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European policy on social tourism has highlighted its potential as a mechanism for 

competitiveness and sustainability in the tourism sector. However, there has been little 

research on the supply side perspective on social tourism. In the UK much of the 

provision falls to the third sector rather than state aid which provides a unique context 

through which to explore supply side issues. This paper discusses supply side 

perspectives resulting from a survey of UK charities together with interviews of key 

tourism sector personnel and welfare service professionals. These were: semantic 

issues; coordination, integration and dialogue between actors and; challenging financial 

constraints. The paper argues for improved communication about social tourism across 

supply side actors, more research on the outcomes of services and better coordination 

between the tourism industry and third sector providers which could improve the profile 

and recognition of social tourism within the social and health care arena.  

Keywords: Social tourism, supply-side, third sector, tourism industry, social policy. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Social tourism has received renewed interest from the academic community as 

tourism‘s importance within developed economies and societies has become 

established. As such various researchers have sought to highlight: the transformative 

social possibilities of the phenomenon (Higgins-Desbiolles 2006); concerns about 

equality of access and participation (Minnaert, Quinn, Griffin and Stacey 2010) and; the 

individual and social benefits that can be derived from participation amongst 

disadvantaged groups (Minnaert, Maitland and Miller 2009; McCabe 2009). The 

benefits of social tourism for participating groups have been elaborated in relation to 

specific group such as terminal cancer patients or general concepts such as subjective 

wellbeing (e.g. Hunter-Jones 2004; McCabe, Joldesma and Li 2010). Tourism‘s 

potential as a social policy tool has been discussed, highlighting the role of holidays as 

a form of intervention in social care provision (Minnaert and Schapmans 2009). These 

studies have focused on the health and social benefits and wider welfare implications 

that tourism can bring to disadvantaged or excluded individuals (McCabe 2009). 

Inevitably, these studies have foregrounded older debates about whose rights to 

tourism, demonstrating that social tourism is connected to broader critical issues in 

tourism studies and management (Richards 1998; Minnaert, Maitland and Miller 2011).  

During the current global economic downturn, characterised by a rethinking of the role 

of the state in the provision of social welfare services, an argument has been developed 

that social tourism does have the capability to impact on people to such an extent that it 

can be used as a policy tool to reduce state spending on services (cf Minnaert, Maitland 

and Miller 2011: 404). However the major thrust of this recent research and theorising 

has a fundamental underpinning within a demand side perspective, postulating that 

increased participation will yield benefits for individuals, and consequently yield 

benefits to the state purse. This is slightly at odds with recent developments in 

European Union (EU) policy that has sought to link social tourism to the sustainability 

agenda and general competitiveness in the European tourism industry through measures 

such as the CALYPSO programme (Diekmann and McCabe 2011). Broadly speaking, 

the concern of EU policy has been to shift the focus of social tourism from an overtly 
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‗social‘ (demand perspective) agenda to highlight the potential economic contribution 

of this activity through job creation and enhanced visitor spending multipliers in the 

low season (supply perspective). However, the supply perspective has been relatively 

neglected in the recent debates (Diekmann et al 2009 is an exception). This paper seeks 

to go some way to addressing this imbalance through an analysis of recent research 

undertaken with charities, tourism industry representatives and social services 

professionals working either directly or indirectly in the supply of social tourism in the 

UK.  

The supply of social tourism in the UK is different from many countries and as such 

offers interesting insights as well as raising issues which face many other countries 

wishing to develop social tourism as part of their tourism development policies. 

Whereas in many countries across Europe social tourism has historically been organised 

either entirely within or at arms length from the public sector (largely through direct 

government funding or indirectly through workers councils), in the UK the delivery of 

any social tourism initiatives has fallen to the third sector (see McCabe, Minnaert and 

Diekmann 2011). This has been attributed to the socio-political history of Europe 

through the late 19
th

 and early 20
th

 Centuries, during which worker‘s rights were 

established to include not only time from work, but also direct intervention to facilitate 

social ideals through tourism participation (Caire 2011). This was mainly achieved in 

the form of ‗holiday centres‘, that made cheap and simple holiday opportunities 

available for the masses such as those still in existence today in Flanders, Belgium 

(Minnaert and Schapmans 2009). The UK followed a more individualistic system based 

on self-help (Minnaert, Maitland and Miller 2007), and although holiday participation 

did extend to the masses through increased wealth creation and through the 

development of mass packaged holidays that democratised travel for the majority, 

charity intervention became established in the mid 1970‘s to support under-represented 

groups (Hughes 1991). This is important since the European model has struggled to 

remain competitive through successive waves of reduction in the direct support of the 

state in subsidising these initiatives from the 1980‘s to the current era of economic 

restructuring.  

 

Many commentators have noted the role that the third sector can play in community 

development initiatives indeed even the provision of essential social services. Third 

sector organisations are seen to have an important role to play when the state withdraws 

from the provision of services for local communities whilst at the same time the private 

sector is more concerned with ambitions for global growth. This leaves space for third 

sector intervention in the local arena. As the polemicist Rifkin argues, ―The real race, in 

every geographic region of the world, in the coming years, will be between the 

institutions of the third sector and the fourth sector for control over local geography, in 

the wake of its partial abandonment by government and business.‖ (Rifkin 2000: 43) 

Therefore this paper analyses the UK model of the supply of social tourism with the aim 

of developing insights for the management and development of the social tourism sector 

in Europe and beyond, as increasingly we notice the relevance of social tourism in 

rapidly modernising economies such as Brazil (Almeida 2011). Caire (2011) also notes 

the importance of the ‗social economy‘ in the future for more established social tourism 

systems such as in France. 
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Whilst there has been some research on the role of charities in the UK tourism sector 

(Turner, Miller and Gilbert 2001) including one study on their role in social tourism 

provision (Hunter-Jones 2011), this is limited and there is scope to build on this 

previous work and to extend the analysis to include a range of aspects of the supply 

perspective. The analysis draws on a study that aimed to assess the full extent of 

charitable activity either directly or indirectly in the provision of supported services 

related to the social tourism sector to include those organisations not ostensibly or 

primarily oriented to provision of ‗holidays‘. Many charities working in the delivery of 

services to vulnerable groups were also found to include similar service aspects as those 

directly working in the social tourism field. The study included interviews with a range 

of key stakeholders involved in the tourism industry generally to understand their 

perceptions of the issues in delivery of social tourism initiatives in the UK. The paper 

also draws on a further study of social and health care services professionals who 

routinely referred families for a holiday grant to the Family Holiday Association, a 

national UK charity with 35 years experience in supporting social tourists and 

developing policy and programmes in social tourism.  

The study identified a range of issues including the general lack of understanding of 

social tourism amongst providers; lack of coordination, integration and dialogue 

between tourism and charitable service providers and recognition of the benefits of the 

services for beneficiaries against a backdrop of reduced or challenging financial 

constraints. The paper argues for a need for improved communication about social 

tourism across the supply side, more information and greater coordination across the 

third sector to leverage cost and efficiency savings, better partnerships between the 

third sector and the tourism industry to enable more disadvantaged people to access 

tourism opportunities (as well as achieve wider benefits), a better understanding of 

social tourism across the third sector and the tourism industry to promote the 

importance of holidays for all members of society, and to increase the profile and 

recognition of social tourism within the tourism industry and the welfare and policy 

arenas, and finally more research on the outcomes of services and related supply 

perspective issues which could be relevant to other systems/countries.  

 

2 A REVIEW OF SOCIAL TOURISM RESEARCH IN THE UK. 

2.1 SOCIAL TOURISM SUPPLY AND THE THIRD SECTOR 

The term ‗social tourism‘ has varying definitions and is implemented differently across 

Europe and beyond. The adjective ‗social‘ has different connotations in English-

speaking countries. There ‗social tourism‘ is often associated with ‗ecotourism‘ or 

‗volunteer tourism‘ (see Minnaert, et al 2007; Diekmann et al 2009). The lines between 

the differing definitions are further blurred by the fact that third sector organisations are 

often at the forefront of ecotourism and voluntourism provision (Turner et al 2001). 

Although this sector is increasingly becoming marketised (Benson 2011) and generally 

serves a high spend market. Social tourism in the context of this paper and recent 

studies and policies cited above in relation to demand perspective research generally 

refers to ―all of the relationships and phenomena resulting from participation in 

tourism, and in particular from the participation of social strata with modest incomes. 
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This participation is made possible, or facilitated, by measures of a well-defined social 

nature‖ (International Social Tourism Organisation [ISTO] 2009:).  

The inclusion of the clause about a well-defined social nature largely refers to the fact 

that support for disadvantaged people is linked to health or social outcomes. Therefore 

social tourism initiatives often encompass a variety of different initiatives, and a range 

of stakeholders including commercial and non-commercial, governmental and private 

organisations, which makes the supply side factors particularly pertinent (Minnaert et al 

2007). Social tourism initiatives are most often directed towards one or more target 

groups characterised by higher relative proportions of exclusion: young people, older 

people, low-income families and people with disabilities are the most common target 

groups (European Commission 2010). Whereas many European countries have a long 

history of provision of social support for holidays through government or NGO 

intervention (mainly as a result of the trade-offs made in employees rights to paid 

holidays from work after the 1930s, but also to extend this provision to disadvantaged 

groups), in the UK there is no such system. The UK follows a peculiar approach within 

Europe since it has no national scale coordination of supported tourism services. 

Instead there is a range of funding mechanisms including: direct national government 

funding for ad hoc programmes, indirect government funding (through NGO‘s and 

directly funded charities), local government and the charity sector (Diekmann and 

McCabe 2011). In this context direct and indirect national government funding is 

primarily delivered through the charitable sector. Whereas the largest volume of 

spending is delivered via government, this is tiny in comparison with other European 

schemes, and there are many small charities working in related areas delivering support 

to a wide range of beneficiaries. However, no statistical data concerning the [social 

tourism] sector are available at national level for any European country. Such figures, if 

available, are collected by the numerous organisations themselves for their own 

purposes (Diekmann et al 2009), so it is difficult to identify the true extent of activity in 

this area. 

However, what we do know is that social tourism across Europe is delivered through a 

variety of mechanisms albeit with some common factors or features (Diekmann, 

McCabe and Minnaert 2011). The features of the supply in many ways resemble those 

of the mainstream tourism sector, including transport, accommodation, visitor 

attractions and so on. In some countries the accommodation sector in the social tourism 

field is owned and managed by social tourism organisations (holiday centres as 

mentioned above, for example in Belgium). These may also require specific adaptations 

for particular groups that necessitate a distinct and focused ownership structure. All 

systems furthermore require intervention in the form of a funding mechanism, but an 

additional key commonality is the involvement of intermediary organisations or 

services, which act as a facilitator between the supply and demand sides of social 

tourism activities (Diekmann, et al 2011). This is where charities play a role in the UK 

since they are responsible both for the development and delivery of funding to assist 

social tourists, and also act as intermediaries. Intermediary roles are varied in that some 

organisations provide funding only, others support organisational elements of a break, 

coordinating different components in the supply chain, and yet others stimulate demand 

where it is weak through the provision of enhanced support in the form of information 

and other services. However, the main difficulty in determining the direction and nature 
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of work of a third sector organisation in the UK system arises because of a lack of 

clarity regarding the nature and orientation of the provision. Many charitable 

organisations are focused on the specific needs of specific disadvantaged groups where 

a holiday is only one of a range of different services offered. There appears to be a vast 

range of organisations offering respite and short break services that may indeed be 

classified as having similar characteristics as social tourism charities. The following 

section provides a brief outline of the connections between these service providers.   

2.2 RESPITE BREAKS, SHORT BREAKS AND SOCIAL TOURISM: 

EXPLORING CONNECTIONS 

Although there are many groups who are excluded from tourism opportunities, one of 

the most profoundly excluded groups are those who are acting in an informal care-

giving role. These people constitute an important part of health care systems but still 

receive far less policy and research attention than formal caregivers. Even though this 

situation is gradually changing as the importance of supporting informal carers is 

increasingly acknowledged, the supply and use of respite care is still modest. 

Successive UK governments have recognised the need to integrate informal carer needs 

into formal health policy. A recent study found that there are 3 attitudes exhibited 

amongst informal caregivers: (1) those who need and ask for respite care, (2) those who 

do not need respite care and (3) those who need but will not ask for respite care. The 

latter is largest group (Van Exel, De Graaf and Brouwer 2008). Robinson and Stalker 

(1993) found that access to services was uneven, with families from low socio-

economic groups and from black and ethnic minority communities apparently having 

less choice. What is respite care and how is it linked to social tourism? Respite takes a 

number of different forms, including care with another family, sitting services, stays in 

a residential home, hostel or hospital. Respite care is currently offered by a wide range 

of agencies, including health and local authorities as well as private and voluntary 

organisations. Respite care went largely unregulated, which led to considerable 

variation in standards of care. With the implementation of the Children Act (1989), 

however, local authorities were mandated to cooperate with other agencies in the 

provision of preventive services and place greater emphasis on promoting the child's 

welfare.  

Assessment of family carers in their own right has come to the fore in the UK over the 

past decade since the introduction of the Carers Acts and National Strategy for Carers 

(Charlesworth, Higgs & Poland 2008). This emphasis on the need for ‗care for carers‘ 

has coincided with the development of local markets in care with social service 

departments being encouraged to provide fewer direct care services themselves and 

increase commissioning of independent service providers (Ware, Matosevic, 

Hardy,Knapp, Kendall and Forder 2003). The benefits from respite care are also linked 

to the types of benefits identified resulting from social tourism. Ninety-nine caregivers 

who utilised respite services reported
 
that respite care contributed to improved physical 

and mental
 
health, better relationships, and increased confidence in their

 
ability to 

continue in the care-giving role, while not affecting
 
patients' physical or mental 

functioning (Scharlach and Frenzel 1986). Recent legislation (Carers Equal 

Opportunities Act, Department of Health 2004) gives carers increased rights when their 

needs are being assessed. A carer's wish to work, undertake training or leisure activities 
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should be taken into account as part of a carers' assessment. Similar to social tourism, 

there is very limited research on supply of respite care. Most studies investigate carers‘ 

views (e.g. van Exel et al 2008; Ashworth and Baker 2000) as opposed to the types, 

quality and demand for different respite experiences. Although identified as a need, 

there is a general lack of evidence of substantial benefit from respite care (Burdz et al 

1988, Lawton et al 1989). The major benefits of respite care emerged around two major 

themes: normality and freedom. McConkey & Adams (2000) are the only authors found 

who connected holidays and respite care. In their study they identified six types of 

short-term breaks: (1) hospital-based overnight care; (2) overnight stays in a residential 

home; (3) domiciliary service in the family home; (4) breaks provided in another family 

home; (5) residential holidays; and (6) breaks provided through leisure schemes 

organized after-school or during holidays. McConkey and Adams (2000) found that 

family income appears to influence the type of breaks they received. Family-based 

breaks were used by more affluent families (as were leisure activities), whereas those 

on low incomes or benefits were more likely to use hospital or ‗institutional‘ services. 

Obviously the family‘s opportunity for short-term breaks was also found to be 

determined by the availability of the service within their health authority area. 

Therefore, respite care can include leisure and tourism opportunities however as in 

normal market conditions, those on low incomes participate less than those who are 

better off, which links to the leisure constraints literature. Hinch and Jackson (2000) 

argued that the concept of constraints has been addressed even more directly in the 

tourism literature with regard to the non-travel of seniors. This group has long been 

recognised as an important travel segment by the travel industry and as a distinct if not 

unique population by leisure researchers (e.g. Fleischer and Pizam 2002). Based on the 

‗Leisure Constraint Questionnaire‘, Blazey‘s research revealed that the top-ranked 

constraints were related to money, health, lack of travel companions, preference not to 

drive at night, and disability for example (1987). Haukeland (1990) also found that 

there were ‗real‘ constraints to travel (too strenuous, expense, health, and age) as well 

as those factors pertaining to cost/affordability. 

 

In the local government context in the UK regarding provision of short break services 

(of which there are over 400 in England and Wales) tourism falls within a range of 

provision that includes: sitting services, befriending services, youth clubs, play 

schemes, overnight stays with carers, care home or hospital (Prewett 1999). Robinson 

et al (2001) argued that not only is there a shortage of short break services that can 

adequately cater for children‘s specific health care needs but also an overuse of 

segregated health care settings. It was rare to find children receiving short breaks in 

ordinary domestic settings except through family links and sitting services. In the 

context of children with disabilities, support services must be provided to disabled 

children (classified as ―children in need‖) under the Children‘s Act (Department of 

Health 1989), which states that welfare of the child and his/her physical, emotional and 

educational needs must be met. There is evidence that in the UK support for families 

with severely disabled children has not kept pace with medical advances. Robinson et 

al‘s study highlighted the difficulties families experienced in obtaining adequate and 

appropriate short breaks for their children as well as the lack of social work monitoring 

of short break placements (Robinson et al 2001) 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 9 of 9 

The legislation was extended by the Carers and Disabled Children Act (Department of 

Health 2000), which sought to specifically recognise the needs for carers of children 

with disabilities by placing a statutory responsibility on local authorities to consider the 

needs of carers and decide: (a) whether the carer has needs in relation to the care which 

he provides or intends to provide; and (b) if so, whether they could be satisfied (wholly 

or partly) by services which the local authority may provide. However, despite a range 

of different government programmes in place to tackle problems of disadvantaged 

children (e.g. Sure Start, Every Child Matters, Quality Protects), there has been no 

significant reduction in the child poverty figures in the UK. Indeed the latest 

Households Below Average Income (HBAI) statistics child poverty has risen 

significantly in the past two years (National Children‘s Bureau 2009). In 2003, the 

Department for Work and Pensions recognised inability to go on holiday once a year as 

an indicator of social exclusion in measuring child poverty (Ramrayka 2005). 

According to the National Children‘s Bureau (2008) families with disabled children 

have repeatedly reported that short breaks are their number one service priority - yet 

currently, only 1 in 13 families receive any kind of support service. It is clear that short 

break services/respite care struggles with a lack of funding (Prewett 1999). Some 

charities, such as the Family Fund which is funded by Government and aimed to 

provide one-off payments to help families living with or caring for members with 

disabilities, have witnessed an increasing demand for financial support for holidays as 

opposed to traditional requests for 'hard' consumer goods, such as washing machines or 

televisions. The Family Fund now spends almost 50% of its grant-giving on financial 

support for holidaymaking. These agencies and organisations are facing increasing 

requests for funding, and it appears that holidays are increasingly being viewed as 

important for people caring for disabled children, and yet there is very little research on 

the benefits of holiday participation (McCabe 2009). 

Although recent data is not available, McConkey and Adams‘s (2000) detailed study of 

costs fell outside the scope of this study, it was estimated that for the financial year 

studied, the Health and Social Services Board had spent around £1.59 million on short 

break services for people with disabilities; three quarters on residential homes (41% of 

the total) and hospital-based breaks (35%). Domiciliary services accounted for 15% of 

the total; family based schemes for 5% and 4% was spent on leisure activities and 

residential holidays. (The latter does not include parental contributions; the only service 

for which a charge is levied). When these costs are related to the numbers of people 

availing of each service, the cost differential across the various types of services 

becomes very apparent. The per person costs are much lower for domiciliary, leisure 

and family based breaks than they are for breaks taken in hospital and residential homes 

yet these still formed a small proportion of the Board‘s spending. Hence, future 

research could usefully focus on the cost–benefits for both children and families of 

differing respite services (McConkey & Adams 2000). In economic terms social 

tourism looks relatively good value.  

Another point to make is that in the current economic climate, many countries across 

Europe as well as the UK have seen a large drop in public funding for social tourism 

facilities. The decrease of public funding has a negative impact on the development of 

the sector (Diekmann et al 2009). In times of financial stringency there is a real risk of 
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local authorities levying charges for respite care. Indeed, a small minority already 

charge for children's respite services and approximately half of all family based 

schemes for adults expect their clients to contribute (Robinson and Stalker 1993). 

Given the increasing pressure on health care budgets as Western Europe‘s population 

ages, the demand for informal care is expected to rise in the coming years (van Exel et 

al 2008).  

Some differences emerge between social tourism and respite care. Clearly not all respite 

care can be classified as tourism as short breaks can mean a cared-for person being 

looked after in a residential care home so that the family can enjoy ‗normal‘ family life 

for a short time. However, the provision of short breaks that does include leisure travel 

is not insignificant some short breaks can involve leisure activities for the cared-for 

person. Also, the needs for respite breaks as well as outcomes are linked to similar 

needs expressed by social tourists (McCabe 2009).  Finally families in a care-giving 

role are generally excluded from participation in tourism opportunities and so respite 

services often lead to an increase in participation amongst these groups. Therefore it is 

essential to understand the perspectives amongst the third sector providers about these 

issues.    

3. METHODOLOGY  

Two methods of data collection were employed: an email based questionnaire and 

semi-structured telephone interviews. The purpose of the questionnaire was to capture 

the various predominantly small, charities offering different social tourism related 

services. This was followed by interviews with industry suppliers supporting social 

tourism initiatives. The initial task was to build up a database of charities that could be 

classified as providing social tourism related services in the UK. In order to establish a 

comprehensive list the researchers checked different online charity directories such as 

www.charityportal.co.uk, www.guidestar.org.uk and www.charitychoice.co.uk as well 

as the popular general search engines and local government websites. The inclusion 

criteria were: that organisations are in operation for at least one year and based in the 

UK and; that either direct financial support or in-kind support (e.g. transport, 

accommodation or related services) are offered to disadvantaged people to access a 

short break/holiday. Each charity directory was searched for the keywords ‗holiday‘, 

‗short break‘, ‗respite‘ and ‗camp‘. ‗Holiday‘ for instance produced 4,242 results on 

www.guidestar.com, however only the first few hundred listings proved to be useful as 

they contained full contact details and a short summary mentioning social tourism 

related activity specifically. The website portal provided individual summaries which 

were assessed and it became apparent that social tourism and respite care are strongly 

interrelated, especially in view of providing services for permanently and terminally ill 

individuals and their carers. Therefore, charities that are primarily respite care homes 

are also included in the database as they are believed to fall under the aforementioned 

definition of social tourism provider, i.e. they offer a break from the usual caring 

routine for people who could otherwise not afford to take some time off from their 

routine day-to-day responsibilities.  

Where email addresses were listed they were copied into the database, the remaining 

charities were contacted by telephone. The majority of charities were believed to be 
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micro and small scale organisations hence most of them do not have their own website. 

Over the course of three weeks approximately 300 charities were contacted via 

telephone to enquire about a contact email address for the email questionnaire. During 

these calls a short summary of the research project was given. Out of about 870 social 

tourism charities listed on different online directories, 650 could be associated with a 

contact email address. Reasons for non-supply varied: in most cases the phone number 

was not correct anymore, people did not use email, the charity had been discontinued or 

the person running the charity had stopped mostly due to personal reasons. The 

resulting high-quality sample of 650 organisations is considered representative for the 

collective UK supply, underlined by the sample characteristics presented in the 

following section. An online survey was emailed to this database and two reminder 

emails were sent on three consecutive Mondays in June 2009. Each invitation was sent 

at the beginning of the workday to achieve higher response rates and quicker response 

times (Sheehan 2002). One third of responses were received within the first five days. 

The reminders were selectively aimed at non-responders in order to boost the response 

rate. The study achieved a 32.1% total response rate (n=209) this considerable high 

percentage is believed to be connected to the large number of personal phone 

conversations prior to sending out the questionnaire resulting in high-quality data. The 

survey data generated was imported into SPSS for Windows for analysis. As most 

questions contained and ‗Other, please specify‘ option, all those responses were coded 

so that they could be considered. 

In order to examine the entire spectrum of social tourism supply the quantitative 

research on the third sector was complemented by a small number of semi-structured 

interviews with tourism industry suppliers who support social tourism activities.  Here, 

the Family Holiday Association (a major UK national charity specifically targeting 

social tourism) was contacted to provide key informants that resulted in six interviews 

with national scale tourism providers. The sample reflects the diversity of the industry: 

tour operators and accommodation providers were interviewed as well as attractions 

and educational centres. All interviews were conducted via telephone in the second half 

of July. An identical set of ten questions was asked each interviewee. All interviews 

were recorded and subsequently transcribed verbatim. Qualitative research was also 

undertaken with welfare agents who refer families for a holiday to the Family Holiday 

Association to examine the need for social tourism. Twelve interviews with welfare 

agents were conducted, who work in a range of organisations for example schools, 

housing associations and social services. All interviews were conducted in April/May 

2011 and were conducted in the same manner as the tourism industry interviews.  

4. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

4.1 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 

Two sample characteristics apply to the vast majority of survey respondents: 88% 

selected ‗Registered charity‘ as the current status of their organisation and 85% 

indicated that they are currently providing access to short breaks/respite care/holidays 

for disadvantaged or sick people. Other types of organisational status were hospice 

(5%), local government initiatives, respite care, faith organisations and individual 

support groups (2% each). The ways in which the organisations stated they were 
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currently involved in supporting access to short breaks were clearly centred around one 

theme: 67% selected grant-giving for breaks and respite care provision as their main 

type of support, the remaining stated they were providing subsidised or free 

accommodation (21%), provision of information and other services (9%) and support in 

completing applications to organisations which offer funding (3%). It is clear that in a 

broad range of charitable contexts, the delivery of services related to social tourism is a 

key activity in the UK. Similarly, there was also a good deal of support being offered 

within the tourism Industry.  The interviews showed that there are various direct and 

indirect ways in which businesses and organisations were involved in the support of 

social tourism, for example: assistance in the planning and organising process of family 

holidays, referring families for a holiday, free and discounted accommodation, 

provision of education packages for school children that are linked to the national 

curriculum, and; referrals to other activity providers. Similarly, one interviewee ran a 

bursary scheme for schools in the term time so that they can experience environmental 

education e.g. on outdoor trail visits. Here, the focus is on schools that have a large 

share of children whose parents have difficulty in paying and otherwise would not be 

able to participate. One transport provider explained that her company offers free train 

tickets for families during off-peak times. Additionally, indirect support was mainly 

undertaken through charity collections and fundraising activities but also, as different 

interviewees mentioned, through the promotion of the work of charities working 

directly in the social tourism field such as the Family Holiday Association through 

existing communication channels and creating awareness among staff. The question 

about the main affiliation of the providers revealed that this small fraction has already 

an extensive network in mainly the charitable sector with various existing formal and 

informal cooperation agreements.  

The survey data revealed that there are a number of different beneficiary groups: people 

with physical or mental disabilities and terminally ill people, children and families from 

poor social backgrounds and carers (see Figure 1). These beneficiaries are clearly 

reflected by the main type of criteria that organisations employ to evaluate the 

individual need for a short break: age (45%), income (49%) and disability/state of 

health (29%) are standing in an obvious relation to determine the eligibility of the 

above beneficiary groups. Further selection criteria were: location (24%), i.e. only 

permanent residents from a certain area/borough are eligible to apply, referral (19%)  

the individual application must be submitted/justified by a person who knows the 

applicant/s in a professional way such as doctors and social workers.  
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Figure 1 Overview of main beneficiaries of social tourism services 

The answer to the question, ‗How many people were provided with short 

breaks/holidays in the past financial year?‘ confirmed what the researchers anticipated. 

Most of the organisations dealt with small numbers of people, more than one third 

(36%) catering for up to 50 people in need and a further 26% for between 51 and 150 

disadvantaged people. A total of 82% of social tourism organisations stated that they 

deal with less than 500 people per year. However, eight organisations (6%) stated that 

they provide between 2,501 and 10,000 people with a holiday and two charities help 

more than 10,000 people per year to access short break services.  

Interviews with tourism industry respondents showed similar results in that apart from 

one accommodation provider (support for approximately 1,000 people) all other 

interviewees said they supported less than 500 people through their social tourism 

initiatives in their last financial year. Therefore the supply of social tourism in the UK is 

characterised by a large number of very small scale organisations, providing services for 

the needs of a relatively small number of target groups. The following sections outline 

some of the main issues raised through the research.  

4.2 RATIONALE FOR INVOLVEMENT. 

The main reason for an organisation‘s involvement in social tourism activities was 

identified by 79% of survey respondents as ‗part of our charitable aim‘, ‗demand from 

beneficiaries‘ (6%) and ‗funding being tied to work in this area‘ (9%) were other 

possible options, only 2 respondents (~1%) indicated that providing such services was 

part of their statutory responsibility. In terms of allocating resources the options 

holidays (48%) and respite care (26%) were the main focus of most providers, followed 

by short breaks (12%), hospice, i.e. support care for terminally ill patients (7%) and day 

trips (4%). It was not clear from the findings of the survey was how the provision of 

‗breaks‘ services became integrated as part of the charitable aims of the large 

proportion of charities that chose this option. However it is most likely that this was in 

response to an identified need from beneficiaries. This has been confirmed in 

government research for example in the context of services to carers of people living 
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with dementia (Department of Health 2009) and other caring contexts (van Exel et al 

2008). A focus on intervention to meet the needs of beneficiaries has resulted in a 

system that is inherently demand-led in the UK. This is in contrast to much social 

tourism provision in Europe which is supply-led, where much of the social tourism 

provision is in the form of facilities (see Diekmann and McCabe 2011). The imperative 

in these countries is to maximise the capacity of the facilities, which results in a focus 

on matching supply with demand (often to include mainstream tourists as well as social 

tourists). In terms of the range of activities evidenced through the allocation of funding, 

it is clear that almost 65% of funding is directly related to the provision of social 

tourism services.  

Interviewees from industry supply were asked the same question which generated some 

interesting insights that were predominantly centred around the following themes: 

common business objectives, corporate social responsibility (CSR) activities, boosting 

staff morale, providing individuals and families the chance to experience the benefits of 

a holiday and issues of seasonality which the following statement by an accommodation 

provider summarises: ―Obviously we feel that we have a corporate social responsibility 

to help where we can and also it serves a business need. The holidays that we offer at 

discounted rates are not during peak times but during off-peak time so it fits with our 

business model as well.‖ A large tour operator stated that the organisation‘s main 

motivation to be involved in social tourism provision is sharing the same goals, i.e. 

making the benefits of a holiday also accessible to poor families and ―really advertising 

the benefits of family holidays‖. These benefits have been identified in this and previous 

studies to include important physical and mental wellbeing, improved self-esteem in 

children and closer family relationships in vulnerable groups such as single parent 

families (see Minnaert et al 2009; McCabe 2009; Minnaert et al 2010). Many of the 

welfare agents also shared a similar view of the importance of the benefits of holiday 

for disadvantaged families “it can bring enormous benefits, just a change of scenery or 

doing something different”. Against the background of the work of the Family Holiday 

Association the tour operator also emphasised their corporate interest in the lobby work 

of the charity since ―the restrictions around school holidays in the UK are quite 

onerous and that for certain children it would be more beneficial if the government or 

authorities could relax on those constraints‖. A number of interviewees stated that 

initially they simply wanted to help families without the promise of a two-way 

partnership. However, the additional benefits of bringing in more business as well as 

positive implications from CSR publicity generated more customers and hence 

developed into a ―kind of business and commercial partnership which is good for both 

of us‖. 

4.3 DEFINITIONS AND A LACK OF UNDERSTANDING OF SOCIAL 

TOURISM AMONGST PROVIDERS 

Some of the welfare agents referring disadvantaged individuals to social tourism 

providers had not even heard of the term before and over half were unsure of its 

meaning, as one welfare agent stated “I‟m never quite sure to be honest”. Most welfare 

agents had just heard of the concept through working with the Family Holiday 

Association. From the welfare agents perspective, 10 out of 12 welfare agents had heard 

of the term social tourism (all through working with the Family Holiday Association) 6 
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voiced their understanding of what it means with 4 giving an approximately ‗correct‘ 

definition. This shows there is first a lack of communication/marketing especially as a 

lot of welfare agents have been working with the Family Holiday Association for many 

years and still don‘t have a clear understanding of social tourism even though a working 

definition is provided on most Family Holiday Association literature. Linking to this 

most of the welfare agents do not even realise they are involved in social tourism. This 

could relate to a ‗lack of seriousness ‗of the term and definition of social tourism as  

maybe people just think of it as more of an academic term or people have a  problem 

connecting with the term and it actually happening in practice.  

Interviewees from the industry supply side had a much more refined understanding of 

the meaning of social tourism, however, all providers stated that prior to their actual 

involvement they had no idea of the concept and that they still find it difficult to explain 

it to others since there is no common perception within the tourism industry. “Mutual 

benefits for disadvantaged individuals and us [social tourism providers] on a long-term 

basis” was the most common response. One interviewee who is strongly involved in 

pushing social tourism within her company stated that “the government needs to get the 

social tourism theme out and with it means to people. […] It‟s awful that people don‟t 

realise how big an impact it can have on society and families”. Whereas most providers 

agreed there was a strong need for more widespread communication of the term ‗social 

tourism‘, one youth travel provider stated that “I am not sure that social tourism 

actually helps us very much. I think the term „social tourism‟ sounds like you are giving 

people a good time, you know, and if you are a charity that‟s probably not a charitable 

objective as such […] I wouldn‟t be comfortable using that term in any of my literature 

at all. I think that would cause us a lot of problems.” 

Since the researcher spoke with approximately 300 different charities to enquire about 

email addresses and willingness to participate in the online survey, a deeper insight into 

different perceptions towards social tourism could be gained. Again, in most cases the 

term ‗social tourism‘ was not known and thus a short explanation was provided. This 

problem was also encountered by Hunter-Jones (2011) in unpacking the charity-tourism 

relationships across a range of charities actually engaged in social tourism. 

Interestingly, upon discussing the relevance of the term, two distinct attitudes became 

apparent: charities providing short breaks to socially disadvantaged people (especially 

children) seemed to be somewhat hesitant in agreeing that they were engaged in 

providing social tourism, however, they generally displayed an open attitude towards 

the term. Contrary to that, charities supporting respite care, which constitutes a 

significant share of overall provision nationally, strongly disagreed with making a 

connection between respite and tourism services to the degree where they seemed 

offended by being referred to as social tourism providers. Overall, ‗tourism‘ denotes a 

lack of seriousness since it is perceived as being synonymous with ‗having a good time‘ 

and therefore contradictory to the aims and needs of beneficiary groups. Especially in 

view of fundraising activities respondents frequently claimed that a ‗tourism 

connotation‘ would cause them immense difficulties in securing funds for 

charitable/welfare aims. The semantic issues are a persistent problem for charities 

working in the area of social tourism, and are indicative of the cultural position of 

‗holidays‘ in the UK. Tourism is an essential part of social life (see Larsen et al 2007 

for example) and yet in the context of respite breaks, and even in direct social tourism 
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charities, for the purposes of fundraising the word ‗break‘ is perceived to be more 

legitimate than ‗holiday‘ (McCabe et al 2011). This aspect of the legitimacy of tourism 

prevents policy from moving forward that could connect social tourism providers with 

other charities whose core activities are not in tourism provision, but whose ancillary 

roles involve the delivery of similar services. This in turn prevents coordination in the 

delivery of services, funding opportunities and lobbying. The semantic understanding 

of social tourism in the UK is not dissimilar to issues in mainland European countries 

such as Belgium and France where social tourism is mainstreamed within social 

provision but is potentially seen as a negative in the marketisation of social tourism 

facilities and services to non-social tourists (Diekmann et al 2009).       

4.4 RECOGNITION OF THE BENEFITS OF SOCIAL TOURISM TO THE 

TOURISM INDUSTRY  

Academic research on social tourism has focussed to a large extent on the positive 

effects on health and social relations. The research on the outcomes of holidays in a 

social tourism context is seen as a positive for the tourism industry as evidence of the 

benefits of holidays help to strengthen the position of the tourism industry more 

generally. However, the interviews with industry representatives identified further 

factors. Different interviewees mentioned that for example, fundraising activities for the 

Family Holiday Association are seen as a way of motivating staff: “our staff do 

fundraising events, not usually involving customers […] for them to do something that 

is beneficial is a positive thing because we can‟t have any of the sort of big spend staff 

events that we might have done in better times. So getting teams together to do a 

fundraising event is actually a way of getting staff together when we can‟t afford other 

means.”  Another transport provider stressed how they raise awareness on social 

tourism issues amongst their staff to ensure everyone understand why complementary 

tickets are given to families and “that it‟s not just a jolly thing‖. Using charitable 

fundraising events as a means to boost staff morale is another positive CSR-related 

effect.  

When discussing the problems of seasonality in tourism, social tourism has been 

repeatedly described as a means to counteracting the problems of under-capacity in the 

shoulder and low seasons (e.g. Spain‘s and Portugal‘s senior tourism programmes are 

specifically targeted to extend the season of the mass coastal tourism resorts). Social 

tourism providers were asked if they restricted their offer in any way. Apart from one 

educational short break provider who stated that during peak season in summer there 

are more activities they can offer, all others agreed that offering free or discounted 

holidays predominantly suits their business models during the off-peak and low season, 

whereby promotions and significant discounts to fill up beds were frequently quoted. A 

transport provider explained that travel during off peak hours (after 9am and before 

5pm) is precondition for their support, however, she underlined that these restrictions fit 

the requirements of families travelling to and from their holiday destinations perfectly. 

Furthermore, she stressed that technically every public transport provider, i.e. bus and 

train companies, could offer this form of in-kind support immediately without losing 

out on their primary business objectives.  
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A large tour operator who does not offer domestic trips/UK-based holidays explained 

that “we would be very interested in providing discounted holidays, maybe regulated by 

some from of government organisation, but this in off peak periods. That way we could 

offer holidays cheaper and attract people who may be socially disadvantaged because 

obviously we have the capacities not always full in the low season. I think there is a 

benefit but it requires the authorities to […] allow children to take holidays out of 

school holidays, certain types of holidays which have an educational aspect. One thing 

we have asked is whether the government would waive departure taxes for people like 

this because even if we would provide it for free, the taxes now out of the UK, they have 

gone up significantly this year […] I think the problem is that all they [the government] 

are interested in at the moment is to put taxes up, because of the economic situation 

they are not giving concessions on anything”. Whereas most social tourism activities 

are taking place domestically, this statement shows that, in order to facilitate subsidised 

breaks outside the UK, political good will and support are essential for operators 

willing to support this case. Whilst this very initiative has been the focus of the EU‘s 

CALYPSO programme, it has been difficult to implement in the UK as neither of the 

prevailing government‘s (Labour until 2010, and the coalition government thereafter) 

have adopted the CALYPSO programme. 

From the supplier‘s point of view, social tourism activities fits very well into their 

organisation‘s CSR and overall marketing activities, hence the decision to include a 

question about communicating their involvement and specific offers about social 

tourism was included. Surprisingly, interviewees revealed that there is a significant gap 

in communicating social tourism activities, mainly for the following reasons: “it‟s 

[marketing material] about selling holidays, it‟s not about telling people what a 

wonderful company we are. […] When we do awards and things like that we do 

promote what we are doing, CSR sort of things”. Most interviewees drew a clear line 

between their charitable aims on the one hand and their day to day business on the 

other, the latter does not seem to accommodate social tourism well. Another 

interviewee described the promotion of short breaks as ‗difficult‘ and complained about 

low take-up of their offers but said herself that she needs to take a more proactive 

approach in publicising her work which was echoed by about half of the interviewees. 

Therefore, two overall notions became clear: larger organisations using their 

involvement in social tourism provision as a sophisticated CSR tool and smaller 

providers lack the marketing-related expertise to communicate their charitable aims and 

social tourism services effectively.  

4.5 FUNDING AND FINANCIAL ISSUES  

During the various telephone conversations with social tourism suppliers prior to the 

online survey it became apparent that a considerable amount of charities used to 

support social tourism activities but at the point of enquiry had ceased their 

involvement. This applied predominantly to small charities where provision was 

discontinued in favour of ‗more important‘ or ‗more relevant‘ support services. This 

relates once again to the issue of a lack of priority associated with supporting social 

tourism activities. The reasons for discontinuation were always reported to be due to 

financial issues. The online survey therefore contained a question as to why 

organisations discontinued their social tourism support confirming that more than one 
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third (36%) of the charities ceased their social tourism activities due to ‗limited funds, 

i.e. focus on our main mission only‘.  About half of the respondents (54%) preferred not 

to share the actual amount spent on holiday grant-giving in the past financial year, the 

sum of the remaining 46% totalled more than £21 million. Again, breaking down the 

responses showed that the majority of organisations contribute comparatively small 

amounts, e.g. 19% spent up to £5,000 per annum and 30% between £10,001 and 

£50,000. Every tenth organisation spends more than £100,000 annually, including six 

organisations (3%) spending more than £1 million each. One third of organisations 

allocated 100% of their total budget to social tourism activities, i.e. social tourism is 

their only objective. Another third (32%) assigns 10% or less of their revenue income 

to social tourism provision. Considering the large number of associations that exist to 

support people with disabilities for instance, it is not surprising that social tourism plays 

a relatively minor role in a large number of organisations. Due to the fact that various 

organisations mentioned during the phone conversations that the economic crisis has 

resulted in fewer funds being available to support social tourism activities, it was 

somewhat surprising that the data did not reflect this trend. 80% agreed that there has 

been no change in the budget over the last years, the remaining responses showed that 

either less or more financial resources available are almost equal (7% indicated up to 

25% less budget available and another 7% reported a 25% increase). Contrary to that, 

68% of organisations either strongly or slightly agreed that the external economic 

situation has had a negative impact on their funding. With private households having 

less money to spend on holidays and leisure activities, an increased demand for free 

and/or discounted holidays is evident: 65% of respondents stated they strongly or 

slightly agree that they are faced with an increasing number of people who need 

financial help to be able to take a holiday. The statement that providing social tourism 

services is not a priority (anymore) in view of limited funding was negated by the 

majority of people, 72% of organisations either strongly or slightly disagreed.  

Interviews with tourism industry suppliers confirmed that actual figures on spending 

were hard to obtain. An accommodation provider estimated the total amount spent on 

support at £30,000, the transport provider quoted a total value of approximately 

£15,000. Providers offering bursary schemes quoted discounts between 20 and 30% of 

the total price. A number of interviewees specifically mentioned that a lot of staff time 

is dedicated to social tourism provision which is not accounted for in these estimates. 

Interestingly, the external economic situation in 2009 did not have a significant impact 

on the support provided. However, the majority of organisations saw the overall 

development regarding budgets to be critical to their future operations. Most 

interviewees expressed concern about the fact that negative economic impacts will have 

a delayed impact expecting the next financial year to hold major budget cuts. Especially 

those organisations providing in-kind support did not have any subsequent cuts in their 

service provision. Those involved in fundraising for short breaks on the other hand all 

agreed that 2009 saw a much more difficult environment in ―asking people for money‖. 

It is difficult to speculate on whether the situation has worsened for those charities and 

industry suppliers of social tourism services in the intervening period. What is 

apprarent from this research is that the funding environment for the third sector is 

generally seen to be getting more challenging, and the market for tourism is facing 

similar pressures as ordinary families cut back on the amounts of trips and levels of 

spending on holidays because of job insecurities and rising inflation. The financial 
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challenges facing both sectors is important in that there are opportunities for closer ties 

which could generate better sustainability for both. We outline these issues in the 

concluding discussion.  

5. CONCLUSIONS 

This article aimed to illuminate issues of the supply side perspective on social tourism 

provision using the UK as a context. Most of the recent research and theorising on 

social tourism in Europe has taken a demand side view, focusing on the benefits of 

social holiday provision on a range of different contexts. However, the supply side 

issues identified from our research have revealed a range of opportunities that could be 

applied to a wide range of contexts. The EU aims to integrate social tourism into the 

sustainable tourism and competiveness agenda for the tourism industry in Europe. The 

wider tourism sector, currently facing challenges brought about by economic 

restructuring following the ongoing crisis in the financial services sector and the 

financial markets, needs to understand the potential and the significance of the social 

tourism market now and in the future. As European society ages, increasing proportions 

of people with disabilities will need to be catered for differently and social tourism 

organisations currently have expertise and experience of delivery of tailored 

programmes and hospitality settings to meet those needs. The role of the third sector in 

the future may be include provision of training and consultancy services to the tourism 

industry in sharing expertise and opening up new social tourism niche markets. 

However, the industry figures interviewed in this study far from recognised the long 

term potential of the social tourism market. They understood social tourism as an 

important aspect of CSR strategies, as motivational activities for staff and internal 

marketing, as well as for external marketing in some cases. However, social tourism 

was not seen as an important marketing tool in many organisations, which creates a 

barrier to raising awareness of social tourism activities amongst a wider public. The 

reasons for this were connected to the possible negative associations of working in this 

field.  

In terms of the third sector involvement in social tourism it is clear that there is a great 

deal of activity in this sector in the UK, although the majority of charities were very 

small scale and working at a local level (i.e. to deliver benefits for people living within 

the local area). Some charities are directly and specifically working in the field of social 

tourism and others are only tangentially involved. However, there are often poor 

networks between them and little understanding of the role and importance of social 

tourism as a concept to their activity. This is notwithstanding the wider level of 

understanding of the benefits of breaks to beneficiaries. Small charities often did not 

have the resources or skills to develop their network in social tourism, and the wide 

range of different foci of organisations both in terms of the types of beneficiaries and 

the aims and orientation of the charities, often meant that linkages are underdeveloped. 

This is particularly true in the context of networks between charities and the tourism 

and travel sector. However, there is potential for those charities working directly in the 

provision of social tourism – where linkages between the social and welfare sector as 

well as the tourism industry are relatively stronger – to play a more active role in 

coordinating activities and developing networks to leverage efficiencies for charities 

and the tourism industry alike.  
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However, a major barrier is encountered in terms of the diversity of charitable 

provision, with many charities displaying flexibility with the result that in times of 

financial pressures, programmes or grants for breaks and holidays are vulnerable to 

being cut. This is linked to the lack of seriousness afforded to tourism both 

semantically, as an indicator of programme work, or practically as an important need 

for beneficiaries. Many services are not delivered under the name of social tourism, but 

are variably labelled short break services or sometimes respite care, although essentially 

there are few differences in the focus of services or the experiences of users themselves. 

A good example of this is the charity Sand Rose (www.sandrose.org.uk). This charity 

provides accommodation in the form of cottages. These accommodations are 

specifically for families who are suffering from bereavement. No counselling is 

provided, just a space in which families can begin to rebuild their lives. On the website, 

there is no reference to social tourism, although clearly, this is the exact focus of the 

charitable objective, and this charities aims chime very closely with many others whose 

specific remit is grounded in social tourism concepts and terminology. Previous studies 

have argued that the role of the charitable sector in tourism is ambiguous, operating 

above, within and outside the industry (Turner et al 2001). Hunter-Jones extended this 

framework recently in the context of social tourism to include a surrogate dimension 

(2011). In this analysis, the role of charities was positioned not only as a tourism 

facilitator (like an intermediary, also identified by Diekmann et al 2001), and as a 

research facilitator, but in relation to the provision of information services and advice, 

charities acted in a surrogate role to the tourism industry, actually replicating all its 

functions. That charities are acting in this way and yet not aware of their surrogate role 

in the tourism industry highlights the need for better levels of awareness and 

understanding across the tourism industry, social tourism sector and the broader third 

sector.     

The term tourism often indicates a holiday, but includes day visits and short breaks 

away from home in the case of social tourism for either carer and/or cared for person. 

Perhaps because of a lack of understanding, there is no real dialogue between the 

(social) tourism and social policy research fields in the UK (an issue raised in recent 

studies: Minnaert et al 2009; McCabe 2009). There is little connection between the 

tourism industry and the health and social care sectors, and generally a lack of 

knowledge about social tourism amongst the latter group and consequently poor 

understanding of the type and nature of work in the charitable sector amongst the 

former. Ashworth and Baker highlight the issues. Whenever the word ‗holiday‘ was 

used [by carers] it was in the context of a break or change rather than a reward or 

luxury: ‗it gives me a freedom that‘s almost like (going away) on holiday‘ (Ashworth 

and Baker 2000). Even though there has been a renewed interest in social tourism 

issues most studies focus on demand side factors rather than the social sector and its 

perceptions of its activities and attitudes towards social tourism initiatives. 

The boundaries and connections between social tourism and respite care (related to 

serious illness, disability and so on) are blurred, but they need to be discussed and 

drawn out. This will entail the development of an open dialogue, better understanding 

and greater networks and partnerships. Many organisations in the charities sector, the 

tourism industry and the welfare agents (social workers) identified the critical need for 

government intervention and support in facilitating this dialogue. Furthermore, more 
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research is required on the supply side perspective on social tourism. This paper has 

aimed to begin to start this process, although it recognises that previous related research 

has already been undertaken in a European context (Diekmann et al 2009; Minnaert and 

Schapmans 2009), specifically in relation to employment in the social tourism sector. 

Much more work on intersectoral linkages, networking and partnerships between the 

public and private sectors in social tourism could reveal significant new insights across 

the tourism industry. Social tourism is also subject to the same and additional pressures 

as the mainstream tourism sector, and so studies on the resilience and competitiveness 

of the social tourism market could also contribute novel interpretations relevant to the 

industry. Finally, there is scope for further research on the value and scope of social 

tourism as a CSR tool, marketing and image issues – the extent that social tourists 

represent a positive or negative in different tourism marketing contexts – and, the role 

of the third sector in partnership with the industry to develop the social tourism market 

and influence policy.   
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