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I. Abstract

This study discusses the effects of social tourism for low-income groups on personal and
family development. It examines whether social tourism has wider benefits than just
providing access to holidays to groups who would usually be excluded from tourism, and
whether it could be seen as a potential measure against social exclusion. If social tourism

can reduce social exclusion, it benefits not only the participants, but also has wider

benefits for society.

In several countries in mainland Europe, such as France, Belgium and Spain, social
tourism for low-income groups is supported by public funding. This investment is usually
supported by claims that social tourism can help excluded groups achieve greater
inclusion through increased confidence, better family relations, greater independence and
wider social networks. At present, these claims are rarely supported by research evidence:

In academic tourism literature, social tourism for low-income groups is a little researched

field. The aim of this study is thus to investigate whether social tourism can indeed
reduce aspects of social exclusion, and have a beneficial effect on the holiday participants
themselves, and through them, on society. If this is the case, the study will explore

whether social tourism could be justified as a social policy.

The study will start by defining the concept of social tourism, and categorise the different
forms. Focusing on social tourism for low-income groups, it will then explore the
potential ethical foundations of social tourism. It will be shown that for a number of
ethical theories, social tourism for low-income groups can only be justified if there are
benetits involved not only for the participants, but also wider benefits for society.
Because these benetits could present themselves as a reduction of social exclusion, the
concept of social exclusion is defined and the different views of the concept are
presented. One of these views is potentially compatible with social tourism, on the
condition that social holidays can reduce certain characteristics of excluded groups, that
form the basis of their exclusion. It will then be argued that if social tourism can reduce
these characteristics, it does so via a learning process. Two theories of learning through

experience will be examined, and strategies to maximise learning will be discussed: if



social tourism is indeed a form of learning, the benefits could be increased by

maximising learning. These theoretical foundations formed the basis of the fieldwork for

this study.

In the fieldwork, a group of social tourism participants and their support workers was
Interviewed in two stages: a first round of interviews and focus groups were conducted in
the first month after the holidays; a second round was carried out in the sixth month after
the holidays. Participants in individual holidays and support workers were interviewed
individually, participants in group holidays were interviewed together in a focus group.
The aim of the two rounds was to examine the effects of social tourism in the short term,

and 1n the longer term.

The findings of the fieldwork examine the effects of social tourism for low-income
groups, and investigate the conditions for successful social tourism provision (meaning
holidays that maximise learning opportunities to reduce aspects of social exclusion). The
findings indicate that social tourism for low-income groups generally has beneficial
effects on the family development of the participants in the short and the long term. They
also provide benefits for the personal development of participants, which are present in
the short term and can develop further in the long term. In the long term, it 1s also shown

that the holiday can act as a motivational factor in measurable behaviour change,
resulting into a reduction of factors of social exclusion. It 1s found that an adequate level

of support both during and after the holiday is an important condition for successtul

social holidays.

This study concludes by exploring if social tourism could be justified as a part of social
policy. The costs of social holidays will be compared to other social measures with
similar aims and outcomes. Social tourism for low-income groups will be presented as

potential cost-effective strategies to counter certain aspects social exclusion.
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1. Introduction

1.1. What is meant by “social tourism”’?

Although the question may sound simple, formulating a specific and all-comprising
definition for this branch of the tourism industry is not as straightforward as it may seem,
since such a wide variety of holiday types, destinations and target groups can be
involved. A group holiday to for example Cambodia, highlighting the local cultures and
habits of its inhabitants, could be described as social tourism; but so could the provision
of accessible rooms in a seaside hotel in Britain, or the purchase of a set of caravans by a
charity to be used by their low-income beneficiaries. All these initiatives distance
themselves from the general, mainstream tourism industry; their aim is to offer a value-
added holiday, a holiday that involves certain groups that are otherwise excluded from
tourism. This aspect is their common ground, and will be the basis for a definition of the

phenomenon as a whole.

On an organizational level, the term “social tourism” can be used to describe a variety of
different initiatives, commercial and non-commercial, governmental and private: these
initiatives range from small charities organising holidays for children from low-income
backgrounds, to government plans improving accessibility in hotels, to private tour
operators offering community-based tourism products. A general definition of the whole
social tourism concept has to incorporate all these different forms, and therefore has to
stay rather unspecified towards the individual characteristics of each form. Hall for
Instance defined social tourism as “the relationships and phenomena in the field of
tourism resulting from participation in travel by economically weak or otherwise
disadvantaged elements in society” (Hall 2000, 141). A rather similar definition is used
by the BITS (Bureau International du Tourisme Social): “By social tourism BITS means
all of the relationships and phenomena resulting from participation in tourism, and in
particular from the participation of social strata with modest incomes. This participation
is made possible, or facilitated, by measures of a well-defined social nature” (BITS

Statutes). A later social tourism definition, introduced at the 2003 BITS Congress, 1s even

12



less specific: social tourism was described there as the evolution "from a development of

tourism towards a tourism of development" (Sangalli 2003).

Although each of these definitions are applicable to social tourism, they will need to be
specified further in this study, so that each social tourism form can be rightfully
Incorporated. As a general classification, one can discern two groups of social tourism
Initiatives, as the target group of “economically weak or otherwise disadvantaged

elements in society" can apply to both the hosts and the visitors in the tourism context.
Some initiatives will thus strive to help local visited communities through tourism
(economically and/or ecologically), and concentrate on the hosts in the process; whereas

others will aim to introduce non-travelling groups into tourism, and highlight the needs of

the visitors.

On the basis of this observation, and with the aim to do justice to all forms of social
tourism, the phenomenon will be defined in this study as tourism with an added moral

value, aiming to benefit either the host or the visitor in the tourism exchange.

1.2. Host-related social tourism

This part of the social tourism industry concentrates on the supply side of the industry, on
the host communities active in tourism. Where the hosts are concerned, tourism has long
been seen as a factor that can introduce greater equality in different parts of the world
through investments and the development of tourism facilities. “Many considered the

tourism industry to be a virtually costless generator of employment and well-being,

offering seemingly limitless opportunities for "real" economic development to countless

communities away from the centres of global industry and financial power” (Deakin et al

2000, 1).
Now that the negative effects of mass tourism have become very apparent, the aim of

host-related social tourism is to establish a form of tourism that brings net benetits to the

host community, with respect for the host population, its environment and its culture (for

13



example “sustainable tourism”, “pro-poor tourism”, “community-based tourism”, “eco-
tourism”, “responsible tourism”.) Host-related social tourism is a very diverse branch of
the social tourism industry, involving different types of organisations and beneficiaries.
Charities like Tourism Concern strive for better wages and a fairer treatment of local
communities by the tourism industry (www.tourismconcern.org.uk). Private companies
can offer responsible holidays to their customers as a more ethical or a “greener” way of
traveling. Local governments can be involved as well, for example native tribes in Kenya
have been encouraged to work in the National Parks or start their own business for

tourists (Akama 1999, 7). There are also examples much closer to home: in France social

tourism associations (le tourisme associatif) own holiday centres in economically under-

performing areas, which boost employment and revenue. As Davidson and Maitland

(1997: 146) point out, French Governments have also used “the Cheque Vacances system
(holiday vouchers for employees under a tax-free scheme) to achieve their own objectives
of stimulating tourism development in specific areas, for example by channeling such

holiday-makers to rural areas which are in need of supplementary economic activity”.

Host-related social tourism forms are comparatively well researched in contemporary
tourism literature. This study focuses on visitor-related social tourism, an aspect of social

tourism which has received less academic att_ention.

1.3. Visitor-related social rourism

Visitor-related soctal tourism 1s that part ot the social tourism industry which focuses on
groups in society who, for economic or health reasons, are excluded from taking
holidays. It is aimed at the demand side of tourism. This implies that these groups are
willing to take holidays: visitor-related social tourism is not aimed at people who are able
to take holidays and choose not to. Visifor-related social tourism is a term that covers two

different "disadvantaged" target groups. Firstly there are tourism initiatives that are aimed

at travellers with disabilities, seeking equal opportunities for this group to enjoy a holiday

in the commercial tourism sector. The Holiday Care Service in Britain is a good example

for this group, describing its vision on social tourism or "Tourism for All" as “an

14



Invitation to the tourist industry to take a wholly positive attitude to what have

conventionally become known as ‘special needs’” (English Tourist Board 1989, 13).

Secondly there are the initiatives for low-income groups, for people who cannot afford a

holiday in the commercial tourism circuit. The European Commission has defined this

form of social tourism as follows: “social tourism is organised in some countries by

associations, cooperatives and trade unions and is designed to make travel accessible to

the highest number of people, particularly the most underprivileged sectors of the

population” (European Economic and Social Committee 2006, 3). Haukeland provides a

more sweeping definition, and refers to tourism as a basic right: “[...] the concept of

"social tourism" means that everybody, regardless of economic or social situation, should

have the opportunity to go on vacation. Seen in this light, holiday travel is treated like

any other human right whose social loss should be compensated by the welfare state”

(Haukeland 1990, 178).

A more elaborate description of visitor-related social tourism can be found in the Flemish

"Tourism for All" decree:

“In this decree, "Tourism for All" will be defined as a non-commercial form of tourism

and/or recreation, which is equal in value to other forms of tourism and of recreation and

which
1.

Pays special attention to and has a mediating function towards all who are
prohibited to fully participate in holidays away from home, e.g. families, youth,
people with disabilities, the elderly and one-parent families, whatever their age,

health, or their economical / social / cultural background may be

Aims for a non-consumptive, non-commercial participation In tourism,
concentrating not only on pure relaxation, but also on recreation for the family,
the group or the individual, with the purpose to improve physical, psychological,
social and cultural well-being. This includes day trips and longer stays

Works on the basis of a socially and economically acceptable pricing policy,
stimulating specific target groups as youth, families, people with disabilities, low-

income groups and one-parent families”

15



The second point in this description draws attention to the fact that social tourism
supporters do not see visitor-related social tourism as ‘just a holiday’. The decree makes
it clear that the Flemish government has decided to invest in social tourism because it
believes in the improvement a social holiday can bring in the physical, psychological,
social and cultural well-being of the participants. This example can act as an illustration
of how social tourism can be projected as a potential measure against social exclusion

and its consequences: a holiday can thus be seen as a potential policy to improve physical

and mental health, social skills and civic and cultural attitudes.

This view of visitor-related social tourism is demonstrated in many European countries,

and social holidays are in many cases funded with public money. The European
Economic and Social Committee declare in their Opinion on Social Tourism that “the
right to tourism is a keystone of social tourism”, referring to social tourism as a concrete
expression of a general right to leisure, “enabling (individuals) to develop every aspect of
their personality and their social integration (EESC 2006, 3). The Opinion includes a
range of examples of social tourism initiatives for low-income groups in Europe: the
holiday cheques or Cheques-Vacances in France, the IMERSO initiative for older people

in a low income in Spain, and other examples in Belgium, Portugal, Poland, Hungary and

Italy (EESC 2006, 10-11).

Government investment in social tourism initiatives stress the special position a holiday
seems to have in our society. There are many possible ways to tackle social exclusion, or
to bring certain disadvantaged groups into the market for tourism. As Joppe (1989) points
out, governments can increase basic income through minimum wage legislation, family,
rent, and child allowances and so on, as well as providing direct subsidy to holidays. If
incomes are increased, disadvantaged groups are brought into the tourism market and
have the opportunity to go on vacation in the sense that they can now afford a holiday,
but there is no expectation that that is how they should use their additional funds — they
might choose to spend them on clothing or consumer durables or clubbing. Intervention
that is specifically targeted at increasing tourism, rather than increasing income, implies

that tourism has some particular significance in terms of social exclusion.

16



The EESC Opinion mentions (apart from economic benefits as an extended season, stable
employment opportunities and sustainability as benefits for the host communities) an
improvement in well-being and personal development as benefits for the participants to
social tourism (EESC 2006, 12). Whereas the economic benetits for the host communities

are relatively easy to demonstrate, this i1s not necessarily the case for the long-term

benefits of social holidays for the participants. The EESC goes so far as to describe social

", &

tourism for low-income groups as a “miracle”; “all the practitioners and users obtain all

kinds of benefits: economic, social employment, European citizenship” (EESC 2006, 12).

- At the moment, though, there is very little research evidence to support these claims. This

means that public money is invested in initiatives like these in many European countries,
but there is no clear evidence that this investment produces all the claimed benefits tor
the participants. For this reason, this study will aim to research the long-term effects of
social tourism on low-income families, and through them, on society in general. More
specifically, it will raise the question whether social tourism can reduce certain aspects of

social exclusion, and support the integration of vulnerable groups into society.
1.4. A brief history of social tourism in Europe

The first signs of social tourism can be dated back to the industrial society at the end of
the 19" century. Even though most workers had to work six days a week and leisure
opportunities were often a privilege of the highest income groups, holidays now became
accessible for the highest earners in the working class. “Although poverty was
widespread in the rapidly expanding industrial cities, some working people were able for

the first time to accumulate savings to pay for holidays” (Sharpley 1999, 47). It is around

this time that the first isolated initiatives appear to allow disadvantaged workers or their
children to go on a holiday. These pioneers of social tourism were often socio-
educational organisations. "Following the impoverishment of the British aristocracy, a

series of well-kept properties surrounded by big parks was put on the market at very low
prices, representing only a small percentage of their former value. In this way several

organisations, especially the ‘Co-operative Holiday Association’ and the trade unions
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have acquired properties that were later turned into family holiday homes" (Lanquar &
Raynouard 1986, 14). Other initiatives concentrated on city children who were taken to

the countryside or the seaside by charities, which was seen as beneficial to their health
(CESR 1999, 2).

A pivotal point in the development of popular tourism was the 1936 Holiday with Pay
Convention, put forward by the International Labour Office in Geneva. Article 2.1 of this
convention states that “every person to whom this convention applies shall be entitled
atter one year of continuous service to an annual holiday with pay of at least six working
days”. The Holiday with Pay Convention is gencrally considered as the starting point for
social tourism in Europe (Lanquar & Rayouard 1986, Chauvin 2002), even though it took
many European countries a few years to actually implement this convention into
legislation. The UK is an example: “Private holidays-with-pay agreements between
employers and workers proliferated throughout the 1920s and 1930s, and despite the
slump, holidays-with-pay became a major industrial negotiating point. It was appreciated
however that for millions of working people this could only be attained through
legislation. The resulting campaign did not succeed in pushing legislation through
Parliament until 1938, and only after a Royal Commission” (Walvin 1978, 143). Tourism
now became possible for a large number of people, and the holiday was on its way to
become part of the national “lifestyle”. During the Second World War this process
slowed down, but the holiday with pay legislation was implemented for most workers

across Europe after the war.

The years following the war were the heyday for social tourism in Europe. The period
between 1950 and 1980 is described in French as the “trente glorieuzes”, the glorious

thirty years. Traditional social tourism was based around the holiday centre in mainland
Europe, and around the holiday camp in Britain. The holiday centres on the mainland
(e.g. in France, Belgium and Italy) created a product that was new, desirable and

affordable and helped towards a democratisation of holiday making. Traditionally they

offered a stay in full board with all entertainment included. The holiday makers stayed in

rather basic accommodation at low rates, and often helped with the daily chores. Most

18



holiday centres were run by charities or unions. This might have been one of the reasons
why over the years their management often became very bureaucratic. Still they
developed according to the needs of their public: many switched from full board to half
board, the visitors had more freedom when choosing their activities, and help with the
chores was no longer required (Chauvin 2002, 67). It is certainly no coincidence that

these changes occurred when commercial tourism became more accessible to people

from weaker economic backgrounds.

During the same period, low-income groups also participated more in tourism in the UK.
The holiday camps in Britain show certain similarities with the holiday centres on the
mainland (they offered basic accommodation, full board, with all entertainment
included), but there are also great differences. Firstly they were mostly run on a
commercial basis. Camps built by education authorities, trade unions or charities existed
but were far less common. Another difference 1s that although the first large camps were
introduced in the 1930s, the heyday of holiday camps was later, in the 1950s and the
1960s. A third difference was that whereas in Europe the camps had adaptable rates,
depending on family size and income, the British camps had one fixed rate. “During the
1930s, when the average weekly wage was about £3, some of the simpler camps were
charging fifty shillings (£2.50) per head, a competitive rate though still beyond the means
of the lowest paid and unemployed” (Hardy 1990, 550). So even though this type of

tourism reached a large part of the low-income group, the worst off were still excluded

from tourism.

During these “trente glorieuzes”, in 1963 to be precise, BITS, the Bureau International du
Tourisme Social or International Bureau of Social Tourism was established. Constituted
in Brussels on June 7™ 1963, its goal was to "further the development of social tourism
within an international framework, by coordinating the tourist activities of its members,

and informing them on all matters relating to the evolution of social tourism around the

world” (www.bits-int.org).
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Until the end of the “trente glorieuses”, social tourism was mainly visitor-related. Later,
and more specifically since the introduction of mass tourism, visitor-related social
tourism had to adapt to new demographic developments, and host-related social tourism
gained more and more attention. On the one hand the traditional target group for visitor-
related social tourism, notably manual and low-paid white-collar workers, are now able to
take holidays in the commercial circuit. This means that they are no longer excluded from
the commercial tourism industry, and as per definition not the group social tourism
focuses on. On the demand side, different groups have now taken their place: the
unemployed, one-parent families, and young families on low incomes. As the economical
and social situation of the manual workers changed, social tourism shifted its focus and

turned towards other client groups who were not participating in tourism. Since the

1980’s, tourism for persons with disabilities or restricted mobility has also received more
attention. On the other hand, the negative effects of mass tourism on local ecosystems
and cultures started the search for new and more sustainable forms of tourism. Host-
related social tourism acknowledges the benefits the tourism industry can bring and aims
to transfer these benefits to communities who can either gain economically from tourism,
or who are at risk to be negatively affected by the commercial tourism circuit. All this

shows that social tourism is not a static concept but a dynamic one.

As a consequence, social tourism today is not obsolete, but faces new challenges and
needs to adapt to address them successfully. Over recent years, interest in social tourism
has steadily increased, as Mignon points out: “We have gradually evolved, in just a few
years, from a period in which social tourism was perceived as, let's be frank, obsolete,
negative or reductive, to a situation in which the notions of social policy, solidarity and
durable development are, in contrast, viewed very positively - an evolution which, at the

same time, puts the concept of social tourism back at the heart of the most up-to-date

initiatives” (Mignon 2002, 11).
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1.5. Research questions and overview

The research question this study aims to answer is threefold.

I To what extent do respondents report long-term benefits of social tourism for low-
Income groups?

2 How far are there differences between the benefits of an individual family holiday
and a group holiday?

3 What is the value of social tourism in terms of “private” benefits (family capital)

and “public” benefits (net benefits to society)?
Key issues

This study identifies three areas of literature as key theoretical issues. A first area of
literature is ethics: ethical theories can be used to examine if, and on what basis, social
tourism could be ethically justified as a social policy. A second area is the social
exclusion literature, as a reduction of social exclusion has been identified as a potential
effect of social tourism (EESC 2006, 3). A third area is learning theory, on the basis that

if social tourism can lead to behaviour change, it potentially does so through a learning

process.

As social tourism has been defined as “tourism with an added moral value”, chapter 2
will analyse different potential ethical foundations tor social tourism. The aim of this
chépter is to examine why some forms of social tourism seem to be more readily morally
accepted than others: for example why host-related social tourism 1s generally
undisputed, whereas visitor-related social tourism for low-income groups is publicly
funded in some countries, and largely absent from the political agenda in others. A range

of ethical theories are compared around one criterion: the duty of the stronger economical

strata in society towards the weaker. It will be found that theories that consider this duty
to be a priori are supportive of all social tourism forms. Theories that do not accept this a

priori duty only support social tourism if a wider or net benefit can be identified.
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The benefit often connected to visitor-related social tourism for low-income groups is a
reduction of social exclusion (see 1.3). Chapter 3 discusses social exclusion and the
concept of social capital. Different definitions of these concepts exist, and this directly
influences social policy. Levitas’ (1998) three discourses are examples of these different
Interpretations of social exclusion by policy makers. Social tourism, if it is found to
reduce exclusion by e.g. raising social capital, is only compatible with one discourse.
This discourse claims that the excluded need to overcome certain handicapping
characteristics to facilitate their inclusion. The chapter then reviews a set of these

handicapping characteristics which social tourism has been claimed to reduce: bad health,

low self-esteem, probiematic family relations and low travel horizons.

In chapter 4, 1t 1s argued that if social tourism can indeed help the participant overcome
these handicapping characteristics, this could mean the holiday is a potential learning
process. Two learning theories are discussed: experiential learning and situated learning.
Experiential learning theory focuses on learning through experience: learning happens
when after the experience, the learners reflect and generalise the new knowledge, after
which they can test it in new experiences. This can lead to better effectiveness (single-
' loop learning) or an attitudinal shift (double-loop learning). Situated learning emphasises
the social context of learning. When individuals learn a new skill, they enter a new
community of practise, which will not only change their knowledge but also their self-
perception. This chapter also argues that if holidays can be a form of learning, the most
successful holidays are those where learning is maximised. Two conditions for optimal

learning are discussed: difficulty level and contact with the community of practise.

22



Methodology and methods

The following three chapters describe the methodology, methods and secondary materials

which formed the basis for the fieldwork.

Chapter 5 discusses the methodology behind this study, on the basis of Crotty’s (1998)

framework. Starting from a constructionist epistemology, and an interpretivist theoretical

perspective, this study is presented as phenomenological, using the principles of

grounded theory as a methodology.

In chapter 6, the methods for the study are discussed. The choice to conduct a qualitative

study, using in-depth semi-structured interviews and focus groups will be explained and
justified. This chapter also discusses the respondent group, and which preparations were
made to engage them as fully as possible. The coding and the practical organisation of the

research are also included in this chapter.

Chapter 7 then reviews secondary sources that can support the fieldwork. As very few
data on the benefits of social tourism are available, the 2004 Feedback report of the
Family Holiday Association source was used, together with the literature review, to

prepare a set of questions for the interviews and focus groups. A distinction is also made

here between the “private” benefits of the holiday (benefiting the individual and the
family unit) and the “public” benefits of the holiday (which can also be beneficial to

society in general).
Fieldwork

The following two chapters discuss the findings of the fieldwork, which consisted of
semi-structured interviews and focus groups and was carried out in two rounds. The

respondents were holiday participants and their support workers. The first round was

carried out in the first month after the holiday and involved 40 respondents; the second
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round was carried out in the sixth month after the holiday and involved 30 of the original

40 respondents.

Chapter 8 presents the findings of the first round of interviews, carried out in the month
after the participants returned from holiday. The aim of this round is to examine if social
holidays can reduce certain handicapping characteristics of socially excluded groups (see
chapter 3) in the short term. The chapter discusses the influence of holidays on the
personal development of the participants (in terms of self-esteem, social contact, lifestyle

change) and on their family development (in terms of family relationships, parenting and

the effect of the holiday on the children). All findings are supported by examples and

quotes from the interviews. The findings of this chapter lead into preliminary

recommendations for practical social tourism provision.

Chapter 9 presents the findings of the second round of interviews, carried out in the sixth
month after the participants returned from holiday. This round aims to examine how far
the holidays have reduced the handicapping characteristics of socially excluded groups in
the longer term. It does so by examining how far the benefits from the first round have
sustained, decreased or increased, and to what degree new benetits have emerged. Again,
the research concentrates on the personal development of the participants and their family

development. This chapter also focuses on the extent and nature of measurable behaviour

change after the holiday.

Analysis and conclusions

In chapter 11, the data of the two rounds of interviews are combined and discussed, and
the final results of the study are presented. This chapter links the findings of the
fieldwork to the literature review: it discusses if visitor-related social tourism has wider
benefits for society, if it can reduce the handicapping characteristics of excluded groups

and if they present a potential learning process to the participants. Recommendations are

made to improve the learning process, so that the handicapping characteristics can be

reduced more effectively and the benefits to society are increased. The financial cost of
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social tourism is also compared with other social policies that aim to achieve the same

goals.

Finally in chapter 12, the conclusions, the answers to the research questions will be

summarised. The potential benefits of social tourism for low-income groups will be
presented, and the different organisational formats of social holidays (individual versus
group holidays) will be reviewed. Finally, social tourism will be evaluated as a potential

social policy in terms of outcomes and cost-effectiveness. This chapter will also include

recommendations for further research and reflect on the chosen approach for the study .
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2. Ethical views of society and social tourism

2. 1. Introduction

Social tourism includes individuals in the tourism process who would otherwise not be a
part of it, and seeks to benefit these groups economically or socially. This type of tourism
thus has a stronger moral element than most of the commercial tourism industry, and
does not purely measure its success in terms of revenue or profit. Success in social
tourism 1s measured by an increase in the (social and/or economic) life standard of the
host community, by an increase in physical and emotional well-being of the participants,
or by a reduction in the social exclusion of the participants. All these difterent outcomes
can potentially be used as moral justifications for social holidays; still, it seems some of
these justifications are more readily accepted than others. An example 1s the fact that
host-related social tourism, in the form of specialised “responsible” or “sustainable”
holidays, is now widely available, whereas visitor-related social tourism is a lot less
wide-spread. Within visitor-related social tourism, initiatives for persons with disabilities
are often judged differently than holidays for low-income groups. There are also

geographical differences: visitor-related social tourism is publicly funded in some

countries of Western Europe like France and Belgium, whereas other countries do not

include it into public policy.

This chapter proposes that how one sees the moral responsibility of society towards
people belonging to the weaker economic strata, has a big impact on one’s attitude
towards the different forms of social tourism. It examines why different moral acceptance
levels exist for investment in host-related social tourism on the one hand and visitor-
related forms on the other hand; and why certain societies Incorporate social tourism into
public policy, and others do not. The chapter concludes by formulating potential ethical
foundations for visitor-related social tourism for low-income groups, each with their own

measures for success. These measures of success will then be investigated further in

chapters 3 and 4, and tested in the fieldwork.
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2.2. Ethical views on the weaker strata in society

From an ethical point of view, two distinct positions on the responsibility of the stronger
strata 1n society towards the weaker strata are possible. Almost all ethical theories agree
that every citizen has the same rights in society and is equal before the law. Members of
society should all have opportunities to develop their life to an acceptable standard; it is
even the duty of the state to make sure that they have these opportunities. However, some
theories will particularly stress how society can be seen as a combination of actors, with
each actor shaped by their environment. Hence it is the responsibility of society to bring
out the best in every member. If every citizen looks out for their fellow citizens, and the

stronger strata support the weaker ones, society reduces the inequality between its

members and, it is argued, becomes stronger. Supporting and emancipating the weaker
strata can thus be described as an a priori predominant moral principle within this view

of society.

Alternatively, there are ethical theories that do not support this a priori obligation for the
stronger economic strata to support the weaker ones: they mainly stress that the

opportunities provided to one person should never limit the opportunities of another.
Thus, the morality of an action is determined by whether an individual can promote their

own welfare, or the welfare of society without hindering the opportunities of others. This
does not rule out that the weaker strata could benefit, as their welfare cannot be

threatened, but this view of society does not accept the unchanging responsibility to

enhance the opportunities of the weaker strata.

The following paragraphs review six ethical approaches and their links to social tourism.
This will be a helpful tool to clarify the very difterent and sometimes conflicting ethical

underpinnings of the term ‘social tourism’ and to better understand where the difterent

attitudes towards the two types of social tourism come from, and why and in what

circumstances governments may seek to promote It.
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2.3. Christian ethics

One of the most important and evident factors in the formation of ethical beliefs is

As the case studies involve social tourism in countries that are predominantly Christian,

the ethics and values of this religion will inevitably mark their influence on government

decisions and policies.

St Thomas Aquinas, author of the Summa Theologiae (one of the most influential

theological texts in medieval times) wrote that “God is our ultimate goal in life” (Aquinas

1991, 174). “The fulfilment of man’s life as gardener of things is to bring them to
tulfilment, fo do things well, and, in so doing, do his own thing well, to return to his own

nature which is the ability to discern goodness and to pursue it” (McDermott in Aquinas

1991, 168).

Christians thus have to seek what is good, and with the help of the Bible and other
religious texts can base their search for goodness on various different ethical systems. A
first option is the divine command ethics: “A divine command moralist holds that the
standard of right and wrong is constituted by the commands and prohibitions of God”
(Quinn & Taliaferro 1997, 453). This means that right and wrong are determined by the
will of God; an action is right because God commands it, rather than that God commands
an action because it 1s right. Behavioural prescriptions are connected to the divine will in
the Old and the Néw Testament, but predominates in the Old Testament: “Hebrew Bible
portrays God as a commander legislating about all sorts of things, including clearly moral
matters” (Quinn & Taliaferro 1997, 456). A second method to discern Christian ethics are
narrative ethics, although it must be said that this method can also be used for non-
theological ethics. “One of the most basic and natural media presenting (virtue and vice)
is the narrative, in which connected sequences of action, intention, thoughts and emotions
are depicted in life-contexts that are the natural settings of these occurrences” (Quinn &

Taliaferro 1997, 473). The parable of Jesus walking on the water for instance (Matthew
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14.22) expresses the faith a Christian needs to have in his religion, even when all things
seem to be against it. A third method of studying Christian ethics are agapeistic ethics,
which concentrate on the “law of love” (agape in Greek means love), and prescribe a
practical doctrine to which Christians are necessarily committed (Quinn & Taliaferro
1997, 481). There are three elements in agape: Philia (commitment to God), self-love and
neighbour-love. Agapeistic ethics thus makes clear that “reciprocity reigns, precisely in

the sense that mutual needs are met, assistance rendered and enrichment provided”

(Quinn & Taliaferro 1997, 486).

Christian virtues and charity

Based on these methods one can discern a set of Christian virtues, the most important of
which are the theological virtues Charity, Faith and Hope. The Catechism of the Catholic
Church describes them as follows: “The human virtues are rooted in the theological
virtues, which adopt man’s faculties for participation in the divine nature: for the
theological virtues relate directly to God. They dispose Christians to live in a relationship
with the Holy Trinity. They have the One and Triune God for their origin, motive and
object” (Catechism of the Catholic Church 1994, 402). Charity is superior to all the other
virtues, and is defined as “the theological virtue by which we love God above all things
for his own sake, and our neighbour as ourselves for the love of God” (Catechism of the
Catholic Church 1994, 404). It is clear that whatever ethical system is used, the virtues
will always hold the same importance. For divine command moralists there are several
statements in the Bible which command the Christians to neighbour-love. The Lord for
instance says to Moses: “You shall not take vengeance or bear a grudge against any of
your people, but you shall love your neighbour as yourself: [ am the LORD” (Levithicus
19.18). From the point of view of narrative ethics the whole of Jesus’ life can be seen as
neighbour-love, and a lot of the parables have the same subject. An example is the
parable of the lost sheep (Luke, 15.3). The connection between the virtue of Charity and
agapeistic ethics is rather self-explanatory, as agapeistic ethics are the interpretation of

the Bible and other religious texts in the light of this virtue.
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There are various ways in which a Christian can act charitably. A first example is
almsgiving to relieve need. According to Aquinas there are seven bodily and seven
spiritual acts of almsgiving: “visit, sup, feed, clothe, ransom, shelter and bury” on the
bodily side and “teach, advise, reprove, comfort, forgive, support and pray” on the
spiritual side (Aquinas 1991, 362). The Catechism also mentions solidarity on different
levels: “Socio-economic problems can be resolved only with the help of all forms of
solidarity: solidarity of the poor among themselves, between rich and poor, of workers
among themselves, between employers and employees in a business, solidarity among
nations and peoples” (Catechism of the Catholic Church 1994, 424). All of these are
works of mercy: “charitable actions by which we come to the aid of our neighbour in his

spiritual and bodily necessities” (Catechism of the Catholic Church 1994, 523).

Responsibility of the stronger economic strata towards the weaker

All this points out that the poor and the oppressed are “the object of a preferential love
on the part of the Church” (Catechism of the Catholic Church 1994, 523). It is the task of
every Christian to support the poor in a material and in a spiritual way to the best of his
abilities, as this is the will of God. This moral obligation marks out a difference with
secular ethics: “Often we consider our secular moral duties to be limited. The claim of
respect for persons goes so far, but no further. [...] Christian morality apparently breaks
down the limits we normally recognise. There are no limits to love and forgiveness”
(Baelz 1982, 86). It is the duty of Christians to make sure all human beings flourish,
without holding back, without a cost-benefit analysis. Still, the motives for this neighbour
love are different for Christians: “The Christian will be motivated to do what is right not
only because he wants human beings to flourish, but also because he is convinced that
God wants human beings to flourish and he wants what God wants” (Baelz 1982, 84).
There is another motivation though for Christian charity, which can be illustrated by the
Christian view of the source of all misery. “In its various forms, material deprivation,
unjust oppression, physical and psychological illness and death, human misery 1s the
obvious sign of frailty and need for salvation in which man finds himselt as a

consequence of original sin” (Catechism of the Catholic Church 1994, 523). The
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conseéquence of this is that although man cannot escape from original sin, he can be
forgiven in the afterlife. Therefore he will be judged on the degree of charity he displays
during his life. As Aquinas defines it: “The goal of charity’s growth 1s in the next life,
not in this. No charity except God’s own love is ever perfect enough to match his
lovableness; and creatures can have perfect charity only in the sense that they love to the
top of their powers” (Aquinas 1991, 353). The motivation of reward in the afterlife is
definitely unique to religious ethics, and implies that the good will always equal the
morally right, regardless of the costs or the benefits, as there is no greater benefit than a

blessed afterlife. Limitless charity towards the less fortunate is a way to achieve this, and

thus the duty of every Christian.

Looking at the responsibility of the stronger strata in society towards the weaker, it is
very clear that Christian ethics emphasise preferential love for the poor and the
disadvantaged in the community. This view on society can serve perfectly as an ethical
basis for many different forms of social tourism. The Church for instance played a big
role in one of the earliest forms of social tourism, whereby children from inner city
backgrounds were taken to the seaside or the countryside during the school holidays,
mainly for health reasons. Christian organisations today are still involved in oftering
holidays for children, the elderly, the sick and the disabled, and (particularly in mainland
Europe) many of them even own their own hotels or holiday centres to accommodate
their visitors. In Belgium for example the Christian Labour Union and the Christian

“Mutualite” (health insurance organisation) own accommodation facilities both in
Belgium and abroad. They organise holidays for children, families, the sick and the

elderly. Other examples are “Secours Catholique” in France and the “Associazionl

Cristiane Lavoratori Italiani” (ACLI) in Italy.

2.4. Marxist ethics

The earliest forms of social tourism can be traced back to the 19" Century, originating
with the development of the industrial society as a form of affordable tourism for the

working class, often with an educational or religious undertone. Considering its origin as
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the workingman's holiday and the role of the unions in its development, it comes as no

surprise that a possible ethical motivation for social tourism can be found in Marxism and

soctalist ethics.

The Marxist theory can be described as a form of "dialectical materialism". The term
"dialectical” refers to the principle that the world cannot be seen as a collection of things,
but rather as an evolving process. In other words, the dialectical approach “rejects
uncritical acceptance of existing empirical appearances, and seeks instead the inner
patterns from which these appearances derive and evolve” (Sowell 1986,7).
"Materialism" means that there are no gods or other spiritual forces behind the material

reality. This implies thus that the world keeps on changing and evolving, driven by
conflicting human forces in society. This is also the basis for Marx's views on history, as
1s indicated by the famous first sentence of his Communist Manifesto: “The history of all

hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles” (Marx 1967,79).

This process of constant change is an evolution towards a society in which the full and
free development of every individual forms the ruling principle (Sowell 1986,14), also
described as "communism". In this society, members should be able to develop and
exercise their physical and mental faculties without any restrictions. If these faculties are
not allowed to unfold freely, continues Marx, they will appear as alienations (god,
money), which stand in the way of the full and free development of the individual.

According to Marx, the individual can only fully develop himself within the community,
when in other words an identification of private and public life takes place, so that the
social life of the community is no longer alienated from the individual. The aim s an
absolute community with the "whole", or, as Marx describes it in "On the Jewish
Question": “The purpose of human emancipation is to bring it about that the collective,
generic character of human life is real life, so that society itself takes on a collective
character and coincides with the life of the state” (Marx in Kolakowski 1978, 126).

Marx saw the free development of creative forces in every member of society,

communism, as the highest good, the ultimate aim of his work. An increase in the

material wealth of the working class was only necessary if a lack of matenial things
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prevented them from developing their creativity. This was also where he saw the greatest
difference between capitalism and socialism: “The opposition between capitalism and
socialism is essentially and originally the opposition between a world in which human
beings are degraded into things and a world in which they recover their subjectivity”
(Kolakowski 1978, 287). This aim has both ethical and political implications. In a way,
one could say that the Marxist theory has evened the path for social tourism: according

to Marx in "Das Kapital", one of the basic prerequisites to make labourers recover their

subjectivity was a shortening of the working day. After Marx's death the Unions took

over his struggle and not only was the working day shortened, holidays were also made
possible for a larger group of workers after the Holiday with Pay convention of 1936 (cf.
chapter 2).

Based on the aim of socialism to allow each member in society to develop his or her full
potential, two of the main principles in socialist ethics can be described as development
and equality. These two principles are to be realised in the community, because “only in
community with others has each individual the means of cultivating his gifts in all
directions: only in the community, therefore, is personal freedom possible” (Sowell 1986,
35). This implies that individual interest must be made to coincide with the interests of
humanity, so that each human being can have an equal opportunity to cultivate his or her
gifts. Equality can be defined as: “the possession of legal rights or the possession of
extra-legal things like wealth, power or opportunity. Sometimes they are conflated in the
notion of a "moral right", thought of as some power, opportunity or share of wealth to
which people ought to have a legal right” (Cunningham 1987, 88). These rights do not
always have to be of a political or financial nature; Marx himself for instance also
stressed more "social rights" in his Communist Manifesto: “The bourgeois clap-trap
about the family and education, about the hallowed co-relation of parent and child,
becomes all the more disgusting, the more, by the action of Modern Industry, all family

ties among the proletarians are torn asunder, and their children transformed into simple

articles of commerce and instruments of labour” (Marx 1967, 101).
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Responsibility of the stronger economic strata towards the weaker

Although the general class struggle and the reign of the proletariat has never become
reality, and although the principles of the communist state have proved to be very hard to
uphold in reality, the aims of Marxism are not forgotten. Cunningham states that there are
two different groups of socialists: the ones that see socialism as that state form by which
the working class exercises power, and those that see rather strive for the state to
structurally embody certain valued principles (Cunningham 1987, 94). It is that second

group that has made sure that even in capitalist societies the principles of equality and

development can be a part of social policy making.

As opposed to the revolutionary aims of Marxism, Crosland describes the main post-war

soclo-democrat aspirations as:
1. A wider concern for social welfare - for the interests of those in need, or
oppressed, or unfortunate, from whatever cause
2. A belief in equality and the class-less society, and especially the desire to give the

worker his "just" rights and responsible status at work

3. A rejection of competitive antagonism, and an ideal of fraternity and co-operation

(Crosland 1963, 67)

These principles reflect the basis of the socio-democrat attitude towards welfare in 1963:
“It is a matter of priorities in the distribution of the national output, and a belief that first
priority should always be given to the poor, the unfortunate, the "have-nots”, and
generally to those in need, from which follows a certain view about collective social
responsibility, and thence about the role of the state and the level of taxation™ (Crosland
1963, 77). In comparison, the attitude of the European Union towards welfare today is
rather based on a cost-benefit analysis: “It is important to reconcile economic and social

objectives and to see public services as both a means ot sustaining social cohesion and

also as a player with a vital role in economic development” (Deakin et al 1995, 15).
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Like Christian ethics, Marxist ideas see it as an a priori duty of the stronger strata to

support the weaker. The equality of all members in society is an important element of
Marxism, and this has had impacts, as stated before, on the introduction of holidays to
workers. The ideas of equality and development are in line with visitor-related social
tourism initiatives, and definitely in the past, socialist organisations have played an
important role in this tourism form. Important examples are the unions, who often owned
holiday facilities their members could use at advantageous rates. Typical for the socialist
movement 1s also the network of associations that were formed, concentrating on the
needs of different target groups, which often provided a holiday offer: examples are
women’s associations, youth associations and organisations for the sick and the disabled.
Until today, socialist organisations remain important players in social tourism, mainly by
means of their accommodation patrimonial (for example in France and Belgium). In
France, the “Union Nationale Mutualiste Loisirs Vacances” for example concentrate their
ettorts around families on low incomes. They offer technical and financial support for not
tfor profit organisations. Another socialist support organisation is the “Union Cooperative
Equipment Loisirs”. In Belgium, the socialist Labour Unions and Mutualites (health
Insurance organisations) own an impressive patrimonium of holiday centres and
accommodation. They organise holidays for children, families, the disabled and the
elderly. An example in Italy is ANCST, part of Legacoop. The i1dea ot equality can also
apply to the hosts in the tourism exchange, as they can develop themselves through

labour in the tourism industry. Marxist ethics thus provide a moral motivation for both

host- and visitor-related social tourism.
Christian and Marxist ethics: attitude towards social tourism

Even though Christian ethics and Marxist ethics are obviously very ditferent, it has
become clear that both of them can act (and effectively have acted) as an ethical
motivation for both types of social tourism. What they both have in common is the
concentration on the weaker strata in society and the will to improve their quality of life.
The main difference between the two ideologies is that for the Christians this duty works

down from the Divine and for the socialists it works up from the individual. In both cases
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the good in society equals the right: meaning that what is morally a good thing to do must
be right for society as a whole, even if it means that the stronger strata have to make

sacrifices they do not always directly benefit of. As stated before, the emphasis of these

theories is not on the average member in society, but on the weakest member in society.

The following ethical theories (Kantianism, Utilitarianism, Natural Law, Rawls) differ
strongly from this point of view, and do not put an a priori emphasis on the weaker
members in society. Even though they are very different and in places they even OppOSE
each other, they all agree that the stronger strata do not have this a priori duty to support

the weaker. This strongly influences their inferred attitude towards social tourism, in the

host-related and the visitor-related form.

2.5. Kantianism

Kant's views on ethics start from the categorical imperative: one has to act in such a way
that the maxim for acting should become a universal law. His theory is non-
consequential: moral principles exist a priori, and apply irrespective of the consequences
of the actions. An action can only be morally right if it is carried out as a duty, not in
expectation of a reward (Fisher & Lovell 2003, 77). Each individual should caretfully
examine the duties he or she comes across, for there are perfect duties (which have to be
fulfilled) and imperfect duties (good values, but they have to make way for pertect duties
if the two coincide). Another element in his theory is the respect for the individual: “Act

in such a way that you always treat humanity [...] never simply as a means, but always at

the same time as an end” (Chyssides & Kaler 1993, 99).

In Kant’s ethical theory all moral principles are a priori, they can never be compromised:
Kant for instance states that one cannot lie, even if a potential murderer would ask the
whereabouts of his victim, one has to tell the truth (Chyssides & Kaler 1993, 100). This
of course has to do with the fact that this theory is non-consequential: Kant does not see
the consequence of an action as part of its moral value; in other words, he does not see

the death of the victim as a consequence of one's telling the truth. His respect for the
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individual principle is one of these @ priori moral obligations: no-one can be forced to
sacrifice their own happiness for the greater good, every person should examine himself
if this sacrifice is his duty. This principle represents an unbridgeable gap with the
Christian and Marxist ethical theories, as here sacrifice is demanded of every member of

a community. In contrast with the previous theories, the stress is on every individual in

society, not on the weakest strata.

Responsibility of the stronger economic strata towards the weaker

The Kantian view on the role of the stronger strata in society does not consider the
support and sacrifice towards the weaker group as an a priori moral responsibility.
Although one must respect each member of society as an individual in his or her own
right, no member can infringe on another’s opportunity merely for their own benefit.
According to Kant, the primacy of the individual is central at all times and this would
rule out certain social tourism initiatives whereby one group is forced to sacrifice its
autonomy for the access to holidays of another group. Thus, according to Kant, the
government has no a priort moral responsibility to spend public money on improving the
access to holidays for low-income groups, as this may not have any clear and equal
benefit for the other strata of society, denoting a key difference to the Christian and
Marxist ethics discussed above. Social welfare is an important element in the Kantian
respect for the individual, but other ways of spending public money might seem more
appropriate, as so far it has not yet been researched how the other groups in society

would benefit from visitor-related social tourism.

Yet, Kantianism also implies that the tourist should not take advantage of poorly paid
staff, lax environmental regulations or oppression of local communities in order to enjoy
their holiday as such practices could not be a maxim for a universal law. In this case the
local community (the individual and the eco-system) would be used as mere means to an

end (the relaxation and enjoyment of the tourist), and a threat to the autonomy of the host

community. Forms of social tourism like eco-tourism or socio-tourism, supporting local
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cultures, communities and eco-systems would be a preferable alternative for the

traditional tourist industry, and would be readily acceptable to Kantian theory.

2.6. Utilitarianism

Utility means usefulness - underlying the point that it is the usefulness of actions which
determines their moral character rather than the action itself. Actions are not good or bad
in themselves, but only what they are good or bad for (Chyssides & Kaler 1993, 91).
Jeremy Bentham defined utility as "happiness", as it is the only thing desirable as an end
in itself. Still, this is not an egoist or selfish theory: the common good is the arbiter of
right and wrong. This theory can therefore be summarised as follows: “The greatest
happiness for the greatest number is the foundation of morals and legislation” (Fisher &
Lovell 2003, 95). The basic tool it works with is a cost-benefit analysis: if the benefits
outweigh the costs even in the slightest manner, the action is morally right. (It has to be

noted that the costs and benefits cannot always be quantified in a monetary manner:

determining the exact value of these factors is therefore difficult in certain cases.)

At first sight, there might be a lot of similarities between this theory and the Marxist

theory: both strive for the common good, and there are no strict principles for moral

behaviour. Harmful "egoistic" motives have to be eliminated in favour of the utility of t