduction and summarisation. 

Therefore, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was applied to investigate how 

tourist environmentally responsible behaviour differs between visitor profiles.  

The data showed that females agreed more strongly with statements empathetic to 

the environment than male respondents did. Furthermore, the data showed that as 

one becomes older, so the agreement with the opinion of empathetic opinion to the 

environment becomes larger. The apathetic environmental opinion factor shows an 

opposite tendency, namely as one grows older, the agreement with the apathetic 

opinion factor becomes less. Awareness has become heightened, which is shown in 

the visitor’s value of nature and leads to environmentally conscious behaviour and 

activities to preserve the environment. Moreover, an increased concern of the 

environment has made consumers more aware of the environmental impacts of their 
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purchase decision concerning the service industry. The increased awareness of 

environmental impacts of tourism has led to the emergence of tourist called, among 

others, environmentally responsible tourist. Therefore, one can say that tourist as 

consumers are becoming more aware of the importance of protecting the environment 

and more involved in practising environmentally friendly behaviour while on holiday.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 
 

1.1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

Many countries are relying on the tourism industry as one of their main sources of 

income (Ghulam, Rabbany, Afrin, Rahman, Islam & Hoque 2013:117). Tourism 

investments are encouraged by governments because it contributes to national and 

regional economic development through the creation of employment opportunities, 

exchange earnings, the balance of payment advantages and infrastructure 

developments that benefit hosts as well as visitors (Mbaiwa 2005:203; Richardson 

2010:1). However, this growth in tourism has led to negative environmental impacts 

such as natural resource depletion and environmental degradation (Hun, Hsu, Lee & 

Sheu 2011:345). Over the last few decades concerns over environmental impacts 

associated with the tourism industry’s rapid expansion in many countries have 

escalated (Hun et al. 2011:335; Kuvan 2010:156; United Nations Environment 

Programme (UNEP 2014).  

Large amounts of solid waste and wastewater are generated while non-renewable 

resources such as coal are being exhausted (Scanlon 2007:711; Becken 2005:383; 

Pan, Li, Xu & Li 2014:9). According to the United Nations Environment Programme 

(UNEP) the 692.5 million international tourists that travelled globally in 2001 were 

estimated to have generated about 4.8 million tons of solid waste (UNEP 2003:3). One 

can only imagine what this figure will be 18 years later.  Climate change is another 

important threat to the environment which is receiving global attention. The 

contribution of the tourism industry to climate change should be calculated and 

minimised.  

This study focused on the Limpopo Wildlife Resorts (LWR) in Limpopo, as a division 

of Limpopo Tourism and Parks (LTP). It is the purpose of Limpopo Wildlife Resorts to 

offer hospitality and tourism management services and generate revenue 
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competitively within LTP (Limpopo Tourism and Parks 2016). The Limpopo Wildlife 

Resorts (LWR) streamlined all necessary preparatory work by positioning the Limpopo 

Province as the preferred environmentally responsible tourism destination in Southern 

Africa (Sustainable Tourism Alliance 2016).  

The LWR divisions are allocated to five (5) regions in the Limpopo Province, namely: 

(1) Waterberg region (2) Mopani region (3) Vhembe region (4) Capricorn region and 

the (5) Sekhukhune region. In total, the LWR has 21 resorts distributed throughout the 

Limpopo province (Limpopo Tourism and Parks 2016). LWR also increased its tourist 

arrivals from just around 36,000 annually from 2009 to 156,000 in 2016. The primary 

source markets for the resorts originate from the host province and adjacent 

provinces, namely Mpumalanga and Gauteng, with other provinces and international 

markets following suit (Limpopo Wildlife Resorts 2016). The mandate of Limpopo 

Tourism and Parks is to promote, foster and develop environmentally responsible 

tourism behaviour to and within the Limpopo Province (South African Tourism 2011). 

Since tourists are the consumers of tourism services, they have a role to play in 

reducing the negative environmental impacts (Saayman 2009:72; Singh 2016:206), 

but is this actually happening, and do they care? It is, however, important for 

environmentally friendly behaviour to be fostered with tourists which can contribute to 

the long-term sustainability of resorts (Budeanu 2007:500; Han, Lee & Hwang 

2016:2). 

1.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

To acquire background and structure for this study, it is partly based on the New  

Ecological Paradigm (NEP) (which is a revised version of the traditional New 

Environmental Paradigm) and the anthropocentric and the ecocentric view to assess 

tourist behaviour while on holiday (Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig & Jones 2000:425442). 

Early studies on environmentally responsible behaviour focused on the assumption 

that knowledge was linked to attitudes, and attitudes to behaviour (Sondakh & Wiwiek 

2013:3; Cottrell & Graefe 1997:17). This thinking suggested that people might be 

motivated to act more responsibly if they were more aware of the problems and 
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challenges facing the environment which implicates higher levels of awareness 

(Hungerford & Volk 1990:9; Kanter 2011:2). 

However, Page, Connell and Bently (2009:868) challenge this theory and state that 

people differ in opinion regarding the use of resources and the degree to which 

environmental problems exist due to their worldviews, and these views exist in many 

forms but the two most common vary according to whether or not they are human 

centered as opposed to environment-focused. In support of this, the New Ecological 

Paradigm measures the validation of a ‘pro-environmental’ world view, it is used 

extensively where people’s values, world view or paradigm explain differences in 

behaviour or attitudes (Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig & Jones 2000:426).  By accepting 

the underlying premise that the earth’s resources and environment are finite resources 

and that global environmental problems exist as a result of human actions such as 

tourism, the ecological paradigm can help to understand how individuals can minimise 

these effects on the environment (Page & Connell 2002:5; Zubair, Bowen & Elwin 

2011:226). This will involve assessing tourist behaviour and by summarising their 

views in terms of how they value and attach behaviour to the environment. 

1.3 RATIONALE AND MOTIVATION 

The earth’s natural resources provide basic necessities for life such as food, water 

and fuel. These natural resources have been consumed by humanity but are not 

inexhaustible and are becoming scarcer or degraded as humans make increasingly 

more use thereof (Bruner, Sweeting & Rosenfeld 1999:72; Magdoff 2013). Tourism 

development can put pressure on natural resources, particularly in areas with scarce 

resources and increased consumption (Sunlu 2003:263). Resorts are among the 

sectors in tourism which are impacting negatively on the environment (Jamaludin & 

Yosuf 2013:21). 

A resort can be described as a ‘self-contained commercial establishment which 

attempts to provide for most of a tourist’s wants while remaining on the premises, such 

as food, drink, lodging, sports, entertainment, and shopping. The term may also be 

used to identify a hotel property that provides an array of amenities and typically 

includes entertainment and recreational activities’ (Turner & Freiermuth 2016:7). 

According to UNEP (2003) and Bramwell and Lane (2010:2) resort operations 

https://hbr.org/search?term=rosabeth+moss+kanter
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contribute to the consumption of large amounts of paper, food, energy and other 

resources. Typically resorts use large volumes of water – up to 80-2000 liters per 

person per day, which is often above the sustainable yield of local natural sources 

(Jamaludin & Yosuf 2013:21). Various factors influence water use, these figures 

metioned above refer to direct water use by tourist, including kitchens, laundry, toilets, 

showers, swimming pools, cooling, or the irrigation of gardens, as well as water use 

for various activities such as golf, diving, saunas, or spas Gössling, Peeters, Hall, 

Dubois, Ceron, Lehmann and Scott (2012). 

Added to this a water shortage as was (is) experienced by Cape Town, puts pressure 

on resources.  Hotels and resort managers requested guests to limit their showers to 

two minutes or less and not to use baths. Some guest houses switched to disposable 

cups and abandoned table linen. However, even with this critical situation, Enver 

Duminy, chief executive officer at Cape Town Tourism stated that there were ‘around 

10 million tourists who have visited Cape Town in the last year, drawn by iconic sights 

like Table Mountain, its long sandy beaches and clutch of nearby wine farms. Tourism 

accounted for an estimated 9 percent of South Africa’s economic output last year, or 

R412 billion’ (Duminy 2017). 

Numerous visitors might have stayed away because they did not want to increase the 

demand on the already restricted resources since these visitors are sympathetic to 

Cape Town’s plight for responsible used of water. No official data available, yet to 

quantify the impact water shortages are having on numbers Duminy alleged ‘there 

had already been cancellations. In a bid to limit the economic damage, which could 

spell job losses in a country with 25 percent unemployment, SA Tourism, the 

government agency, embarked on global roadshow to reassure potential visitors’ that 

they can visit. The water crisis in Cape Town indicated that negative impacts on the 

environment are not in the best interest of the tourism industry as it threatens not only 

the quality of the environment on which it depends but also the economic security of 

tourism businesses (McNamara & Gibson 2008:85; UNWTO 2013:4). It becomes 

more prominent that the tourism industry has become under high pressure to be 

managed in a sustainable manner (UNEP 2003; Verbeek & Mommaas 2008:629; Abir 

2013).  
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According to South African Tourism (2018), tourist arrivals in South Africa are 

continuously growing, as can be seen in Figure 1.1. This has a direct impact on the 

resources used to attract and host these visitors. 

 

Figure 1.1: South African tourist arrivals Source: South African Tourism (2009-2019) 

Tourists consume enormous quantities of goods and services which impacts 

negatively on the environment (UNEP 2016). Excessive consumption of non-durable 

goods such as energy, water and foodstuff contribute to environmental degradation of 

the planet (Manaktola & Jauhari 2007:366; Mathijs 2012:2). These negative impacts 

occur when the level of tourist’s use of resources is higher than the environment’s 

ability to cope with the demand. A growing number of people are becoming aware of 

these negative impacts on the environment, which may lead to a change in tourist 

behaviour (UNEP 1999, Juvan & Dolnicar 2014:76). 

Many individuals are implementing strategies at home such as recycling, using 

energy-saving light bulbs and being more conscious of the use of energy-consuming 

air conditioning and heating units (Tartaglia 2009:1; Klein & Shaw 2014:330). 

However, in the context of environmentally responsible behaviour, a positive attitude 

does not emerge as a good predictor of responsible choices while on vacation 

(Becken 2004:334; Bergin-Seers & Mair 2009:110). Mihalic (2000:68), Kasim 

(2007:27) and Rubright (2014:2) argue that a gap exists between tourists’ 
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environmentally responsible behaviour and corresponding actions. This implies that 

not every environmentally conscious tourist will act environmentally responsible while 

on holiday because they feel they paid for services and resources they are entitled to 

use in abundance. 

Tourists play a critical role in achieving an environmentally sustainable tourism 

industry by acting more responsibly (Font & Tribe 2000:15; Lee & Sheu 2011:346). 

Environmentally responsible behaviour could have positive impacts on the 

sustainability of the planet (Monroe 2003:113; Goeldner & Ritchie 2011:98). This will 

contribute to the preservation of resources and will sustain the natural environment 

(Mensah 2006:415; Kim & Canter 2010:136). Tourist behaviour should be understood 

in terms of environmentally responsible practices (Arnberger, Eder, Allex, Sterl & 

Burns 2012:49) as this will provide insight into what action should be taken by resort 

managers to promote tourists’ environmentally responsible behaviour. Furthermore, 

an understanding of consumer’s environmentally responsible behaviour will provide 

not only resort managers but also the tourism industry with the tools and practices to 

improve their product development and marketing strategies to ensure that tourists 

are more aware of and actively involved in sound environmental practices and realise 

how it can also benefit them individually (Font & Buckley 2001:6; Hall, Gössling & 

Scott 2015:150). Table 1.1 is an indication of some of the previous studies done on 

responsible tourist behaviour which provided this study with insight. 
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Table 1.1: List of previous tourism studies related to environmentally responsible behaviour and resorts 
AUTHOR/S THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY FINDINGS 

Li (2018) This study classified bird-watching tourists by 

recreation involvement, to compare and analyse the 

different types of tourists in the social demographic 

characteristics and environmental differences of 

responsible behaviour intention. 

Research results: showed that 

1) through the K-means cluster analysis, bird-watching tourists can be divided into 

three different kinds of involvement, respectively “low risk tourists”, “low 

attraction tourists” and “high involvement tourists”, and through the chi-square 

test, it was found that different types of bird-watching tourists in two aspects of 

social demographic characteristics of gender and age had obvious differences, 

but on education, occupation and income distribution had no significant 

difference. 

 

2)  By LSD multiple comparison, this study found that average scores of 

environmentally responsible behaviour intentions of high involvement type were 

significantly higher than the other two classes, which means that bird-watching 

tourists were involved in birding tourism activities deeper, and their 

environmentally responsible behaviour intentions are stronger. 

 

 

3) By k-means clustering analysis, it was found that low risk and low attraction 

tourists had similar average score, but their willingness in environmentally 

friendly behaviours existed significant differences by LSD test. 
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Kiatkawsin & Han (2017) The study analysed the intention to behave pro-

environmentally while travelling 

The results showed that the combined model has a 12.8% stronger predictive power 

of pro-environmental intention than the original theory alone. It was also discovered 

from the results that the variables of the expectancy theory strongly influence pro-

environmental personal norms, which in turn affects pro-environmental intentions.  

Han, Lee & Hwang (2016) This study analysed the importance of perceptions 

toward climate change as well as tourist experiences 

in determining tourists’ environmentally responsible 

behaviour while visiting nature-based tourism 

destinations. 

Results showed that attitudes toward climate change and tourist experiences affect 

Korean tourists’ environmentally responsible behaviour intentions, whereas tourist 

experiences - not perceptions toward climate change - only significantly affect 

Chinese tourists’ behaviour intention. 

Bob (2016) This study assessed the responsible tourism 

behaviour of beach tourists in  

Durban 

The results indicate that there was a positive attitude among respondents about 

environmental best practices in accommodation establishments. Fewer tourists 

engaged in environmentally responsible practices during their travel. Higher numbers 

(more foreign than domestic tourists) engaged in environmentally responsible 

practices at home. The findings show that knowledge and awareness do not 

necessarily translate to changes in practices. 
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Mihalic (2016) The paper aimed to provide the dominant tourism 

 discourse on sustainability and responsibility 

(practice, understood as appropriate action). A need 

for a clear understanding of the process of how a 

responsible destination implements a sustainability 

agenda was identified. 

A Triple-A Model complements the sustainability indicators debate and provides 

advice on how to implement the sustainability concept and move from market-value-

led continuously and environmentally laissez-faire tourism towards more 

environmental- and social-value-driven responsible tourism. Also, this paper 

discusses the existing sustainability and responsibility nomenclatures and their use 

and contributes relevant conclusions on the current understanding of sustainability 

and responsibility in European and UNWTO practices.  

Diallo,  Fatou, Erick & Florence  

(2015) 

This assesses the effects of social engagement on 

responsible tourist behaviour, the mediating role of 

responsible public management of tourism, 

involvement in responsible tourism and the ecological 

orientation of tourism was studied. 

The results revealed a direct positive effect of social engagement on responsible 

behaviour among tourists. Involvement in responsible tourism and satisfaction 

regarding the responsible public management of tourism have mediating effects on 

the relationship between social engagement and responsible tourist behaviour. 

However, it was also discovered that an ecological orientation in tourism has no 

significant mediating effect on this relationship, nor does it have a direct effect on 

responsible tourist behaviour. 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Diop_Fatou
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Leroux_Erick2
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Chiu, Lee & Chen (2014) The study explores the environmentally responsible 

behaviour of tourists engaged in ecotourism. 

The results show that perceived value, satisfaction and activity involvement can 

promote environmentally responsible behaviour of tourists. While perceived value 

directly affects environmentally responsible behaviour, satisfaction and involvement 

play the roles of partial mediators in the behavioural model. Thus, enhancing tourist's 

value perception about the eco-travel activity is the first in a sequence of steps that 

would strengthen environmentally responsible behaviour via increasing the 

ecotourism’s activity involvement and satisfaction levels. 

De Witt (2014) This study determined that knowledge of tourists’ 

perceptions regarding eco-efficient practices will 

provide tourism managers with insight into the 

creation of environmental awareness and the 

promotion of tourists’ environmentally responsible 

behaviour. 

This research reveals the importance of an eco-efficient tourism industry surrounding 

aquatic environments from a tourist perspective.  

Two factors crucial for an eco-efficient tourism industry were identified, which are: eco-

friendly practices and support for environmentally friendly behaviour. The second 

factor (Support for environmentally friendly behaviour) was the factor with the highest 

mean value. This has implications for tourism managers to create an environment that 

is conducive to environmentally friendly behaviour. 
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Lee (2013) 

LEE TSUNG HUNG (2013)  

This study assessed the conceptualisation of 

environmentally responsible behaviour and methods 

for measuring it. 

ERB (environmentally responsible behaviour), including sustainable behaviour, pro-

environmental behaviour, and environmentally friendly behaviour. For cultural factors, 

education action and legal action may not be relevant to tourists in Eastern nations. A 

longitudinal analysis of a model of nature-based tourists’ ERB is needed to support 

researchers by helping to develop a sophisticated assessment of sustainable tourism. 

Arnberger, Eder, Allex, Sterl & 

Burns (2012) 

This study explored attitudes of different visitor 

segments towards environmental and visitor 

management. 

Three segments were formed based on their national-park affinity. Two thirds of the 

visitors had a low affinity. The proportion of visitors with a low national-park affinity 

was comparable to other European national parks.  

The respondents with a low affinity had more negative attitudes towards nature 

conservation, natural processes, visitor management and the regional economic 

impact of the Gesaeuse National Park. The study results support national park 

management in the development of tourism marketing strategies and public 

awareness campaigns targeted on visitor segments. 
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Van Vuuren & Slabbert (2011) The purpose of this study was to determine the travel 

behaviour and the travel motivations as well as the 

factors influencing travel decision-making of tourists 

visiting resorts. 

The results indicated that the main travel motivations are resting and relaxation, 

enriching and learning experiences, recreational activities, personal motivators and 

social experiences. It was clear that there are various similarities with studies done in 

other countries and in South Africa which indicates the existence of universal travel 

motivations.  

The most important factors influencing travel decision making were found to be 

management and hospitality aspects, destination attributes, site attractiveness and 

economic benefits. These results also indicated similarities with the findings of 

previous research studies.  

However, studies focusing on factors influencing travel decisions in South Africa are 

scarce and demand attention, especially with the growing domestic market. It is 

therefore clear from the results that tourism marketers are required to do research on 

a continuous basis to determine tourists' travel behaviour to different tourism products 

such as resorts. The results can be used as a focusing point of the marketing 

strategies. 

Mihalic, T. (2000).  

 

The study focused on environmental management of 

a tourist destinations as a factor of tourism 

competitiveness. 

 

First, destination environmental competitiveness can be increased by appropriate 

managerial efforts related to environmental impact (EI), and environmental quality 

(EQ) management. Second, the destination competitiveness can be enhanced 

through certain environmental marketing activities.  

Furthermore, environmental management is categorised into groups: management 

by codes of conduct, by self-developed environmental practice, by certified or 

awarded best practice and by accreditation schemes. Their usefulness for 

environmental destination management and competitiveness is evaluated. 

Source: Compiled by Author 



 

13 

Table 1.1 clearly indicates that number of previous studies have been performed. It is 

also evident that the practices in measuring environmentally responsible behaviour 

and the approach to measuring it differed, the table also shows that South African 

studies have been done in particularly specific contexts, yet with the exclusion of 

resorts. 

1.4 PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Pressure on natural resources remains a major problem globally, and the fact that 

tourism-related activities and facilities such as resorts contribute to the scarcity and 

overuse of resources is of great concern (Han et al. 2011:335). Rapid growth in tourist 

numbers poses a significant threat to the natural resources. Tourists are major 

consumers of natural resources such as water and other non-renewable sources such 

as electricity generated from coal while on holiday (Kasim 2008:34; Gössling 2013). 

The consumption of energy per person in the tourism industry is more than 80 times 

greater than in any other industry (UNWTO 2016). 

Overuse and depletion of these natural resources can cause environmental 

degradation in and around a destination (Madan & Rawat 2000:251; Welford, Ytterhus 

& Eligh 1999:167; Gössling, Peeters, Hall, Dubois, Ceron, Lehmann, Scott, 2012:3). 

Even though some tourists hold positive environmental attitudes, they may not behave 

environmentally responsible while on holiday, because they want to experience the 

destination in full (Lubbert 2001:98; Chubchuwong, Beise-Zee & Speece 2015). 

Reiser and Simmons (2005:591) together with Mehmetoglu (2010:432) list two 

requirements for tourists to act responsibly; firstly, they (tourists) must realise the need 

to care for the environment and secondly the destination must provide the support to 

act responsibly (for example set up recycling bins).  

 

It is vital for resort managers to understand tourist consumption behaviour and to 

develop appropriate strategies and ways to promote environmentally responsible 

tourism (Tartaglia 2009:3; Abir 2013). Limited research is available regarding 

environmentally responsible activities of tourists visiting resorts and even more so to 

resorts in Limpopo. Therefore, the purpose of the study is to determine whether 
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tourists are behaving in an environmentally responsible manner while visiting holiday 

resorts in Limpopo (South Africa).  

1.5 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

The primary objective of this study is to determine the environmentally responsible 

behaviour of tourists while visiting selected resorts in Limpopo. 

The secondary objectives of this study are: 

• To conduct a literature review on environmentally responsible and sustainable 

behaviour in tourism. 

• To determine tourists’ attitudes regarding the environment and environmentally 

responsible behaviour while visiting selected resorts in Limpopo, using 

empirical research. 

• To draw conclusions and make recommendations regarding tourist behaviour 

and being environmentally responsible. 

1.6 DEMARCATION OF FIELD OF STUDY 

This study was conducted in the Limpopo province of South Africa, focussing on 

selected Limpopo Wildlife Resorts (LWR). 

1.7 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

The study followed a two-pronged approach, namely a literature review and an 

empirical study which is discussed in detail in chapter four.  

1.7.1 Literature review 

A thorough literature study of environmentally responsible and sustainable tourist 

behaviour was conducted. Search-engines such as Ebsco-Host, Science Direct, 

Emerald and J-Stor as well as academic journals and books were consulted. The key 

words used in this study included: tourists, environment, attitudes, behaviour and 

resorts. By means of these sources, a complete analysis of environmentally 

responsible behaviour of tourists was carried out by ascertaining the importance and 

benefits of environmentally responsible behaviour of tourists while on holiday.  
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1.7.2 Empirical study 

The empirical study followed a quantitative research method, namely a survey by 

means of questionnaires. Quantitative research can be described as a research 

paradigm that emphasises quantification in the collection and analysis of data 

(Bryman & Bell 2011:26). 

1.7.2.1 Study population and sampling 

The target population for this study was tourists to selected resorts in Limpopo South 

Africa.  Even though a large number (156,000) of tourists visit the selected resorts 

annually, only 515 visitors’ details are captured on the Limpopo tourism and parks 

database (Limpopo Tourism and Parks 2016). Due to financial constraints, an online 

survey was conducted. The survey link was sent via email to the people on the LTA 

database as a means to collect data for this study. It is realised that this is not 

representative of tourists to resorts in South Africa but applicable to this group of 

people that visited the selected Limpopo parks. Thus, a non-probability, convenience 

sampling method was adopted. The researcher contacted LTA to use their database 

to do the survey and as stated above the database consisted of 515 visitors which 

were all sent a link to the survey via e-mail. It was more convenient and financially 

viable for the researcher to send the link; thus, the response was captured and 

analysed. 

The following formula was used, as described by Krejcie and Morgan (1970:607) to 

validate the sample size: 

S= X2 N P (1-P) / d2 (N-1) + X2 P (1-P) 

‘S’ is sample size, (X2) the desired confidence level, (N) the population size, (P) the 

population proportion and (d) the degree of accuracy expressed as a proportion. 

Krejcie et al. (1970:608) state that when the population is 75,000 a sample size of 382 

is sufficient, while for a population of 1,000,000, the sample size of 384 is sufficient. 

The annual number of visitor arrivals to LWR (population) is 156,000. The level of 

precision (e) 5% is to compensate for a survey with sample errors (for example, those 
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questionnaires that are not returned or are incomplete).  Due to availability the 

questionnaire was sent to all 515 visitors on the database.   

1.7.2.2 Development of the measuring instrument 

The questionnaire (Appendix A) used to survey participants at LWR in Limpopo was 

based on the work of Bamberg, Ajzen and Schmidt (2003), Han et al. (2011:345354), 

Scanlon (2007:711-722), Han et al. (2010:325-333), Mihalic (2013:614-628) and the 

NEP scale (Dunlap et al. 2000:425-442). The questionnaire was also developed in 

collaboration with the supervisor and co-supervisor of the study.   

The questionnaire was divided into three sections: 

Section A: consisted of questions regarding socio-demographic information of the 

respondents. In this section mostly closed- and open-ended questions were used such 

as (age, gender, race, occupation, home-language, employment status and highest 

educational qualification) as well as travelling behaviour (whether participants travel 

alone, as a couple as a family tour group or group of friends). The frequency and 

length of stay were also measured as well as the importance of certain attributes of 

the resorts such as (scenery, hiking trails, cleanliness, peace and quiet, camping 

facilities, spa and fishing). 

Section B: consisted of respondents’ attitudes toward the environment and 

environmentally responsible practices while visiting selected resorts in Limpopo. As 

mentioned before, to acquire background and structure of the study, the majority of 

the questions in this section were based on the NEP scale but also included additional 

questions related to environmental attitudes. The statements were measured on a 

five-point Likert scale where 1 was strongly disagree and 5 was strongly agree. A total 

of 19 statements were rated according to respondents’ level of agreement and 

included statements such as: we are approaching the limit of number of people the 

earth can support; humans are seriously abusing the environment; plants and animals 

have just as much right to exist as do humans; it is not the tourist’s responsibility to 

protect the environment; and taking a holiday is expensive, therefore I feel it is my 

right to use resources as I please.  
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Section C consisted of constructs regarding visitors’ environmentally responsible 

behaviour when visiting LWR. These were also measured on a five-point Likert scale 

as above. This section also consisted of 19 statements related to waste management, 

water saving and energy saving such as: I turn the tap off if not in use, such as while 

I am brushing my teeth; I would rather make use of a shower instead of the bath tub 

when visiting a holiday resort; I report leaking taps at resort reception; when walking, 

I walk on the dedicated footpaths; and I prefer to stay in resorts that commit 

themselves to being environmentally friendly.  

1.7.2.3 Pre-testing of the measuring instrument 

The link to the questionnaire and the questionnaire itself was pre-tested by a panel of 

five academics specialising in the fields of tourism and environmental studies. It was 

also sent to LWR management for approval and insight. This was done in order to 

identify possible constraints, problems and validity of the measuring instrument. 

Subsequent to pre-testing, relevant modifications were made to the questionnaire 

before the web survey was uploaded. The questionnaires completed during the 

pretesting phase were omitted from the data analysis. 

1.7.2.4 Data collection method 

As indicated earlier, a web survey was chosen to obtain the data required. The 

collection of data through the World Wide Web by means of a self-administered 

electronic set of questions is called a web-based survey (Archer 2003; Baatard 

2012:102). The use of online (Web-based) surveys is becoming more common and 

acceptable in academic research because it is easier but also more cost effective to 

reach the general population and gain truthful responses (Sheehan 2001:8; Kim & & 

Canter 2010:140). The advantage of using web-based survey is that the 

implementation time can be reduced, once electronic data collection system is 

developed; the cost of surveying additional respondents is decreased (Richesson & 

Andrews 2012:214).  

The response data is available in real-time, thus as respondents complete the survey 

one can review the data in graphic and numerical format (Dillman 2000:352; Wofford, 

Campos, Jones & Stevens 2015). A structured web-based questionnaire was thus 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Wofford%20JL%5Bauth%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Wofford%20JL%5Bauth%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Wofford%20JL%5Bauth%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Wofford%20JL%5Bauth%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Wofford%20JL%5Bauth%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Wofford%20JL%5Bauth%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Wofford%20JL%5Bauth%5D
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developed, which is easy to administer, cost effective and high in response rate 

compared to other forms of data collection (Phellas, Bloch & Seale 2011:182). The 

link to the survey was sent to visitors (n=515) whose details were captured on the 

LWR’ database as indicated in the sampling section.  Data collection took place during 

the months of February to May 2016 which resulted in 320 fully completed 

questionnaires. The questionnaire was constructed using Google forms.  

1.7.2.5 Data analysis 

Once the data was collected, it was captured automatically by Google forms and 

exported to a Microsoft Excel spread sheet. An independent statistician assisted in 

the processing of the data by means of SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences, 

23.0). Environmentally responsible behaviour of tourists visiting LWR was analysed 

by means of descriptive statistics, namely frequency tables.  Factor analyses 

(Principal Component Analysis) with Varimax rotation was done using SPSS (Version 

23.0) in all cases to determine whether the items provided in the questionnaire could 

contain items common to some underlying themes. These variables stem from 

relationships with one or more latent variables in the data collected (Pallant 2010). A 

factor analysis is a procedure primarily used for data reduction and summarisation 

(Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black 1998:600; Neelankavil 2015:53).  

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was applied to investigate how visitors’ 

environmentally responsible behaviour differs between visitor profiles (Malhotra 

2010:531). The researcher also used t-test to compare the values of the means from 

two samples and test whether it is likely that the samples are from populations having 

different mean values (Pallant 2010). Correlation analysis was used to understand 

whether certain variables co-vary, and to quantify the strength of the relationship 

between these variables, whereas regression expressed the relationship of these 

variables in the form of equivalence (Field 2009). 

1.8 OUTCOMES OF THE STUDY 

• The result of the study contributes to the body of literature regarding 

environmentally responsible behaviour in a tourism context. 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Wofford%20JL%5Bauth%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Wofford%20JL%5Bauth%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Wofford%20JL%5Bauth%5D
https://www.google.co.za/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22James+P.+Neelankavil%22
https://explorable.com/statistical-correlation
https://explorable.com/research-variables
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• It will assist in the promotion of environmentally responsible activities of resorts 

in South Africa. 

• Fostering the environmentally responsible behaviour of tourists will reduce the 

pressure on non-renewable resources. 

Tourists behaving in an environmentally responsible manner would benefit resort 

managers in terms of cost-effectiveness due to a reduction in resources consumed.  

1.9 DEFINING THE CONCEPTS 

The following concepts are evident in this study and therefore need clarification: 

1.9.1 Resorts  

Mill (2008:503) and Kandarian (2016) describe resorts as ‘a combination of three 

elements, namely housing, food and beverage services that cater to people away from 

home and activities to occupy guests during their stay and recreational activities that 

draw guests to those facilities’. 

1.9.2 Tourist 

According to the United Nations World Tourism Organisation (UNWTO) ‘a visitor 

(domestic, inbound or outbound) is classified as a tourist (or overnight visitor), if 

his/her trip includes an overnight stay, or as a same-day visitor (or excursionist) 

otherwise’.  

The definition of a tourist is closely related to the definition of a visitor which is: ‘a 

traveller taking a trip to a main destination outside his/her usual environment, for less 

than a year, for any main purpose (business, leisure or other personal purpose) other 

than to be employed by a resident entity in the country or place visited. These trips 

taken by visitors qualify as tourism trips. 

A visitor is classified as: 

• Tourist (or overnight visitor), if his/her trip includes an overnight stay, or 

• Same-day visitor (or excursionist), if his/her trip does not include an overnight 

stay’ (UNWTO 2010). 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Glossary:Usual_environment
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1.9.3 Tourist behaviour 

Tourist behaviour is defined as the collective of the tourist’s acts, attitudes and 

decisions regarding choices, buying behaviour and consumptive patterns relevant to 

tourism products and services, and also its post-consuming reaction (Fratu 2011:119).  

1.9.4 Environmentally responsible behaviour  

Environmentally responsible behaviour can be defined as conscious actions taken by 

an individual to minimise the negative impacts of human activities on the environment 

or to improve the environment (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002:240; Jensen 2002:328; 

Poudel, Nyaupane & Budruk 2016:467). 

1.10 CHAPTER CLASSIFICATION Chapter 1: Introduction and problem 
statement 

The purpose of this chapter is to give an overview of tourism and the environment 

focusing mainly on tourists and their impact on the environment looking at natural 

resource consumption and how much pressure the environment is under due to the 

impact of tourism activities. This chapter, therefore, provides an overview of and 

background to the study, and furthermore introduces the problem, the research 

methodology and concept clarification. Additionally, the chapter introduces the 

concepts that are important to the study.  

Chapter 2: Tourism and the environment 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the emergence of sustainable and 

responsible tourism moreover, the relationship between tourism and the environment 

and the impacts of tourism on the environment by conducting an in-depth literature 

review. The focus is on a discussion of tourists’ attitudes toward the environment and 

environmentally responsible practices and also a discussion of tourists’ behaviour in 

terms of waste management, water saving and energy saving while visiting resorts. 

The terms sustainable tourism and responsible tourism are introduced, and the 

chronological development thereof is discussed. The chapter also focuses on 

contributing factors affecting the environment in the tourism industry. 
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Chapter 3: Environmentally responsible tourist behaviour 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine concepts such as attitude and how they 

relate to tourist behaviour (specifically environmentally responsible behaviour). The 

chapter will furthermore discuss The New Environmental Paradigm (NEP), the eco-

centric and anthropocentric worldviews and lastly how visitor management can 

influence visitor behaviour. 

Chapter 4: Research Methodology 

The purpose of this chapter, therefore, is to present the logical research methodology 

underpinning this research. In this chapter, the entire research process and empirical 

techniques are discussed. The section defines the scope and limitations of the 

research design. Furthermore, the research design, area of study, population, sample 

of the population, sampling technique, instrument for data collection, validation of the 

questionnaire, administration of the instrument and methods of data analysis are 

discussed. 

Chapter 5: Results and interpretation 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss in detail the results obtained from the 

analysed data. The results obtained in the study were analysed and discussed using 

descriptive statistical and factor analysis. The relationship among the selected 

variables was determined using ANOVA/T-test together with a correlation matrix of 

factors. 

Chapter 6: Conclusion and recommendations 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a summary of the study, to draw conclusions 

and to make recommendations for present and future research, based on the findings. 

Limitations and implications for further research are also highlighted in this final 

chapter.  
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CHAPTER 2 THE INTERACTION BETWEEN TOURISM 
AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

 

2.1 INTRODUCTION  

The interaction and relationship between the environment and tourism has over the 

years assumed a significant position in research through the development of tourism 

studies (Page & Dowling 2002:35; Page & Hall 2014:241). Tourism is a fast-

developing industry globally and the impacts of tourism are exceedingly diverse 

(Fennell 2014:38). From an ecological point of view, tourism poses a threat to delicate 

environments if not managed in a sustainable manner (Kim, Airey & Szivas 2011:323). 

Hardly any tourism activity exists that does not rely on environmental resources in one 

way or another (Batta 2000:19; Ardahaey & Nabilou 2012:34). The relationship 

between tourism and the environment, however, is complex (Farajirad & Aghajani 

2010:39). Therefore, tourism can have adverse impacts on the environment, such as 

greenhouse gas emissions associated with travelling, accommodation to name but a 

few (Gössling & Schumacher 2010, Lee, Jan & Yang 2013). The environment is often 

used in its widest context and includes different aspects related to culture, economics, 

politics, and social and physical or natural aspects (Newsome, Moore & Dowling 

2013:3). For purposes of this study, the focus will be on the physical environment.  

From an economic viewpoint, tourism creates income for local communities. It has the 

ability to increase and spread economic development; thus, improving income 

distribution by providing and creating employment opportunities (Coccossis & 

Parpairis 1995, Wahab & Pigram 1997, Vehbi 2012). It is therefore important that both 

the positive and negative impacts be managed.  The purpose of this chapter is to 

discuss the emergence of sustainable and responsible tourism. Moreover, the 

relationship between tourism and the environment and the impacts of tourism on the 

environment come under consideration. 
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2.2 CHRONOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT OF SUSTAINABLE AND RESPONSIBLE 
TOURISM 

The notion of the environmental movement on sustainable development was the 

subject of negotiation starting from the first appearance in print with the publication of 

the controversial book by Rachel Carson in the late 1950s (Hagen, Allchin & Singer 

2009; Griswold 2012). Carson focused her attention on conservation; especially 

environmental problems that she believed were caused by synthetic pesticides 

(Glausiusz 2007; Lee at el. 2013). The result was Silent Spring (Carson 1962), which 

brought environmental concern to the American public, and spurred on a global 

environmental movement (Griswold 2012). The overriding theme of Silent Spring is 

the powerful and often negative effect humans have on the natural environment 

(Robinson 2011:31). Globally a movement towards sustainable development has 

emerged as evidenced in Table 2.1, which provides a timeline of the events globally 

that led to sustainable development and consequently sustainable and responsible 

tourism. Responsible tourism and sustainable tourism have the same goal; that of 

sustainable development (Mahalic 2016:246). Responsible tourism and sustainable 

tourism share the same pillars, namely environmental integrity, social justice and 

maximising local economic benefits (Ekinci 2014:178). In the case of responsible 

tourism however businesses, individuals and organisations are requested to take 

responsibility for their actions and the impacts of their actions (Weeden & Boluk 

2014:227). Selected key events (as outlined in Table 2.1) will be discussed to 

understand the development of specifically responsible tourism.  
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Table 2.1: Events that led to the development of responsible tourism  
YEAR EVENT 

1962 • Silent spring  
• Rachel Carson 

1972 • Stockholm conference 
1987 • Brundtland report (See Brundtland 1987) 
1992  • Earth summit in Rio 

 • Agenda 21 

1993 • Journal of sustainable development 

 • Fifth EU action programme on SD - tourism mentioned as a key area. 

 • Declaration on Tourism within Sustainable Development signed by all tourism ministers of the med. in Hyeres-Les-Palmiers 

(France) 

1995 

• UN Climate Change Conference COP 

• Mediterranean Tourism Charter signed in Casablanca (Morocco) 

• World Conference on ST on Lanzarotti (Spain) 

1996 
• Agenda 21 for the Travel and Tourism industry 

• South African White Paper. 

1997 
• Earth summit in New York 

• Berlin Declaration on Biological Diversity and Sustainable Tourism 
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1999 
• Global Codes of Ethics (WTO) 

• Global Codes of Ethics (WTO) 

2001 

•  

• Global code of ethics for tourism 

• White paper on sustainable tourism 

• Tear fund ethics code 

• International Guidelines for Sustainable Tourism in relation to biodiversity.  

2002 

• World summit of sustainable development in Johannesburg 

• Cape town declaration 

• South African national responsible tourism guidelines 

• Conference on responsible tourism in destinations 

• Quebec Declaration on Ecotourism 

2003 
• Responsible tourism manual and handbook 

• Djerba Declaration on Tourism and Climate change 

2006 
• tourism awards 

2008 

• World conservation congress 

• Kerala declaration on responsible tourism destinations 

2009 
• Global sustainable tourism criteria 

• Tourism sector codes 

2010 
• National Department of Tourism creates Responsible Tourism Directorate 
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2011 

• First National Conference on Responsible tourism in cities 

• Tourism and climate charge action plan published 

• National Minimum Standards n Responsible tourism officially lanced by the minister of tourism 

2012 

• Rio +20: Fifty years after Silent Spring, 40 years after Stockholm and 20 years after the Earth Summit, the global community 

reconvenes in an effort to secure agreement on ‘greening’ world economies through a range of smart measures for clean energy, 

decent jobs and more sustainable and fair use of resources. 

 

Sources: Chivell & Lutzeyer (2010); Keyser (2009); UNEP (1972); Brundtland Report (1987); Merwe & Wocke (2007); World Travel and Tourism 

Council (2002); Bennett, Jooste & Strydom (2005); Poulopoulos & Inglezakis (2016); Keyser (2009) 
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2.2.1 Stockholm Conference  

In 1972 the conference on the Human Environment, held at Stockholm, was 

considered highly successful (UNEP 1972). It adapted not only a basic declaration 

and a detailed resolution on institutional and financial arrangement, the ‘declaration 

contained a set of common principles to inspire and guide the people of the world in 

the preservation and enhancement of the human environment’ (Yaser 2012:10280). 

The resolution of the conference proposed that the intergovernmental governing 

council for environmental programmes provide general policy guidance for the 

direction and coordination of the environmental programs and an environment fund to 

provide additional financing for environmental programs (Buss 2007; UNEP 2010:10). 

It was clear that a common outlook and common principles to inspire and guide 

preservation and enhancement of the human environment was needed and thus the 

declaration proclaims that: 

• ‘Man is both creature and maker of his environment, which gives him/her 

physical sustenance and affords them the opportunity for intellectual, moral, 

social and spiritual growth.  

• The protection and improvement of the human environment is a major issue 

that affects the security of people’s economic development throughout the 

world.  

• Developing countries must direct their efforts to development, keeping in mind 

their priorities and the need to protect and improve the environment.  

• The natural growth of the population continuously presents problems for the 

preservation of the environment; therefore, policies and measures should be 

adopted.  

• To defend and improve the human environment for present and future 

generations has become a common goal for all’ (UNEP 1972).  

To achieve these environmental goals required that citizens and communities, 

businesses and institutions at every level accept responsibility. The growing 

awareness of environmental problems are global in extent because they affect the 

common international realm, require extensive cooperation among nations and action 

by international organisations in the common interest (Dunlap & Jorgenson 2012:1). 

Hence, the conference encouraged governments and people to apply shared efforts 
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for the preservation and improvement of the human environment so that all people 

can benefit (Fitzmauric 2003; National Research Council 2011). The current ideas 

surrounding sustainable tourism evolved from the main aspect being the concerns 

linking with the increase of awareness of environmental consequences of economic 

growth, that being highlighted in the influential Brundtland Report (Stephen, McCool 

& Neil 2008:177; Verma 2016).  

2.2.2 Brundtland Report  

In the report, also known as ‘Our Common Future ’, Brundtland’s ‘concept of 

sustainable development, as applied to tourism is about an evolving understanding of 

the complex relationship between various parts of the socio-ecological system’ (Edgar 

2011:2). The report outlines the importance of sustainable development.  

In the initial deliberations of the terms of reference for the Commission (in 1982) some 

wanted the considerations to not only be limited to environmental issues (Heitmann, 

Robinson & Dieke 2011:114). 

‘The environment does not exist as a separate sphere from human actions, the word  

‘development’ was being narrowed by some into a very limited focus, along the 

lines of what poor nations should do to become richer. Nevertheless, the 

environment is  

where we all live; and development is what we all do in attempting to improve our 

lot within that abode the two are inseparable’ (Brundtland Report 1987). 

The Brundtland Report not only presented a working definition for sustainable 

development; it also established basic principles for sustainable tourism development 

(Ekinci 2014:179). While not completely new, it gave much needed recognition to the 

issues revolving the depletion of the natural environment which are as follows: 

• ‘Planning and strategy making should be holistic with the environment  

• The importance of preserving essential natural resources  

• The need to protect both human heritage and biodiversity  
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• Development should occur in such a way that productivity should be 

sustained for future generations’ (Sezgin & Kalaman 2008:436).  

Though these ideas were already being loosely debated within the tourism industry 

following the rise of mass tourism in the 1970s, discussions started to draw attention 

to the destructive forces of tourism (Makua & Ahedo 2016:10).  

2.2.3 Earth Summit on Sustainable Development 1992 

  

The Earth Summit on Sustainable Development, otherwise known as the Rio 

Conference in 1992, was unprecedented for a United Nations (UN) conference, in 

terms of both its size and the scope of its concerns (Merwe & Wocke 2007:1; Shah & 

Ramamoorthy 2013:70). Twenty years after the first global environment conference 

(United Nations Conference on the Human Environment), it was the purpose of this 

conference to assist governments rethink economic development and find ways to 

stop the destruction of irreplaceable natural resources and pollution of the planet 

(DEAT 1996:4; Shrivastava 2009:72). This conference, held in Rio de Janeiro, 

attracted thousands of people from all walks of life after persuading their leaders to go 

to the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) and 

join other nations in deliberations on how to ensure a healthy planet for generations 

to come (Adams 2008:86; Poulopoulos & Inglezakis 2016:16). 

It was clear from the Summit that a transformation of attitudes and behaviour was 

needed to ensure the necessary changes. This was communicated by almost 10,000 

on-site journalists, and millions around the world heard this message (Seto´-Pamies 

& Papaoikonomou 2016:524). The complexity of the problems facing the world was 

evident: that poverty, as well as excessive consumption by affluent populations, 

places damaging stress on the environment (Bhasin, Bjarnadottir, Das, Dock, Pullins, 

Rosales, Savanick, Stricherz & Weller 2003:240). It was realised by governments that 

international and national plans and policies should be reviewed so that economic 

decisions also take into account the environmental impacts (Merwe & Wocke 2007:1; 

Mullerat 2010:215). The message definitely has an impact since business and 
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governments implemented the guiding policy of eco-efficiency. Some of the guidelines 

include:  

 

• ‘Patterns of production particularly the production of toxic components, such as 

lead in gasoline, or poisonous waste are being scrutinised in a systematic 

manner by the UN and Governments alike.  

• Alternative sources of energy are being sought to replace the use of fossil fuels 

which are linked to global climate change. 

• New reliance on public transportation systems is being emphasized in order to 

reduce vehicle emissions, congestion in cities and the health problems caused 

by polluted air and smog. 

• There is much greater awareness of and concern over the growing scarcity of 

water’ (UNEP 1992). 

Agenda 21 is a vast work program for the 21st century, approved by consensus among 

the world leaders in Rio de Janeiro. It was a special product from the Earth Summit 

which represented many of the world's population (UNESCO 1992; UN 2013:14). 

2.2.4 Agenda 21  

Agenda 21 addressed the pressing global environmental problems and also aimed at 

preparing the world for the challenges of the centuries to come (Zahnd 2014:240). 

Political commitment and global consensus realised environmental cooperation and 

the implementation of Agenda 21 was firstly the responsibility of governments. To 

achieve the implementation of Agenda 21 revised national strategies, plans, policies 

and processes were needed. National efforts should be supported by International co-

operations and efforts (Islam 2014:14). To have a better understanding of the 

document, it was classified into four main categories as outlined in Figure 2.1.  

Although tourism was not debated as an economic sector at that stage, it was 

recognised that the environment can be considered the foundation upon which the 

tourism industry relies (Keyser 2009:20; Ivanovic, Khunou, Reynish, Pawson & 

Tseane 2009:356; Swarbrooke 1999:96; Frey & George 2010:621). New and 

additional financial resources to developing countries were needed to achieve the 
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developmental and environmental objectives of Agenda 21 in order to cover the 

incremental costs for the actions they had to undertake to deal with global 

environmental problems (Anthony 2005:11; Ahmia 2011:299).  

Social and economic dimensions: 

 
International cooperation 

Combating poverty 
Human health issues 

Changing consumption patterns 

 Conservation and management of resources for 

development: 

 
A plan to manage the planet's resources sustainably 

Protection of the atmosphere 
Management of land and water resources 

Protection of the oceans 
Deforestation 

Waste management  

Strengthening the role of major groups:  

 
Consider the needs of various stakeholders 

To know of and participate in decisions 
Groups include, in the broader sense, women, the 

youth, workers and their trade unions, non- 
governmental organisations, indigenous people and 

local communities, local authorities, business and 

industry and farmers. 

 
Means of implementation:  

 
Depend on financial resources and mechanisms, 
Transfer of environmentally sound technology 

Science for sustainable development 
Education and public awareness 

International institutions International 

legislation. 

Figure 2.1: Four main categories of Agenda 21 Source: UNCED (1992) 

However, after the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and 

Development it became clear that community up-liftment and economic development 

can be driven by tourism (Frey & George 2010:621). In 1996, Agenda 21 for the Travel 

and Tourism industry was released by the joint effort of the World Travel and  

Tourism Council (WTTC), the World Tourism Organisation (UNWTO) and the Earth 

Summit (Keyser 2009:20; Ivanovic et al. 2009:356; Holden 2008:150). 

Since the development of the concept, sustainable tourism development has become 

the focus from many academics, planners and policymakers.  Not much progress was 

being made in grasping sustainable tourism, because no one wanted to take the 
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responsibility of being sustainable; the emphasis of responsible tourism puts the task 

in the hand of everyone involved in tourism (Keyser 2009:42). South Africa responded 

to this approach with the 1996 White Paper on the ‘Development and Promotion of 

Tourism in South Africa’ (Spenceley & Casimino 2012:137).  

2.2.5 White Paper on Responsible Tourism  

The White Paper on Tourism Development and Promotion of Tourism in South Africa 

(1996) proposed Responsible Tourism as the key guiding principle for tourism 

development (DEAT 1996; Goodwin 2016:110; Filho, Azeiteiro, Caeiro & Alves 

2014:176). South Africa is the first country in the world to include responsible tourism 

in its National Tourism Policy (DEAT 1996; Edgell 2016:16). The South African tourism 

industry is facing numerous constraints but also opportunities and with the imperatives 

of global change countrywide workshops were held to discuss the concept 

Responsible Tourism. This is seen as the way to address future development in this 

country (Visser 2004:283; Buffa 2015:14044).  

Responsible tourism implies a proactive approach by tourism industry partners to 

develop, market and manage the tourism industry in a responsible manner, so as to 

create a competitive advantage (Visser & Rogerson 2004:201; Dube 2013:131). 

Responsible tourism emphasises the tourism industry’s responsibility to the 

environment through the promotion of balanced and sustainable tourism (Lin & 

Guzman 2007; Nuenninghoff, Lemay, Rogers, Martin 2015:5). Some of the key 

elements of responsible tourism are outlined in Table 2.2:  

Table 2.2: Key elements of responsible tourism  

 KEY ELEMENTS OF RESPONSIBLE TOURISM 

 ‘Avoid waste and over-consumption 

 Use local resources sustainably 

 Maintain and encourage natural, economic, social and cultural diversity  

 Assess environmental, social and economic impacts to developing 
tourism 

 Market tourism that is responsible, respecting local, natural and cultural 
environments 
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 Monitor impacts of tourism and ensure open disclosure of information’ 

Source: DEAT (1996) 

Table 2.2 shows that Responsible tourism emphasises that the tourism industry has 

a responsibility to the environment through the promotion of balanced and sustainable 

tourism (Lin & Guzman 2007:554; Nuenninghoff, Lemay, Rogers, Martin 2015:5). It 

implicates that governments and businesses should involve local communities close 

to the tourism operations and attractions through the development of meaningful 

economic linkages, e.g. the supply of agricultural produce to the lodges and out-

sourcing of laundry (Rogerson 2002:5; Leung, Spenceley, Spencely & Buckley 

2014:91). Additionally, it denotes the responsibility to respect, invest in and develop 

local cultures and protects them from over commercialisation and over-exploitation 

(Sharpley & Telfer 2008:196; Brown, Ham & Hughes 2010:880). Added to this it 

becomes the responsibility of the local communities to be actively involved in the 

tourism industry and contribute to the practice of sustainable development and to 

ensure the safety and security of the tourists (Magnussen & Visser 2003:79; Farahani 

& Sukmajati 2011:122). Employers and employees have a responsibility to one 

another and to the customer as well (Jansen van Veuren 2001:138; Kline 2012:11). 

Lastly, both the government and the tourists are responsible as they should observe 

the practices and norms in South Africa, particularly with respect to the environment 

of the country (DEAT 1996; Zahnd 2014:241).   

The White Paper states that the South African tourism industry should be developed 

and managed in such a manner that this country would become a leader in 

responsible environmental practices (Rogerson & Sithole 2011:150). This can be 

achieved through some of the highlighted responsible tourism elements such as, 

assessing social, economic and environmental impacts as a prerequisite to 

developing tourism and also marketing responsible tourism that respects local, natural 

and cultural environments (Font, Goodwin & Walton 2012:4). 

Bekithemba Langalibalele, Director of Responsible Tourism at the National 

Department of Tourism (NDT), stated that ‘responsible tourism is documented by key 

role players in the tourism sector as an important pillar for tourism development and 
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promotion in South Africa’ (NDT 2011:2). Based on this policy, a number of initiatives 

have been undertaken to develop, support and promote responsible tourism, for 

example the Cape Town Declaration on Responsible Tourism, Responsible Tourism 

Guidelines and the World Summit on Sustainable Development (Ashley, Boyd & 

Goodwin 2000; Font, Goodwin & Walton 2012).  

2.2.6 World Summit on Sustainable Development  

The World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) brought together various 

participants, including heads of State and other major groups. The focus of this 

Summit was to center the world's attention on and direct action toward meeting difficult 

challenges, including improving people's lives and conserving natural resources 

where there is increasing demands for food, water, sanitation and energy (UN 2002:9; 

Keeler & Vaidya 2016:231). The international community adopted Agenda 21 at the 

1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, seen as an unprecedented global plan of action 

for sustainable development (UNEP 2002; Shelley 2014:52).   

However, the implementation of strategies is more important than the planning thereof 

and the Johannesburg Summit (ten years later) presented an exciting opportunity for 

leaders to adopt specific steps and identify quantifiable targets for better implementing 

Agenda 21 (Keyser 2009:24). A negotiated plan of implementation was one of the 

major outcomes of the WSSD as well as a number of implementation initiatives and 

partnerships and a political declaration (UN\DESA 2002; Novotny & Kickbusch 

2013:268). Among the most significant achievements of the Summit was a new target 

to halve the proportion of people who do not have access to basic sanitation at least 

by the year 2015 (Von Frantzius 2004:468; Tratschin 2012). Achievement is visible in 

Table 2.3.   

This complements the Millennium Development Goal of halving the proportion of 

people without access to clean drinking water again by 2015 (achievement is visible 

in Table 2.3) (Global Monitoring Report 2008:25; Keeler & Vaidya 2016:231). Other 

targets include, by 2020, to use and produce chemicals that will minimize adverse 

effects on the environment and human health, taking into account the precautionary 

principle. There was also a wide variety of actions in environmental health, nutrition 

and lifestyle-related diseases (UN 2002; European Environment Agency 2016).  Other 
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outcomes of the Summit included: a significant decrease in the rate at which scarce 

animals and plants are becoming extinct and to implement plans that can improve 

access to affordable energy.  



 

 

 

Table 2.3: Progress on the Agenda 21 

Thematic areas  
identified by  

Member  
States 

Past trends and current  
status 

Existing goals or 
commitments 

Existing targets Current status Dynamics-as-usual  
(trend) pathway from  

2010 to 2050 

Potential future 
goals/ targets 
suggested by 
scientists 

Water and 
sanitation  
(MDGs 

The MDG drinking water target 

was met five years ahead of 

schedule despite significant 

population growth.  

Ensure access to safe 

drinking water and stop 

unsustainable 

exploitation of water 

resources 

Reduce proportion of 

people without 

sustainable access to 

safe drinking water 

and basic sanitation 

by half  
by 2015 

On track in the 

MDG’s context 
240 million people 

(mostly in rural areas) 

will be without access 

to improved water 

sources, and 1.4 billion 

people without access 

to basic sanitation.  

Universal access to 

improved water source 

and basic sanitation by  
2050 

Health  
(MDGs) 

Access to reproductive health 

services shows slow progress. 

Despite the progress made in 

MDG related health, the 

coverage of health services and 

financial risk protection falls far 

short of universal coverage. 

Reduce child mortality; 

improve maternal 

health; combat HIV/ 

AIDs etc. 

Reduce by two thirds, 

between 1990 and 

2015, the under-five 

mortality rate 

On track in the 

MDGs context 
On track in the MDGs 

context 
Universal access to 

health care 

Sustainable 
consumption 
and 
production  
(Ch.4 Agenda  

The 10-Year Framework of 

Programmes on sustainable 

consumption and production 

patterns was adopted at  
Rio+20 (§226). Progress  

Changing unsustainable 

patterns of consumption 

and production 

International plan of 

action is in place, but 

no time-bound target 

Off track Doubling or tripling of 

total material 

consumption. Primary 

energy use will 

increase by 80%, 

water  

Stabilize global 

material consumption 

at 2015 levels. 

Increase global eco-

efficiency by a factor of  
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21; and Ch. 3 of 
JPOI) 

has been made in greening 

production chains and in 

procurement policy.  

   demand by 55%  
(mainly from 

manufacturing  
(+400%), electricity  
(+140%) and 

domestic use 

(+130%)).In the 

face of competing 

demands,  

3.2 (or 4) by 2050 

Energy  Today, 2.4 billion people  Make sustainable 

energy for all a 

reality 

(Informal) sustainable 

energy for all targets 
Off track Primary energy use  Universal access to  

(Rio+20  
Outcome  
Document) 

have no access to modern 

energy services. It continues 

to be difficult to reconcile this 

necessity and demand for 

energy with its impact on the 

natural resource base in order 

to ensure that sustainable 

development goals are 

realised. 

increases by 80%. 

Mix remains stable: 

fossil fuels (85%), 

modern renewable 

sources (10%), 

nuclear (5%). 

Energy intensity 

improvements 

outstripped by 

energy demand. 

modern energy 

services by 2030. 

Double the global 

rate of improvement 

in energy efficiency. 

Double the share of 

renewable energy in 

the global energy 

mix 



 

 

Climate  
Change and  
Disaster Risk  
Reduction  
(Copenhagen  
Accord) 

Since 1850, global use of 

fossil fuels has increased to 

domestic energy supply, 

leading to a rapid growth in 

GHG emissions.  

Hold global mean 

temperature 

increase below 20C 

By 2050 or longer term 

based on scientific 

evidence 

Off track Atmospheric GHG 

concentrations 

reach  
685 ppmv (CO2-

equ.),  
(eventually leading 

to 3oC – 6oC 

warming). 

Keep atmospheric 

GHG concentration 

below 450 ppm CO2 

eq.  

Source: UN (2013)  
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The success of responsible tourism depends on the existing planning and 

management that guide appropriate development and also the ability to respond to 

pressure on the environment that increases with demand (Hall 2007:230). The special 

relationship between tourism and the environment, based on the unique dependency 

on natural resources, requires a balanced approach to maximise the associated 

benefits while minimising the negative impacts (Page & Hall 2014). If ill-planned 

development is permitted, tourism can damage the special qualities that are essential 

for sustainable development and this was recognised in the Cape Town Declaration 

on Responsible Tourism (Castellani & Sala 2012:136).  

2.2.7 The Cape Town Declaration on Responsible Tourism 

The Cape Town Conference was organised by the Responsible Tourism Partnership 

and Western Cape Tourism as a side event preceding the World Summit on 

Sustainable Development in Johannesburg in 2002 (Ngubane 2002:2). The Cape 

Town Conference on Responsible Tourism in Destinations was attended by 280 

delegates from 20 countries. The conference stemmed from the South African work 

on responsible tourism guidelines and involved delegates field-testing the South 

African Guidelines on sites in and around Cape Town (Ngubane 2002:3) 

Representatives from UNWTO, UNEP, UNESCO, and a number of other international 

organisations were present (Mihalic 2016:462).  

The Responsible Tourism Conference that was held in Cape Town drew on South 

Africa’s experience of seeking to implement its national Responsible Tourism policy 

and other international experience to develop an international approach to using 

tourism for ‘shaping sustainable spaces into better places’ (Khunou, Reynish, Pawson, 

Tseane & Ivanovic 2009:207; Mihalic 2016:462). The Cape Town Declaration on 

Responsible Tourism called on all stakeholders’ national and local governments, 

planning authorities, tourism businesses, tourists and local communities to take 

responsibility for achieving sustainable tourism, and to create better places for people 

to live in and for people to visit (Spenceley & Meyer 2012:297).  
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2.2.8 Responsible Tourism Manual and Handbook  

The Responsible Tourism Manual and Handbook was developed in 2003 with the 

objective of empowering tourism businesses with sufficient information on responsible 

tourism (Spencely et al. 2002; Leung et al. 2014:143).  The manual assists the tourism 

industry in identifying tourism opportunities availed through the implementation of 

responsible tourism practices that also could benefit their businesses (Wilson & 

Hattingh 1992:477; Goodwin & Font 2014:9). The National Department of Tourism 

(NDT) runs annual workshops with tourism industry stakeholders to raise awareness 

of Energy Efficiency, water conservation, waste management and promotion of 

universal accessibility in tourism.  It is also NDT’s responsibility to produce a National 

Climate Change Response Plan which would provide guidance to the tourism industry 

(NDT 2012).  

National Responsible Tourism Guidelines were developed in 2002. These emphasised 

the need to address the triple bottom line of sustainable development, being the 

economic, environmental, and social issues in tourism (DEAT 2002; Nham & Inyang 

2011:163). In line with the Responsible Tourism Guidelines, NDT has developed the 

National Minimum Standard for Responsible Tourism (SANMSRT) – after extensive 

consultation and rigorous testing it was published in March 2011 and launched in 

September 2011 (NDT 2011). The SANMSRT consists of 41 criteria, covering the core 

aspects of sustainability and is divided into four categories: sustainable operations and 

management; economic; environmental; and social and cultural (NDT 2011). The 

standard serves three purposes to establish a common understanding for responsible 

tourism, to promote responsible tourism in the tourism industry and to establish the 

minimum criteria for certification for sustainability in the SA tourism industry 

(SANMSRT 2011). The department also developed the National Tourism Sector 

Strategy (NTSS). Among its key activities was the creation of a conducive environment 

for sustainable growth (NTSS 2011).  

Responsible tourism is firmly based on the UNWTO Global Code of Ethics and calls 

on all those involved in tourism to take responsibility for making it more sustainable 

(Fennell & Malloy 2007:27; The Global Partnership for Sustainable Tourism 2015:14). 

The purpose of the responsible tourism movement is to use tourism to create better 

places for people to live in, to enable tourism to contribute to good lives for people in 
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thriving destinations (Newsome, Moore & Dowling 2013:12). However, with the 

increase in resource usage by the tourism industry, it is clear that unmanaged tourism 

generally makes heavy calls on the environmental resources (UNEP 2002). With the 

tourism industry’s contribution to the urbanisation of sensitive areas, increased water 

consumption, litter production and loss of biodiversity, the impact of tourism on the 

environment will manifest (Keyser 2009:353). Another key event in tourism after the 

publication of the tourism handbook included the following: the responsible tourism 

awards 2006, these awards acknowledged businesses who promoted best practice 

that could help guide the implementation of responsible business activities (African 

Responsible Travel Awards 2016).  

This was then followed by Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria, which was developed 

in order to directly address issues pertaining to responsible tourism and the launch of 

these ‘criteria’ took place during the World Conservation Congress (Lundberg 

2011:31). In 2008 the Kerala Declaration on Responsible Tourism Destinations was 

also formulated.  This declaration recognised responsible tourism not merely as a 

product, but rather as an approach which can be applied by travellers and 

holidaymakers, tour operators, accommodation and transport providers, visitor 

attraction managers, planning authorities, national, regional/provincial and local 

government (NDT 2012:6). This integrated approach required, involving as many 

stakeholders in any place or space that attracts tourists (Gursoy, Yolal, Ribeiro & Netto 

2017:394).  

Tourism holds the potential of creating beneficial effects on the environment by 

contributing to environmental protection and conservation while also raising 

awareness of environmental values such as those addressed in the abovementioned 

key events.  Ultimately there are many ways in which tourism may harm the 

environment (UNEP 2016).  Accordingly, the following section will discuss the impact 

of tourism activities on the environment. 

  

2.3 IMPACTS OF TOURISM ON THE ENVIRONMENT  

The effects resulting from tourism impacts on the environment have appeared clearly 

and more evidently over the years (Kasimoglu 2012:461). The impacts of tourism on 
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the physical environment are associated with the intrusions of the natural, cultural or 

historical resources which may be reflected as the development of tourist facilities 

(Vehbi 2012:101). Even though tourism is occasionally reflected as damaging the 

environment it is essential to recognise the positive impacts that may be gained from 

tourism activities (Mirbabayev & Shagazatova 2006). Tourism can support the 

conservation of redundant and historical buildings for alternative uses; it can also 

enhance the local environment and most importantly improve the protection of natural 

resources (Page & Connell 2006:384; Grebner, Bettinger & Siry 2012:385).  

One of the most frequently used phrases by tourism marketers to describe a 

destination is unspoilt.  However, concerns have developed regarding the desirability 

of tourism on the environment (Mitchell & Pentzer 2008:149; Strobl, Teichmann & 

Peters 2015:389). The effects of tourism and increasing awareness of the human 

impact on the environment has led to a general realisation that nature is not an 

inexhaustible resource (Wood & House 1991; Gössling 2002; Page & Connell 2006 

384; Chiras 2012:119). Facilities such as resorts have a variety of environmental 

impacts, both positive and negative as well as short- and long-term (Harrison & 

Husbands 1996:240; Mason 2003:56). A more subtle impact of tourism facility 

development is the gradual yet persistent transformation from a natural to a built 

environment (Davies & Cahill 2000:11; Nham & Inyang 2011:163). As the number of 

tourists in the area increases, the demand for facilities increases and thus their supply 

(Lee 2013:38).   

Eventually, the built environment wholly subsumes the natural environment, with 

contrived, artificial attractions becoming the focus of tourists (Manaktola & Jauhari 

2008:365). Therefore the increase of resources use leads to the damage of the 

environment, resources such as water and energy become critical and in addition solid 

waste generation, air pollution, recreational boating, visitor and traffic congestion are 

also major direct contributors to the degradation of the natural environment and 

gradual contributors to climate change (Sawkar, Noronha, Mascarenhas, Chauhan & 

Saeed 1998:3; Lee 2013:38). Tourist facilities are often built in environmentally 

sensitive areas and the simple presence of tourists can have adverse environmental 

impacts in some particularly sensitive ecological systems (Renard 2001:285).   
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Figure 2.2: How tourists contribute to environmental impacts Source: Author compilation  

Figure 2.2 is an illustration of how the tourists contribute to environmental impacts, 

which will be discussed in the remainder of this section. This section also contributed 

to the development of the questionnaire in terms of environmentally responsible 

practices and behaviour. 

2.3.1 Energy use  

The increase in tourism activities comes with an increased demand for energy within 

various functions; hence the importance of energy for the tourism sector is undeniable 

(Katircioglu 2014:181). As the tourism industry develops, it relies increasingly on 

energy, which therefore leads to an increase in energy consumption (Becken et al. 

2001:372). During the World Summit on Sustainable Development in 2002, 

international tourism was acknowledged as one of the major energy consuming 

industries globally (Nepal 2008; European Commission 2015:10) and it should be 

carefully managed. The increased energy consumption due to tourism development 

has led to inevitable negative impacts (global warming and increasing global 
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greenhouse gas) on the quality of the environment which reflects with climate change 

(Becken 2005:382; Kamp & Zimmermann 2014:44).  

The consumption of energy per person in the tourism industry is more than 80 times 

greater than any other industry (UN 2013). It is therefore advisable for tourism 

enterprises to make responsible choices for power sources (Wolde-Rufeal 2009). 

Hence this study is of the view that key consumers of energy in tourism need to be 

encouraged to reduce the amount of energy they consume and thereby minimise their 

impact on the environment. Visitors to resorts can implement the guidelines outlined 

in Table 2.4. 

Table 2.4: Energy-saving guidelines for visitors 

 GUIDELINES FOR EFFICIENT AND REDUCED ENERGY USE 

 Turning light and all electrical appliances off when leaving a room 

 Reporting electrical faults  

 Make use of natural ventilation, rather than air-conditioning 

 Do not leave electrical appliances on standby mode 

Source: DEAT (2003:31); Queiros (2016:231); De Witt (2011:82) 

Global trends highlight the growing tourist interest in authentic and sustainable holiday 

experiences (Buffa 2015:14042). Designing strategies that enable destinations to 

attract this tourist segment therefore is becoming increasingly important for 

competitiveness (Cini, Leone & Passafaro 2012:87). The basic premise behind 

successful planning is that tourists, whether on a week-long holiday, or taking a year 

out, should be made aware of the consequences of their energy-use behaviour and to 

consider how they may voluntarily alter their behaviour to reduce their environmental 

impact (Becken & Patterson 2006:325).  

Furthermore, tourists should be informed about the alternative energy sources that 

tourism enterprises are using to minimise the negative impacts on the environment, 

for example using renewable sources of energy such as wind power and solar power 

that are cleaner, instead of those that damage the environment such as fossil fuels 

that release carbon dioxide into the atmosphere, which contributes to global warming 
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(Spenceley et al. 2002:75). This can be valuable for tourism enterprises hoping to 

attract responsible tourists. 

 

2.3.2 Water use   

Approximately 1.5 billion people worldwide do not have access to safe drinking water 

(Gössling, Peeters, Hall, Ceron, Dubois & Lehmann 2012:6). The problem of water 

contamination brought about by tourism activities is considered to be serious (Dolnicar, 

Crouch & Long 2010:198). The literature on the tourism-water nexus frequently 

emphasises the ability of tourism to create unsustainable patterns of water 

consumption as a recurring factor in many tourist destinations, as illustrated by the 

global review (Gössling et al. 2012:6). Even so, water is possibly South Africa’s most 

valuable resource, and responsible tourism facilities ought to recognise its importance 

(Spenceley et al. 2002:68).  

Water, and especially fresh water, is one of the most critical natural resources 

(Rossello-Nadal 2014:336). Water scarcity can pose a serious limitation to future 

tourism development in many destinations (Hall 2001:603), as was the case in Cape 

Town. In countries that rely on water sources such as dammed reservoirs, rivers and 

lakes, excessive tourism demand on water exerts intense pressure on these water 

sources, which are often intended for multiple-uses such as regular household 

consumption, agriculture, leisure and other purposes (Kasim 2008:27; Tapper, 

Hadjikakou, Noble & Jenkinson 2011:16). The tourism industry generally over-uses 

water resources for swimming pools, resorts, golf courses and personal use of water 

by tourists and this can result in water shortages and degradation of water supplies as 

well as generate a greater volume of waste water (Sunlu 2003:263; Rossello-Nadal 

2014:336). Moreover, overconsumption by many tourist facilities limits current supply 

to local communities – in addition to which the pollution of available freshwater 

sources, which is often associated with tourist-related activities, is also problematic 

(Neto 2002:7; Magdoff 2013). 

Table 2.5: Water-saving guidelines for visitors  

WATER-SAVING GUIDELINES 

• Report leaking taps 
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• Take a shower instead of a bath 

• Take 5 min showers 

• Turn off taps if not in use e.g. when brushing teeth 

Source: DEAT (2003:28); UNEP (2003:27); De Witt (2011:83) 

It is important for tourism establishments such as resorts to educate tourists about the 

importance of saving water and the water-saving guidelines as outlined in Table 2.5, 

since tourists place high demands on freshwater resources; tourists typically use much 

higher amounts of both energy and freshwater than local residents (Silva 2002:15; 

Tapper, Hadjikakou, Noble & Jenkinson 2011:10). With simple behavioural changes, 

such as reducing the number of towels a day or closing the taps when they are not 

being used, and reporting leaking taps, resort managers can make improvements and 

involve guests in a management system that takes care of the environment and is 

sustainable over time. 

2.3.3 Solid waste 

Tourists generate a substantial amount of solid waste, much of which goes untreated 

(Shamshiry, Nadi, Mokhtar’ Komoo, Hashim & Yahaya 2011:2). Wastewater 

containing detergents, food waste, or sewage can be damaging to the environment, 

especially over the long term (Spenceley et al. 2002:68). In addition recreation facilities 

affect the environment by the application of landscaping practices that can pollute local 

water systems and cause erosion and soil degradation (Scalon 2007:711). Increasing 

economic activities particularly from tourism and the municipalities’ inefficiency in 

managing the amount of solid waste generated have been blamed as leading to the 

pollution problem (Munoz & Navia 2015:593; Padilla 2015:282). Environmental 

Protection Agency Waste (EPA) in the United States of America is one of the 

organisations that have noticed the impact of solid waste on the environment and they 

came up with a programme that promotes the reduction of solid waste by preventing 

waste from being generated (EPA 2002). Reducing overconsumption and the amounts 

of waste produced have two dimensions: conserving the resources utilised by the 

tourists to be employed in production of different goods and releasing pressure on 

environmental resources that result from treatment and disposal of wastes (Munoz & 

Navia 2015:593). Furthermore, Dodds, Graci and Holmes (2010:208) studied the 
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attitudes and behaviour towards the environment of tourists, the visitors surveyed 

expressed a willingness to reduce their environmental impact at holiday destinations: 

e.g. helping to recycle or properly dispose of waste and garbage.  Table 2.6 further 

highlights other ways in which tourists can manage waste while on holiday.  

Table 2.6: Waste management guidelines for visitors 

 
WASTE MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

 Re-use products and materials, that will reduce handling, treatment, and 
disposal 

 Avoid products containing environmentally hazardous substances 

 Choose biodegradable products 

 Sort glass, tin and plastic 

 Avoid buying goods that are over-packaged 

 Buy recycled and recyclable products 

 Make use of reusable dispensers, instead of disposable sachets  

 Maintain a litter-free environment 

Sources: Kandari & Chandra (2004:121); DEAT (2003:35); Middleton & Hawkins (2002:137); De 
Witt (2011:83); Ghulam Rabbany, Afrin, Rahman, Islam & Hoque (2013:120) 

Priority actions relevant to accommodation managers and tourists are summarised 

below (Table 2.6): 

• Reduce: Create as little waste as possible by not producing it to begin with – 

implement green procurement, do not over-order, select products with little 

packaging or returnable packaging. 

• Re-use: Consider where certain items can be re-used, sold or donated to 

others that can use them. 

• Sort: Have a system in place for sorting everyday waste items such as bottles, 

cans, cardboard and paper for recycling. Consider what else might be recycled, 

taking into account local disposal possibilities. 

• Recycle: Send sorted waste for recycling (Kandari & Chandra 2004:121). 
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As far as waste production and management are concerned, what is really important 

is confirming dominance of sustainable waste management patterns rather than the 

amounts of waste which are produced (UNEP 2003:4). 

2.3.4 Visitor and traffic congestion  

Visitor and traffic congestion is a challenge for many destinations, especially in peak 

seasons (Page & Connell 2009:361). Traffic congestion in resort towns’ access roads 

presents a serious threat to the quality of visitor experiences while visiting resort areas 

(Wiersma & Koster 2014:341). It creates congestion, air pollution from vehicle 

exhausts and also vegetation damage (Davies & Cahill 2000:18). People congregate 

in attractive places; therefore, tourism often develops around specific locations and 

concentrates there, providing growth yet avoiding sprawl (Wiersma & Koster 

2014:342). Historic buildings and grounds, which might otherwise slowly deteriorate, 

have great appeal for tourism development and can often be renovated to suit the 

industry (Kreag 2001:11). As people congregate, congestion and crowding produces 

stress, annoyance, anger, and other negative attitudes. Hordes of visitors may impede 

local businesses, prevent residents from accomplishing normal activities, and compete 

for space (Hong, Nee, Wong Hui, Cong, Yin & Ujan 2015).  

Tourism construction, especially resorts, may be inappropriate in scale and style with 

respect to other structures and the landscape. In some areas, recreational second 

homes and condominium developments create major crowding and congestion 

problems (Golmohammadi 2013:1921). Tourism facilities have to emphasise the 

significance of carrying capacity of a destination, the quantity of the carrying impacts 

of a destination is effectively reflected as a point from where the negative factors start 

to become evident (Page & Connell 2009:361; Krahenbuhl & Mullis 2007:6).  Tourism 

often grows into mass tourism, and that can lead to the overconsumption, pollution, 

and lack of resources (Honey, Vargas & Durham 2010:14). 

  

2.3.5 Recreational boating  

Aquatic ecosystems, which contain 90% of the biosphere, are subjected to ever-

increasing pressures from human activities (Tiwari 2011:248). Boats are the 3rd source 
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of pollution of these ecosystems, particularly via fuel combustion, waste release and 

noise emissions (Figure 2.3). Boats can impact near-shore environments through both 

direct and indirect means.  

Peng, Zhao and Liu (2015:12306) classify disturbances into the general categories of 

noise pollution, fuel emissions, and physical impacts such as wake-induced shoreline 

erosion and prop-wash induced sediment scouring and suspension. In resorts, 

physical impacts due to wake and wave action are dependent upon numerous 

variables such as boat size, boating speed, hull design, water depth, and shoreline 

characteristics (Davies & Cahill 2000:15). A European team of consultants recently 

published a report on the environmental impacts of recreational nautical activities 

(European commission 2015; Munoz & Navia 2015:593). They indicate that the main 

impacts are of 6 types which are illustrated in Figure 2.3. 

As reflected in Figure 2.3, the most significant problem associated with recreational 

boating and water quality in and around resorts is the discharge of sewage into water 

bodies with limited flushing (Daviesv & Cahill 2000:16). Sewage contains pathogens 

which can adversely affect human health and contaminate the living species in the 

water (Ghulam Rabbany, Afrin, Rahman, Islam & Hoque 2013:120). There are also 

diseases that can potentially be transmitted through human contact; another way that 

recreational boating effects water quality is through the discharge of solid waste. This 

also contributes to the growing impact on surrounding wildlife and vegetation at resorts 

(Burke 2008:15; Peng, Zhao & Liu 2015:12306).  
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Figure 2.3: Environmental impacts of recreational nautical activities Source: European 
commission (2015); Munoz & Navia (2015:59) 

Hydrocarbon releases and other substances:  
T heir release into the environment by the engines of recreational and  
Commercial small crafts (e.g. fishing, shipping and passenger small  

vessels) represent only a small share (2%) of overall hydrocarbon releases  
from land-based activities, maritime transport and other sea-based  

activities, and natural deposition. 

Oily and bilge water:  
U nburnt or incompletely burnt fuel, particulates and traces of oil are  

released into the environment. If, globally, the quantity of these pollutants is  
small, they might accumulate locally, especially when boats are stationary,  

which results in an oil film on the surrounding water. 

Noise disturbance:  
In accordance with standards, the authorised level of noise emitted by new  
engines has been limited since 2006. However, when operated at speed  
close to the shore, engine noise is perceived as a nuisance in sensitive  

areas such as beaches or natural protected areas. 

Sewage and grey water:  
Grey water (washing waters) from recreational craft contains a wide range of  

Chemicals and fats and is often released into the sea.  

Antifouling paints:  
They are used to prevent marine organisms developing on the surface of the  
hull. The biocide agents they contain might be toxic for the environment but  

their use is regulated.  

Physical damage to the environment :   
Anchorages might be harmful where the seabed is sensitive. Public  

authorities are responsible for providing the necessary infrastructure (such  
as buoys) and guiding visitors - they should also prevent anchoring in  

sensitive areas 



 

51 

2.3.6 Impacts on wildlife and vegetation 

Attractive landscape sites, such as sandy beaches, lakes, riversides, and 

mountaintops are characterised by species-rich ecosystems (Geldenhuys 2009:117). 

The ecosystems most threatened with degradation are ecologically fragile areas such 

as alpine regions, rain forests, wetlands, mangroves, coral reefs and sea grass beds 

(Rátz & Puczkó 2002:20). Threats to and pressures on these ecosystems are often 

severe because such places are very attractive to tourists and developers alike (Sunlu 

2003). Physical impacts are caused not only by tourism-related land clearing and 

construction, but by continuing tourist activities (Masanja 2014:193). Tourists using the 

same trail over and over again trample the vegetation and soil, eventually causing 

damage that can lead to loss of biodiversity and other impacts (Reddy & Workeneh 

2014:1282; Peng, Zhao & Liu 2015:12306). Such damage can be even more extensive 

when visitors frequently stray off established trails (Masanja 2014:193), which in turn 

causes the vegetation to suffer, mainly by bruising of stems, loss of ground cover, and 

reduced regeneration, meaning some plants may cease to exist and a huge change in 

species composition, which in the end will affect the reproduction of those particular 

species (Reddy & Workeneh 2014:1282). 

Habitat can be degraded by tourism leisure activities, for example wildlife viewing can 

bring about stress for the animals and alter their natural behaviour when tourists come 

too close (Wilfred 2010:104). Likewise, the feeding of wild animals can cause co-

dependency behaviour in animals (Masanja 2014:193). Safaris and wildlife watching 

activities have a degrading effect on habitat as they often are accompanied by the 

noise and commotion created by tourists as they chase wild animals in their trucks and 

aircrafts (Geldenhuys 2009:118). This puts high pressure on animal habits and 

behaviours and tends to bring about behavioural changes (Wilfred 2010:104).  

To avoid such impact on vegetation and wildlife it is advised that visitors to resorts and 

other destinations that are rich in vegetation adhere to the following guidelines (Table 

2.7). 
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Table 2.7: Visitor guidelines to protect wildlife and vegetation 

 VISITOR GUIDELINES TO PROTECT WILDLIFE AND VEGETATION 

 When participating in activities such as hiking, visitors should stay within the 
demarcated areas. 

 Visitors should not pick wildflowers 

 Visitors should stay in the prescribed footpaths 

 Visitors should not feed wild animals 

 Visitors should avoid any noisy activities in areas where there are wild animals. 

Source: Masanja (2014:193); Wilfred (2010:104); Blakesley & Buckley (2010:2) 

Tourism activities, especially mass tourism, can disrupt the breeding cycles of wildlife 

and their natural behaviour. Overdevelopment of facilities in the protected area can 

change migratory routes of wildlife for example the wildebeests (Mbaiwa 2008:210). 

Pollution is another common feature that can negatively impact wildlife and vegetation, 

especially where general environmental rules and regulations are not observed 

(Blakesley & Buckley 2010:2). Pollution will be discussed in more detail in the following 

section. 

2.3.7 Pollution  

Tourists and their activities create pressure on resorts and their resources (Dixit & 

Narula 2010). Many of these resorts are facing many problems such as littering, soil 

pollution, noise pollution, garbage problems and habitat loss (Bisht & Singh 2016). 

Pollution by tourists appears at different degrees.  Among all the pollution, the tourist 

rubbish is perceived to be the most damaging (Jacob 2010). These increasing 

environmental pressures in the form of human interferences in the region of the resorts 

have not only adversely affected land, soil and water, but also the air (Vallero 

2014:204).  An individual can feel air pollution only when various implications on health 

occur in the long run (Bisht & Singh 2016). As a result, most of the tourists undermine 

pollution in the resort area’s ecosystem where today this pollution status is considered 

relatively moderate compared to that in the metro cities (Page, Essex & Causevic 

2014:58). The concentration of ambient air pollution is very high in both developed and 

developing countries due to high population, high rate of industrial growth and high 

levels of urbanisation (Singh & Mishra 2004).  
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Another contributor to the air pollution is transport by air, road, and rail that is 

continuously increasing in response to the rising number of tourists and their greater 

mobility (Neto 2002:7). In 2012 the International Air Transport Association (IATA) 

released an industry traffic forecast showing that airlines welcomed some 3.6 billion 

passengers in 2016. That is about 800 million more than the 2.8 billion passengers 

carried by airlines in 2011 (IATA 2012). One consequence of this increase in air 

transport is that tourism now accounts for more than 60% of air travel and is therefore 

responsible for an important share of air emissions (NUEP 1999). One study estimated 

that a single transatlantic return flight emits almost half the carbon dioxide emissions 

produced by all other sources (lighting, heating, car use) consumed by an average 

person per year (ICAO 2001).   

Transport emissions and emissions from energy production and use are linked to acid 

rain, global warming and photochemical pollution (Bodes, Hapkes & Zisler 2003:258). 

Air pollution from tourist transportation has impacts at a global level, especially from 

carbon dioxide emissions related to transportation energy use (Becken & Simmons 

2002:344). It can contribute to severe local air pollution; some of these impacts are 

quite specific to tourist activities that are also found in resorts (Stern 2014:1419). For 

example, in very hot or cold countries, tour buses offered at resorts often leave their 

motors running for hours while the tourists go out for an excursion because they want 

to return to a comfortably air-conditioned bus (Page, Essex & Causevic 2014:58). 

Noise pollution from airplanes, cars, and buses, as well as recreational vehicles, is a 

problem of modern life. In addition to causing annoyance, stress, and even hearing 

loss for humans, it causes distress to wildlife, especially in sensitive areas (Lee & 

Moscardo 2005). 

2.3.8 Climate change  

The growing international awareness of the fast pace of climate change taking place 

on our planet, together with the impacts that such changes have on the natural 

environment, on humans and their economic activities has become evident (Gössling, 

Scott, Hall, Ceron & Dubois 2012:35). For tourism, climate change is not a remote 

event, but a phenomenon that already affects the sector and certain destinations – in 

particular, mountain regions and coastal destinations amongst others (Katircioglu 

2014:180). Simultaneously, the tourism sector is contributing to greenhouse gas 
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emissions (GHG), and air pollution especially through the transport of tourists 

(Gössling 2002:284). The combination of particulate matter, harmful gases, chemicals 

and biological matter dispersed in the atmosphere creates harmful effects and 

discomfort to humans and other living organisms (Singh & Mishra 2014). This pollution 

causes changes in the weather and climatic parameters and damage to the natural 

environment (Gössling et al. 2012:35).  Today, acid rain, eutrophication (in aquatic 

ecosystems), haze, health degradation of wildlife, ozone depletion, crop and forest 

damage, temperature rise, global warming and global climate change etc. are 

worldwide topics of greater concern in the tourism industry (Gössling, Bredberg, 

Randow, Sandstrom & Svensson 2006:420). 

Climate is an essential resource for tourism, and especially for resorts (Goh 

2012:1861). Changing climate and weather patterns at tourist destinations and tourist-

generating countries can significantly affect the tourists’ comfort and their travel 

decisions (UNWTO 2011). Changing demand patterns and tourist flows will impact on 

tourism businesses and on host communities, as well as knock-off effects on related 

sectors, such as agriculture, handicrafts, or construction (Rossello-Nadal 2014:335). 

With these ever-increasing changes tourists might respond to climate in a nonlinear 

way (Gössling et al. 2006:420). Hence, it is imperative to assess the responsible 

behaviour of tourists while visiting Limpopo resorts, since they are major consumers 

of natural resources.  Visitor management tools are useful in guiding visitors to behave 

in a responsible manner while visiting resorts. These tools will be discussed in the next 

chapter. 

2.4 CONCLUSION  

The purpose of this chapter was to discuss the emergence of sustainable and 

responsible tourism, moreover the relationship between tourism and the environment 

and the impacts of tourism on the environment.  This was achieved firstly by discussing 

the chronological development of sustainable and responsible tourism, which 

illustrated the global importance placed on the complex and overly sensitive 

relationship between tourism and the environment. Even though tourism holds the 

potential of creating beneficial effects on the environment as was highlighted in the 

emergence of sustainable and responsible tourism, ultimately there are many 

identified ways in which it may harm the environment. Therefore, the chapter further 
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discussed the different aspects that lead to negative impacts resulting from tourism on 

the environment.  

These impacts of tourism on the environment have resulted in significant 

environmental damage on resources such as water and energy that are becoming 

scarce. In addition to this solid waste generation, air pollution, recreational boating, 

visitor and traffic congestion are also major direct contributors to the degradation of 

the natural environment, which have all gradually contributed to climate change. 

Tourists and their activities also create pressure on community resources as well as 

wildlife and vegetation, making it imperative to assess the responsible behaviour of 

tourists while visiting Limpopo resorts.   
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CHAPTER 3 

ENVIRONMENTALLY RESPONSIBLE TOURIST  

BEHAVIOUR 
 

3.1 INTRODUCTION  

An increased concern of the environment over the last few years has made 

consumers more conscious of the environmental impacts of their purchase 

decisions with respect to the tourism industry (Gupta & Chopra 2014:90). This 

phenomenon is evident in the emergence of responsible tourism as a growing 

segment in the tourism industry (Dolnicar & Leisch 2008:673; Getz & Page 

2016:593). A new group of tourists emerged, known as green tourists or 

responsible tourists, as a result of increased awareness of environmental 

impacts of tourism (Lew & McKercher 2006:40; Moscardo & Rosen  

2015:14043). Tourists, as consumers, are becoming more involved in practising 

environmentally friendly behaviour and they are aware of actions to protect the 

environment while on holiday (WTTC 2007).   

With this growing interest in sustainable development and sustainable tourism, 

more studies have been done with a focus on tourist attitudes and behaviour 

towards the environment (Dolnicar, Crouch & Long 2008; Cohen, Prayag & 

Moital 2014; Hsu, Liping, Cai & Li 2010). Studies such as those of Cohen et al.   

(2014) and Hsu et al. (2010) proposed theories of environmental behaviour. 

These studies sought to define and classify responsible tourists. Other 

researchers such as Masau and Prideaux (2003:198) and Hun Hsu and Lee 

(2009:521) analysed reasons behind tourists’ responsible or irresponsible 

behaviour towards the environment. The purpose of this chapter therefore is to 

examine concepts such as responsible tourism, attitude and how these relate to 

tourist behaviour (specifically environmentally responsible behaviour). The 

chapter will furthermore discuss The New Environmental Paradigm (NEP), the 
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ecocentric and anthropocentric worldviews and lastly how visitor management 

can influence visitor behaviour. 

   

3.2UNDERSTANDING RESPONSIBLE TOURISM 

The idea of responsible tourism has been present in the tourism literature since the 

early eighties (Kokkranikal & Chettiparamb 2012:302). Seminal works by deKadt 

(1979) and Krippendorf (1987), for instance, raised concerns over the impacts of 

tourism on the environment and destination communities. In response to increasing 

instances of social and environmental problems of tourism, a range of sustainability 

initiatives such as ecotourism, green tourism, geo tourism, integrated tourism, 

community-based tourism emerged in the tourism literature (Goodwin 2011; Leslie 

2012). Responsible tourism is intricately linked to these concepts (Ford & Acott 

2015:4) and can be described as tourism management strategy that involves planning, 

management, product development and marketing. This should lead to positive social, 

economic, cultural and environmental impacts (Zell 1992:31). Furthermore, 

responsible tourism includes the impacts of tourism on a destination with the aim of 

increasing the positive impacts and decreasing the negative impacts. It can be viewed 

as ‘tourism that maximizes the benefits to local communities, minimizes negative 

social or environmental impacts, and helps local people conserve fragile cultures, 

habitats and species’ (Motha, Makuwerere & Siphugu 2011:2). 

3.2.1 The importance of responsible tourism 

Responsible and sustainable tourism is important because ‘[w]e cannot maintain our 

quality of life as human beings, the diversity of life on Earth, or Earth’s ecosystems 

unless we embrace it’ (Chettiparamb & Kokkranikal 2012:304). Various indicators and 

perspectives emphasise that sustainability is something to address (Bramwell & Lane 

2014:3). Sustainability should be understood and practised in local homes, 

communities, ecosystems and across the globe (Higgins-Desbiolles 2010:117). Some 

tourists consider their behaviour as responsible when they buy local crafts and are 

aware of their impact on the destination visited. Others appreciate that there is a whole 

range of behaviours that create a responsible tourist (Burrai & Hannam 2018:91). 

Some tour operators have utilised the opportunity to provide products that can address 

the need for responsible tourism products and by producing policies.  
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Sustainable tourism implies the development and management of tourism in such a 

manner that the socio-cultural and economic benefits to the environment, the visitor 

and the host communities are increased without draining natural or cultural resources 

(Ling, Jakpar, Johari, Myint & Rani 2011:265). Added to this, responsible tourism 

should add to the quality of life for all concerned (Mihalic 2016:463). Responsible 

tourism provides skills and considers the reality of the human footprint, tourism’s 

impacts (social, economic and environmental impact) (Spenceley 2010:21). Globally 

tourism is growing, and it is therefore important to manage the growth going forward, 

ensuring that those who visit South Africa enjoyed the country in a responsible 

manner. 

The need for Responsible Tourism to cultivate socio-economic development 

contributes to the value chain in all respects (Hanafiah, Hemdi & Ahmad 2016:630). 

The communities in which tourism takes place contribute to the success of tourism in 

South Africa as this will ensure that future generations, visitors and locals alike are 

able to enjoy its benefits (Deery, Jago, & Fredline 2012:65). Responsible tourism also 

adds a positive contribution to the conservation of cultural and natural heritages and 

also to the wildlife. It is important that greater levels of awareness be created to ensure 

that people do not purchase items from poaching or riding an elephant as these are 

not considered responsible behaviours. This will encourage wrong types of tourism 

(Hanafiah, Jamaluddin & Zulkifly 2013). It does however exist, but that is where 

education can make a difference. Power is created by knowledge – responsible 

behaviour will be encouraged by higher levels of knowledge (Mihalic 2018:65). If 

tourists act responsibly, they will have a deeper understanding of and appreciation for 

the countries they visit and for their communities, their traditions, customs and 

cultures.   

3.2.2 The difference responsible tourism can make  

Responsible environmental practices create benefits including reducing energy and 

water bills, sewage treatment and waste disposal costs (Xue, Kerstetter & Buzinde 

2015:446). Good environmental management contributes to the improvement of the 

quality of a tourism business’ environment, and thereby to the improvement of the 

overall experience for guests. Lastly, responsible tourism can also be a matter of 

survival (Burrai & Hannam 2018:92). Local communities will experience the benefits 
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of tourism once they become meaningfully involved. Sound economic practices can 

lead to the creation of jobs, inspire entrepreneurship and improve the economic growth 

of the region and area. A responsible approach ensures that all sectors of society 

benefit from tourism (Moosa 2009).  

Anton Groenewald best summarized his statement by quoting from the 1996 White 

Paper on Sustainable Tourism Development and Promotion in South Africa: 

‘To achieve the true potential of the tourism industry, it must be clear that any old 

tourism will not work. A new tourism is required that would boost other sectors of the 

economy and create entrepreneurial opportunities for the previously neglected 

groups; that would be kind to the environment; that will bring peace, prosperity and  

enjoyment for all South Africans (Groenewald 1996).’ 

To apply, responsible tourism needs to:   

• ‘Minimise the negative economic, environmental, and social impacts. 

• Generate greater economic benefits for local people and enhance the well-being 

of host communities, improve working conditions and access to the industry. 

• Involve local people in decisions that affect their lives and life chances. 

• Make positive contributions to the conservation of natural and cultural heritage. 

• Provide more enjoyable experiences for tourists through more meaningful 

connections with local people, and a greater understanding of local cultural, social 

and environmental issues. 

• Provide access for physically challenged people. 

• Be culturally sensitive, create respect between tourists and hosts, and build local 

pride and confidence’ (Burrai & Hannam 2018:92).  

With action comes outcomes, and by building a network of responsible tourism 

destinations, South Africa can benefit from responsible tourism. Tourism behaviour is 

however critical in terms of responsible tourism as will be discussed in the subsequent 

section. 
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3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ATTITUDES AND CONSUMER (TOURIST) BEHAVIOUR 
One of the most widely researched areas of tourism research is tourist behaviour 

(Budeanu 2007:499; Kiper 2013). The focus of these studies has been on tourists’ 

travel choices, their motivations, the activities they participate in as well as their 

planning behaviour and their satisfaction with the experience (Tartaglia 2009:1; 

Vuuren & Slabbert 2011:296). It is widely agreed that tourists and their behaviour 

differ, depending on several factors related to both the destination and the traveller 

(Awaritefe 2003; Brown, Ham & Hughes 2010).  

Besides specific traveller-related factors that affect tourist behaviour, the following 

were also identified: motives, age, culture, level of affluence, values, personality, 

nationality, experiences, attitudes (Pizman & Sussman 1995, Shove 2010, Gupta & 

Chopra 2014), and also the level of education a tourist has, perceptions and learning 

(Pearce 2005). In addition to these mentioned factors and to better understand tourist 

behaviour, Sharpley (2001), Swarbrooke and Horner (1999) and Stanford (2006:56) 

suggested that influences on responsible tourist behaviour are categorised as internal 

and external influencers as represented in Figure 3.1. 

Figure 3.1: Influences on responsible tourist behaviour Source: Sharpley (2001); Swarbrooke 
& Homer (1999); Stanford (2006:56) 

The two groups are not functioning on their own since factors in one category can (to 

some extent) interact with the factors in the other category (Stanford 2006:56). For 
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example, information may become integrated with a person’s values over a period of 

time. There is also ‘an ideological overlap of issues, so although the subject of ethical 

concepts is presented in a discrete section as is the subject of ethics in tourism 

literature, the influence of ethics is woven throughout and re-appears in, for instance, 

the discussion on cultural influences’ (Stanford 2006:57). Values and culture are in 

one category with the marketing section focusing on the tourist typologies and aim to 

match the right kind of tourism with the destination. This emphasises the importance 

of attracting the right kind of tourist with an appropriate set of ethics and values 

(Poupineau & Pouzadoux 2013). 

Behaviour is a complex research field in tourism since the decision-making process is 

influenced by a number of internal and external motivators as well as determinants, 

and the tourist has to spend a great deal of money (as indicated in Figure 3.1) (Mensah 

& Mensah 2013:445). Because of these motivators and determinants that affect the 

consumers’ choices, it is difficult to research the effect since it depends on the type of 

product the consumer is purchasing (Masau & Prideaux 2003:198, Hun Hsu & Lee 

2009:521). Even so, consumer behaviour is an incredibly important issue and tourist 

behaviour can be defined ‘as the ensemble of its acts, including attitudes and decisions 

regarding buying and consuming tourism products and services and also its post-

consuming reactions’ (Chen 2014). It is thus important to understand the way tourists 

make their decisions and act in relation to the utilisation of the tourism products as this 

will influence the management of responsible tourism (Cooper, Fletcher, Gilbert, 

Shepherd & Wanhill 1998; Mensah 2012:71). 

Theories, such as the theory of planned behaviour, were proposed to explain the 

environmental behaviour of tourists (Figure 3.2). This theory can be explained by using 

the example behaviour of switching off the lights when leaving a room, the strongest 

determinant of an individual switching of the light, would be their intention to save 

energy in their home. Willingness to act responsibly is influenced by attitudes towards 

saving energy (i.e. whether they think this is a positive or negative act), by the 

perceived pressure that referents exert on them e.g. whether they perceive that their 

spouse/parents/friends think they should save energy and by perceived behavioural 

control whether they think that saving energy will be difficult or time-consuming 

(Jackson & Inbakaran 2004; Tai 2012:231; Tartaglia 2009:3). 
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Figure 3.2: Theory of planned behaviour Source: Ajzen (1988:182) 

In addition to the theory of planned behaviour, the continuum of environmental 

attitudes (Figure 3.3), and the New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) (Table 3.1) attempts 

to understand why people do what they do (Wearing, Cynn, Poting & McDonalds 

2002:13; Lian Chan & Kai Xin 2015:90).  Tourists might have an emotional affinity 

towards nature and demonstrate pro-environmental behaviour in everyday life (e.g. 

recycling, mindful about transport use and energy-efficient light bulbs). However, it 

does not mean that they will practise that behaviour while on holiday (Dumitras, Jitea 

& Arion 2012:169).  

Behaviour is considered environmentally responsible when it endorses the sustainable 

utilisation of natural resources (Vaske & Kobrin 2001:16; Cohen, Prayag & Moital 

2014:873). To understand consumer attitudes towards the environment the use of the 

NEP scale would be applicable as it is designed to assess the environmental concern 

of groups of people (Dunlap et al. 2000). The NEP scale (Table 3.1) is used across the 

world in cross-sectional assessments of the relationship of environmental world views 

to attitudes, to recreation participation patterns, and to pro-environmental behaviour; 

thus it was adopted in the development of the questionnaire (Denis & Pereira 2014:6; 

Kopnina 2011:376).  
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Table 3.1: NEP Scale Statements  

 NEP STATEMENTS 

 ‘We are approaching the limit of the number of people the Earth can support. Humans 
have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs. When humans 
interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences. 

 Human ingenuity will ensure that we do not make the Earth unliveable. 

 Humans are seriously abusing the environment. 

 The Earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them. 

 Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist. 

 The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the impacts of modern industrial 
nations. 

 Despite our special abilities, humans are still subject to the laws of nature. 

 The so-called ‘ecological crisis’ facing humankind has been greatly exaggerated. 

 The Earth is like a spaceship with limited room and resources. Humans were meant 
to rule over the rest of nature. 

 The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. 

 Humans will eventually learn enough about how nature works to be able to control it. 

 If things continue in their present course, we will soon experience a major ecological 
catastrophe’. 

Source: Dunlap et al. (2000) 

According to Page and Connell (2006:383) there are two broad categories of 

environmental attitudes that can be placed on a continuum ranging from ecocentric to 

anthropocentric. Ecocentric people are those who take the environment into 

consideration, value nature for its own sake and because of the value of nature; it 

deserves protection (Kang, Stein, Heo & Lee 2012:365). Anthropocentric people think 

environment should be used to improve the quality of life for humans (Hsieh 2012:98).  

Some research studies determined that a positive attitude towards the environment is 

a significant predictor of adopting environmentally friendly practices, and other authors 

have found that an environmentally friendly attitude is one of the most important 

predictors of consumers’ environmentally responsible consciousness or willingness to 

pay more for environmentally friendly products (Bohlen, Schlegelmilch & 
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Diamantopoulos 1993; Rannikko 1996; Buckley 2011; Anvar & Venter 2014:184; 

Manaktola & Jauhari 2007:365; Laroche & Bergeron 2001:504).   

 

Figure 3.3: Continuum of ecocentric to anthropocentric worldviews 

Source: Page & Connell (2006:383)  

Roberts (2006:217) found that consumer attitudes towards the environment are 

significant predictors of ecological behaviours. People with environmental 

consciousness will more likely engage in environmentally friendly behaviours, and 

individuals who believe that their environmental activities can cause positive change 

have a higher probability of demonstrating environmentally responsible behaviour and 

as a result, affect the decision on holiday destination.  Figure 3.4 summarises the 

findings of the just-mentioned studies. These findings were also tested in the survey 

of this study. 
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Figure 3.4: Positive behaviour of environmentally friendly attitudes Source: Own compilation 

However, a study by Chafe (2005:6) showed that some visitors’ attitudes do not always 

match their behaviour when on holiday. The study elaborates on how, despite the 

positive attitudes of visitors towards sustainable tourism, only one in twenty tourists 

act upon them and purchase or behave in an environmentally responsible manner.  

3.4 TOURIST ATTITUDES TOWARDS SUSTAINABLE TOURISM ALTERNATIVES 
After 1985, environmental concern was translated into a specific activity, namely 

environmentally responsible consumerism. Research determined that the consumers’ 

attitudes towards tourism products have permanently changed (Ritchie & Adair 

2002:2).  However, environmental awareness is not always linked to a genuine 

concern for nature but more about tourists’ aim to collect cultural capital.   

‘Our cultural capital gives us power to achieve goals, become successful, and 

improve our social awareness without necessarily having wealth or financial capital  

to do so’ (Dolnicar 2008; Breugel 2013:30). 

In other words, when tourists do not transfer their environmental attitudes in specific 

behaviour there is an absence of environmental ethics. The literature on pro-

environmental tourism behaviour has taken many and different directions, which can 

be viewed in a number of main streams. For purposes of this study the focus was 
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mainly on three streams. The first stream focuses on the types and nature of green 

tourism, with the following categories:   

(a) ‘Environmentally friendly tourism (i.e., visitors attempting to minimize their 

ecological footprint) (Dolnicar 2008:3) 

(b) Nature-based tourism (i.e., tourism that takes place in relatively undisturbed 

natural settings) (Goodwin, 1997:6); and  

(c) Ecotourism (i.e., tourism that focuses on natural areas, is focused on learning 

and follow sustainable operations’) (Wurzinger & Johansson 2006:217).  

The second stream focused on the drivers of tourists’ environmental concern from two 

different perspectives: the first refers to individuals’ value orientations (Hedlund 

2011:279) which shows a positive association with environmental concern; the second 

refers to the role of nature-based experiences in forming environmental concern, with 

the findings of studies (e.g. Wurzinger & Johansson 2006) converging on the fact that, 

compared to mass tourists, environmentally responsible tourists are characterised by 

a stronger interest in the environment, more engagement in outdoor activities, and 

wider involvement in ecological organisations.  

The third stream of research focused on environmentally friendly intentions and 

predispositions. For example, Aipanjiguly et al. (2003:1101) stated a strong 

relationship between boaters and their behavioural intentions to follow speed zones. 

Han et al. (2010:326) found that intentions to visit an environmentally friendly 

destination, and paying more for the environmentally responsible accommodation, are 

positively associated with the destination’s image, which is affected by attitude toward 

environmental issues. Fielding (2008:320) found that intentions to become involved in 

environmental actions are also determined by the self-identify of individuals and 

environmental group membership.   

Destination choices are influenced by tourists’ motivations, and tourists wish to satisfy 

their desires to escape and they seek authentic experiences (Iso-Ahola & Park 1996; 

Mahika 2011:19). Added to this, they make decisions according to specific criteria and 

they compare alternatives by bearing in mind costs, climate, the quality of facilities 

offered and aesthetic value (Goodwin & Francis 2003; Maristuen 2013:10). To 

minimise the effect of overcrowding, destinations should dissipate tourist flows across 
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time and space (European Environmental Agency 2006; Breugel 2013:30). It is 

however also important to remember that destinations and new experience should 

address and satisfy the needs of the tourists and there should be competitive price 

and quality, which are important limiting factors for tourist choice, especially in mass 

tourism markets, where cost is the salient characteristic for tourist choice (Swarbrooke 

& Horner 2001:62; Mohammad & Som 2010:42). Tourist motivation of nature-based 

tourism products may be easily confused with willingness to protect these tourist 

attractions. These two are not equivalent but they are related. The environment and 

the landscape can be considered as strong motivation for people to travel to a specific 

attraction, for example a lodge, coastal hotel or a resort (Dixon, Hamilton, Pagiola & 

Segnestam 2001). Others consider climate and landscape to be criteria that are more 

important (Swarbrooke & Horner 2001:62). Although related to environmental features, 

none of these reasons actually indicate that tourists would act to protect biodiversity 

or avoid negative effects on local society (Szell 2012:27). The only instances in which 

it becomes clear that tourist motivations concur with environmental motivations are 

where tourists travel for environmental purposes or social protection, such as the case 

of ‘voluntary holidays’ or environmentally sustainable tours (Hjalager 1997; Becken 

2010:5).  

However, environmentally responsible alternatives may be a significant distance away 

and easily accessible, less comfortable, less attractive or require extra time for tourists 

(shifting between various types of transportation) (Van Haastert & De Grosbois 

2010:181). Tourists might accept the alternatives, but they will still need the time, 

information and money to do so. Individuals’ lack of knowledge and ability to 

understand the consequences of their acts and habits might deter them from 

purchasing environmentally friendly products (Shove & Warde 2002; Mont 2004). 

External aspects can determine individual decisions such as the availability of 

benevolent products and services, the convenience to access them, and to the belief 

that one person cannot make a difference (Demeritt 2005; Yan 2006). External barriers 

are stronger than internal knowledge and motivations in hindering tourists’ 

environmental behaviour (Kaiser & Wolfing 1999; Tanner 2004; Poupineau 

Pouzadoux 2013). 

Tourists’ choices are limited by the availability of financial resources (Horner & 

Swarbrooke 2016:369). Travel decisions are a major event for any household and one 
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of the most important expenses annually and this involves long-term planning and 

evaluation with regard to pricing, time and service quality (Swarbrooke & Horner 

2001). These are rational decisions made by the household as it holds significant 

financial implications regarding holiday expenses; hence altruistic arguments pleading 

for better attitudes and considerations towards locals and nature may not be effective 

(Scotta & Lemieuxa 2010:146). It seems that inconveniences are hindering 

environmental actions in the long-term, while for short-term actions, internal barriers, 

such as habits and lack of resources prevail (Åberg 2000). These long- and short-term 

factors bare positive and negative effects on tourists’ relationship with the 

environment. To understand and manage tourist concerns and interests, a number of 

models and management tools were developed in order to address visitors’ impact on 

the environment. 

3.5 VISITOR MANAGEMENT MODELS AND VISITOR BEHAVIOUR 

Resort tourism has increased rapidly worldwide. Visitor management including 

communication focuses on influencing tourist behaviour with a view to minimize the 

impacts and improve conservation viability (Candrea & Ispas 2009:131). Previous 

studies indicated visitors’ actions can be influenced if there is an understanding of what 

they think about particular behaviour (Juvan & Dolnicar 2014:76). At the same time, 

our global heritage of living species is threatened as never before. Resorts harbour so 

much of our biodiversity but is exposed to the pressures of unsustainable development 

(Beeton & Benfield 2002:497). 

Visitor management contains useful tools for tourism destinations (see Table 3.2) as it 

contributes to a high-quality experience to increasingly experienced and discerning 

tourists, while also sustaining the destination for future use (Cooper, Fletcher, Gilbert, 

Shepherd & Wanhill 1998:473). The objectives of visitor management need to be 

transparent and straightforward on the part of the visitor. 
Table 3.2: Objectives of visitor management  

 OBJECTIVES OF VISITOR MANAGEMENT 

 Enhances visitor experience 

 Increases the chances of repeat visitation 

 Encourages higher spending; and 
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 Induces sympathy for causes such as resource conservation and preservation at 
resort/tourism destinations while also; 

 Reducing the environmental impacts of visitation trough effective management 

Source: Cooper, Fletcher, Gilbert, Shepherd & Wanhill (1998:474) 

In order to achieve the objectives outlined in Table 3.2, frameworks for visitor 

management and tools have been developed over the past decades to address issues 

resulting from tourism and recreational activities in destination areas such as resorts 

(Beeton & Benfeild 2002:497). These have included the Recreational Opportunity 

Spectrum (ROS), the Tourism Opportunity Spectrum (TOS), Limits of  

Acceptable Change (LAC), Visitor Activities Management Planning (VAMP) and the 

Visitor Impact Monitoring Process (VIMP), (Beeton & Benfeild 2010:497; Masters, 

Scott & Barrow 2002:9; Boyd & Butler 1996:558). 

3.5.1 Recreational Opportunity Spectrum 

Recreational Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) is one of the first and most extensively 

implemented frameworks. It attempts to incorporate relationships between setting and 

activities, it follows a behavioural approach in defining the recreational setting 

(McCool, Clark & Stankey 2007). It uses specific characteristics to identify the nature 

of opportunities for recreation which are possible with each setting: social interaction 

with other users, access management and non-recreational resource use (Pettengill 

& Manning 2011). 

ROS implies that recreationists have a choice; people must be aware of the 

opportunities, and the opportunities must comprise conditions desired by 

recreationists (Pettengill & Manning 2011). It may assist in guiding allocation decisions 

so that visitor recreation areas contribute to a more comprehensive system of 

recreation opportunities; thus opportunities are a function of user preference and a 

product of management actions designed to provide preferred settings and to make 

people aware of their existence (Stankey 1999:174).   
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Figure 3.5: Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Source: Clark & Stankey (1979:21); Mazzola 
(2015:18) 

For purposes of this study ROS is defined as ‘the combination of physical, biological, 

social, and managerial conditions that give value to a place’ (Clark & Stankey 1979:1). 

Figure 3.5 indicates what ROS offers by showing ways of thinking about opportunities 

for recreation and considering recreation as something more than activities or areas. 

Added to this the spectrum has specific application for at least four major concerns 

that are specified in the figure above. 

When allocating recreational resources, the ROS is a helpful concept for determining 

the types of recreational opportunities that should be provided. When the opportunity 

has been identified and the decision made the ROS indicates the appropriate planning 

approaches and standards by which each factor should be managed. In terms of 

inventory for recreational resources (Carroll & Hession 2015:3) the ROS can be used 

to review and evaluate inventory data because the framework focuses on specific 

situational attributes such as access and facilities, to name but a few, which comprise 

recreation opportunity settings; thus managers can easily relate inventory data to the 

spectrum. It is then possible to determine the availability of different settings (Dhami 

& Deng 2017:5). Due to the focus on situational attributes, managers can tell how they 

could change the relative availability of different settings (Haukeland 2011:135). Thus 

this allows for management to estimate the consequences of decisions, because the 

ROS focuses on specific features of the physical, social, and managerial setting – it 
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facilitates analysis of how proposed management actions will alter the nature of a 

specific opportunity.  

One of the major challenges for the outdoor recreation manager is to match the 

experiences visitors seek with opportunity settings best suited to providing those 

experiences (Fredman & Yuan 2011:75). It is often assumed that this requires direct 

management actions whereby managers know who wants what and direct 

recreationists accordingly. This approach assumes that people do know, in general, 

the characteristics of the recreation opportunity setting they prefer or dislike. Hence 

recreationists should have information related to aspects such as the level of interparty 

contact, access, or facilities they may find at any given site. Through a trial-and-error 

process, recreationists can find what suits them best (Haukeland, Grue & Veisten 

2010:250). 

Visitors will more easily identify opportunities that are most likely to fulfil their desired 

experiences. The chance of experiencing conflict between incompatible recreation 

activities is smaller, which serves as a benefit (Daniels & Krannich 1990). When 

recreation resources are consistently managed for specific types of opportunities, and 

the public is made aware of them, visitors and managers alike are likely to benefit 

(Jubenville & Becker 1983; Pettengill & Manning 2011). The appropriateness of 

impacts from visitor use and tolerable levels of control, by incorporating the spectrum 

concept into management plans, specific sensitive areas can be identified and 

protected (Boyd & Butler 1996). However, Butler and Waldbrook (1991) developed the 

Tourism Opportunity Spectrum (TOS) which might be more effective in the tourism 

industry. 

3.5.2 Tourism Opportunity Spectrum 

‘The Tourism Opportunity Spectrum (TOS) was created to adapt the ROS approach 

to a tourism context and to provide a background and setting against which tourism 

development and change could occur’ (Stanis, Schneider, Shinew, Chaves & Vogel, 

2009). In this spectrum tourism site conditions are used such as site access, 

compatibility of other uses, regimentation, tourism impacts, onsite management, and 

social perceptions of visitors and hosts (Carroll & Hession 2015:2). The TOS provides 

a context and framework within which information and data can be examined prior to 
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decision making in respect of the activities which should be allowed or prohibited, and 

the kind of facilities which should be developed (Harshaw & Sheppard 2013). The 

availability of accurate and up-to-date information is important to the successful 

application of such concepts and frameworks (McCool et al. 2007).  

 

Figure 3.6: Tourism Opportunity Spectrum (TOS) Source: Pettengill & Manning (2011) 

TOS considers the natural carrying capacity of resort location as well as the human 

perspective, especially the interactions among tourists, hosts and management; and 

the availability of tourism infrastructure and facilities that are offered in these resorts. 

Consequently, Carroll and Hession (2015:4) suggest the following six factors to 

maximise tourism as shown in Figure 3.6.   

Different levels of acceptability of tourism impacts are realised by travellers. This area 

needs additional research to enable the identification of the key elements of the range 

of acceptability. The authenticity and purity of an experience in the wilderness 

experience represents an important resource for tourist businesses. The acceptability 

of impacts will depend on both the degree of impact and its prevalence throughout the 

region, and both must be utilised for an accurate forecast of the destination's overall 

image to the potential tourist. The number of tourists in a particular area and their 

presence, can effectively change the region so that its attractiveness for certain market 

segments is changed or even destroyed. In the tourist system, there are two states of 

human interaction that need to be considered, namely interparty contact and the 
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interaction between host and guest. Firstly, the interparty contact is similar to that 

included in the ROS and varies between noncontact features to frequent interparty 

contacts more acceptable to the soft adventure traveller. Secondly, the tourism 

spectrum is the interaction between the host and the guest (Smith 1987). The Tourism 

Opportunity Spectrum may be used to assess the range of opportunity types in various 

settings. The range in adventure experiences, from hard to soft levels is combined 

with more specific environmental settings such as lakes, rivers, mountains, deltas and 

coastlines for example. Thus, the spectrum may be utilised at a number of scales and 

in unique physical environments.  

Clarke and Stankey have outlined the possibility of ‘inconsistencies’ which occur when 

‘the status of a factor (or factors) exceeds the parameters specified in the area 

management plan’ (1979:60). An important aspect of the tourism development 

planning process is the overall image that the public and private sector feel is 

appropriate for the destination. While this cannot usually be legislated, guidelines are 

important in the interest of striving towards some measure of co-ordinated 

development. The spectrum directs emphasis on opportunities for recreation and 

tourism, the approaches to managing the resource base and the visitor, as well as 

considers the effects of visitor use on the resources base (Pitchard 2012:7). One 

attempt to solve some of the problems identified by the spectrum with regard to 

maximum use levels was the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) approach (Glasson, 

Godfrey & Goodey 1995). 

3.5.3 Limits of Acceptable Change 

The Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) concept is built on the idea that change is a 

natural, inevitable consequence of recreation use. This involves environmental and 

social changes (Shafer & Inglis 2000:73; Leung et al. 2014:121). Acceptance of this 

premise immediately redefines the traditional question about carrying capacity from 

‘How much use is too much?’ to ‘How much change is acceptable?’ (Zeldis, Felsing & 

Wilson 2006). The LAC model recognises the unavoidable impacts that occur due to 

the use by humans.  

The focus of the LAC concept is on positive planning and management anticipating 

overuse of inappropriate use and avoids the need for remedial or after the fact 
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management actions (Leung et al. 2014:121). However, it places substantial 

responsibility on managers, and there is no guarantee that managerial values and 

decisions will be in line with user preferences, particularly as both of these elements 

are dynamic (Boscarello, Ravazzani & Mancini 2013:159). 

The LAC model determines how much change is acceptable in a certain area so as to 

maintain desirable conditions and how to manage it accordingly (Hall & Page 

2009:186). The model consists of nine implementation steps which are visible in 

Figure 3.7. 

• Identify area issues and concerns: it is important to identify special features 

in a specific area that require attention.  

• Define and describe resort recreation opportunity classes: any resort area 

contains zones with different physical features, user levels including resort 

experiences. It is important to carefully identify these opportunities. 

• Select indicators of resource and social conditions: indicators are elements 

representative of what the desirable conditions in a selected area are.  

• Inventory existing resource and social conditions: the inventory should 

include features and conditions of an area.  

• Specify standards for resource and social conditions: identify the variety of 

circumstances for each indicator that are considered appropriate and 

acceptable.  

• Identify alternative opportunity class allocations: explore different 

opportunities to address various concerns and values.  

• Identify management actions for each alternative: it is important to know 

what resort management actions will be necessary to achieve the desired 

conditions for each alternative.  

• Evaluation and selection of a preferred alternative: the positive and 

negative impacts of alternatives should be evaluated and assessed. 

• Implement actions and monitor conditions: the monitoring process focuses 

on the indicators selected and compares their condition with those identified in 

the standards’. 
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Figure 3.7: Limits of Acceptable Change process Source: De Witt (2011:59); Stankey et al. 
(1984) 

It is evident at resorts that, once the facilities are being used by the visitors, the 

conditions of the resources start changing even though the resort managers want to 

retain pristine conditions throughout the resort – soils are compacted and vegetation 

is disturbed (Saveriades 2000:147). Added to this, the social conditions might also 

change if interparty contacts rise or conflicts increase. The nature and extent of these 

changes will vary throughout an area due to differences in types and amount of use, 

and susceptibility of vegetation (Felsing, Glenncross & Telfer 2005:160). Decisions 

can however be made to prohibit change for recreational use (Schindler & Hilborn 

2015:954). The LAC model does not necessarily involve stakeholders in the process 

but places a considerable degree of accountability on managers (Fennell 2008:66; 

Fennell, Butler & Boyd 2004:117; Boyd & Butler 1996:559). A major limitation of the 
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LAC is that critical dimensions such as visitor characteristics and economic activities 

associated with tourism are not included in the model (Hall & Page 2009:187). This 

realisation has led to the development of two other management concepts which have 

some relevance to environmentally responsible tourism: The Visitor Activity 

Management Process (VAMP) and the Visitor Impact Management Process (VIMP). 

3.5.4 Visitor Activity Management Process and Visitor Impact Management  

Process 

Visitor management has traditionally focused on the insights and interpretations of on-

the-ground managers but has also been driven by legislation or agency policy, for 

example resort management plans (Beniston, Uhlmann, Goyette & LopezMoreno 

2011:1258). These models can be applied but even with this realisation, it is important 

to involve the stakeholders to review the relevant objectives, the selection of key 

monitoring indicators, standards and input into related management strategies (Rees, 

Cahill, Safford & Rice 2015).  

Visitor Impact Management focuses on the impacts of visitors, and is usually location 

specific, neither process needs to focus solely on limits (Manning, Newman, Fristrup, 

Stack & Pilcher 2010:54; UNEP 2010). A range of methods can be applied to 

implement this, such as design-led solutions, timing mechanism, education and 

behaviour management (NPS 1997; Leask 2010:156). Visitor management processes 

identify indicators and standards for managers to achieve desired conditions or 

outcomes. This is similar to a Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) approach. The 

techniques are however more basic (Vansteenkiste, Tavakoli, Ntegeka, Willems, De 

Smedt & Batelaan 2013:3650) and more oriented to responding to managers’ 

perceptions than to stakeholders’ views, but VIMP in particular can readily incorporate 

processes for participation models. Furthermore, it is predominantly useful if there are 

many valid indicators of unacceptable impacts. This will assist in identifying the most 

significant problems for resorts since visitor behaviour and attitudes are considered 

(Cooper, De Lacy & Jago 2014:10). Several similar processes have been developed 

for specific tourism settings. Visitor Activity Management focuses on managing visitors 

through their activities, of day-to-day visitor management (Leask 2010:156). It can be 
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a simple set of informal processes or documented in a formal framework such as the 

Visitor Activity Management Process (VAMP). 

Hence, the basic idea of the Visitor Impact Management Process [VIMP], and Visitor 

Activities Management Process [VAMP]) is that impacts will be visible when there is 

use. It is important to determine the acceptable level of impact and what should be 

done to keep the impacts within acceptable limits. As such, user capacity frameworks 

should at the most incorporate the following key elements: 

• ‘Identifying desired resource and social conditions for each area  

(management zone) of the park 

• Setting resource and social indicators (specific, measurable variables that will 

be monitored) and standards (a management decision regarding the minimum 

acceptable conditions for the indicators) for each zone 

• Monitoring the indicators to measure success in achieving and maintaining the 

desired resource conditions and visitor experiences 

• Taking management action when resource or social conditions are “out of 

standard” or are deteriorating and likely to become “out of standard’’’ 

Based on the above discussion, visitor management should always be related to 

overall site management objectives.  

3.6 CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this chapter was to examine concepts such as attitude and how they 

relate to tourist behaviour (specifically environmentally responsible behaviour). The 

New Environmental Paradigm (NEP), the ecocentric and anthropocentric worldviews 

and lastly how visitor management can influence visitor behaviour were discussed.  

The literature indicated that, with the increased awareness of environmental impacts 

of tourism, tourists have become more environmentally conscious.  

This chapter firstly discussed environmental attitudes and consumer behaviour, in 

which it was found that factors such as demographics, motivations, personality, 

experiences, values and tourist world views affect consumers’ attitudes and behaviour. 

Furthermore, to understand consumer attitudes and behaviour, the NEP scale was 
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identified as an applicable design for measuring tourists’ environmental concern; 

hence it was also adopted in the questionnaire used in this study.  

Secondly, the chapter briefly discussed tourist attitudes towards sustainable tourism 

alternatives which showed that even though tourists are embracing responsible and 

sustainable tourism barriers exist such as finance and lack of knowledge that prevent 

tourists from accessing these tourism products. And So, it is imperative for resort 

managers to understand and manage tourist concerns and interests; thus 

implementing different visitor management models and management tools. These 

different models and tools were discussed in order to understand and address visitors’ 

impact on the environment.  
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CHAPTER 4 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

Research methodology is a way of systematically solving the research problem 

(Sivasubramaniyan 2012:1). It can be described as a science of studying how 

research is done scientifically. In it the researcher studies the various steps that are 

generally adopted in understanding the research problem along with the logic behind 

it (Yohannan 2010). A researcher not only needs to know how to calculate mean, 

variance and distribution function for a set of data and how to analyse it but also 

needs to know how to interpret the findings of the research (Rajasekar, Philominathan 

& Chinnathambi 2013:3). 

The purpose of this chapter therefore is to present the research methodology 

underpinning this study, as well as to introduce the research strategy and the empirical 

techniques applied. The chapter defines the scope and limitations of the research 

design. Moreover, the research design, area of study, population, sample of the 

population, sampling technique, instrument for data collection, validation of the 

questionnaire, administration of the instrument and methods of data analysis are 

discussed. 

4.2RESEARCH DESIGN 

A researcher formulates a research design that states the structure within which 

research will be conducted. The function of the research design is to provide a 

framework for the collection of relevant evidence with minimal expenditure of effort, 

time and money (Jarabek, Cook, Price, Gavett & Asgharian 2011:799). As a result, 

research design is the overall plan for connecting the conceptual research problems 

to the pertinent (and achievable) empirical research (Bryman & Bell 2011).  

The research design thus articulates what data is required, what methods will be used 

to collect and analyse this data, and how all of this will answer the research question.  

Data as well as methods, and the way in which these were organised in the research 
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project, needed to be the most effective in constructing the answers to the research 

question (taking into account practical and other constraints of the study).  Different 

design logics are used for diverse types of studies (Frey, Botan & Kreps 2000) which 

are discussed. 

4.2.1 Exploratory design 

An exploratory research design is meant for those projects that are addressing a 

subject where high levels of uncertainty and ignorance about the subject prevail and 

when the problem is not very well understood (i.e. very little existing research on the 

subject matter) (Duncan & Fiske 2015:145). Such research is usually characterised by 

a high degree of flexibility and lacks a formal structure (Fellows, Fellows & Liu 

2015:130). The main aim of exploratory research is to identify the limitations of the 

environment in which the problems, opportunities or situations of interest are likely to 

reside, and to identify the noticeable factors or variables that might be found there and 

be of significance to the research (Hsia 2015:225).  

4.2.2 Descriptive design 

Although descriptive research may be dismissed as `mere description', however good 

description is fundamental to the research initiative, it has added vastly to knowledge 

of the nature of society (Sandelowski 2000:334). Descriptive research includes 

research such as population census, the collection of a wide range of social indicators 

and information such as tourist attitudes, behaviours and patterns, time use studies, 

employment statistics of target population (demographics) and the like (Thomas, 

Silverman & Nelson 2015:19). Descriptions can be concrete or abstract. A relatively 

concrete description can for example describe the demographic profile of the visitor 

respondents at the selected resorts (Dumay & Cai 2015:122). 

4.2.3 Causal Research  

Causal research is conducted in order to identify the extent and nature of cause-and 

effect relationships (Didelez et al. 2010). Causal research can be conducted to assess 

impacts of specific changes on existing norms and various processes. Causal studies 

focus on an analysis of a situation or a specific problem to explain the patterns of 

relationships between variables (Moher et al. 2010). If the objective is to determine 
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which variable might be causing a certain behaviour, i.e. whether there is a cause-

and-effect relationship between variables, causal research needs to be undertaken. 

To determine causality, it is important to keep the variable that is assumed to cause 

the change in the other variable(s) constant and then measure the changes in the 

other variable(s).  

This type of research is very complex, and the researcher can never be completely 

certain that there are no other factors influencing the causal relationship, especially 

when dealing with people’s attitudes and behaviour. Causal research falls under the 

category of conclusive research, because of its attempt to reveal a cause-and=effect 

relationship between two variables (Karvanen 2014:2). Like descriptive research, this 

form of research attempts to prove an idea put forward by an individual. However, it 

significantly differs in its methods and its purpose (Alkerwi et al. 2010). Where 

descriptive research is broad in scope, attempting to better define any opinion, 

attitude, or behaviour held by a particular group, causal research will have only two 

objectives: Understanding which variables are the cause, and which variables are the 

effect; and determining the nature of the relationship between the causal variables and 

the effect predicted (Didelez et al. 2010). The research design for this study is 

descriptive and the data is gathered and analysed by applying quantitative methods. 

4.3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

In this study a two-pronged research methodology approach was applied. Firstly, a 

literature review was conducted and secondly an empirical study (from a quantitative 

perspective), which will both be discussed in the remainder of the chapter. 

4.3.1 Literature review 

This review of is an evaluative report of studies found in the literature related to the 

current field of enquiry.  The review conducted described, summarised, evaluated and 

clarified the literature.  It gave a theoretical basis for the research and assisted in 

determining the nature of the research. The researcher selected the limited number of 

works that are central to the area of study rather than attempting to collect many works 

that are not as closely connected to the topic are. Literature review goes beyond the 

search for information and includes the identification and articulation of relationships 
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between the literature and the current field of research (Rocco & Plakhotnik 2009:121). 

While the form of the literature review may vary with different types of studies, the 

basic purposes remain constant as can depicted in Table 4.1.  

Table 4.1: Purpose of literature review 

 PURPOSE OF LITERATURE REVIEW 

• ‘Provide a context for the research   
• Justify the research   
• Ensure the research has not been done before (or that it is not just a "replication 

study")   
• Show where the research fits into the existing body of knowledge   
• Enable the researcher to learn from previous theory on the subject 
• Illustrate how the subject has been studied previously   
• Highlight flaws in previous research 
• Outline gaps in previous research   
• Show that the work is adding to the understanding and knowledge of the field   

 Help refine, refocus or even change the topic’ 

Source: Jain, Sharma & Jian (2015)  

Bryman and Bell (2011) stated that the purpose of a literature review, as the title 

suggests, reviewing the literature surrounding a certain topic area in this case 

environmentally responsible behaviour of tourists while visiting resorts. The word 

‘literature’ means ‘sources of information’ or ‘research’. The literature will inform about 

the research that has already been conducted on the chosen subject. 

A literature review is thus an integral part of the research process; it describes prior 

research on the topic and makes respected contributions to every step of the research 

process. The literature also brings transparency to and focus on the research problem, 

improves the methodology of the study and broadens the researcher’s knowledge 

(Mackenzi & Knipe 2006). Babbie (2010:52) elaborates that a literature review is an 

objective, critical summary of published research literature relevant to a topic under 

consideration for research. Its purpose is to create familiarity with current thinking and 

research on a topic and may justify future research into a previously overlooked or 

understudied area.  
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Literature reviews thus provided the researcher with a handy guide to a particular topic 

(Anson & Schwegler 2000). Rosen and Behrens (2000) state that if the researcher has 

limited time to conduct research, literature reviews can give an overview or act as a 

steppingstone. These reviews keep all relevant role players updated with what is 

current in the field. For scholars, the depth and breadth of the literature review 

emphasizes the credibility of the writer in their field. The literature reviews in this study 

provided a solid background for the research paper’s investigation (Jesson, Matheson 

& Lacey 2011). Accordingly, comprehensive knowledge of the literature of the field is 

essential to most research papers (Quitman, Simon & Schuster 1987). 

In order to conduct the literature review, search-engines (such as Ebsco-Host, Science 

Direct, Emerald and J-Stor), academic journals and books were consulted using the 

following key words: tourists, environment, behaviour, attitudes and resorts. For 

purposes of this study the literature discussed the relationship between tourism and 

the environment and the impacts of tourism.  This was achieved by discussing the 

chronological development of sustainable and responsible tourism, which illustrated 

the importance of responsible and sustainable tourism development while also 

elaborating on how sensitive the relationship between tourism and the environment is. 

The literature also touched on the different aspects that lead to negative impacts 

resulting from tourism on the environment. These impacts of tourism on the 

environment have resulted in numerous damages on the environment – resources 

such as water and energy become scarce. Tourists and their activities also create 

pressure on wildlife and vegetation in resorts and their resources.  

Furthermore a discussion on environmental attitudes and consumer behaviour, 

showed that in order to understand consumer attitudes and behaviour the NEP scale 

was identified as an applicable form or rather design for measuring tourist 

environmental concern and as it was mentioned before in chapter 3 the scale was then 

adopted in the questionnaire used in this study, along with other sources. Tourist 

attitudes towards sustainable tourism alternatives showed that even though tourists 

are embracing responsible and sustainable tourism there are barriers such as finance, 

lack of knowledge and habits that prevent tourists from participating in environmentally 

responsible behaviour. As a result, the discussion on the implementation of different 
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visitor management models and management tools was deemed important to find 

ways of monitoring and controlling impact caused by visitors. 

4.3.2 Empirical research. 

The purpose of empirical research is to gain knowledge by means of direct and indirect 

observation or experience. Empirical evidence (the record of one's direct observations 

or experiences) can be analysed quantitatively or qualitatively. This empirical study 

examines the relation between attitudes and behaviours of visitors regarding the 

environment, by means of quantitative research (Privitera 2016:510). The remainder 

of this section will discuss the research methods, target population, sampling, 

measuring instrument, data collection and data analysis. 

4.3.2.1 Research method. 

There can be little doubt that research that involves the integration of quantitative and 

qualitative research has become progressively common in recent years (Vaismoradi, 

Bondas & Turunen 2013:400) and is called mixed methods. As far as research practice 

is concerned, merging quantitative and qualitative research has become 

unexceptional and ordinary in recent years (Robson & McCartan 2016). Indeed, for 

some researchers it has come to be seen as a distinguishing research approach in its 

own right that warrants comparison with each of quantitative and qualitative research 

(Rubin & Babbie 2016:43). However, this study took a quantitative approach, because 

it was more suitable for collection and analysis of data. 

4.3.2.2 Qualitative research. 

Qualitative research comprises diverse theoretical perspectives and methods for 

finding and generating knowledge (Johnson 2009:20). Because its approach is 

appropriate to a range of disciplines and research questions, examples of qualitative 

research vary significantly in terms of three main components: ontology (a 

philosophical system concerning the environment of social reality), epistemology (a 

philosophical system with regard to who can be a knowledge producer), and 

methodology (the link between the paradigms, theoretical perspectives, and research 

questions that serve to determine a researcher’s strategy or plan of how to answer a 

question) (Ouyang 2011). Explanations of all three of these components assisted the 



 

85 

researcher in making the audience understand the relationships among the researcher 

and the team, the project design, and the way in which data is analysed (Will 2000; 

Thomas 2010). 

Although frequently the first choice for data collection in an ethnographic enquiry, 

based on a commonly held assumption that interviewing is ‘prospecting’ for ‘true facts 

and feelings’ in social sciences studies (Holstein & Gubrium 2002:114), some 

commentators (Silverman 2007) are highly critical of the importance this method 

(qualitative) has achieved. Silverman (2007:43) and Wyse (2011) state that a cultural 

fascination with personal interviews, what he calls the Interview Society, buys into an 

idealised view of personal interviews as being capable of giving coherent access to 

people’s authentic ‘deep interiors’. A Qualitative researcher’s paradigmatic stance, 

which is composed of a perspective on the social world, provides structure to the 

research process, including topic selection, question formulation, method(s) selection, 

sampling, project design, and data analyses. Some, but not all, common research 

methods employed in qualitative studies include ethnography or field research, in-

depth interviews, oral histories and auto ethnography (Murtonen 2005:264; Ellis, 

Adams & Bochner 2011). 

4.3.2.3 Quantitative research: 

When thinking of quantitative methods, statistics and numbers come to mind. The 

following definition, taken from Aliaga and Gunderson (2000:4), describes what is 

meant by quantitative research methods.  

Quantitative research is ‘Explaining phenomena by collecting numerical data that are 

analysed using mathematically based methods (in particular statistics)’ 

Quantitative research in this study focuses on human behaviour and general attitudes 

towards the environment for a better understanding of the world around them. 

Therefore, the emphasis placed by quantitative researchers in their studies involves 

an examination of the perspectives of the people or groups, e.g. their ideas, attitudes, 

motives, and intensions (Genoe, Liechty, Marston & Sutherland 2016:16). The term 

quantitative method refers in large part to the adoption as ‘the model for scientific 

research’, with its key features being quantitative measurement of the phenomena 



 

86 

studied and systematic control of the theoretical variables influencing those 

phenomena’ (Banerjee & Chaudhury 2010:64). Hence, the major characteristics of 

quantitative research become evident from Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2: Characteristics of quantitative research  

 CHARACTERISTICS OF QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH 

• Uses standardized approaches to collect data.  
• Explains causal relationship between variables. 
• Tests hypotheses or given theory. 
• High degree of pre-conceptualisation.  

• Adopts theory then research approach. 
Source: Audretsch, Lehmann, Meoli & Vismara (2016:153) 

The sample survey and experimental methods are the most typical examples of 

quantitative research (Audretsch, Lehmann, Meoli & Vismara 2016:153). Sample 

survey is the most commonly used technique with specific tools and methods to gather 

information on a particular question, surveys vary greatly in their scope, their design 

and their content (Bryman & Bell 2011). The specific characteristics of any survey will 

be determined by the basic objectives, and a specific pattern or design must be 

followed for data collection (Quitman, Simon & Schuster 1987). In other words, the 

researcher of this current study followed a scientific step-by-step procedure, one of 

them being selecting a target population. Quantitative methods of data analysis can 

be of great value to the researcher who is attempting to draw meaningful results from 

a large body of quantitative data (Leonard 2011). Quantitative analysis approaches 

are meaningful when there is a need for data summary across many repetitions of a 

participatory process (Baran & Uygun 2016).  

4.3.2.4 Target population 

The target population is the group of people to whom the research results apply 

(Bryman & Bell 2011). In some types of research, the target population might be as 

broad as all humans, but in other types of research the target population might be a 

smaller group (Groves, Fowler, Couper, Lepkowski, Singer & Tourangeau 2009). The 
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purpose, goals, and objectives of the study should be the driving force behind the 

selection of a target population.  

The target population for this study were tourists to Limpopo Wildlife Resorts in 

Limpopo (South Africa). These resorts are visited by 156,000 tourists per year. As 

mentioned in chapter 1, the LWR divisions that were targeted in the study are allocated 

in five (5) regions in the Limpopo Province, namely: (1) Waterberg region (2) Mopani 

region (3) Vhembe region (4) Capricorn region and (5) the Sekhukhune region. In total 

there are 21 LWR are distributed throughout the Limpopo province and offers 

numerous activities, figure 4.1 9 of the 21 LWR resorts (Limpopo Tourism and Parks 

2016).  

 

Figure 4.1: LWR and activities at some of the resorts Source: Limpopo Wildlife Resorts (2016) 

 

Nwanedi Resort: 

mbe District, activities: Water tubing, Game drives, 

ngling, scenery view, camping, 4X4 eco-trails, 

swimming, recreation, birding, lodging 

Lekgalameetse Resort:  

Mopani District near Ofcolaco activities: Scenery  

hiking, lodging, 4x4 Ecotrails 

Tambotie Ridge Resort: 

Sekhukhune District near Marble Hall, activities: 

Angling, birding, boating 

D’Nyala Game Resort 

Waterberg District, near Lephalale town activ  

Birding, game viewing, swimming, lodging, confe  

Doorndraai Dam: 

Waterberg District near Mokopane town activities: 

Angling, recreation, camping, hiking 

Nylsvley Birding Resort: 

Waterberg District in Mokgoopong  

activities: Birding, hiking, cycling, lodging, confe  

Mphephu Resort:  

Vhembe District, near Siloam Hospital 

 vities: Hot springs, recreation, conferencing, lodging 

Shonalanga Resort: 

Mopani District  

activities: Recreation, angling and lodging 

Singo Safari Lodge: 

Vhembe District, Makuya Park 

ctivities: Game drives, angling, scenery view, camping, 4X4 eco-trails, swimming, recreation, birding, lod  
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It is not possible to study every single person in a target population, so the researcher 

selects a sample or sub-group of the population that is likely to be representative of 

the target population the researcher is interested in (McLeod 2014). 

4.3.2.5 Sampling and description of sampling 

The opportunity to study the entire target population is an endeavour for which most 

researchers do not have the time and/or money to undertake (Beaudry & Miller 

2016:70). Research sample refers to the members of the target population from whom 

data can be collected (Palinkas, Horwitz, Green, Wisdom, Duan & Hoagwood 

2015:335). A sample is a ‘subgroup of a population’ (Frey et al. 2010:125). The 

participants in research (the sample), should be as representative as possible of the 

target population (Rothman, Greenland & Lash 2008:383). The more representative 

the sample, the more confident the researcher can be that the results can be 

generalised to the target population (Privitera 2016:510). Theoretically, the population 

is finite and can be counted.  

However, the choice of sampling methods is usually dictated by feasibility in terms of 

time and resources. It is often difficult to get a sample which is truly random. Thus, 

most samples tend to be biased. There are various sampling methods (Table 4.3) and 

the one chosen will depend on several factors (such as time, money and availability) 

(Privitera 2016:511). Sampling methods can be divided into two broad categories, 

namely probability or nonprobability sampling (Williamson & Hoggart 2005:799).  

Table 4.3: Sampling Methods 

SAMPLING  

METHOD 

BIAS-FREE  

METHOD 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Random sampling Yes High probability of sample 

representing population 
Requires sizable 

number of participants 
Stratified random 

sampling 
Yes Controls of stratification  

variables 

Often more costly than  

Simple Random  

Sampling 
Systematic 

sampling 
No Inexpensive, easier and faster 

with large population 
Potentially biased  

method 
Convenience  No Quicker and less expensive  Potentially biases  
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sampling  than other methods method 

 No   

Purposive sampling Sample size possesses 

characteristics desired by the  
researcher 

Potentially biases  

method 

Quota sampling No Sample is proportional to 

population in the selected 

characteristics 

Potentially biases  

method 

Sources: Williamson & Hoggart (2005:799); McLeod (2014); Privitera (2016:511) 

In probability sampling every individual has an equal chance of being selected in the 

study (Dawson 2002). Probability sampling methods are simple systematic sampling, 

stratified random sampling, multi-stage sampling and systematic sampling (Bryman & 

Bell 2011).  With nonprobability sampling not every individual is safeguarded an equal 

chance of getting selected. Non-probability sampling methods are quota sampling, 

convenience sampling, and snowball sampling (Ergün, Say, Ozer, Yildirim, Kocatürk 

& Konar 2007:1693).  

The target population for this study were tourists to selected resorts in Limpopo South 

Africa.  Even though a large number (156,000) of tourists visit the selected resorts 

annually, only 515 visitors’ details are captured on the database (Limpopo Tourism 

and Parks 2016). Due to financial constraints, an online survey, by means of an e-mail 

application was used to send the link of the survey to the people on the LTA database 

as means to collect data for this study. It is realised that this is not representative of 

tourists to resorts in South Africa but applicable to this group of people that visited 

selected Limpopo parks. Thus, a non-probability, convenience sampling method was 

adopted. The researcher contacted LTA in order to use their database to do the survey 

and as previously stated the database consisted of 515 visitors. Staff working with the 

LTA database sent a link to the survey via e-mail to all the 515 captured visitors. It was 

more convenient and financially viable for the researcher to conduct the research in 

this way. The following formula was used, as described by Krejcie and Morgan 

(1970:607) to validate the sample size: 
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S= X2 N P (1-P) / d2 (N-1) + X2 P (1-P) 

(S) is sample size, (X2) the desired confidence level, (N) the population size, (P) the 

population proportion and (d) the degree of accuracy expressed as a proportion. 

Krejcie et al. (1970:608) state that when the population is 75,000, a sample size of 

382 is sufficient while for a population of 1,000,000, the sample size of 384 is sufficient. 

The annual number of visitor arrivals to LWR (population) is 156,000. The level of 

precision (e) 5% is to compensate for a survey with sample errors (for example, those 

questionnaires that are not returned or are incomplete). Due to availability the 

questionnaire was sent to all 515 visitors on the database.   

For purposes of this study the sample size of 515 was found to be sufficient.  Because 

non-probability sampling methods draw samples without a specific probability 

structure in mind.  A web-based survey was therefore well suited for drawing a non-

probability sample.  Three-hundred and twenty questionnaires realised and were 

completed in detail to form part of the analyses. 

4.3.2.6 Measuring instrument and data collection method 

There are several ways of collecting the appropriate data which differ considerably in 

context of costs, time and other resources at the disposal of the researcher (Neuman 

2006:100). Primary data can be collected either through experiment or through survey. 

The questionnaire is the data collection tool used in surveys and consists of questions 

or items to which individuals respond (Van Loon, Kok & Kamp 2013:1588). When used 

as an interviewing method, the structured questions are asked exactly as they are 

written, in the same sequence, using the same style, for all interviews.  Even so 

structured questionnaires are easy to administer, cost effective and result in a higher 

response rate than other forms of data collection (Leppink 2015:680). 

The questionnaire (Appendix A) used to survey participants at LWR in Limpopo was 

based on the work of Bamberg et al., (2003), Han et al. (2011:345-354), Scanlon 

(2007:711-722), Han et al. (2010:325-333), Mihalic (2013:614-628) and the NEP scale 

developed by Dunlap et al. (2000:425-442). The questionnaire was also developed in 

collaboration with the supervisor and co-supervisor of the study.  The questionnaire 

was divided into three sections as follows: 
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Section A: consisted of questions regarding Socio-demographic information on the 

participants. In this section mostly closed- and open-ended questions were used such 

as (age, gender, race, occupation, home-language, employment status and highest 

educational qualification) as well as travelling behaviour (whether participants travel 

alone, as a couple as a family tour group or group of friends). The frequency and length 

of stay was also measured as well as the importance of certain aspects (scenery, 

hiking trails, cleanliness, peace and quiet, camping facilities, spa and fishing). 

Section B: consisted of respondents’ opinions/attitudes regarding the environment. 

These questions were measured on a five-point Likert scale where 1 was strongly 

disagree, 5 was strongly agree. A total of 19 statements were given which respondents 

marked according to their level of agreement. With the aim of determining 

respondents’ opinions regarding the environment this section included questions such 

as, we are approaching the limit of number of people the each can support, humans 

are seriously abusing the environment, plants and animals have just as much right to 

exist as do humans, it is not a tourist’s responsibility to protect the environment, and 

taking a holiday is expensive; therefore I feel it is my right to use resources as I please. 

Section C: consisted of constructs regarding visitor behaviour when on holiday. These 

were also measured on a five-point Likert scale as indicated above. This section also 

consisted of 19 statements which measured respondents’ level of agreement to the 

following statements: I turn the tap off if not in use, such as while I am brushing my 

teeth, I would rather make use of a shower instead of the bath tub when visiting a 

holiday resort, I report leaking taps at resort reception etc.   

A web survey was the method used for obtaining the data required. A web-based 

survey is the collection of data through a self-administered electronic set of questions 

through the World Wide Web (Acher 2003). The use of an online (Webbased) survey 

is becoming increasingly popular in academic research because it is easier to reach 

the general population and gain truthful response (Sheehan 2001:8; Kim & Canter 

2010:140). The advantage of using web-based survey is that the time required for 

implementation can be reduced. Once an electronic data collection system has been 

developed; the cost of surveying additional respondents is much lower. The display of 

responses can be simultaneous with completion of surveys; often data from Web-
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based surveys are available in real time in graphic and numerical format (Dillman 

2000:352).  

The data collection period took place during the months of February to May 2016. The 

link to the questionnaire and the questionnaire itself was pre-tested by a panel of 

experts in order to identify possible constraints, problems and validity of the measuring 

instrument.  

4.4 DATA ANALYSES 

Once the data have been collected, the researcher turns to the task of analysing it 

(Acton, Miller, Maltby & Fullerton 2009). The analysis of the data normally requires a 

number of closely related operations such as establishing categories, the application 

of these categories to raw data through coding, tabulation and then drawing statistical 

inferences (Banerjee & Chaudhury 2010:65). The unwieldy data should be condensed 

into a few manageable groups and tables for further analysis (Murtonen & Merenluoto 

2001:393). Statistical software programmes are used to analyse data. These software 

packages not only save time but also make it possible to simultaneously study large 

numbers of variables affecting a problem (Leppink 2015:69). 

For purposes of this study, data was captured on Microsoft Excel and processed by 

means of the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS, version 23.0). SPSS is 

a multipurpose data storage, graphical, and statistical system that can be used to 

perform data entry and analysis and to create tables and graphs (Pallant 2010).  SPSS 

is capable of handling large amounts of data and can perform various analyses. The 

software programme is commonly used in the Social Sciences and in the business 

world (Field 2009).  The environmentally responsible behaviour and attitudes of 

tourists visiting Limpopo Wildlife Resorts was analysed by means of descriptive 

statistics, factor analyses, t-tests, One-Way-Analysis-of-Variance, and multiple 

regression analysis.  

The data analysis involved initial data analysis (descriptive statistics) and focused on 

the demographic profile of visitors at LWR. Descriptive statistics are concerned with 

the development of certain directories from the raw data (Pallant 2010:7). These 

analyses provide simple summaries of the sample and the measure. With simple 
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graphics and analysis, they form the basis of virtually every quantitative analysis of 

data. 

The use of a factor analysis as a procedure was primarily used for data reduction and 

summarisation (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black 1998:600). It can be described as a 

multivariate technique that identifies whether there are correlations between a set of 

observed variables. These variables stem from the relationship with one or more latent 

variables in the data gathered (Field 2009:181).  Factor analyses were performed for 

the 15 statements on preferred resort activities, the 19 statements on respondent’s 

attitudes regarding the environment and the 19 statements regarding environmental 

behaviour whilst on holiday.  

A t-test is a type of inferential statistic, that is, an analysis that goes beyond simply 

describing the numbers provided by data from a sample but seeks to draw conclusions 

about these numbers among populations (Murtonen & Merenluoto 2001:393). The t-

tests offered an opportunity to compare two groups of scores such as differences 

between gender and attitude and behaviour towards the environment. To do this, the 

t-test analyses the difference between the two means (two averages) derived from the 

different group scores (Pallant 2010:7). t-tests tell the researcher whether the 

difference between two means is larger than would be expected by chance (i.e. 

statistically significant). This can be either a dependent sample t-test or an 

independent sample t-test (Park 2005:5). 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) is similar to the two-sample t-test, but it compares 

means across more than two groups (Leppink 2015:16). The researcher was 

interested in comparing different types of behaviours and attitudes across different 

groups with reference to age and level of education. Conducting ANOVA alone will not 

indicate which groups are different from each other, but only if there is a difference 

between groups (Van Breukelen & Van Dijk 2006:923).  

 

4.4.1 Reliability and validity 

An important part of social science research is the quantification of human behaviour. 

That is, using measurement instruments to observe human behaviour (Smallbone & 

Quinton 2003). The quality of the data is however influenced by two key factors, 
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namely validity and reliability (Pallant 2010:5). Validity is concerned with the 

meaningfulness of research components. It is concerned with whether the measuring 

instrument is measuring what it intends to measure. Content validity was ensured 

since the measuring instrument was developed based on a literature review (Pallant 

2010:6). 

Reliability is consistency of measurement (Bollen 1989), or stability of measurement 

over a variety of conditions in which basically the same results should be obtained 

(Nunnally 1978). The major use of reliability coefficients is to communicate the 

repeatability of results (Nunnally & Bernstein 1994). For the factor analysis, the 

reliability was measured by the Cronbach Alpha. Cronbach Alpha measures the 

internal consistency and ideally the value should be above 0.7 (Pallant 2010:5). The 

use of Cronbach's Alpha allows the researcher to estimate the reliability of a composite 

when the composite score variance is known and the covariances among all its 

components (Tavakol & Dennick 2011:53).  

4.5 CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this chapter was to present the research methodology underpinning 

this study as well as to introduce the research strategy and the empirical techniques 

applied. The chapter defines the scope and limitations of the research design. 

Furthermore, the research design, area of study, population, sample of the population, 

sampling technique, instrument for data collection, validation of the questionnaire, 

administration of the instrument and methods of data analysis were discussed. 

The chapter highlights the methodology including the target population, sampling 

method and measuring instrument design used in this particular research study. The 

researcher used a quantitative, descriptive survey design. The target population was 

visitors to LWR with online questionnaires administered by the researcher to collect 

the data from a convenience sample of 515 respondents. This resulted in 320 fully 

completed questionnaires ready for analyses. The questionnaire was divided into 

three sections. It consisted of questions regarding demographic information of the 

participants such as age, gender, race and occupation; also indicators concerning 

consumer attitudes towards the environment and lastly questions regarding 

environmentally responsible behaviour of tourists in resorts in terms of waste 
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management, water management, energy saving and other environmentally 

responsible practices. The data analysis employed in this study was discussed as well 

as the validity and reliability measures.  The following chapter will discuss the results 

of the empirical study. 
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CHAPTER 5: 

RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION 
 

5.1INTRODUCTION 

The previous chapter outlined the research methodology, the measuring instrument 

was discussed, and an indication was given of the method of statistical analysis. The 

purpose of this chapter is to discuss in detail the results acquired from the analysed 

data. The results obtained in the study were analysed and discussed using descriptive 

statistical and factor analysis. The relationship among the selected variables was 

determined using ANOVA/t-tests along with a correlation matrix of factors.  

Chapter 5 investigates the inherent meaning of the research data obtained from the 

empirical study. The data was collected and then processed in response to the 

problem posed in chapter 1 of this dissertation. This current chapter presents the 

analysis of the quantitative data collected from the structured web-based 

questionnaire which was distributed via email to all Limpopo Wildlife Resorts clients 

who were recorded on the database. The target population for this study were tourists 

to all LWR in Limpopo. The sample size, as mentioned in the previous chapter, was 

515 respondents. The link to the survey was sent via e-mail to all 515 respondents 

and a total of 320 usable questionnaires were returned. 

The data from the structured questionnaire were analysed using SPSS (Version 23.0). 

The first section describes the basic information derived from the analysis of each 

variable through descriptive statistics. Descriptive statistical analysis was used to 

identify frequencies and percentages to answer all the questions as contained in the 

questionnaire. Respondents answered all of the questions; therefore, percentages 

reported correspond with the total number of respondents that were recorded on the 

resorts database answering the individual questions. The statistical significance of 

relationships among selected variables was determined by ANOVA/ttests which 

analysed age, level of education and how often resorts are visited.    
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5.2 DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS: Frequency tables 

5.2.1 Demographic information 

The data as depicted in Table 5.1 represents the demographic information of the 

respondents. 

Table 5.1: Demographic information 

Variable Category Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male 

Female 

150 

170 

47% 

53% 
Age 1 = Younger than   25 

2 = 25-34 

3 = 35 to 44 

4 = 45 and older 

33 

165 82 40 

10% 52% 26% 12% 

Home-Language Nguni 

Sotho  

Afrikaans 

English 

73 

139 36 72 

23% 43% 11% 23% 

Employment Student  

Employed 

Self-employed 

Unemployed 

Other  

16 

225 52 11 

16 

5% 

70% 

16% 

4% 5% 

Education level Grade 12 and less 

Diploma/Certificate 

Degree 

Post-graduate 

65 

124 76 55 

20% 39% 24% 17% 
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Province of origin Other countries  

Limpopo 

Mpumalanga 

Gauteng 

Free State 

North West 

Eastern Cape 

Western Cape 

KwaZulu-Natal 

8 

111 19 
156 

55 3 7 5 

6 

2% 

35% 

5% 

49% 

2% 1% 2% 2% 

2% 

 

Table 5.1 reports that, of 320 respondents 53% of the respondents were female while 

male visitors were 47%. The frequencies of the age groups given show that the 

majority of respondents to LWR belong to the 25 to 34-year age group at 52% which 

was followed by visitors of ages between 35 to 44 years at 26%. Forty-three percent 

of the respondents were Sotho-speaking followed by Nguni (23%) and English 

speaking (23%) respondents. The majority of the respondents (84%) were from the 

Gauteng province (49%) and Limpopo province (35%) which is also represented in 

Table 5.1.  

Ethnic and cultural differences may influence how people view different aspects of the 

natural environment. Although limited data exist on ethnic differences in environmental 

concern in South Africa (Fiedeldey et al. 1998), studies performed by Van Aswegen 

(1992) and Craffert and Willers (1994) for example, indicate that ethnicity is 

significantly related to people’s views on environmental degradation. Furthermore, 

Young, Davis, McNeill, Malhotra, Russell, Unsworth and Clegg (2015:698) found that 

urban and rural residents view the natural environment differently. Other findings such 

as those of Cutler, Henley, Karma, Levein and Safford (2012), Robbins (2012:2); 

Young, Davis, McNeill, Malhotra, Russell, Unsworth and Clegg (2015:698) suggest 

that urban residents are more likely to be environmentally concerned than those from 

rural environments.  
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The vast majority of respondents (70%) were employed, followed by 5% students and 

5% which were in unknown occupations. A study by Frederiks, Stenner and Hobman 

(2015:580) indicated that employment status of household occupants (e.g., full-time, 

part-time, retired or unemployed) may indirectly impact on environmental behaviour, 

by influencing household income and socio-economic status, which in turn can 

constrain the household’s financial capacity to invest in environmentally responsible 

measures. 

In terms of education, the original groups as captured in the questionnaire were 

collapsed to four groups due to small numbers in certain groups. The majority of 

respondents indicated that they held a post-Grade 12 qualification (80%). One of the 

most consistent findings in the literature suggests a link between environmental 

attitudes and level of education. Studies in the US and South Africa indicate that 

individuals with high academic achievement tend to be more environmentally 

concerned than those of with low academic achievement (Grieve & Van Staden, 1985; 

Reynolds 1992; Craffert & Willers 1994; Willers 1996; Frederiks’ Stenner & Hobman 

2015:508).  

5.2.2 Travelling behaviour to LWR 

The data in Table 5.2 represent the travel behaviour of the respondents that participated 

in the survey. 

5.2.2.1 Travelling behaviour 

Tourist movement patterns are motivated and concerned by the availability of 

attractions and activities at the destination, in particular market segmentation, based 

on the dominant movement patterns of tourists among attractions (Xia, Evans, 

Spilsbury, Ciesielski, Arrowsmith & Wright 2010:464). 

 

 



 

100 

Table 5.2:  Travelling behaviours when visiting resorts 

Variable  Category Frequency Percentage 

Number of people 
travelling 

I travel alone 

We travel as a couple 

I travel with my family 

Part of tour group or group of friends 

39 

105 

113 

63 

12% 

33% 
35% 

20% 

Frequency of visits Three times and more per year 

1-2 times a year 

Once every 2 or 3 years 

Less than once every 3 years 

104 

165 

31 

20 

33% 

52% 
10% 

5% 

Length of stay Day or 1 night 

2 nights 

3 nights 
4 or more nights 

26 

160 

78 

56 

8% 

50% 

24% 

18% 
 

The data as depicted in Table 5.2 indicate that, majority of respondent’s travel with 

someone either as a couple, a family or a tour group (88%). Only 12% indicated that 

they travel alone when visiting resorts. Clearly this is more a group/family activity. The 

respondents also indicated that they visit resorts once or twice a year (52%) and then 

stay for two (50%) or three (24%) nights. The relation between the length of stay and 

number of places visited is proved to be positive where longer stay implies a broader 

visit to the destination (Smallwood, Beckley & Moore 2012:518) which is the ideal 

situation to improve the economic impact of tourism. 

However, a reasonably large percentage indicated three or more times per year (33%). 

Mill and Alastair (1998) and Burge (2013) maintain that tourists undertaking pleasure 

travel perceive travel as a satisfier of their needs and wants; motivation emerges when 

an individual wants to satisfy a need. 

5.2.2.2 Key aspects influencing visitation to resorts 

Respondents were requested to indicate the level of importance of certain aspects when 

visiting LWR. Table 5.3 summarises the results. 
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Table 5.3: Important aspects to respondents when visiting LWR 

Statement 

 
 

     

Scenery 4% 1% 12% 30% 53% 4.26 .06 

Bird & Game viewing 8% 14% 22% 34% 22% 3.53 1.19 

Hiking trails 6% 20% 29% 24% 21% 3.34 1.19 

Cycling 15% 25% 25% 20% 15% 2.95 1.28 

Children activities 16% 4% 12% 25% 43% 3.72 1.47 

Cleanliness 1% 3% 3% 14% 79% 4.62 .05 

Peace and quite 0 1% 10% 20% 69% 4.55 .04 

Camping facilities 7% 10% 25% 25% 33% 3.60 1.27 

Heated pools 11% 9% 26% 16% 38% 3.58 1.36 

Mini golf 21% 21% 26% 16% 16% 2.87 1.37 

Pony and horse 

riding 
20% 12% 30% 20% 18% 2.99 1.36 

Sporting activities 15% 8% 19% 29% 29% 3.48 1.39 

Spa 12% 11% 13% 30% 34% 3.61 1.38 

Four wheel rides 16% 19% 19% 20% 26% 3.19 1.46 

Fishing   24% 17% 24% 17% 18% 2.89 1.41 
 

Respondents were provided with 15 statements regarding the importance of selected 

aspects when visiting resorts. From Table 5.3 clearly shows that the respondents 

mostly perceive the following aspects as important to very important: 

• Cleanliness  93% (=4.62) 

• Peace and quiet  89% (=4.55) 

• Scenery  83% (=4.26) 

• Children activities  68% (=3.72) 

• Spa  64% (=3.61) 
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Based on Table 5.3, scenery is an important to very important aspect for visitors, which 

has also been indicated in previous studies, such as that of Becken (2010:12). 

Respondents also indicated that children’s activities are important, and this could be 

because the majority of the respondent’s travel as a family, as reflected in Table 5.1. 

A study conducted by McKenna, Williams and Cooper (2011:579) indicated that 

cleanliness proved to be the dominant selection criterion when visiting resorts. This 

was also reflected by the respondents in this study who stated that cleanliness is a 

very important factor to them when visiting LWR.  Peace and quiet also ranked high 

as indicated by the respondents. Respondents also indicated that a visit to the resort 

spa is important and this is clear in other studies conducted by Slabbert and Viviers 

(2014) as well as Van Vuuren and Slabbert (2012:296), where it is indicated that 

tourists feel the need to escape, relax, to gain relief of physical and mental tension 

and for typical sun lust reasons. Hooper (2012:15) elaborated that people go on 

holiday because they feel internally damaged and have the need for rest and an 

escape from everyday life to fill up their resources. When this person goes on holiday, 

according to Hooper, ‘the holiday maker is hoping to take in and store “internal goods” 

with which he will return enriched, regenerated and recharged to his own 

environment’.  

5.2.2.3 Attitude regarding the environment 

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with regard to the 

environment and Table 5.4 presents a summary of these results. 
Table 5.4: Attitude towards the environment 

Statement 

   
 

 
  

We are approaching the limit of the number 

of people the Earth can support. 
9% 18% 28% 26% 19% 3.28 1.22 

When humans interfere with nature, it often 

produces disastrous consequences. 
4% 6% 15% 41% 34% 3.98 1.01 

Human ingenuity will ensure that the earth 

does not become unliveable. 
3% 15% 34% 33% 15% 3.46 1.01 
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The so-called ‘ecological crisis’ facing 

humankind is exaggerated. 
20% 29% 25% 20% 6% 2.64 1.19 

Humans are seriously abusing the 

environment. 
11% 7% 15% 36% 31% 3.7 1.28 

The Earth has plenty of natural resources, 

provided we learn how to develop them 

sustainably. 

8% 8% 12% 36% 36% 3.86 1.20 

Plants and animals have just as much right 

to exist as do humans. 
6% 5% 7% 29% 53% 4.16 1.16 

Nature is strong enough to cope with the 

effects of modern industrial nations. 
14% 34% 24% 19% 9% 2.73 1.18 

The balance of nature is very delicate and 

easily disturbed. 
8% 11% 26% 31% 24% 3.53 1.18 

It is not that important to save electricity. 60% 11% 10% 11% 8% 1.96 1.36 

It is not a priority for me to save water. 56% 11% 14% 10% 9% 2.04 1.38 

I am willing to pay extra for environmentally 

friendly products. 
10% 10% 29% 29% 22% 3.44 1.23 

It is not a tourist’s responsibility to protect 

the environment. 
51% 14% 11% 13% 11% 2.19 1.45 

I expect of holiday resorts to be 

environmentally friendly. 
11% 4% 15% 30% 40% 3.83 1.30 

Resorts’ concern for the environment 

doesn’t influence my choice in choosing a 

holiday resort. 

25% 21% 26% 18% 10% 2.66 1.30 

It is too expensive to really behave in an 

environmentally friendly manner. 
26% 25% 26% 14% 9% 2.54 1.26 

I can make a contribution to the protection  8% 4% 15% 25% 48% 3.99 1.25 

 

 

of the environment. 
When I am on holiday, I just want to relax  
and not worry about acting environmentally  
friendly. 

31 % % 28 18 % % 12 11 % 2.45 1.34 

Taking a vacation is expensive; therefore I  
feel it is my right to use resources as I  
please. 

% 43 24 % 14 % 11 % 8 % 2.18 1.29 
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Responds agreed to strongly agreed with the following statements. 

• Plants and animals have just as much right to exist as do humans: 82% (=4.16) 

• When humans interfere with nature, it often produces disastrous consequences: 75% 

(=3.98) 

• I can make a contribution to the protection of the environment: 73% (=3.99) 

• The Earth has plenty of natural resources, provided we learn how to develop them 

sustainably: 72% (=3.86) 

• I expect of holiday resorts to be environmentally friendly: 70% (=3.83) 

• Humans are seriously abusing the environment: 67% (=3.70) 

Greenemeier (2013) and Naam (2013) stated that humans are certainly overshooting 

the planet’s limits in the sense that humans produce more carbon dioxide than the 

planet’s ecosystems can absorb. Naam (2013) further states that there is little question 

that humans have already altered the planet in ways that will have severe, and to an 

extent, irreversible consequences. Respondents thus agreed with Naam (2013), this 

is shown in their agreement with humans’ interference that produces disastrous 

consequences and that humans are abusing the environment.  Even when most of the 

respondents agreed that humans are abusing the planet, they agreed that humans 

must learn to develop natural resources sustainably.  

Respondents agreed with Cooke (2016:1) that philosophers have convincingly argued 

that plants and animals are worthy of direct moral concern for their own sakes, and 

further, that they are also rights-bearers.  

Rights protect certain interests and place constraints upon what may be done to an 

individual in the name of producing social or personal goods, and this is shown in the 

statement: Plants and animals have just as much right to exist as do humans. In 

response to the statement I expect of holiday resorts to be environmentally friendly 

participants indicated that awareness of in-resort environmental practices and 

satisfying experiences in environmentally responsible accommodation may lead to 

reinforcing visitors’ favourable environmental attitudes; thus increasing their interest 

in further ecotourism experiences. Through these cumulative effects, ecotourism 
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accommodation could achieve its educative goal (Gronau 2016:3). Tourists have long 

adopted a sustainable mind-set – holidaying sustainably is imperative – many of these 

consumers derive their status from their own concern for the environment and are 

seeking opportunities when travelling to flaunt their environmental consciousness 

unabashedly (Pedro 2013). This is shown when respondents were posed the 

statement, I can make a contribution to the protection of the environment and the 

response was positive. 

When respondents were asked their opinion on certain statements, Table 5.4 indicates 

that respondents disagreed to strongly disagreed with the following statements. 

• Taking a vacation is expensive; therefore, I feel it is my right to use resources as I 

please:  67% (=2.18) 

• It is not a tourist’s responsibility to protect the environment: 65% (=2.19) 

• When I am on holiday, I just want to relax and not worry about acting environmentally 

friendly: 59% (=2.45) 

• It is too expensive to really behave in an environmentally friendly manner: 51% (=2.54) 

Based on visitors’ response it is clear that more visitors are being conscious and they 

agree with Sánchez-Fernández, Iniesta-Bonillo and Cervera-Taulet (2016:1502) that 

tourism has the potential to increase public appreciation of the environment and to 

spread awareness of environmental problems when it brings people into closer contact 

with nature and the environment.  

This confrontation may heighten awareness of the value of nature and lead to 

environmentally conscious behaviour and activities to preserve the environment. 

Clearly respondents’ attitudes are positive towards the environment and the protection 

thereof. 

5.2.2.4 Environmentally conscious behaviour when on holiday 

Table 5.5 below enumerates the results of respondent’s behaviour whilst on holiday.   
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Table 5.5: Environmentally conscious behaviour while on holiday 

Statement 

   
 

 
  

I turn the tap off if not in use, such 

as while brushing my teeth. 
7% 0% 14% 31% 48% 4.11 1.13 

When visiting a resort, I re-use 

towels; I do not get them washed 

every day, unless it is absolutely 

necessary. 

13% 9% 21% 26% 31% 3.55 1.34 

I rather make use of the shower 

instead of the bathtub when visiting 

holiday resorts. 

9% 5% 24% 21% 41% 3.81 1.27 

I am conscious of keeping my time 

in the shower as short a possible (5 

minutes or less). 

6% 14% 28% 28% 24% 3.48 1.18 

I switch off lights and/or appliances 

when leaving a room. 
8% 3% 16% 30% 43% 3.95 1.22 

 I prefer to open windows for 

ventilation, instead of turning on the 

air conditioner. 

10% 9% 20% 26% 35% 3.68 1.30 

I do not like insects, therefore I 

make use of insecticides (such as 

Doom) when on holiday. 

18 16 24 28 14 3.05 1.30 

I sort my glass, tins, plastics and 

papers when I am on holiday. 
16% 24% 25% 24% 11% 2.90 1.25 

I report leaking taps at reception. 8% 3% 19% 31% 39% 3.89 1.21 
I dispose of my waste in garbage 

bins. 
8% 3% 10% 29% 50% 4.11 1.17 

I try to create awareness of  11% 12% 23% 26% 28% 3.46 1.31 
environmentally friendly behaviour 

while on holiday. 
       

When participating in outdoor 

activities such as hiking, I stay within 

the demarcated areas.   

12% 1% 28% 26% 33% 3.65 1.29 
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I pick wild flowers or plants when 

visiting resorts. 
35% 28% 14% 14% 9% 2.35 1.31 

I support the environmentally 

responsible initiatives & programmes 

that are implemented by resort 

management. 

6% 9% 19% 31% 35% 3.80 1.19 

I read the information and 

educational material provided by 

resort management. 

8% 3% 16% 34% 39% 3.91 1.20 

When walking, I stay on the 

prescribed footpaths. 
12% 2% 18% 29% 39% 3.79 1.32 

I like to feed the wild animals in the 

resort 
34% 25% 14% 18% 9% 2.43 1.34 

I make a point of behaving in an 

environmentally friendly manner 

when I am on holiday. 

8% 3% 15% 38% 36% 3.90 1.18 

I prefer to stay at resorts that commit 

themselves to being environmentally 

friendly. 

4% 10% 21% 30% 35% 3.83 1.13 

 

As reflected in Table 5.5, respondents indicated that they agreed to strongly agreed with 

the following statements: 

• I turn the tap off if not in use, such as while brushing my teeth: 79% (=4.11) 

• I dispose of my waste in garbage bins: 79% (=4.11) 

• I make a point of behaving in an environmentally friendly manner when I am on 

holiday: 74% (=3.90) 

• I switch off lights and/or appliances when leaving a room:  73% (=3.95) 

• I read the information and educational material, provided by resort management: 

73% (=3.91) 

The results reported above confirm that was stated in chapter 3 of this study, namely that 

an increased concern for the environment has made consumers more conscious of the 

environmental impacts of their purchase decisions with respect to the service industry 

(Gupta & Chopra 2014:90). This is evident in the emergence of responsible tourism as a 
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growing segment in the tourism industry (Dolnicar & Leisch 2008:673; Getz & Page 

2016:593). The increased awareness of environmental impacts of tourism has led to the 

emergence of tourists called, amongst others, environmentally responsible tourists (Lew 

& McKercher 2006:40; Moscardo & Rosen 2015:14043). Tourists as consumers are 

becoming more aware of the importance of protecting the environment and more involved 

in practising environmentally friendly behaviour while on holiday (WTTC 2007).  This is 

also clearly evident in this study. 

Table 5.5 signifies that respondents disagreed to strongly disagreed to the following 

statements. 

• I pick wildflowers or plants when visiting resorts: 63% (=2.35) 

• I like to feed the wild animals in the resort: 59% (=2.43) 

• I sort my glass, tins, plastics and papers when I am on holiday: 40% (=2.90) 

The above results indicated that tourists think caring for the environment is 

indispensable, but insufficient for a sustainable consumption, which means visitors 

believe that more action needs to be taken in order to ensure sustainability (Budeanu 

2007:500; Dagher, Itani & Kassar 2015:182). Therefore past research observed that 

a positive attitude towards the environment is a significant predictor of recycling and 

conservation of the natural environment, and other authors have confirmed that 

environmentally friendly attitude is considered to be the most important predictor of 

consumers’ environmentally responsible consciousness or willingness to pay more for 

environmentally friendly products (Bohlen et al., 1993, Rannikko 1996, Buckley 2011; 

Anvar & Venter 2014:184).  

5.3 DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS: Factor analyses  

In an effort to determine whether the items provided in the questionnaire could contain 

items common to some underlying theme, a factor analytic procedure (Principal 

Component Analysis) with Varimax rotation was performed using SPSS (Version 23.0) 

in all cases. 



 

109 

5.3.1 Factor analysis of important aspects when visiting resorts 

Respondents were provided with 15 statements regarding the importance of selected 

aspects with respect to resorts. The items were placed on a five-point interval scale 

with 1 indicating of no importance at all and 5 indicating very important. In an effort to 

determine whether the 15 items could contain items common to some underlying 

theme, a factor analytic procedure with Varimax rotation was performed.   

For example, some of the items could group together for instance sporting activities. 

In this way a more parsimonious grouping of items is possible. Items 11.1, 11.6 and 

11.7 will be discussed separately from the factor analytic procedure as they did not 

group with a specific factor. The KMO value for all items was 0.812, which indicates 

significant sampling adequacy. The Bartlett’s sphericity of p<0.005 which was also 

significant, and the original matrix was not an identity matrix (Field, 2009:660). Two 

first-order factors explained 63.69% of the variance present in the remaining 12 items. 

A second-order factor analysis using the same procedures indicated that a further 

reduction was plausible, and one factor resulted which explained 75.5% of the 

variance between the two factors. It had a Cronbach reliability of 0.885 and was named 

‘Resort activities’ (FA2.0). The appropriate values for the 12 items are given in Table 

5.6 and the distribution of data for the factor analysis is shown in Figure 5.1. 

Table 5.6: Important aspects when visiting resorts 

Item Resort activities 
Loading 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
N 

A11.2 Bird and game viewing 0.66 3.53 1.19 320 

A11.3 Hiking trails 0.85 3.34 1.19 320 

A11.4 Cycling trails 0.55 2.95 1.28 320 

A11.5 Activities for children 0.71 3.72 1.47 320 

A11.8 Camping facilities 0.80 3.60 1.27 320 

A11.9 A heated swimming pool 0.79 3.58 1.36 320 

A11.10 Mini-golf 0.82 2.87 1.35 320 

A11.11 Pony rides and horse- riding 0.75 2.99 1.36 320 

A11.12 Sporting activities 0.80 3.48 1.39 320 

A11.13 Spa/hydro spa 0.81 3.61 1.38 320 
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A11.14 Four wheel motorcycle rides 0.66 3.19 1.46 320 

A11.15 Fishing 0.55 2.89 1.41 320 

  Average mean value  3.31 1.31  

 

Figure 5.1: Histogram and boxplot indicating the distribution of data of important aspects when 
visiting selected resorts (FA2.0) 

The mean value of 3.31 indicates that the respondents were of the opinion that these 

aspects were slightly important. The median of 3.25 also shows that 50% of the 

respondents scored values higher than 3.25; hence tended towards the opinion that 

these aspects were important. The distribution of data was normal, indicating that 

parametric statistical procedures could be used for further testing.  

5.3.1.1 Discussion of items not used in factor analysis  

The descriptive statistical data associated with these items are reflected in Table 5.7 

Table 5.7: Descriptive statistics of items not involved in the factor important aspects when 
visiting resorts (FA2.0) 

Item 
Description: When visiting resorts, how 
important is: 

  
N 

Mean Std. Error 
Std. 

Deviation 

A11.1 Scenery 320 4.26 .06 .99 
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A11.6 Cleanliness 320 4.62 .05 .81 

A11.7 Peace and quiet 320 4.55 .04 .72 
The data, as indicated in Table 5.7, indicate that all three items were regarded as 

important with cleanliness and peace and quiet tending towards being perceived as 

very important.  These items might be seen as a given for any resort as the expectation 

is that they should at least be present, and resort management should meet this 

expectation. This is reflected by WTTC (2007) when they reported that tourists as 

consumers are becoming more aware of the importance of protecting the environment 

and more involved in practising and choosing environmentally friendly resorts when 

selecting holiday destination.  

5.3.2 Factor analysis of respondents’ attitudes regarding the environment 
Section B of the questionnaire focused on 19 statements regarding respondents’ 

attitudes towards the environment. Respondents were asked to provide their opinion 

on a five-point Likert scale where 1 was strongly disagree and 5 was strongly agree. 

The researcher regarded the opinion given as reflective of a respondent’s attitude 

towards the environment. As mentioned in chapter 3, to understand consumer 

attitudes towards the environment the use of a NEP scale would be applicable as it is 

designed to measure the environmental concern of groups of people (Dunlap et al. 

2000). Hence the statements could have an emotional, a cognitive and a behavioural 

component.  

Opinions of the environment are possibly best seen as an intertwining of feeling and 

thinking (Lee 2010:652). Henceforth agreement with an item such as ‘Humans are 

seriously abusing the environment’ (B12.5) would indicate an empathetic or supportive 

attitude towards the environment whereas disagreement would indicate an apathetic 

attitude or lack of concern for the environment. A factor analytic procedure thus groups 

the items into factors which are supportive and those which are unsupportive of 

statements concerning the environment. A Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of the 

items in Section B was conducted. The PCA procedure with Varimax rotation had a 

KMO of 0.814, indicating that the sample was adequate. Four first-order factors 

resulted which explained 65.16% of the variance present. A second-order procedure 

resulted in two factors which explained 78.4% of the variance present in the four 
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factors. The first factor (FB2.1) was labelled Empathetic attitude. The items in this 

factor with mean scores and standard deviations are summarised in Table 5.8. 

Table 5.8: Empathetic attitude (FB2.1) 

Item Description Loading Mean Std. 
Deviation 

B12.5 Humans are seriously abusing the environment 0.66 3.7 1.28 

B12.17 I can make a contribution to the protection of the 

environment 
0.87 3.99 1.25 

B12.7 Plants and animals have just as much right to exist 

as do humans 
0.81 4.16 1.16 

B12.12 I am willing to pay extra for environmentally friendly 

products 
0.81 3.44 1.23 

B12.14 I expect of holiday resorts to be environmentally 

friendly 
0.81 3.83 1.30 

B12.9 The balance of nature is very delicate and easily 

disturbed 
0.71 3.53 1.18 

B12.2 When humans interfere with nature it often produces 

disastrous consequences 
0.71 3.98 1.01 

B12.6 The earth has plenty of natural resources provided 

we learn how to develop them sustainably 
0.64 3.86 1.20 

B12.1 We are approaching the limit of the number of 

people the Earth can support? 
0.56 3.28 1.22 

B12.3 Human ingenuity will ensure that the earth does not 

become unliveable 
0.54 3.46 1.01 

Average mean value  3.72 1.18 

 

The item with the highest mean score was B12.7 ‘plants and animals have just as 

much right to exist as do humans’ (=4.16) showing that respondents agreed most 

strongly with this item. This proves that tourists’ concern for the environment has 

increased significantly and at the same time, people’s values and attitudes towards 

nature have changed substantially (Van Vuuren & Slabbert 2011:296). Which is also 

shown in statement B12.1 which had the lowest mean (=3.28) showing that 
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respondents agreed to an extent with this item. The data distribution of items in this 

factor is shown in Figure 5.2. 

 

Figure 5.2: Histogram and boxplot showing data distribution in empathetic opinion regarding the 
environment (FB2.1) 

The mean of 3.72 and median of 3.90 show that respondents agreed with the 

statements in the factor. However, the boxplot indicates numerous respondents (19), 

which had z-scores less than -2.58, but not less than 3.29. This indicates data which 

is negatively skew as only approximately 1% of the respondents should fall outside 

the z = ±2.58 confidence interval and not 2.9% as is the case with the present data. 

However, removing these respondents will result in a permanent loss of data with 

respect to these respondents and therefore they were not removed as they did fall 

between the z = ± 2.58 and z = ± 3.0 confidence interval. Non-parametric statistical 

procedures will be used to analyse the data in this factor.  

The second factor of the Section B statements of which the section had nine items and 

had a Cronbach reliability of 0.869 was labelled ‘Apathetic attitude’ (FB2.2) 
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Table 5.9: Apathetic attitude (FB2.2) 

Item Description Loadin 
g 

Mean Std. 
Deviation 

B12.19 Taking a vacation is expensive therefore I feel it is my 

right to use resources as I please. 
0.81 2.18 1.29 

B12.11 It is not a priority for me to save water 0.80 2.04 1.38 
B12.18 When I am on holiday, I just want to relax and not worry 

about acting environmentally friendly 
0.80 2.45 1.34 

B12.10 It is not that important to save electricity 0.76 1.96 1.36 
B12.15  Resorts' concern for the environment does not 

influence my choice in choosing a holiday resort 
0.68 2.66 1.30 

B12.16 It is too expensive to really behave in an 

environmentally friendly manner 
0.62 2.54 1.26 

B12.8 Nature is strong enough to cope with the effects of 

modern industrial nations 
0.81 2.73 1.18 

B12.4 The so-called ecological crisis facing humankind is 

exaggerated 
0.73 2.64 1.19 

B12.13  It is not a tourist's responsibility to protect the 

environment 
0.69 2.19 1.45 

 Average mean value  2.38 1.31 

 

Studies conducted by Kiinner and Tylor (1973), Raposo and Paco (2009), Bamberg et 

al. (2003) show that the relationship between general attitudes towards the 

environment and behaviour to help save the resources. However, the item with the 

lowest mean score was B12.10 ‘It is not a priority to save electricity’ which had a mean 

of 1.96. This indicates that respondents disagreed with the statement; hence it was a 

priority for them to save electricity. The distribution of data for items in this factor is 

depicted in Figure 5.3. 
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Figure 5.3: Histogram and boxplot showing the data distribution in apathetic opinion regarding 
the environment (FB2.2) 

The mean of 2.38 and median of 2.22 indicate that the respondents tend to disagree 

that they have an apathetic opinion or show a lack of concern about the environment. 

This corresponds with what researchers have proven, namely that consumers express 

their concern for the environment in general, and understand the impact of their own 

behaviour on the environment (Bjerke, Thrane & Kleiven 2006:118; Untaru, Epuran & 

Ispas 2014:86). The data was positively skewed as shown by the whiskers in the 

boxplot being of unequal length showing an asymmetrical distribution of data (Field 

2009:102). Non-parametric statistical procedures should be utilised in data analysis of 

this factor.  

5.3.3 Factor analysis of environmentally conscious behaviour when on holiday 

Section C of the questionnaire contained 19 items related to appropriate behaviour (a 

component of attitude) with respect to the environment when on holiday. The initial 

PCA and procedure had a KMO of 0.882 but three (3) items had KMO values less 

than the accepted value of 0.5 or higher. Hence C13.7 (I do not like spiders and 

insects; hence I make use of insecticides when I am on holiday), C13.13 (I pick wild 

flowers or plants when visiting resorts) and C13.17 (I like to feed the wild animals in 

the resort) were removed from the analysis. These behaviours are mostly regarded as 

socially unacceptable and respondents are unlikely to answer them honestly.  
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The remaining 16 items were then subjected to a PCA analysis with Varimax rotation 

which resulted in two first-order factors 68.51% of the variance present. These two 

first-order factors were then exposed to a second order PCA resulting in one factor 

which explained 90.8% of the variance present in the two factors. It had a Cronbach 

reliability of 0.956 and was named ‘Environmentally responsible holiday behaviour’  

(FC2.0). The items in this factor are summarised in Table 5.10 
Table 5.10: Items contained in the factor environmentally responsible behaviour when on holiday 
(FC2.0)  

Item Description Loading Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

C13.1 
I turn the tap off if not in use such as while 

brushing my teeth 
0.83 4.11 1.13 

C13.2 
When visiting a resort, I re-use towels; I do not 

get them washed every day, unless it is 

absolutely necessary 
0.58 3.55 1.34 

C13.3 
I rather make use of the shower instead of the 

bathtub when visiting holiday resorts 
0.77 3.81 1.27 

C13.4 
I am conscious of keeping my time in the 

shower as short as possible (5 minutes or 

less) 
0.61 3.48 1.18 

C13.5 
I switch off lights and/or appliances when 

leaving a room. 
0.85 3.95 1.22 

C13.6 
I prefer to open windows for ventilation instead 

of turning on the air conditioner 
0.52 3.68 1.30 

C13.8 
I sort my glass, tins, plastics  and papers when 

I am on holiday 
0.75 2.90 1.25 

C13.9 I report leaking taps at reception 0.68 3.89 1.21 
C13.10 I dispose of my waste in garbage bins 0.77 4.11 1.17 

C13.11 
I try to create awareness of environmentally 

friendly behaviour while on holiday 
0.85 3.46 1.31 

C13.12 
When participating in outdoor activities such as 

hiking, I stay within the demarcated areas 
0.75 3.65 1.29 

C13.14 
I support the environmentally responsible 

initiatives and programmes that are 

implemented by resort management 
0.64 3.80 1.19 
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C13.15 
 I read the information and educational 

material such as printed materials or sign 

boards provided by resort management 
0.68 3.91 1.20 

C13.16 
 When walking I stay on the prescribed 

footpaths 
0.82 3.79 1.32 

C13.18 
 I make a point of behaving in an 

environmentally friendly manner when I am on 

holiday 
0.63 3.90 1.18 

C13.19 
I prefer to stay at resorts that commit 

themselves to being environmentally friendly 
0.74 3.83 1.13 

 Average mean value  3.74 1.23 

 

Environmentally responsible behaviour focused on the assumption that knowledge 

was linked to attitudes, and attitudes to behaviour (Cottrell & Graefe 1997; Sondakh 

& Wiwiek 2013:31). This thinking suggested that if people became more 

knowledgeable about the environment and its associated issues, they would in turn 

become more aware of the environment and its problems, and thus be more motivated 

to act towards the environment in more responsible ways (Hungerford & Volk 1990; 

Kanter 2011). This is reflected in Table 5.10 with statement C13.1 ‘I turn the tap off if 

not in use such as while brushing my teeth’ which had the highest mean of 4.11 as did 

C13.10 (I dispose of my waste in garbage cans). Respondents are likely to also 

behave this way at home as it is socially acceptable to save both water and electricity. 

The data distribution of this factor is shown in Figure 5.4. 
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Figure 5.4: Histogram and boxplot showing the data distribution for responsible environmental 
behaviour on holiday (FB2.0) 

The mean score of 3.74 and median of 3.84 indicate that respondents tend towards 

agreeing with the statements on environmentally responsible behaviour when on 

vacation (FC2.0). However, the boxplot shows that a number of respondents did not 

agree with the items in this factor. Han, Hsu and Sheu (2010:326) have shown that 

even though people have positive views towards doing environmentally friendly 

actions, some individuals do not behave in a way that would not damage the 

environment. The data distribution was negatively skewed and non-parametric 

procedures will be utilised in further analyses.  

It could thus be said that in this sample the environmentally responsible behaviour of 

tourists visiting selected resorts was founded on: 

• Resort Activities:  = 3.31 (FA2.0). Respondents were of the opinion that these 

aspects were slightly important. 

• Empathetic attitude:  = 3.72 (FB2.1). Respondents agreed with the statements in 

the factor 

• Apathetic attitude:  = 2.38 (FB2.2). Respondents disagreed that they have an 

apathetic opinion or show a lack of concern about the environment. 
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• Environmentally responsible holiday behaviour:   = 3.74 (FC2.0). Respondents 

tend towards agreeing with the statements on environmentally responsible 

behaviour when on vacation. 

From the factors above it is clear that environmentally responsible holiday behaviour 

yielded the highest mean value followed by Empathetic attitude. Thus, respondents 

do act environmentally responsible even when on holiday and they do care for the 

environment. This is a very positive outcome of this part of the results.  

5.4 INFERENTIAL RESULTS  

The four factors determined in the previous section will serve as the dependent 

variables and the demographic variables (gender, age, home-language, level of 

education and province of residence) as the independent variables. These 

independent variables are actually quasi-independent as the respondents already 

qualified for that category based on some inherent characteristic. Thus, the 

assumption is that as the condition of the independent variable changes; so scores on 

the dependent variable also change.  

5.4.1 Assessing the effect of gender on identified factors 

The effect of gender on resort activities, empathetic attitude, apathetic attitude and 

environmentally responsible holiday behaviour are subsequently assessed. 

5.4.1.1 Gender with resort activities (FA2.0) 

The hypotheses to be tested could be stated as: 

Ho – There is no statistically significant difference between males and females with  

respect to resort activities (FA2.0) 

Ha – There is a statistically significant difference between males and females with  

respect to resort activities (FA2.0) 
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The statistical test used was Levene’s t-test which is a parametric test for determining 

statistical differences between two independent groups such as males and females. 

The results were:  

 

[ X males 3.21(N 150), S.D. 0.93;X Females 3.40(N 170),S.D 0.85; p0.05] 

As the probability value is greater than 0.05 the null hypothesis cannot be rejected. 

Although females agree to a greater extent with the resort activities being important, 

they do not differ statistically significantly from male respondents; hence the result 

could be due to chance factors. The other three factors all had non-normal data 

distributions; therefore, the Mann-Whitney U-test will be used. This test makes use of 

ranking of data and high scores rank high and low scores rank low (Field, 2009:540).  

5.4.1.2 Gender with empathetic attitude (FB2.1) and apathetic attitude (FB2.2) The 

results of the Mann-Whitney U-test for the empathetic attitudes (FB2.1) were: 

 

[FB2.1U M 148.04; U F 171.49; p0.05;Z 2.27;r 0.15] 

The statement was supported by the data as females had a statistically significantly 

higher mean rank than males; hence they agreed more strongly with empathetic 

statements than did male respondents. However, the effect size was small (r=0.15); 

therefore, the result is of little practical significance. Females are normally more caring 

than males and possibly this is what causes the difference in mean ranks with respect 

to empathetic environmental attitudes. In a study conducted by Czap, Lynne and 

Burbach (2013:4) they stated that the Institute for Women's Policy Research found 

that women are less likely than men to support environmental spending cuts and are 

less sympathetic to business when it comes to environmental regulation. They have 

however more positive feelings about environmental activists and are concerned 

about environmental risks to health.  

The results for the apathetic attitudes (FB2.2) were as follows: 
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[FB2.2U M 142.95; U F 175.98; p0.0005; Z 3.19; r 0.20] 

Females obtained a statistically significantly higher mean rank than male respondents; 

hence they agreed to a significantly larger extent with the apathetic environmental 

factor than male respondents. The effect size was small (r=0.20); thus of little practical 

significance. The results are surprising, as it was expected of females to agree less 

with apathetic attitudes.  Male respondents thus seem to have less apathetic attitudes 

than females.  

5.4.1.3 Gender with environmentally responsible holiday behaviour (FC2.0) 
Regarding the factor environmentally responsible holiday behaviour (FC2.0) the 

following results were found: 

 

[FC2.0U M 161.35; U F 159.75; p0.05; Z 0.15; r 0.01] 

No statistically significant difference was present between the two gender groups with 

respect to this factor.  

5.4.2 Assessing the effect of age on identified factors 

When testing three or more independent groups one can use the analyses of Variance 

(ANOVA) test (Pallant 2010:265). This firstly tests whether the three independent 

groups when tested together differ from one another, band should any differences be 

found at this level then pairwise or post-hoc tests can be utilised to determine the 

differences.  

5.4.2.1 Age groups with resort activities (FA2.0) 

The three age groups involved are portrayed in Table 4.3 and they were tested against 

the resort activities using ANOVA, since the factor had a normal distribution of data. 

The appropriate values for the ANOVA and pair-wise comparison are indicated in 

Table 5.11.  
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Table 5.11: The significant differences between the three age groups with respect to resort 
activities  

 
** = Statistically different at the 1% level (p<0.01) Effect size 0 to 0.29 = small***; 0.30 to 0.49 = 
moderate****; 0.50+ = large***** 

The data, as indicated in Table 5.11, report that the oldest age group (37+yrs) agreed 

statistically significantly less with the resort activities (FC2.0) than the two younger age 

groups. However, the effect size was mall (r=0.2). The mean scores of the various age 

groups with respect to the important aspects (resort activities) factor are displayed in 

Figure 5.6. Activities were less important for the older respondents than for the 

younger respondents. This holds significant implications for resort management and 

their planning of the resort. 

 
Figure 5.5: Line graph showing mean scores of the three age groups regarding the important 
aspects when visiting resorts (FC2.0) 

 

Factor Group Mean ANOVA 
p-value ( ) 

Effect  
size (r) 

Dunnett T3 
1 2 3 

Resort activities yrs <29 3.41 0.002** 0.20*** 1 - ** 
30-36 yrs 3.43 2 - ** 
37+ yrs 3.02 3 ** ** 
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5.4.2.2 Age groups with empathetic attitude (FB2.1) and apathetic attitude  

(FB2.2) 

As these two factors had unsymmetrical data distributions, non-parametric statistical 

tests were utilised to determine any significant association between the factors and 

the three age groups. The test is the counterpart of the parametric one way 

independent ANOVA and is the Kruskal-Wallis test (H). No statistically significant 

differences could be found between the mean ranks of the three age groups. The 

results of the Kruskal-Wallis test were: 

[FB2.1H29yrs 149.22;H3036yrs 157.13;H37 180.99;2(2) 6.04; p0.05] 

[FB2.2H29yrs 173.60;H3036yrs 159.27;H37 143.99;2(2) 5.06; p0.05] 

The results of the empathetic attitudes (FB2.1) show that as one becomes older so 

the agreement with empathetic attitudes becomes larger but the differences were not 

statistically significant. Apathetic attitudes (FB2.2) show an opposite tendency, namely 

as one becomes older the agreement with the apathetic attitudes becomes less but 

the differences were not statistically significantly different and could be due to 

sampling effects.  

5.4.2.3 Age groups with environmentally responsible holiday behaviour (FC2.0) The 

results of the independent Kruskal-Wallis test were: 

 

[FC2.0H29yrs 135.32;H3036yrs 160.99;H37 yrs 194.88;2(2) 20.30; p0.000] 

The results indicate that the three groups tested together differed statistically 

significantly from one another with respect to environmentally responsible behaviour 

with the oldest group agreeing most strongly. One way of seeing where the pair-wise 

differences lie is by doing a boxplot. This is shown in Figure 5.7 as produced by SPSS 

23.0. 
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Figure 5.6: Boxplot for the three age groups showing the median scores obtained for 
environmentally responsible behaviour (FC2.0)    

The boxplot indicates that the differences in mean ranks probably lie between the 

youngest age group and the other two age groups. Hence a Mann-Whitney U-test can 

be used. The result of testing Group1 (<27yrs) versus Group2 (36-37yrs) was: 

 

[FC2.0U29yrs 108.05;U3036yrs 128.74; p0.05;Z 2.33;r 0.15] 

The youngest age group thus agreed statistically significantly less strongly with the 

environmentally responsible holiday behaviour than did the 30 to 36 year age group.  

The result of testing Group1 (<27yrs) against Group 3 (37+yrs) was: 

 

[FC2.0U29yrs 86.24;U37 yrs 121.56; p0.005;Z 4.25;r 0.30] 
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The result of this Mann-Whitney U-test indicates that the oldest age group (37+yrs) 

differed statistically significantly from the youngest age group at the 0.005% level. The 

effect size was moderate (r=0.30). Thus older respondents agreed to a greater extent 

with environmentally responsible holiday behaviour.  This linear relationship is shown 

in Figure 5.7. 

 

Figure 5.7: Line graph of age groups versus environmentally responsible behaviour when on 
vacation (FC2.0) 

5.4.3 Assessing the effect of home-language on identified factors 

5.4.3.1 Home-language and resort activities (FA2.0) 

The appropriate values for the one-way ANOVA test are summarised in Table 5.12. 
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Table 5.12: The significant differences between the four home-language groups with respect to 
resort activities (FA2.0) 

 
** = Statistically different at the 1% level (p<0.01) Effect size 0 to 0.29 = small***; 0.30 to 0.49 = 
moderate****; 0.50+ = large***** 

It is evident from Table 5.12 that the English home-language group had the highest 

mean score and they tended towards indicating that resort activities were important. 

The Afrikaans home-language groups had the lowest mean score and tended towards 

the perception that they were not that important or only slightly important. The 

Afrikaans home-language group also differed statistically significantly from the other 

three home-language groups at the 1% significant level. This difference could be due 

to cultural differences between the four home-language groups, as indicated 

previously in Table 5.1. 

5.4.3.2 Home language with empathetic attitude (FB2.1) and apathetic attitude 
(FB2.2) 
The four home-language groups were tested using the non-parametric KruskalWallis 

test. The results of empathetic environmental opinion when testing all four home-

language groups together (FB2.1) were: 

 

[FB2.1H A 215.06;H E 165.86;H S 157.59;H N 133.86;2(3) 19.01; p0.000] 

The Kruskal-Wallis test indicates that there was a statistically significant difference 

between the mean ranks of the four home-language groups tested together with the 

Afrikaans home-language group agreeing most strongly with the items in the factor 

and the Nguni home-language group least strongly. To determine which of the groups 

differed, a pair-wise analysis using the Mann-Whitney U-Test was conducted. Hence 

each group was tested against the other group (G1vs.2 and 3 and 4; G2 vs.3 and 4; 

Factor Group Mean ANOVA 
p-value ( ) 

Effect 
Size (r) 

Dunnett T3 
1 2 3 4 

Resort  
activities  

Afrikaans 2.64 

0.000** 0.30**** 

1 ** ** ** 
English 3.61 2 ** - - 
Sotho 3.27 3 ** - - 
Nguni 3.43 4 ** - - 
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G3 vs. G4) separately; hence Bonferonni correction was not necessary. The results 

were: 

[Avs.EU A  65.83;UE  48.83; p 0.001;Z 2.67;r  0.26] 

[Avs.SU A 112.68;US  81.61; p 0.001;Z 3.29;r  0.25] 

[Avs.N U A  73.54;UN  45.86; p 0.000;Z 4.31;r  0.41] 

[Evs.SUE 109.85;US 104.00; p 0.05;Z 0.66;r  0.05] 

[Evs.N UE  80.17;UN  65.92; p 0.02;Z 2.05;r  0.17] 

[Nvs.SUS 111.97;UN  96.08; p 0.05;Z 1.80;r  0.12] 

The results of the Mann-Whitney U-test showed that the main statistically significant 

differences were between the Afrikaans and Nguni group, Afrikaans and English group 

and Afrikaans and Sotho group. The English home-language group differed significantly 

from the Nguni home-language group only while the Sotho and Nguni group did not differ 

statistically significantly from one another. One can compare effect sizes with one another 

as they are standardised measures. The largest effect size was evident for the Afrikaans 

home language versus the Nguni home languages (r=0.41) which had a moderate effect 

size. The second largest effect was the Afrikaans versus English group (r=0.26) and 

Afrikaans versus Sotho (r=0.25). It is possibly easier to follow comparisons if they are 

shown graphically; therefore Figure 5.9 can also be used when comparing the groups. 

Afrikaans-speaking respondents had the highest empathetic attitudes with a mean value 

of 4.21 and Nguni-speaking respondents with a mean value of 3.44. 
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Figure 5.8: Line graph showing the mean scores of the four home-language groups with respect 
to the empathetic environmental opinion factor (FB2.1) 

The Kruskal-Wallis test was also used to test the four home-language groups against the 

apathetic environmental factor (FB2.2). The results were: 

 

[FB2.2H A 116.22;H E 189.33;H S 140.67;H N 191.16;2(3) 29.98; p0.0005] 

The Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference 

between the mean ranks of the four home-language groups tested together with the Nguni 

and English home-language group agreeing most strongly with the items in the factor and 

the Afrikaans home-language groups least strongly. In order to determine which of the 

groups differed a pair-wise analysis using the Mann-Whitney U-Test was conducted. 

Hence each group was tested against the other group (G1vs.2, 3 and 4; G2 vs.3 and 4; 

G3 vs. G4) separately and hence Bonferonni correction was not necessary. The results 

were: 

[Avs.EU A  40.50;UE  61.50; p 0.001;Z 3.29;r  0.32] 

[Avs.S U A  74.44;US  91.51; p 0.05;Z 1.81;r  0.14] 

[Avs.N U A  38.28;UN  63.25; p 0.000;r  0.37] 
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[Evs.S UE 126.22;US  95.63; p 0.001;Z 3.47;r  0.29] 

[Evs.N UE  75.11;UN  70.92; p 0.05;Z 0.603;r  0.05] 

[Svs.N US  93.64;UN 130.99; p 0.000;Z 4.22;r  0.29] 

The results of the Mann-Whitney U-Test indicates that the Afrikaans home-language 

group had the lowest mean rank and differed statistically significantly from the English 

and Nguni home-language groups regarding the apathetic environmental opinion 

factor (FB2.2). The English home-language respondents differed significantly from the 

Sotho group while the Sotho home-language group differed from the Nguni home-

language group. A graphical representation of the mean scores of the four home-

language groups with respect to the apathetic environmental opinion factor is easier 

to interpret and is shown in Figure 5.9 

 

Figure 5.9: Line graph showing the mean scores of the four home-language groups with respect 
to the apathetic environmental opinion factor (FB2.2) 

As the two factors, empathetic environmental opinion (FB2.1) and apathetic 

environmental opinion (FB2.2) can be seen as being opposed to one another, high 

agreement in one factor (FB2.1) should be complemented by low agreement on the 

second factor (FB2.2). As each group answered the same questions in both factors it 

would be possible to compare the scores of each home-language group on the two 
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factors concerned using Friedman’s ANOVA (Fr) (Field, 2009:573). The results 

become evident from Table 5.13. 

Table 5.13: Friedman’s statistics for comparing home-language groups on FB2.1 and FB2.2 

A3Rec.Home language recoded to 4 groups 
Mean Rank Χ2 p-value 

Effect 
size 

Afrikaans FB2.1 –Empathetic environmental opinion  2.00 36.00 0.000** 0.87 

FB2.2-Apathetic environmental opinion  1.00 

English FB2.1 –Empathetic environmental opinion  1.75 19.06 0.000** 0.71 

FB2.2-Apathetic environmental opinion  1.25 

Sotho FB2.1 –Empathetic environmental opinion  1.84 64.93 0.000** 0.80 

FB2.2-Apathetic environmental opinion  1.16 

Nguni FB2.1 –Empathetic environmental opinion  1.73 
16.74 0.000** 0.69 

FB2.2-Apathetic environmental opinion  1.27 

** = Statistically different at the 1% level (p<0.01) Effect size 0 to 0.29 = small***; 0.30 to 0.49 = 
moderate****; 0.50+ = large***** 

The results of Friedman’s test indicate that all four of the home-language groups 

differed statistically significantly in their answering of empathetic and apathetic 

attitudes. If respondents agreed with the empathy factor, they should have disagreed 

with the apathetic factor in order to show an environmentally friendly attitude. Hence 

where they should have agreed with the empathetic opinion factor they did do so and 

when they should have disagreed in the apathetic opinion factor (or agreed to a 

smaller extent) they also did so. The effect sizes were all large with the Afrikaans 

home-language group having the largest effect (r=0.87) and the Nguni homelanguage 

group the smallest effect (r=0.69).  

If these two environmental opinion factors were perceived as being opposed to one 

another then they should be negatively correlated. The Pearson correlation factor for 

all four language groups considered together was (r=0.153; p<0.05) indicating a 

positive but small correlation. In fact, only 2.34% of the variance present can be 

explained (R2 = 0.0234) and hence the effect is small. If the language groups are 
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considered separately it is only for the Afrikaans-speaking respondents that a 

significant negative correlation could be found. The results of this correlation were: 

[rA 0.528; p0.001;R2 0.2788;rE 0.120; p0.05;R2 0.0144; rS 

0.098; p0.05;R2 0.0096;rN 0.553; p0.000;R2 0.3058]   

The analysis indicates that only the Afrikaans-speaking respondents had a negative 

correlation; hence as their score on the empathy variable increases so their score on 

the apathetic variable decreases. The effect size was large and 27.88% of the variance 

between the two factors was explained. The Nguni home-language group had a large 

positive correlation and effect size (r=0.553) indicating that as their opinion about the 

empathetic environmental factor increased, so did their score on the apathetic 

environmental factor increase.  This seems strange as they should not have agreed 

with the apathetic factor to the extent that they did. The differences might be due to 

cultural factors and language issues.   

5.4.3.3 Home language with environmentally responsible behaviour when on 
vacation (FC2.0) 
Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test for home-language groups were: 

 

[FC2.0H A 236.94;H E 189.50;H S 139.48;H N 134.23;2(3) 44.78; p0.000] 

The boxplot of the four home-language groups indicates that the Afrikaans-speaking 

respondents have the highest median and probably differ statistically significantly from 

the other three home-language groups regarding their opinions about environmentally 

responsible holiday behaviour. Hence the Mann-Whitney U-Test will be conducted to 

compare each of the home-language groups against one another (A vs. E; A vs. S; A 

vs. N; E vs. S; E vs. N; S vs. N)  
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Figure 5.10: Boxplot for the four language groups showing the median scores obtained for 
environmentally responsible behaviour (FC2.0)    

The results of the Mann-Whitney U-Tests were: 

 

[AvsEU A63.61;UE 49.94; p0.032;Z 2.15;r 0.21] 

[AvsSU A 134.94;US 75.84; p0.000;Z 6.25;r 0.47] 

[AvsN U A 75.39;UN 44.95; p0.000;Z 4.74;r 0.45] 

[EvsSUE 127.06;US95.09; p0.000;Z 3.16;R0.25] 

[EvsN UE 85.50;UN 60.67; p0.000;Z 3.57;r 0.30] 

[SvsN US 108,54;UN 102.61; p0.05;Z 0.67;r 0.05]  

The results of the Mann-Whitney U-Tests conducted separately showed that the 

Afrikaans-speaking respondents agreed with the factor most strongly and differed 

statistically significantly from all other home-language groups. The largest effect size 

was Afrikaans versus Sotho (0.47), followed by Afrikaans versus Nguni (0.45), and 

followed by English versus Nguni (0.30). The differences in mean scores is more easily 

seen using a line graph as shown in Figure 5.11. 
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Figure 5.11: Line graph showing the mean scores of the four home-language groups regarding 
environmentally responsible behaviours (FC2.0) 

There is thus an association between home language and environmentally responsible 

holiday behaviours (FC2.0) with Afrikaans home-language groups agreeing most 

strongly and differing statistically significantly from the other three home-language 

groups. The Nguni home-language group obtained the lowest mean and agreed least 

strongly with the factor.  

5.4.4 Assessing the effect of highest educational qualification with identified 
factors 

5.4.4.1 Highest educational qualification with resort activities (A5Rec) The 

original six qualification groups were collapsed to four as shown in Table 4.18 due to 

low numbers in certain groups.  
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Table 5.14: The significant differences between the four educational qualification groups with 
respect to the important aspects when visiting resorts factor (FA2.0) 

 
** = Statistically different at the 1% level (p<0.01) Effect size 0 to 0.29 = small***; 0.30 to 0.49 = 
moderate****; 0.50+ = large***** 

The data, as reflected in Table 5.14, indicates that the post-graduate qualification 

group had the lowest factor mean and were of the opinion that the items in the factor 

were not important tending towards slightly important whereas the other groups all 

held the opinion that the activities mentioned were slightly important. The 

postgraduate respondents differed statistically significantly from respondents who had 

Grade 12 and less and those who had diplomas or certificates. These differences are 

displayed graphically in Figure 5.12. 

 

Figure 5.12: Line graph showing the mean scores of the four qualification groups with respect to 
the important services provided when visiting resorts (FA2.0) 

 

Factor 
( FA 2.0) 

Group Mean ANOVA 
) p-value ( 

Effect 
Size (r) 

Dunnett T3 
1 2 3 4 

Resort  
activities  

Grade 12 & less  3.50 

0.000** 0.25*** 

1 - - ** 
Dip/Certificate 3.43 2 - - ** 
Degree 3.23 3 - - - 
Post-graduate 2.87 4 ** ** - 
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The graph shows an inverse proportion, namely that as the educational qualifications 

increase so the importance assigned to activities rendered by resorts decreases (r= 

0.246; p=0.000). There is thus an association between highest educational 

qualification obtained and the importance assigned to activities rendered by resorts 

and, interestingly, the higher the qualification the less the importance attached to the 

activities provided by resorts.  

5.4.4.2 Highest educational qualification groups with empathetic attitudes  

(FB2.1) and apathetic attitude (FB2.2) 

The data distributions of these two factors were asymmetrical; hence non-parametric tests 

were utilised. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test were:   

 

[FB2.1H G12 172.57;H D / C 135.81;H Deg. 176.12;H PG 180.24;2(3) 14.66; p0.002]  

The data indicates that the four educational qualification groups considered together 

differed statistically significantly from one another. A graphical representation is 

provided in Figure 4.11. 

 

Figure 5.13: Boxplot showing the median scores of the four educational qualification groups 
regarding the empathetic environmental opinion factor (FB2.1) 
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A pair-wise comparison using the Mann-Whitney U-test was executed in an attempt to 

determine which of the groups differed from one another. The results of the significant 

differences were: 

[FB2.1U G12&L 110.22;U Dip/Cer 87.02; p0.006;Z 2.78;r 0.20] 

[FB2.1U Dip/Cer 90.49;U Deg 116.84; p0.002;Z 3.13;r 0.23] 

[FB2.1U Dip/Cer 83.31;U PG 105.09; p0.009;Z 2.60;r 0.19]   

The data in Figure 5.14 indicate that the group who have a diploma or certificate have 

the lowest median value and as such this group is likely to differ from the other three 

groups. The Mann-Whitney U-test shows that those with a diploma or certificate 

qualification differed statistically significantly from those with a Grade 12 qualification 

and less group, the diploma or certificate group from the degree group as well as from 

the post-graduate group. The effect sizes were all small with the diploma or certificate 

group compared to the degree group having the largest effect size (r=0.23). All of the 

groups shown agreed to an extent with the empathetic environmental attitude but the 

group who had degrees agreed most strongly. 

The Kruskal-Wallis test results for the apathetic environmental factor (FB2.2) were: 

 

[F2.2H G12 18.55;H D / C 167.98;H Deg 168.88;H PG 107.94;2(3) 22.37; p0.000] 

The Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that the four highest educational qualification groups 

when tested together differed statistically significantly from one another. The 

visualization of the Kruskal-Wallis test is provided via a boxplot showing the median 

values of the four qualification groups. 
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Figure 5.14: Boxplot showing the median scores of the four educational qualification groups 
regarding the apathetic environmental opinion factor (FB2.1) 

The first noticeable difference with the empathetic factor (FB2.1) in Figure 4.11 is that 

all the median values are appreciably lower than the apathetic factor (FB2.2). This 

indicates that the groups disagreed with the items in the factor as was expected. The 

second noticeable finding is that the Post-Graduate group obtained the lowest mean 

rank and median value and are likely to feature as one of the groups in most of the 

pair-wise grouping tests.  The Mann-Whitney U-test was utilised so as to determine 

which of the four groups differ from one another. The significant results were: 

 

[G12vs.D | C UG12 101.29;U D|C 91.70; p 0.006;Z 2.78;r 0.20] 

[G12vs.Deg  No significant differences] 

 

[G12vs.PG UG12 72.23;U PG 46.64; p 0.000;Z 4.03;r 0.37] 

D / Cvs.Deg  No significant diffrences] 

[D / Cvs.PG U D / C 100.92;U PG 63.38; p 0.000;Z 4.24;r 0.32] 
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[Deg.vs.PG U Deg 76.15;U PG 51.97; p 0.000;Z 3.61;r 0.32] 

The largest significant difference was between the Grade 12 and less group compared 

to the Post-graduate group. The effect size was moderate (r=0.37). Both the Diploma 

or Certificate group and the group with degrees also differed significantly from the 

post-graduate group (r=0.32). These differences can also be determined using 

Friedman’s ANOVA.  

Table 5.15: Friedman’s statistics for comparing educational qualification groups on FB2.1 and 
FB2.2 

A5Rec.Highest educational qualification to 4 groups 

Mean  

Rank 
Χ2 p-value 

Effect 
size 

Grade 12 

and less 
FB2.1 –Empathetic environmental opinion  1.80 24.93 0.000** 0.76 

FB2.2-Apathetic environmental opinion  1.20 

Diploma/ 

Certificate 

FB2.1 –Empathetic environmental opinion  1.80 47.21 0.000** 0.74 

FB2.2-Apathetic environmental opinion  1.20 

Degree FB2.1 –Empathetic environmental opinion  1.80 27.84 0.000** 0.80 

FB2.2-Apathetic environmental opinion  1.20 

Post- 

Graduate 

FB2.1 –Empathetic environmental opinion  1.87 
30.56 0.000** 0.80 

FB2.2-Apathetic environmental opinion  1.13 

** = Statistically different at the 1% level (p<0.01) Effect size 0 to 0.29 = small***; 0.30 to 0.49 = 
moderate****; 0.50+ = large***** 

The results of Friedman’s test indicated that all four of the educational qualification 

groups differed statistically significantly in their answering of the empathetic (FB2.1) 

and apathetic attitudes. If respondents agreed with the empathy factor, they should 

have disagreed with the apathetic factor to display an environmentally friendly attitude. 

Hence, where they should have agreed with the empathetic attitude factor, they did 

indeed do so. And when they should have disagreed in the apathetic attitude factor 

(or agreed to a smaller extent) they also did so. The effect sizes were all large, with 

the post-graduate and degree groups having the largest effect sizes (0.80).  
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If these two environmental attitude factors were perceived as being opposed to one 

another, they should be negatively correlated. The Pearson correlation factor for all 

four language groups considered together was (r=0.153; p<0.05), indicating a positive 

but small correlation. In fact, only 2.34% of the variance present can be explained (R2 

= 0.0234); hence the effect is small. If the educational qualification groups are 

considered separately, it is only for the post-graduate group that a significant negative 

correlation could be found. The results of this correlation were: 

[rG12 0.446; p0.005;R2 0.1989;rD/C 0.268; p0.05;R2 0.0718; rDeg 0.07; 

p0.05;R2 0.0049;rPG 0.333; p0.000;R2 0.1109]  

The analysis indicates that only the post-graduate degree had a negative correlation 

(-0.33); thus, as their score on the empathy variable increases so their score on the 

apathetic variable decreases. The effect size was moderate and 11.09% of the 

variance between the two factors was explained. The Grade 12 and less group had a 

moderate positive correlation and effect size (r=0.45) indicating that as their opinion 

about the empathetic attitudes increased so did their score on the apathetic attitudes 

increase.   

This finding also suggests that the home-language groups (A3Rec) should be cross 

tabulated with the highest educational qualification group (A5Rec) to determine 

whether significant associations are present. The Afrikaans-speaking respondents 

had 44.4% who belonged to the post-graduate qualification group, compared to 

English (26.4%), Sotho (14.4%) and Nguni (0.0%). A useful way of visually displaying 

such a cross-tabulation is by performing a Correspondence Analysis (CA) biplot. This 

is shown in Figure 4.15. 
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Figure 5.15: A CA biplot of home-language versus highest educational qualification 

The biplot shows that the Afrikaans-speaking group is most closely associated with 

the post-graduate group and confirms the cross-tabulation results [χ2 (9) = 93.92; 

p<0.000]. 

5.4.4.3 Highest educational qualification with environmentally responsible  

holiday behaviour (FC2.0) 

The environmentally responsible holiday behaviour factor had an asymmetrical data 

distribution; therefore, the Kruskal-Wallis test will be utilised to investigate possible 

significant differences between the four qualification groups. The results were as 

follows:  

 

[FC2.0H G12 160.36;H D / C 167.77;H Deg 129.88;H PG 186.54;2(3) 13.46; p0.004] 

The boxplot in Figure 5.16 displays the median values obtained by the various 

educational qualification groups, with the post-graduate group obtaining the largest 

median; hence agreeing most strongly with the factor while the degree group had the 

lowest median value. 
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Figure 5.16: Boxplot showing the median scores of the four educational qualification groups 

regarding the environmentally responsible holiday behaviour (FC2.0) 

The results of the statistically significant Mann-Whitney U-Tests were: 

[D/Cvs.DegU D/C 110.13;U Deg 84.78; p0.003;Z 3.01;r 0.21] 

[Deg.vsPGU Deg 56.61;U PG 78.97; p0.001;Z 3.33;r 0.29] 

A line graph of the mean scores obtained by the four educational groups with respect to 

environmentally responsible holiday behaviour (FC2.0) is given in Figure 5.16. 
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Figure 5.17: Line graph of mean scores obtained by four educational qualification groups 
regarding environmentally responsible behaviour on vacation (FC2.0) 

The line graph in Figure 5.17 clearly shows that the degree qualification group had the 

lowest mean score; thus agreed least strongly with the items in the environmentally 

responsible holiday behaviour (FC2.0) whilst the post-graduate group agreed most 

strongly with the factor.  

5.4.5 Assessing the effect of province of residence on identified factors 

5.4.5.1 Province of residence with resort activities (FA2.0) 

There were too few respondents from Free State, North West, Eastern Cape, Western 

Cape and KwaZulu-Natal and these respondents were not included in the analysis. 

Only Limpopo, Mpumalanga and Gauteng were used in the comparisons.  

The results of the ANOVA test are summarised in Table 5.16. 
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Table 5.16: The significant differences between the three provinces with respect to resort 
activities (FA2.0) 

 
Effect size 0 to 0.29 = small***; 0.30 to 0.49 = moderate****; 0.50+ = large***** 

Respondents from Mpumalanga had the highest mean score and believed that the 

aspects mentioned were important. Respondents from Gauteng had the lowest mean 

and felt that these aspects were only slightly important. The results are displayed 

graphically in Figure 5.18. 

 

Figure 5.18: Province of residence and the important aspects when visiting selected resorts 
(FB2.1 and FB2.2) 

The result of the Kruskal-Wallis tests for testing the three provinces together were: 

[FB2.1H L 136.42;H M 159.05;H G 146.64;2(2) 1.72; p0.05] 

[FB2.2H L 117.35;H M 181.39;H G 157.49;2(2) 19.62; p0.005] 

Factor Group Mean ANOVA 
p-value ) ( 

Effect  
size (r) 

Dunnett T3 
1 2 3 

Resort activities Limpopo 3.41 
0.000** 0.33**** 

1 ** ** 
Mpumalang 
a 

4.03 2 
** ** 

Gauteng 3.01 3 ** ** 
** = Statistically different at the 1% level (p<0.01) 
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5.4.5.2 Province of residence with empathetic attitude (FB2.1) and apathetic 
attitude (FB2.2) 
The Kruskal-Wallis test showed that the three provinces differed statistically 

significantly only with respect to the apathetic attitude towards the environment; hence 

Mann-Whitney U-tests will only be conducted on this factor (FB2.2). The results were: 

[Lvs.M U L 61.11;U M 91.16; p0.001;Z 3.98;r 0.28] 

[Lvs.GU L 112.24;U G 149.48; p0.000;Z 3.88;r 0.24] 

[Mvs.GU M 100.24;U G 86.51; p0.05;Z 1.12;r 0.10] 

The Mann-Whitney U-Test results indicated that the largest difference was between 

Limpopo and Mpumalanga (r=0.28) followed by Limpopo and Gauteng (r=0.24).  

There was no significant difference between Mpumalanga and Gauteng regarding the 

apathetic environmental factor (FB2.2). 

5.4.5.3 Province of residence with environmentally responsible holiday  

behaviour (FC2.0) 

The Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that there were no statistically significant differences 

between the three provinces when tested together. The results were: 

 

[FC2.0H L 142.30;H M 146.29;H G 144.02;2(2) 0.05; p0.05] 

Respondents from all three provinces tended towards agreeing with the 

environmentally responsible holiday behaviour factor but they did not differ statistically 

significantly from one another.  

5.5 MULTIPLE REGRESSION WITH ENVIRONMENTALLY RESPONSIBLE HOLIDAY 
BEHAVIOUR (FC2.0) AS OUTCOME 

From the research conducted the researcher reasoned that the factors and some of 

the independent groups analysed thus far could be used to predict environmentally 

responsible behaviour (FC2.0). Hence resort activities (FA2.0), empathetic attitudes 
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(FB2.1) and apathetic attitudes could serve as predictors. Additionally, important 

categorical variables could also be included. Hence home-language (A3Rec.) and 

highest educational qualification could also serve as predictors. However, as the 

categorical variables both had more than two groups, dummy coding had to be used. 

Afrikaans as home language was coded as 0 and the other language in each instance 

as 1 so that Afrikaans could be used as the baseline group. For highest educational 

qualification, the post-graduates were coded as 0.  

Hence the multiple regression equation could be written as: 

Outcome = constant+bFA2.0+bFB2.1+bFB2.2+bFB2.0+A3RecD1+A5RecD2 the 

model produced by SPSS23.0 had the following values: 

R2 = 0.618; ∆R2 = 0.12; ∆F (6,310) = 15.80, p=0.000; Durbin Watson = 2.21. The 

appropriate ANOVA values to determine the model fit for model 2 were: 

F (9,310) = 55.62; p=0.000. 

These values indicated that the model (model 2) would be appropriate to use and the 

predictors mentioned above were inserted into the regression. The results as 

produced are reflected in Table 5.17 

Table 5.17: Coefficients for regression model 2 

Model 2 

Unstandardized 
coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficient 
t - 

value 
Significance 

B Std. error Beta 

Empathetic environmental 

opinion 
0.805 0.044 0.722 18.18 0.000** 

Apathetic environmental 

opinion 
-0.098 0.045 -0.093 -2.155 0.032* 

Resort activities 0.007 0.048 0.007 0.151 0.88 

Afrikaans. Vs. English 0.094 0.137 0.041 0.686 0.493 

Afrikaans. Vs. Sotho -0.359 0.125 -0.186 -2.858 0.005** 

Afrikaans. Vs. Nguni -0.473 0.149 -0.208 -3.175 0.002** 

Post-Graduate vs. Grade 12 0.001 0.012 0.000 0.007 0.994 

Post-Graduate vs. Diploma.  

/Certificate 
0.341 0.110 0.174 3.107 0.002** 
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Post-Graduate vs. Degree -0.335 0.116 -0.149 -2.889 0.004** 
Dependent Variable: FC2.0 - Environmentally responsible behaviour on vacation 

Predictors: FB2.1 – Empathetic environmental opinion; FB2.2 – Apathetic environmental opinion; 

FA2.O – Important aspects when visiting resorts 
A3D1 Afr. Vs. Eng.; A3D2 Afr. Vs. Sotho; A3D3 Afr. Vs. Nguni; A5D1. PG vs. Grade 12;  

A5D2 PG vs. Dip./Certificate; A5D3 PG vs. Degree 

** = Statistically significant at the 1% level  

*  = Statistically significant at the 5% level  

The data as summarised in Table 5.17 indicate that six of the nine predictors included 

in the multiple regression model had significant effects. The continuous variables 

(factors) which had a significant influence on the outcome FC2.0 (Environmentally 

responsible behaviours on vacation) were FB2.1 (empathetic environmental opinion) 

and the Beta value of 0.772 indicated that as FB2.1 (Empathetic environmental 

opinion) changes by one standard deviation the environmentally responsible 

behaviour increases by 0.722 standard deviations.  

When environmentally apathetic opinion FB2.2 (Apathetic environmental opinion) 

increases by one standard deviation, the outcome FC2.0 (Environmentally responsible 

behaviours on vacation) decreases by 0.093 standard deviations.  

Resort activities (FA2.0) had a non-significant value and was left out of the regression 

calculation. The categorical (dummy) variables are more difficult to interpret but, 

according to Field (2009:259), the Beta value indicates the change in the outcome due 

to a unit change in the predictor. In the case of the dummy variables a unit change in 

the predictor is a change from 0 to 1 in the dummy coding. If the Beta value was 

negative, one could say that the outcome variable FC2.0 (Environmentally responsible 

behaviours on vacation) goes down as a person changes from belonging to the 

Afrikaans home-language category (0) to the Sotho (1) or Nguni (2) home-language 

categories. With respect to the highest educational qualification: as one changes from 

the post-graduate category (0) to the diploma or certificate category (1) the outcome 

variable goes down as is the case for postgraduate (0) changing to degree (2). 
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In summary one could conclude that the outcome variable of environmentally 

responsible behaviour (FC2.0) is influenced in a positive manner by the empathetic 

opinion variable (FB2.1), by the Afrikaans home-language group and the postgraduate 

group. Environmentally responsible behaviours (FC2.0) decrease more if you belong 

to the Sotho and Nguni home-language groups or to the diploma or certificate 

category. These findings corroborate the findings as set out in Tables 5.13 and 5.15.  

5.6 CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this chapter was to discuss the results obtained from the analysed 

data. When analysing the descriptive statistics it became evident that the respondents 

visiting LWR are mainly from the home province or close-by provinces such as 

Gauteng and Mpumalanga. They are employed, fairly young and hold a diploma or a 

certificate. They prefer to travel as a couple or with their families and stay for 2 nights. 

When visiting the resorts these respondents expect cleanliness, peace and quiet as 

well as beautiful scenery. It was very positive to see that respondents do care about 

the environment and that they want to make a contribution to protect. On their part, 

they are contributing to saving electricity and water and believe that whilst on holiday 

you still need to look after the environment. 

From the factor analyses it was evident that respondents hold empathetic attitudes 

and that they practise environmentally responsible behaviour. It was clear from the 

inferential results that attitudes towards the environment and willingness to act 

responsible are influenced by gender, age, language, qualification levels and province 

of origin. The most important predictor of environmentally responsible behaviour is 

empathetic attitudes.  
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CHAPTER 6 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

6.1INTRODUCTION  

The previous chapter described in detail the findings of this study after an analysis of 

the data gathered. The purpose of this chapter is to present a summary of the study, 

to draw conclusions and to make recommendations for present and future research 

based on the findings. 

The purpose of this research study was to determine the environmentally responsible 

behaviour of tourists to selected resorts in Limpopo South Africa based on the 

following objectives.  

• Conducting a literature review on environmentally responsible and sustainable 

behaviour in tourism. This objective was met throughout chapters two and three 

where these two concepts were discussed in detail as the theoretical base for 

this study.  

• To determine tourists’ attitudes regarding the environment and environmentally 

responsible behaviour while visiting selected resorts in Limpopo by means of 

empirical research which was completed in chapter five. 

• The fourth and last objective was achieved in this current chapter (chapter 6) in 

which conclusions are drawn followed by recommendations regarding tourist 

behaviour in terms of environmentally responsible practices. 

6.2CONCLUSIONS 

The following conclusions are based on the literature review and survey, as reported in 

chapters 2, 3, 4 and 5. 

6.2.1 Conclusions regarding tourism and the environment (Chapter 2) 

The following conclusions can be drawn regarding the literature review on tourism and the 

environment.  

• Tourism is a fast-growing industry globally and its effects are remarkably diverse 

(cf. 2.1). 
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• Tourism can have adverse effects on the environment through greenhouse gas 

emission caused by transportation, accommodations and other tourism 

recreational activities (cf.2.1). 

• Sustainable and responsible tourism have the same goal.  The difference between 

the two is that responsible tourism requires that the individual take responsibility 

for their own actions (cf.2.2.1). 

• The current idea that drives sustainable tourism originates from the aspects which 

are linked to the increasing concern and awareness of environmental 

consequences of tourism activities (cf.2.2.1). 

• The Brundtland report established clear basic principles of sustainable tourism 

development (cf.2.2.2). 

• The Earth Summit on sustainable development provided the public with guiding 

principles on responsible tourism for business and government alike (cf.2.2.3). 

• The attainment of responsible tourism is influenced by the current planning 

management that guides appropriate development and also the ability to respond 

to pressure on the environment that increases by demand (cf.2.2.6). 

• The National Responsible Tourism guidelines which were developed in 2002 

emphasised the need to address the triple bottom line which consists of the 

economic, environmental and social issues in tourism (cf.2.2.8). 

• The effects of the tourism industry led to a general realisation that nature as a 

resource should be looked after as it can deplete (cf.2.3). 

• The increase of tourism activities in resorts come with an increased demand for 

energy and the use of multiple resources (cf. 2.3.1). 

• Energy consumption due to tourism development has led to inevitable negative 

impacts (global warming and increasing global greenhouse gas) on the quality of 

the environment which reflects with climate change (cf. 2.3.1). As for today the 

effect of climate change is not fully realised. 

• The basic premise behind successful planning and implementation of energy use 

is that tourists, whether they are on a week-long holiday, or taking a year out should 

be made aware of the consequences of their energy-use behaviour and that they 

should consider how they may voluntarily alter this behaviour to reduce their 

environmental impact (cf. 2.3.1). 
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• Tourists should be informed about the alternative energy sources that tourism 

enterprises are using to minimise the negative impacts on the environment (cf. 

2.3.1). 

• Water scarcity can pose serious limitations to future tourism development in many 

South African destinations (cf. 2.3.2) as was the realisation with the Cape Town 

water crisis. 

• Tourism-water nexus frequently emphasises the ability of tourism to create 

unsustainable patterns of water consumption as a recurring factor in many tourist 

destinations (cf. 2.3.2). 

• The tourism industry generally over-uses water resources for swimming pools, golf 

courses and personal use of water by tourists and this can result in water shortages 

and degradation of water supplies as well as generate a greater volume of 

wastewater (cf. 2.3.2). 

• It is important for tourism establishments such as resorts to educate tourists about 

the importance of saving water – tourists also place a higher demand on freshwater 

resources than local residents (cf. 2.3.2). 

• An increase in economic activities particularly from tourism municipalities’ 

inefficiency in managing the amount of solid waste generated have been blamed 

as the leading reason for the pollution problem (cf. 2.3.3). 

• Reduction in overconsumption and the amounts of waste produced has two 

dimensions: conserving the resources utilised by the tourists to be employed in 

production of different goods; and releasing pressure on environmental resources 

that result from treatment and disposal of wastes (cf. 2.3.3). 

• Sustainable waste management practices are becoming increasingly important  

(cf. 2.3.3). 

• Tourism facilities such as resorts must have significant carrying capacity due to the 

overcrowding, which would cause damage to the environment (cf. 2.3.4). 

• Tourism often grows into mass tourism, and that can lead to over-consumption, 

pollution, and lack of resources (cf. 2.3.4). 

• Recreational activities, such as boats on rivers, are a source of pollution particularly 

via fuel combustion, waste release and noise emissions (cf. 2.3.5). 
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• Physical impacts are not only caused by tourism-related land clearing and 

construction, but also by continuous tourist activities such as using the same trail 

over and over again tramples the vegetation and soil, eventually causing damage 

that can lead to loss of biodiversity and other impacts (cf. 2.3.6). 

• Tourists and their activities create pressure on resorts and their resources with 

many resorts facing problems such as littering, soil pollution, noise pollution, 

garbage problems and habitat loss (cf. 2.3.7). 

• Noise pollution from airplanes, cars, and buses, as well as recreational vehicles, is 

a problem of modern life. In addition to causing annoyance, stress, and even 

hearing loss for humans, it causes distress to wildlife, especially in sensitive areas 

(cf. 2.3.7). 

• Climate is an essential resource for tourism, and especially for resorts. Changing 

climate and weather patterns at tourist destinations and tourist-generating 

countries affect the tourists’ comfort and their travel decisions (cf. 2.3.8). 

• For tourism, climate change is not a remote event, but a phenomenon that is 

already affecting the sector and certain destinations in particular, mountain regions 

and coastal destinations amongst others (cf. 2.3.8). 

6.2.2 Conclusions regarding (Chapter 3) 

The following conclusions can be drawn about the literature review on environmentally 

responsible tourist behaviour.  

• The increased concern for the environment has made consumers more conscious 

of the environmental impacts of their purchase decision with respect to the service 

industry (cf.3.1). 

• Tourists as consumers have become more aware of the importance of protecting 

the environment and more involved in practising environmentally friendly behaviour 

while on holiday (cf.3.1). 

• Tourist behaviour is one of the most broadly researched areas of tourism; studies 

focus on tourists’ motivations for travel, their choices of destinations and activities, 

their planning behaviour and finally their satisfaction with the experience (cf.3.1.1). 

• Age, motives, the level of affluence, culture, personality, values, experiences, 

attitudes and nationality are the traveller-related factors affecting tourist behaviour 

(cf.3.1.1).  
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• Consumer behaviour is an exceedingly important subject.  Tourism consumer 

behaviour can be defined as the ensemble of its acts, including attitudes and 

decisions regarding buying and consuming tourism products and services and also 

its post-consuming reactions (cf.3.1.2). 

• Responsible tourism can only be successful if the decisions tourists make are 

understood (cf.3.1.2). 

• Behaviour is considered environmentally responsible when it promotes the 

sustainability or reduction in the use of natural resources (c.f.3.1.2). 

• The NEP scale allows the researcher to understand consumer attitudes towards 

the environment; it is applicable as it is designed to measure the environmental 

concern of groups of people (cf.3.1.3). 

• Tourist environmental attitudes and behaviour provided a broad line of research, 

with some studies suggesting that visitors with positive environmentally friendly 

attitudes are more likely to engage in environmentally friendly behaviours than 

those who are indifferent to the natural environment (fc.3.1.3). 

• Consumer attitudes towards the environment are significant predictors of 

ecological behaviours; individuals with environmental awareness are more likely to 

engage in environmentally friendly behaviours, and individuals who believe that 

their environmental activities can cause positive change have a higher probability 

of displaying environmentally responsible behaviours and as a result in effect the 

decision on holiday destinations (cf.3.1.3). 

• Visitor management is the best tool for tourism destinations to ensure that the 

increasingly experienced and discerning tourist does indeed receive a highquality 

experience, while also sustaining the destination for future use (cf.3.2). 

• Recreational Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) is one of the first and most extensively 

implemented frameworks that incorporate relationships between setting and 

activities.  This framework takes a behavioural approach, defining the recreational 

setting (cf.3.2.1). 

• Tourism Opportunity Spectrum does not only take into account the natural carrying 

capacity of a resort's location but also considers two other perspectives:  

the human perspective, especially the interactions among tourists, hosts and the 

management; and the availability of tourism infrastructure and facilities that are 

available in these resorts (cf.3.2.2). 
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• The Limits of Acceptable Change model recognises the inevitable impacts that 

occur as a result of human use. The model’s emphasis is to determine how much 

change in a certain area is acceptable to maintain desirable conditions, and how 

to manage it accordingly (cf.3.2.3). 

• It was clear from the literature that there are differences in behaviour and that some 

tourists might be more environmentally conscious than others. 

6.2.3 Conclusions regarding the results of the empirical survey 

The focus of this study was to assess environmentally responsible behaviour of 

tourists while visiting selected resorts in Limpopo. The empirical study followed a 

quantitative research method. The data analysis involved descriptive statistics and 

focused on the demographic profile of visitors at LWR. Factor analyses were done to 

identify underlying themes and related to environmentally friendly behaviour. t-tests 

and ANOVAs were used to compare groups on scores such as differences between 

level of education and attitude and behaviour towards the environment. A regression 

model was assessed to determine the predictors of environmentally responsible 

behaviour. 

6.2.3.1 Demographic and travel behaviour of respondents  

• Males and females were almost equally represented in this survey. Most of these 

respondents were between the ages of 25 and 35 years, they were mainly Sotho 

speaking, employed, holding a diploma or a degree and living mainly in Limpopo 

and Gauteng (cf.5.2.1).  

• Eighty-eight percent of respondents travel with someone, either as a couple, a 

family or a tour group, they also indicated that they travel to resorts three or more 

times per year and that they stayed for two nights (52%) when visiting resorts 

(cf.5.2.2.2). 

• Cleanliness (93%), peace and quiet (89%) and beautiful scenery (83%) were rated 

as the most important resort selection aspects (cf.5.2.2.2). 

6.2.3.2 Conclusions regarding visitors’ attitudes towards the environment The 

NEP scale was utilised to gather data as it is designed to measure the environmental 

concern of groups of people. Hence the statements had an emotional, cognitive and 
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behavioural component. Attitudes towards the environment are possibly best seen as 

an interlinking of feelings and thinking. 

• The interferences of humans with nature were evaluated and were found to be 

producing disastrous consequences (=3.98) (cf.5.2.2.3) but respondents 

acknowledged their own contribution to the protection of the environment (=3.83). 

There is thus a personal responsibility linked to their responses here. 

• The responsibility mentioned above can also indicate their willingness to save 

electricity and water.  

• The importance of creating harmony between plants, animals and humans was 

evident (=4.16) (cf. 5.2.2.3).  

• The presence of empathetic attitudes (=3.72) is incredibly positive and also the fact 

that respondents act environmentally responsible (=3.74).  

• Regarding gender it was found that females display stronger empathetic and 

apathetic attitudes towards the environment although the difference between 

males and females was not statistically significant (cf.5.4.1.2).   

• It was interesting to note that older respondents tend to display more empathetic 

attitudes and also tend to be more environmentally responsible in their behaviour. 

(cf. 5.4.2.2). 

• The comparison of home language revealed that Afrikaans-speaking respondents 

differed significantly from English, Sotho and Nguni-speaking respondents where 

Afrikaans-speaking respondents seem to display higher empathetic attitudes 

towards the environment as well as higher levels of environmentally responsible 

behaviour (cf.5.4.3.2). 

• With regard to the effect of level of education it was evident that those with a post-

graduate qualification revealed higher levels of empathetic attitudes towards the 

environment (cf.5.4.4.2).  

6.2.3.3 Conclusions regarding the behaviour of respondents when on holiday 
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Whilst on holiday respondents indicated that they turn off the tap when it is not in 

use (=4.11), and that they dispose of their waste in garbage bins (=4.11), that they 

switch off the lights when leaving the room (=3.95) and that they make a point of 

behaving environmentally friendly when on holiday (=3.90). 

• With regard to gender and province of residence no differences were found in 

terms of their environmentally conscious behaviour whilst on holiday. 

• In terms of age it was found that the oldest age group (37+ years) agreed strongest 

with the evaluation of their environmentally conscious behaviour on holiday. The 

younger respondents hold a different view concerning environmentally responsible 

behaviour, which needs to be addressed. 

• Significant differences exist for home-language where the Afrikaans-speaking 

respondents agreed strongest with their environmentally conscious behaviour on 

holiday. 

• In terms of level of education, it was found that those with a post-graduate 

qualification agreed strongest with their environmentally conscious behaviour 

whilst on holiday. 

• The regression analysis revealed that the strongest predictors for environmentally 

responsible behaviour whilst on holiday is an empathetic attitude, home-language 

and a post-graduate qualification. 

• The importance of attitudes, language and education levels should not be 

underestimated in developing environmentally responsible behaviour. 

6.3 RECOMMENDATIONS   

• There is a willingness among respondents to act environmentally responsible, 

especially with regard to the easy behavioural acts such as switching off the lights. 

It is thus recommended that resort managers make it easy for visitors to act 

responsibly and that higher levels of awareness are created regarding the 

importance thereof. Providing guidelines and reminders where it is most needed 

can indeed make a difference. 
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• If the resorts can put the correct garbage bins out for the visitors to see and use, 

they will be willing to do the right thing and group the garbage according to glass, 

paper etc. 

Resort planning should be done according to environmentally sound practices and 

where the tourist can play a role it should be indicated to them. 

• It becomes more and more necessary to ensure that young children are exposed 

to the importance of environmentally sound practices since that can influence their 

current and future behaviour. One cannot wait for tourists to become older and 

then have an empathetic attitude towards the environment – this should be instilled 

from a noticeably young age. Thus, more educational programmes and efforts at 

home and at school are needed. 

• Resort planners should reconsider the activities offered at the resort and evaluate 

the effect thereof on the environment. One can then choose activities that tourists 

will enjoy but that might have less impact on the degradation of the environment.   

• Even though resort users are concerned about the environment and are willing to 

pay more for environmentally friendly services, this might not always be translated 

into actual behaviours and this should be eased for the visitors.  

• Resort managers should educate users about the importance of their role in 

environmental protection and adjust their ‘environmentally friendly’ 

communications to functionally appeal to resort visitors.  

• Environmental education and more detailed information should be provided to 

resort visitors regarding environmentally friendly context/construct, its goals and 

benefits in order to increase their environmental awareness. 

6.4 FUTURE RESEARCH  

• Since there is a growing interest in environmental protection in outdoor recreation, 

future research should focus on the investigation of factors that tend to influence 

environmentally friendly behaviours in a number of different recreational settings 

such as spa’s, holiday homes and lodges. 

• The present study relied on self-reported answers to measure resort visitors’ 

‘environmentally friendly preference’, and attitudes more for ‘environmentally 
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friendly services. However, respondents who profess their ‘environmentally 

friendly preferences’ and their attitudes may not actually do so in reality. Therefore, 

it might be useful to conduct a similar study with respondents who exhibit real 

environmental behaviours (e.g. pay higher prices) or while they are in their own 

comfort zone (e.g. at home).  

Future studies should aim to segment resort visitors based on different 

components of environmental variables or demographics, since research on 

environmentally friendly profiles of resort visitors in general is still lacking. 

6.5 LIMITATIONS 

This study has certain limitations. This study measured behaviour which may not be 

actual behaviour, since behaviour as measured with the measuring instrument is self-

reported. Accordingly, it is possible that there would be gaps between behavioural 

and actual behaviour, but one relies on the honesty of the respondents.  

To address this, researchers acknowledge that restrictions need to be placed on 

interpreting the determinants of behaviour. Also, this study utilised non-probability 

sampling, and this limits the ability to generalise the findings. This paper is exploratory 

in nature and encourages the conduct of further in-depth studies with the aim of 

influencing tourists’ environmentally responsible behaviour in resorts. In conclusion, 

emphasising economic viability and environmental responsibility as joint goals of 

sustainable tourism development and management, partnerships in tourist 

destinations is deemed appropriate if the destinations provide tourists valuable 

experiences and encourage them to engage in environmentally responsible behaviour 

while travelling. 

6.6 VALUE OF THE STUDY  

Like many resort visitors around the world, visitors to Limpopo Wild Life Resorts are 

just starting to impulse the need of being ‘environmentally friendly’ as indicated in the 

results. The results of the present study give a clearer view of the environmental 
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empathy of resort visitors, seeing that relevant research has been sparse. The present 

study’s findings illustrate the value of provision of environmentally friendly services 

and enable resort managers to focus on similar services to increase sales and profits 

as well as to help in the reduction of environmental problems and climate change. 
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Dear Sir/Mam

Re: Environmentallv responsible be.haviour of touriqts'

The Vaal University of Technology's Hospitality, Tourism and PR Department is conducting a research study

regarding the environmentally responsible behaviour of tourists when visiting resorts in South Africa. We

would like to invite major resort groups in South Africa to participate in this initiative.

The rationale for conducting the study is that the tourism industry is under great pressure to be managed

more sustainably. However tourists, as the consumers, have an essential role to play in achieving an

environmentally sustainable tourism industry. lt is important to have an understanding of tourist attitudes and

behaviour in terms of environmentally responsible practices.The main aim of the study will therefore be to

determine the attitudes and behaviour of tourists in terms of environmentally responsible practices.

An online questionnaire has been created which we would like to post as a short link on your organisation's

Facebook page and or website. The questionnaire will consist mostly of close-ended questions. A practice

that is often used to generate more interest is to link the survey with a lucky draw in which respondents can

stand a chance to win something such as a free meal or a night's accommodation. We would greatly

appreciate it if you could sponsor a prize for the lucky draw.

Any personal information of respondents will be treated as confidential. A report of the research findings will

be sent to each participating resort.

We are looking forward to working with you. Should you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact

me.
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ASSESSING THE ENVIRONMENTALLY RESPONSIBLE
BEHAVIOUR OF TOURISTS VISITING SELECTED
RESORTS IN SOUTH AFRICA
SECTION Ar DEMOGRAPHICS

" Required

1. Gender*
Mark only one oval.

Male

Female

2. ln which year were you born? *

3. Home language? o

Mark onlyr ane aval.

Afrikaans

English

seSotho

isiZulu

isiXhosa

Other:

4. Employment status "
Ma* only one oval.

Student

Employed

I work for myself/ self employed

Unemployed

Other:

(]

C

C)
(:)
C)
(:}
(]
(:)

C}
C]
(]

C)e

https://docs.google.comlform9d/lfrl4UTUEFdrSSLlSwYG2tWskey9naDNlUgHNXdGp3ks/edit 1t7
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5. Highest educationa! quallfication *

Mark only one oval.

Less than Grade 12

Grade 12

Diploma

Degree

Postgraduate

Other:

6. Gountry of residence? o

7. lf you are from South Africa, please indicate which province you reside in
Ma* only one oval.

Limpopo

Mpumalanga

Gauteng

Free State

North West

Northern Cape

Eastern Cape

Western Cape

KwaZulu-Natal

8. Please indicate which one of the following 5 statements best dascribes your travelling
behavlour to resorts *

Ma*only one oval.

I usually travel alone.

We travel as a couple.

I travel with my family

t travel as part of a tour group.

I travel with a group of friends.

9. How often do you visit resorts? *

Mark only one oval.

3 times and more a year

1-2 times a year

Once every two years

Once every three years

Less than once every three years

C
(:)
(:)
(:}e
(:)

C)
(]e
e)
O
(:)
(}
(:)
C)

C
O
(:)ee

ee
C}
C}e

https://docs.google.comfforms/d/'lfl4UruEFdrSSLlSwYG2tVVskeygnaDNlUgHNXdGp3ks/edit 2n
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10. For how many days at a time do you normally visit a resort? *

Ma* only one aval.

[} Dayvisitor

ffi l nisht

ffi 2 nights

* 3 nights

ffi 4+ nights

11. lndicate the importance of the folrowing aspects when visiting reeorts *
Mark only one oval per row.

Not
important

Slightly
important lmportant Very

important

Not at all
important

C} C)

httpsJ/docs'google-com/5orms/d/lfrl4uTuEFdrssllSwycawskeygnaDNtUgHNXdGp3ks/edit

3t7

$cenery

Bird snd ga** viewing
Hiking trails

Activiti*s'for *hitdren
Cleanliness

Peace and quiet
Carnplng facilities
Heat*d swimrning pool
Mini *off
Pony rides an* horse-
riding
SportinS acti_,vities

$pal $-*ydro $pa
Four wheel mctorcycle
rides
Fishir:g

m
C)e)
C)
C)
L*l
C}CCC
e}
C
C}
e}
(

8a\*J
C)
C]
8
[)
ffi

()
C}
C)
C)CCC
C)
C}
c_)
C}
C)
C}
ff
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12. sEcrtoN B: oprNroN REGARDTNG THE ENVTRONMENT -

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements (strongly disagree toStrongly agree)
Ma* only one oval per row.

DTSAGREE tr[ff#

C

(:)

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

STRONGLYAGREE \
AGREE

VV* ffii* mppr*m*mfm$
th* fimit *f th* stmrxb*r
*f pe*Sf* the ffimffih s&3"$

supp*rt.
krVh*m huryr*ns
imtm#**"e with r:*tur*, it
*ftem pr*du*ms
*ismstrsLis
**$?s#EfJffirtres:
Hurmmn frmgena*$ty wi$$

er*serr* thmt th* emffih
#*es m*t hry**mm

.*r"tlivem$!e,
The s***atr$ed
"***$sgi*m$ crisi$"
fm*lr:g fuumanklstd *s
ffixffi#Eqnet*d.
Hum*nm ane s*r;****$y
mbsisiffig the
*mw*r*nnaent: 

.

The ffiarth hms p$enty *f
nmtur*$ rsgcur**s,
pr*wid*d w* $earn h*w
t* d*v*$mp tf:*rar
sustaimmbly.
Flants u*d aniry:aEs
hawe jexst #s ffirri*h rigfut

. 
gm *x$s{ qs d* humem*.
f{eture is str*mg
#n?#LlS$: t* tr#p* w*tfr
th* *ff**ts *f mmd*rffi
*nd*strimi nmti*me.
Thffi m*imn:*s *f' r.xatCn*
i* v*ry de$i*mte amd
ea*ify diqturh*d,
$t *s r:mt thmt $mp*rtmrst
t* smv* *$e*tri*$ty"
f t is r:*t * pri*e"itp f*r
me t*_$ffiv* wat*n
I am wif;*img t* Bay
extra f*r
emvlnmnrx*mta**y
fqi*md$y ryr*da.a*ts,
Et is nct a tculrlst's
r#sp*ffi mibi$ity t* pr*t*ut
th* emvfineffimeltt,
* expect *f h*fiiday
r*s*rts t* he
*mvir*mm*r:tm$ly
friendly.
R*sorts' ecn**rn f*r
th* *nvinmnmerxt
d*esm't $r:ffiueffi#* ffijy
*h*ice $r"r *h**mir:p a
h*$idxy re**rt,

ffrt*J

r\\*_J

il}

e}
,-.\-J

e)
C

C}

il)
..".',.'....'..'..',..

*

e]
ffi
e}

e)

C}

C
C
il
C}

il
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BTffJH D,sAGREE i^?[if=l,? AGREE "lBJi"J"
It is too expensive to (_) e
friendly manner.
I can Emake a
c*mtrlbuti*n ta the
protection cf the
environment-
When I am *n ho{iday-
tr just want t* relax and
il*t wfirry ab*ut acting
environmentally
friendly.
Taking a vacation is
expeffisive; therefor e I
feel it is n]y t"ight t* rls*

refr*ly behave in an
eftvirsnmenta$ly

httPs://docs.google.com/formsld/1*l4UTUEFdr5SLlSwYG2tWskeygnaDNtUgHNXdGp3ks/edit 5fi
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13. SECTION C: BEHAVIOURWHEN ON HOLIDAY.
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements (Skongly disagree to
Strongly agree)
Mark only one oval per row.

ffi"Hg usAGREE tr[ifi-l$ AGREE *p"
I txrn the tap atf if not
in use, such as while
brushins rfly teeth.
When visiting a resort,
I re-use towels; I do
not Set them washed
every day, unless it is
gbsolutety neceqsary,
I nather rmake use of
the shower instead of
the bath tub when
visiting holiday
r*so*s.
I am conscious of
keepins my tlme ln the
shower as shart a
passible {5 rninutes ar
less).
I switch sff lights
and/or appliances
uvhen leavlng a rCIsm.

I prefer to open
windows f*r ventilation,
instead of turning nn
the air ccnditi*ner.
I do net like insects
and spiders; th*refore tr

nralqe use of
Insecticides (*uch as
Doom) when I arr.l on

I sort my gless, tlRs,
plastics and papers
when I am o4 holiday-
I repart teaking taps at
recepti*n"
I disp*se of rny waste
in garbage bins,
I try to *reate
awareness of
environnrentally
friendiy behaviour
whitre on hsliday,
When participating in
outdsor activities such
as hiking, I stay wlthin
the demarcated ar&as.

E pick wild fiowers or
plants when visiting
resonts,
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STRONGLY
DISAGREE

t support tf,e
environm*ntally
rssp*ilsihle in itiatives
and prCIgramrne$ that
are implenrented by
res*rt manasement.
I read the informatisn
and *ducational
nraterial, such as
printed rnaterials or
sign hoards provided
by resort nnanagement,
When walking, E stay
on the prescribed
footpaths.
I like to feed the wild
animals ln the resort
t make a point of
heh*vlng in an
enviranmental[y
friendly manner when I

am cn holiday.
I prefer to *tay at
resnrts that *ommit
them*elves ta beinE
environmentally
friendly.

14. Please provide a contact number and first name for competition purposes only. You can stand
a chance to win a hampersponsered by VUI please note your numberwill not be used for
any promotional activities "
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To ifrr. Frxon Hlmgwanl

fir*utive Director: Comrnerclat Operatiorr

ltlrs. Yarpssa lianganye

itana$er: Operatiors

fils. Gloria Ratlpgwa

B@Hrgl & Reservations

14{'Aprlt 2016
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4. Thanking you ln advamc for yotr corporation.
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