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Abstract

Findings from social tourism research on low-income groups have shown that social tourism
holds several psychological benefits for participants (e.g. Minnaert, Maitland, and Miller,
2009; McCabe and Johnson, 2013). On the other hand, the evidence base about any direct
linkages between these individual benefits, and social and economic benefits, remains
weak, affecting the promotion of social tourism in the UK policy agenda. In line with the
recent debate on social tourism in the country (see All-Party Parliamentary Group on Social
Tourism, 2011), the current socioeconomic trends, and more specifically the high rates of
general and long-term unemployment (Eurostat, 2013; ONS, 2013b), and the consequences
of unemployment for individuals, their families, and the society, this study sets to explore
whether social tourism holds any particular psychological benefits for unemployed
individuals in Great Britain, and the extent to which, such benefits have, in turn, positive
effects on their job-search behaviour (JSB). Drawing upon findings from social tourism
studies on low-income groups, psychology studies on unemployment and job-search
behaviour, and social psychology theories with specific reference to Bandura’s (1986, 1997)
social cognitive theory, this study examines the psychological benefits of tourism
participation within the context of self-efficacy beliefs. Self-efficacy (SE) is the main
construct of social cognitive theory, and it has been found to play a central role in
unemployed individuals’ JSB. Utilising a mixed methods approach to data collection and
analysis, the study incorporates a pre- post-test non-experimental design (n=57) and semi-
structured interviews (n=13), with the aim to investigate any such effects over time, and to
understand how they are manifested. Access to the rare target population, became possible
through the database of the Family Holiday Association, the main provider of social tourism

for low-income families in the UK.

Results showed that the holiday-break had positive effects on participants’ SE, which, in
turn, had positive effects on their JSB. In addition, the holiday-break was found to have
direct effects on participants’ JSB, as it was perceived as an incentive towards employment.
On the other hand, such positive effects, and especially with regard to JSB, were not
universal among unemployed individuals, mainly due to existing restrictions to work, such as
caring responsibilities. This non-effect was counterbalanced by identified positive effects of

the holiday-break on participants’ behaviours towards alternative paths to employment
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(BAPE), such as, volunteering. Overall, findings confirmed the central role of enabling
environments in positive mental health, and offered some “tangible” evidence about direct
linkages between individual psychological benefits that social tourism holds for participants,
and socioeconomic benefits, thus, giving a new insight into the debate on social tourism in
the UK, and providing important implications for policy. Given that “active” labour market
programmes in the UK have largely overlooked job-seekers positive mental health (see
Dolton and O’Neil, 2002; Kluve, 2010), it is suggested that social tourism, if properly tailored
and positioned, could be embedded into existing unemployment schemes, helping them to

increase their effectiveness.
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Chapter 1 Introduction
“Throughout my life my greatest benefactors have been my dreams and my travels...”

Nikos Kazantzakis

1.1 Thesis Background

Tourism is widely known as a significant economic activity, which holds a leading position in
the world economy (Apostolopoulos and Sonmez, 2001). Within the European Union in
specific, tourism accounts for about 4% of the Community's GDP, a figure that confirms the
high demand for travel and tourism services (Eurostat, 2010). In 2004, for instance, there
was an average of 2.1 trips per tourist at the EU-15 level, and 2.2 trips per person in the UK,
specifically (Eurostat, 2006). According to estimates from the World Tourism Organisation
([UNWTO], 2001) tourism demand will continue to increase and is expected to reach 1.6
billion international arrivals in 2020. These figures reflect the importance that people
ascribe to the benefits that emanate from the tourism experience, which are, to a large
extent, psychological (e.g. Crompton, 1979; Iso-Ahola, 1982). On the other hand, not
everyone has the opportunity to experience such benefits as tourism is not universal among
the adult population (Hughes, 1991; McCabe, Minnaert, and Diekmann, 2012). Within the
EU and the UK population, for instance, a large minority of about 40% does to go on
holidays (Richards, 1999; Eurostat, 2010a). Apart from those who do not want to go on a
holiday, the rest of non-participants do not do so due to many different barriers to
participation (Haukeland, 1990). Among such barriers, financial problems are the main
reason of non-participation both in the EU and the UK (European Commission, 2013a; ONS,

2013a).

Within the inclusion of disadvantaged population, such as “the social strata with modest
incomes,” in travel and tourism activities lies the concept of social tourism (International
Social Tourism Organization [ISTO]Y, n.d., 1996; European Economic and Social Committee,
2006). Social tourism follows and promotes the principle of “access to travel and leisure
opportunities for all” (ISTO, 1996), and it has been found to hold several benefits for

participants, such as positive effects on social and family capital (Minnaert, Maitland, and

! Formerly BITS
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Miller, 2009) and subjective well-being (McCabe and Johnson, 2013). In addition, evidence
from the practice of social tourism shows that when properly organised, it generates
employment and contributes to the economic growth of host communities that suffer from
seasonality (European Commission, 2010a, 2010b). As such, and although the term “social”
guides to a philanthropic activity, social tourism does not differ from general tourism, in
terms of its benefits for individuals and the economy. In fact, it could be argued that social

tourism fills in the gaps of general tourism, namely, its inadequacy in encompassing

neglected social groups and areas alike, in its framework.

In several European countries (e.g. Spain, Belgium, France) social tourism has been taken
seriously from the state and forms part of the social policy, yet in others it has not, and
relies on private initiatives (see McCabe, Minnaert, and Diekmann [Eds], 2012). The UK
belongs to the latter category, and the state’s belief about the potential of social tourism
remains weak. Despite the increasing evidence from both research and practice about the
multidimensional benefits of social tourism, the concept has rather misconstrued. This is
reflected in the latest official response from the government, according to which social
tourism is considered as pure welfare, which is not necessary given the help provided to
disadvantaged groups through other policies and programmes (e.g. other welfare benefits),
and not feasible in the current economic climate (All-Party Parliamentary Group on Social
Tourism, 2011). This perception is perhaps reasonable considering the connotations that

|II

accompany the word “social”, and the promotion of social tourism in the UK, which relies

heavily on its philanthropic element.

On the other hand, studies conducted over the last two decades have shown that individual
benefits for participants, such as positive socio-psychological effects resulting from the
tourism experience, have positive implications for the individuals’ behaviour and functioning
within the family unit, and the wider social system (e.g. Smith, 1998; Smith and Hughes,
1999; Minnaert, 2007; Minnaert, Maitland, and Miller, 2009; McCabe, 2009; McCabe and
Johnson, 2013). Such findings have created an important evidence base about the value of
social tourism, which goes beyond the individual and concerns the society as a whole, and
have contributed to the debate on the potential inclusion of social tourism in the UK policy

agenda. However, there is still limited evidence about direct linkages between individual
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and social benefits, such as between psychological benefits for participants and a more
active social behaviour, which would reflect individuals’ transition from the margins of the
society to a more central position within this society. As a result, the debate on social
tourism’s consideration as a part of social policy does not have a specific direction. This lack
of direction causes three interrelated problems with regard to the promotion of the
concept; firstly, it leaves unanswered the central question “What position exactly can social
tourism have in the current policy agenda?”; secondly, as long as this question remains
unanswered, the misconception on behalf of the state and the public that social tourism is
restricted to pure welfare will be maintained; and thirdly, as long as this perception about
social tourism remains, it will be rather unlikely for the concept to be included in the UK

policy agenda given the official response from the government.

The current study addresses these issues and aims to identify any direct linkages between
individual and socioeconomic benefits, and to specify the direction that the debate on social
tourism can take in the current policy agenda. Drawing upon earlier social tourism studies
on low-income families, this research focuses on unemployed individuals, exploring the
extent to which, social tourism holds any particular psychological benefits for them, which
could have positive effects on their job-search behaviour (JSB). This said, the study focuses
exclusively on a large subgroup of the wider low-income population, and deals with the
dominant socioeconomic problem of unemployment, which especially recently, has taken
alarming dimensions (Wanberg et al., 2012a; Eurostat, 2013). It must be mentioned at this
point that participants were, in their vast majority, long-term unemployed (involuntarily out
of work for more than 12 months) parents (see ILO, 1982; Begum, 2004). Long-term
unemployed individuals comprise a subgroup of the unemployed population which needs
particular attention, firstly due to the fact that long-term unemployment rises more than
general unemployment, a phenomenon that is particularly evident in the UK (Blanchard,
2006; ONS, 2013b); and secondly, because long-term unemployment among parents may
have a negative impact on their children’s future employment, not so much in terms of
intergenerational transmission of unemployment, but mainly due to the limitations that the
consequences of parental unemployment, such as low-income, have on the developmental
trajectories of children, and their future life chances, including employment (D’Addio, 2007;

Shildrick et al., 2012a).
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Unemployment affects the lives of millions of people, and according to a plethora of
evidence it has particularly negative effects on psychological health (e.g. Paul and Moser,
2009; Bambra, 2011; Kentikelenis et al.,, 2011; Gili et al.,, 2013), which, in turn, have a
negative impact on the individuals’ JSB (Gallie and Marsh, 1994; Vinokur and Schul, 2002;
Wanberg et al., 2012b). A variable that has been found to play a central role under these
circumstances is self-efficacy (SE). SE is the main construct of social cognitive theory, and
refers to people’s beliefs about their capabilities (Bandura, 1989, 1997). Due to its
significant impact on human motivation and action, it has become a widely studied variable
in many different fields, such as in psychology, education, sociology, public health, and
organisational research (see Maddux, 2002; Scherbaum, Cohen-Charash, and Kern, 2006).
Within psychology studies on unemployment, SE have been found to be positively
associated with job-search behaviour (JSB) and the likelihood of reemployment (e.g. van Ryn
and Vinokur, 1992; Eden and Aviram, 1993; Wanberg, Kanfer, and Rotundo, 1999; Vuori and
Vinokur, 2005).

For this reason, the psychological benefits of holiday-taking for the unemployed individuals
are examined through SE beliefs. Although SE has not been studied within the context of the
tourist experience before, it shares similarities with other psychological constructs, which
have been found to be influenced by holiday-taking, such as self-esteem (Minnaert, 2007),
and subjective well-being (SWB) (McCabe and Johnson, 2013). The current study draws
upon these similarities in order to investigate the extent to which a holiday-break has
positive effects on participants’ SE beliefs. Then, such effects are examined in terms of their
impact on participants’ JSB. More specifically, the study uses a mixed methods approach to
data collection and analysis, by incorporating a pre- post-test non-experimental design
(n=57) and semi-structured interviews (n=13), with the aim to investigate any such effects
over time, and to understand how they are manifested. Measurements of SE and JSB are
taken at three different time points: a pre-test is administered one month before the
holiday-break (T1), followed by two post-tests, conducted two (T2), and three to six months
(T3) after the holiday-break, respectively. The particular selection of the two post-holiday
measurements’ timescales stemmed from the fact that such time intervals could eliminate
any effects of positive mood of temporary character, which are more likely to follow a

positive experience, such as a holiday-break, while allowing sufficient time for any effects,
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sustained to a worthwhile degree over time, to reveal (see Forgas et al., 1984; Cohen et al.,
2011). The results are then discussed in relation to their implications for the theory and

practice of social tourism.

1.2 Thesis overview

This chapter presented briefly the study’s background in order to introduce the reader the
topic, the context and the aim of this study. Chapter 2 critically reviews the literature on the
psychological benefits of the tourism experience, with specific reference to social tourism,
and the psychology literature on unemployment. While reviewing the social tourism
literature it is identified that there is no study that focuses exclusively on unemployed
individuals, a large and dramatically increasing subgroup among the wider disadvantaged
populations. While reviewing the psychology literature on unemployment, the centrality of
SE beliefs in unemployed individuals’ psychological health and JSB, respectively, is
highlighted. It is then identified that SE shares similar components with other major
psychological constructs, which have been found to be positively influenced by holiday-
taking. These identifications form the theoretical basis of the study, upon which the
proposed argument of the thesis is developed, and formulate the research questions and
hypotheses. Chapter 3 discusses the chosen methodological approach, in relation to the
philosophical roots of pragmatism, and the particular character of the research questions.
The need for a mixed methods research design is justified and the two separate methods of
data collection, a quantitative using a pre- post-holiday survey and a qualitative using semi-
structured interviews, are discussed. The complexities within a real world research setting
are described analytically, together with essential adjustments that have been made during
the fieldwork. The next two chapters, chapter 4 and 5 present and discuss the empirical
results from the quantitative and qualitative phases of the study. They begin with a brief
discussion on the analytic strategies used, and then proceed with the presentation of
findings, and a discussion in relation to the existing literature. Chapter 4 presents the results
from the pre-post holiday survey conducted among 57 unemployed individuals, while
chapter 5 the results from the semi-structured interviews conducted among 13 participants.
Finally, Chapter 6 first presents the integrated results from both phases of the study, then
discusses the research contributions, and implications for policy, and concludes with the

study’s limitations and recommendations for future research.
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Chapter 2 Literature review

2.1 Introduction

The chapter has been divided into three main parts. The first focuses on the psychological
benefits of tourism participation with specific reference to the social tourism literature. The
chapter begins by reviewing these benefits for the wider population, and it then goes on to
highlight the fact that a large minority of the population does not have access to such
benefits, to a large extent, due to financial constraints. In this respect, the role of social
tourism for low-income groups is discussed and existing research findings are presented.
Despite the increasing evidence that social tourism has a positive impact on people’s
psychological health and personal development, the review of the literature yielded no
study that focuses exclusively on unemployed individuals, a large sub-group of the low-
income population and a rapidly increasing socioeconomic group worldwide, and within the
EU and the UK in particular. Given the severe consequences of unemployment on
individuals’ psychological health, it is argued that the tourism experience might be

particularly beneficial for them.

Before discussing the specific domains in which such an experience could be beneficial for
the unemployed in particular, the second part of the chapter introduces the reader to the
phenomenon of unemployment. Definitions, causes, figures and socioeconomic
consequences of unemployment are first presented, and then the literature on the
psychological effects of unemployment on individuals is reviewed, and discussed through
the lenses of different unemployment theories. The negative implications of such effects on
the unemployed person’s job-seeking behaviour are highlighted, and the role of the state in
formulating supportive ‘active’ labour market policies is briefly discussed. It is pointed out
that existing policies in the UK have not incorporated into their services and programmes
the promotion of positive mental health as an integral part of the reemployment process. In
this respect, the central role that SE beliefs appear to hold for people’s motivation to search
for work and persist in the job-seeking process is discussed through social cognitive theory

and other relevant learning theories.

Although the concept of SE has not been linked to the tourism experience before, sources of

SE information and ways of altering SE beliefs appear to share common aspects with

21



benefits resulting from the tourist experience. In the third part of the chapter any such
potential links between tourism experiences and SE beliefs are discussed analytically, and it
is argued that a holiday-break might influence the SE of unemployed individuals.
Furthermore, and given the established relationship between SE and JSB in the relevant
psychology literature, changes in SE might, in turn, influence the unemployed person’s JSB.
The investigation of the above relationships and the extent to which they occur within a
tourism context, form the study’s objectives and research questions. The chapter finishes
with the consideration of independent variables that could influence these relationships,

and the presentation of the study’s conceptual framework.

2.2 Psychological benefits of tourism participation

Tourism is widely known as an economic activity. Notwithstanding this side of tourism and
the main focus of both research and practice on the benefits of tourism for the economies,
tourism provides simultaneously a plethora of other benefits for societies and individuals,
such as promotion of peace, mutual knowledge and understanding, improvements in the
working capacity of communities, promotion of personal and social development and
progress, and positive impact on the physical and mental health of individuals (United
Nations World Tourism Organization [UNWTOQ], 1980; European Economic and Social
Committee, 2006). As such, it has been argued that tourism lies beyond simple profits for
business (e.g. Pearce, 2005; Higgins-Desbiolle, 2006). In actuality, the primary value of
tourism is psychological. From this value stem the tourism demand and consequently, any
financial and other benefits. This said the benefits of travelling, which are to their vast
majority socio-psychological (e.g. Crompton, 1979; Ross, 1994) motivate people to travel
(Iso-Ahola, 1982). As Mannell and Iso-Ahola (1987, p. 314) indicate, “psychological benefits
of leisure and tourist experience emanate from the interplay of two motivational forces: to

escape from routine and stressful environments and to seek recreational opportunities.”

Escaping or getting away from the day-to-day environment implies a spatial move, an act of
travel from one place to another and a change of scenery, which is a fundamental aspect of
tourism and among the minimum necessary features of tourism activity (Urry, 2002[1990];
Tribe, 1997). In fact, this act of travelling is inherent to the meaning of holiday-taking. A

synonym of the word “holidays”, the word “vacation” as it is commonly used, has
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connotations of vacating our everyday-life space (Botterill and Crompton, 1996, p. 79). As
such, it seems reasonable that “for most people and under most conditions, tourism is an
escape-oriented activity” (Iso-Ahola, 1987, p. 258), and that in the majority of studies of
tourist experience, escape appears to be the most or among the most important reasons for

going on a holiday (Crompton, 1979; Krippendorf 1987; Ryan, 2002; Pearce, 2005).

This escape-oriented nature of tourism stems from the plethora of psychological benefits
that such an escape entails. First of all, it is a break from the constraints of everyday life,
(Iso-Ahola, 1982; Jafari, 1987; Ryan, 2002) and simultaneously an escape to a stress-free
environment. In contrast to the stressful day-to-day environment, the holiday environment,
both natural and social, is usually relaxing and it provides opportunities for recreational
activities. Studies from environmental psychology (e.g. Ulrich et al., 1991; Barton and Pretty,
2010) and tourism (Cohen, 1979b; Iso-Ahola, 1982; Gilbert and Abdullah, 2004) are
consistent in showing that such aspects contribute to stress mitigation, the restoration of
people’s physical and mental powers, and the enhancement of their general sense of well-
being. Therefore, a significant proportion of tourists travel for relaxation and recreation

purposes (Crompton, 1979; Graburn, 1989; Pearce, 2005; Kler, 2009).

Notwithstanding such benefits, the recreational, to a large extent, character of tourism is
often perceived as trivial or superficial, as it includes elements of fun, relaxation, and play.
This is perhaps among the main reasons why the study of tourism in general has not seen
the interest it deserves. But while the tourism experience includes such elements, it is also
an important period for the development of healthy personalities (Ryan, 2002). In actuality,
this development is derived to a large extent from recreational aspects. As Cohen (19793, p.
22) stresses, “What on the surface appears to be mere superficial recreation in fact has a
deeper structural significance.” First of all, processes inherent to the holiday experience,
such as recreation in natural settings, involve positive changes in psychological and
physiological states, and often in behaviours or functioning, such as cognitive functioning
(see Ulrich et al., 1991). In other words, the positive influence of a holiday-break is not
restricted to one’s affective states, but also includes the person’s cognitive and behavioural
processes. As such, it can be argued that “Recreation performs a serious function — it

restitutes the individual to his society” (Cohen, 1979b, p. 185), and maintains in a way the
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social system in harmony (Jafari, 1987). Consistent with this is evidence from studies on
individuals who experience specific circumstances, such as ill-health. It has been found that
tourism, through escapism and recreation, can be a means for restituting patients treated

for cancer to their lives (Hunter-Jones, 2003, 2005).

In addition, it has often been reported that recreational activities can create “peak” or
“optimal experiences” (e.g. Ryan, 2002; Kler, 2009) in which “the person feels himself, more
than at other times, to be responsible, active, creating centre of his activities and of his
perceptions” (Maslow, 1999[1968], p. 118). During “flow” experiences the person enters in
a state characterised by “intense and focused concentration on what he/she is doing in the
present moment; a sense that one control one’s actions, a sense that time has passed faster
than normal; and experience of the activity as intrinsically rewarding” (Nakamura and
Csikszentmihalyi, 2002, p. 90). Such experiences through creative leisure activities foster
individual development and an increase in one’s skills (Haworth and Lewis, 2005), and serve
as buffers against adversity and pathology (Nakamura and Csikszentmihalyi, 2002). Thus, it
could be argued that relaxation and recreation can be seen as necessary prerequisites for

the emergence of other benefits that are related to individuals’ personal development.

But unlike other forms of leisure, tourism is a multidimensional form of leisure that extends
beyond the boundaries of one’s life-space, providing novel and fulfilling experiences lacking
in ordinary daily lives (Cohen, 1979b; Graburn, 1989; Pearce, 2005). It is an act of
exploration (Fridgen, 1984) that gives individuals the opportunity to simultaneously
experience new places and cultures, to participate into different activities, and to widen
their horizons (Urry, 2002[1990]; Kler, 2009). “This available experience out there is what
makes travel worthwhile” (Cohen, 1979b, p. 182) and what has been found to further
contribute to one’s personal development. In a plethora of studies the tourism experience
has been presented as time for self-reassessment and discovery (e.g. Crompton, 1979;
Krippendorf 1987; Ryan, 2002), a process of learning (e.g. Iso-Ahola, 1982), and “re-skilling”
in everyday life (e.g. Urry, 1995). Hence, tourism is “more than travelling away from the

usual habitat, it is also a state of mind” (Jafari, 1987, p. 153).
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It must be stressed at this point that modes of touristic experience are not exclusive, but
they usually overlap. An individual who goes on a holiday to escape from the pressures of
daily life and to relax, for instance, may also find the chance to reassess his/her self- and
life-perceptions (see Cohen, 1979b, pp. 183-192). Thus, the interval of the holiday
experience can vary from being a period of escape to moments of re-evaluation (Ryan,
2002). But beyond and above any categorisations of the touristic experience, what is
important is that going on a holiday is commonly perceived as particularly beneficial for
people’s lives. The plethora of benefits discussed above, have been found to have a positive
impact on people’s well-being (Gilbert and Abdulah, 2004), overall life satisfaction and
quality of life (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal, 1999, 2004; Neal, Uysal, and Sirgy, 2007). As Richards
(1999, p. 189) argues, “vacation time also makes a very specific contribution to the quality
of life through allowing people to pursue a range of interests and by providing the

opportunity for social interaction, personal development and individual identity formation”.

As such it can be argued that although tourism has been criticised as a form of escapism, its
multidimensional benefits constitute it a more effective means of escape from everyday
stressors (Iso-Ahola, 1982; Krippendorf 1987), and of return to these everyday stressors (see
Jafari, 1987). For this reasons, contemporary citizens attach an increasingly important
meaning to tourism, and perceive it as related to their long-term psychological needs and
life-plans (Cohen, 1984). But while tourism is considered as a necessity in the modern
society at least in the “developed” world (e.g. Smith and Hughes, 1999; Pantazis, Gordon
and Townsend, 2006; Such and Kay, 2012), this human necessity does not benefit everyone.
At a societal level, and like most things in life, from atomic power to the internet, and from
religion to politics, tourism has also a negative side, which is damaging for the host
communities and the environment (see Urry, 2002[1990]). But social pathogeneses, such as
the exploitation of people and places are deviations rather embedded in man’s darker sides
and cannot underestimate tourism’s overall positive purpose and value as an important tool
for socio-economic development. At an individual level, although going on a holiday, is
among the positive events in one’s life, its impact is not significantly consistent on
everyone’s happiness (Ballas and Dorling, 2007). Furthermore, and like any other consumer
“product” tourism is not available to anyone, but only to those who can afford it, and are

free to choose when and how to go on a holiday (see Haukeland, 1990).
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2.3 Non-participants

Similarly to other leisure activities, which are not accessible to all (see Clarke and Critcher,
1985; Levitas, 2006), holiday-taking is not universal among the adult population (Hughes,
1991; McCabe, Minnaert, and Diekmann, 2012). Apart from those who do not want to go on
a holiday, the rest of non-participants do not do so due to many different barriers to
participation. According to Haukeland’s (1990, pp. 179-182) typology of non-travellers,
there are voluntary non-travellers, non-travellers who are obliged to stay at home in spite of
a satisfactory social welfare situation, and those who are obliged to stay at home as a result
of social welfare problems (e.g. lack of economic means and health resources). Figures from
the European Commission show 54% of tourism participation among the EU population in
2008 (Eurostat, 2010a) which fall to 51.9% in 2011 (Eurostat, 2012). If these figures will be
interpreted in reverse, they present a significant percentage of non-participants. Similar UK
figures across the last two decades show that a large minority of 40% does not go on

holidays (Hughes, 1991; Richards, 1999; Eurostat, 2010a).

2.3.1 The role of social tourism

Within the social exclusion of disadvantaged groups from tourism activities lies the concept
of social tourism. Although there is no single definition of social tourism, its basic principle is
“access to travel and leisure opportunities for all” (ISTO, 1996). More specifically, social
tourism encompasses a variety of initiatives, commercial and non-commercial,
governmental and private, in order to offer holidays “in particular to the social strata with
modest incomes” (ISTO, n.d; European Economic and Social Committee, 2006; Higgins-
Desbiolle, 2006). Social tourism has been found to have significant benefits for the
participants, as well as for the societies and economies involved. Benefits for the
participants are primary psychological (e.g. Minnaert, Maitland, and Miller, 2009; McCabe,
Joldersma, and Li, 2010), and socio-economic benefits revolve around the potential of social
tourism to counter social exclusion (Minnaert et al., 2006), to combat seasonality and to
generate economic activity and growth (European Commission, 2010a, 2010b). These
multiple benefits have increased the interest on social tourism and have led in initiatives
both at a pan-European (e.g. Calypso) and regional (e.g. Imserso in Spain) level. Imserso, for
instance, is carried out during the low season and has been particularly successful. Figures

from the 2009-2010 season (flow of €690 million; generation and/or maintenance of
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119,000 jobs — 16,000 direct and 103,000 indirect) show the financial sustainability of the
programme (European Commission, 2010b). As such, it can be argued that social tourism is
not just “social” with the rather narrow meaning that term is used, and which refers
exclusively to welfare. From a financial and business point of view it is quite evident that
social tourism is more than an “action or procedure designed to promote the basic physical
and material well-being of people in need” (Oxford English Dictionary, 2004) or social

tourists.

On the other hand, and despite this increasing interest on social tourism, there are great
variations across Europe with regard to its practice due to historical, ideological and social
reasons (European Economic and Social Committee, 2006). As a result, although in some
countries (e.g. Spain, Belgium, France, Italy, Portugal) social tourism for low-income groups
forms part of social policy (see McCabe, Minnaert, and Diekmann [Eds], 2012), in others it is
still in its infancy (e.g. Greece), and yet in others relies exclusively on private initiatives (e.g.
Family Holiday Association in the UK). In the UK social tourism has never received official
recognition or been integrated into the tourism or welfare policies (All-Party Parliamentary
Group on Social Tourism, 2011). Apart from some praises and sympathies, the current and
previous Governments have remained largely immune to this movement (e.g. Hazel, 2005).
Indicative is the latest governmental statement with regard to social tourism was the
respond of the Minister of Tourism and Heritage, John Penrose, to the inquiry of the All-
Party Parliamentary Group on Social Tourism on the socioeconomic benefits of social

tourism:

“The Government is not in the position to fund or subsidise holidays and,
equally, previous Governments of all parties have not found any money to do so
either. While we recognise the economic and social importance of holidays, we
think it is up to families how they spend their time and money, so we are
committed to help disadvantaged people and to combat poverty through other
policies and programmes. Equally, outright subsidies would prove unpopular
with taxpayers who are having to tighten their purse-strings, and there would
also be the practical issue of determining eligibility and thresholds” (All-Party

Parliamentary Group on Social Tourism, 2011, p. 22).
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It is clear from the statement above that the main reason why social tourism is outside the
current UK policy agendas is mainly financial. But this is rather oxymoron considering that
social tourism has great potential to boost socioeconomic development in neglected and
underdeveloped host communities, such as seaside resorts (see Agarwal and Brunt, 2006).
In fact, financial should be one of the main reasons for the inclusion of social tourism into
the current policy agenda, and especially under the current economic climate during which
no other solution for jobs’ generation appears in the horizon. The secondary reason about
different policy directions rather ignores the complementary character that policies should
have. Policies are not mutually exclusive, and especially policies about complex, enduring,
and unsolvable social phenomena, such as mass socio-economic deprivation, poverty,
unemployment and so forth, which clearly call for synthesis of current, and new innovative
policies. In addition, a third reason has been attributed to the limited existing research on
social tourism (see Minnaert et al., 2009; McCabe et al., 2010; All-Party Parliamentary Group

on Social Tourism, 2011).

2.3.2 Tourism provision for low-income groups

Within the wider tourism literature, the main “new” trend since the 1990s has been a focus
on sustainable tourism (see Xiao and Smith, 2006). Within the limited existing tourism
constraints literature the main focus during the past years (since the passing of the 1995
Disability Discrimination Act) has been on tourism for people with physical disabilities (see
Shaw and Coles, 2004). There is no doubt that these two research areas are particularly
significant with potential for practical implications. On the other hand, the way sustainable
tourism has been approached concerns mainly the environmental aspect of sustainability,
with no reference to social tourism as an integral part of the sustainability concept (see
Baumgartner, 2012); and the constraints literature has, to a large extent, approached issues
of accessibility as mainly related to physical disabilities (e.g. Buhalis and Darcy, 2010). In
actuality, protection of the environment, despite its significance, is only one aspect of
sustainability, which on its own it can meet neither the needs of the present nor the needs
of the future generations. It could do so, if the other fundamental needs of humanity (e.g.
need for paid work, for perspective in one’s life, and personal development) had been
already met. As such, and due to the fact that such needs, to a large extent have not been

met,