Mandatory social offsetting in tourism: we want you!
What is it about?

Tourism is wildly beneficial for the economy but comes at profound cost (Fahimi, et
al., 2018; Santamaria & Filis, 2019). Directly due to tourist behaviour, significant burden is
placed on the environment (Ehigiamusoe, 2020; Paramati et al., 2017; Wang & Wang, 2018).
Changes are required to make tourism more sustainable due to the rise of its accessibility in
an ever-more connected world (World Travel and Tourism Council, 2019). Rather than
aiming only for the reduction of negative impact, this essay proposes utilising tourism as a
positive force, through what is coined here as “social offsetting”. Tourists will be allocated
points to fulfil through pro-environmental behaviour, to offset their environmental impact and
directly benefit the communities they visit (see Figure 1). The current essay will briefly cover
the current landscape of tourism, the premises underlying the proposal, the proposal for social

offsetting’s application to tourism, and directions for the future.
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Figure 1. Social offsetting’s point allocation.
Why is it important?

Tourism’s contribution to the economy is substantial; it accounts for 10.3% of GDP
and 330 million jobs, which is one in 10 globally (World Travel and Tourism Council, 2019).
For this reason, it is important to address tourism’s shortcomings in a way that does not
damage its economic value. Tourism’s shortcomings, however, represent significant and
pressing issues. The environmental impact of tourism shapes the future landscape for the
entire world, not only the tourism industry. While some factors of tourism’s environmental
impact are not within the direct control of the tourist (for example the use of jet fuel without a

current alternative), many are the direct result of tourist behaviour. Food waste (Li & Wang,



2020), water usage (Becken, 2014) and littering (Sklodowski, 2011) are all environmental
costs from tourists and ones that could be reduced by modifying their individual behaviour.
The urgency of this issue lies in tourism’s growth, which in 2018 outstripped the rise of GPD
for the eighth year in a row (World Travel and Tourism Council, 2019). Related to this
growth; is predicted that tourism’s consumption of water and land use will increase between
92% and 189% by 2050 (Gossling & Peeters, 2015). Ultimately, while tourism can be highly
beneficial for local economies (Fahimi, et al., 2018; Santamaria & Filis, 2019), as well as
globally (World Travel & Tourism Council, 2019), the combination of its exponential growth
with its damage to the environment means it desperately requires change for a more

sustainable future.
What are the premises?

Despite their negative impact, tourists are powerful agents of change, due their power
for flexibility through individual decision-making (d’Adda, et al., 2017). However, pro-
environmental behaviour is notoriously difficult to cultivate (Siegel et al., 2018), particularly
in a pleasure-focused setting such as tourism (Bilynets & Knezevi¢ Cvelbar, 2020). One
highly successful method of behaviour change is the mandating of behaviours (Bilz &
Nadler, 2014). The history of mandating behaviour’s related to societal issues is rich and
broad in scope; including the outlawing of chewing gum in Singapore, legal requirement of
seatbelts and even inclusion of disability in the workforce (Alma & Liran, 2003; Fisher &
Purcal, 2017; Rajah, 2014). To use mandatory seatbelts in the USA as an example, the
country saw an increase from 31% usage 1984 when the first state enforced the law, to 65%
in 1998 when all states (except New Hampshire) legally enforced seatbelt usage (Alma &
Liran, 2003). This illustrates the profound strength of mandating behaviour on creating
behaviour change. Beyond this direct effect of behaviour change, legislation can have the

indirect effect of attitude change and behavioural spillover (Fisher & Purcal, 2017).

By virtue of mandating behaviours, the moral implications of this behaviour become
salient, creating spillover into attitude change. Laws are considered society’s effort to reduce
negative and increase positive behaviour, thereby both describing and prescribing a right and
wrong, which people internalise (Bilz & Nadler, 2014). One basis for this attitude change is
cognitive dissonance. Cognitive dissonance refers to the discomfort caused by contradictory
thoughts and/or actions (Festinger, 1959). In the case of laws, because people cannot change

their actions, they instead change their attitudes to align with their behaviours, to avoid the



discomfort of contradiction. For example, following anti-discrimination legislation, there
were improvements in attitudes towards people with disabilities, which was in part due to
spillover (Fisher & Purcal, 2017). Behaviours similarly spillover, where people alter their
behaviours to be in-line to reduce cognitive dissonance (d’Adda, Capraro, & Tavoni, 2017).

One contrary school of thought to cognitive dissonance is the theory of compensatory
behaviour (Mandel et al., 2017). While cognitive dissonance suggests surrounding behaviours
will align with mandated behaviours to avoid internal conflict, the theory of compensatory
behaviour suggests that surrounding behaviours will differ significantly to mandated ones
(Mandel et al., 2017). This is because people believe their opposing behaviour will be
averaged out by the mandatory ones and therefore this licenses them to act in ways they
usually would not (Mandel et al., 2017). However, there is little evidence for this effect, and
none in the cases of seatbelts, chewing gum or anti-discrimination laws (Alma & Liran, 2003;
Fisher & Purcal, 2017; Rajah, 2014).

How can these challenges be addressed?

Given the increasing rate of tourism and its environmental burden, it is vital to
improve the sustainability of tourism for the future. Considering the collective power of
tourists, this represents an opportunity to not only be less harmful but instead beneficial. The
proposal for this is mandated prosocial behaviour as a condition of tourism. This is termed
here as “social offsetting”, which refers to using tourists’ social power through volunteering
to offset their environmental impact. Rather than decreasing rates of tourism and damaging
its economic value, this approach aims to maintain or even increase tourist levels. In order to
maintain the satisfaction of tourists, this will be marketed as a positive and in-depth
experience, while also prescribing a positive moral norm by virtue of being mandated (Bilz &
Nadler, 2014). To implement this, it is proposed that tourists, when booking flights to their
destination or accommodation, will be allocated a number of points depending on the length
of their stay. Tourists staying under four days will be required to give a small fee to local
initiatives for sustainability, while those staying longer will be allocated 5-points per day
after four days. Tourists are required to choose from a list of activities which have an
associated point value related to their difficulty, until they have reached the point value
assigned to them. If they wish not to engage in these activities, they will need to pay a
sustainability contribution to the destination. For example, a tourist who goes for an 18-day

holiday would be allocated 70-points (five per day after the first four days) and may spend 30



of them on cleaning up a local beach for an afternoon, and 40 on a morning planting trees in a

local reforestation area (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Social offsetting’s point allocation.

Tourists would be required to attend the activity they sign up for on booking, facing a
fine if they do not. This fine would go back to local initiatives for sustainability. The nature
of the activities will be specific to the location, as to what are important and current issues to
the local area. For example, locations with high instances of litter will have multiple locations
and activities surrounding the clean-up of rubbish. In doing so, not only will local
communities directly benefit from tourist contributions of either time or money, but the
effects may extend indirectly. By engaging in these pro-environmental behaviours, this will
induce cognitive dissonance if tourists act unsustainably elsewhere in their trip. Attitude
change resulting from this cognition will amplify this effect, as it will be easier for tourists to
adjust their attitudes towards sustainability, since the actions of being sustainable or donating
towards local sustainability are mandated. Therefore, through this approach, tourists will be
directly beneficial to destinations through their mandated behaviour and donations, and
indirectly benefit through spillover of improved sustainable attitudes and behaviours to other

areas of their trip.
What remains to be seen?

The negative impacts of tourism will only increase as the industry grows. Therefore, it
is imperative to take leaps towards a more sustainable future. In the past, legislation has
proved to be one of the most effective methods to change behaviour. The associated potential
for attitude change and behavioural spillover make this option both a powerful direct and

indirect method to give tourism a impact positive for the environment. While this proposal



focuses on the environmental future of tourism, the opportunities for tourism’s power as a
force for good are limitless. Cultural erosion is another cost from tourism and one that could
be addressed by tourist action towards cultural preservation through altering the activities to
be culturally focused. Any problems a local community face, which people-power can help,
are ones that could benefit from this model. VVolunteering sustains many groups addressing
societal issues, yet companies are often scrambling to make up numbers (Boezeman &
Ellemers, 2008). An estimated 25 million tourists arrived per year in 1950, compared to the
average of 1.4 billion in 2018 (UNWTO, 2019). If each tourist only gave a fraction of their
time back to the communities they enjoy their holidays in, we could create immense change

towards a better and more sustainable future.



References

Alma C, & Liran E. (2003). The Effects of Mandatory Seat Belt Laws on Driving Behavior
and Traffic Fatalities. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 85(4), 828-843.
https://doi.org/10.1162/003465303772815754

Azarya, V. (2004). Globalization and International Tourism in Developing Countries:
Marginality as a Commercial Commodity. Current Sociology, 52(6), 949-967.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011392104046617

Becken, S. (2014). Water equity — Contrasting tourism water use with that of the local
community. Water Resources and Industry, 7-8(C), 9-22.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wri.2014.09.002

Bilynets, 1., & Knezevi¢ Cvelbar, L. (2020). Past, present and future research on the pro-
environmental behaviour in tourism: a bibliometric analysis. Economic and Business
Review for Central and South-Eastern Europe, 22(2), 289-312.

https://doi.org/10.15458/ebr102

Bilz, K, & Nadler, J. (2014). Law, Moral Attitudes, and Behavioral Change. In The Oxford
Handbook of Behavioral Economics and the Law (1st ed.). Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199945474.013.0010

Boezeman, E. J., & Ellemers, N. (2008). VVolunteer recruitment: The role of organizational
support and anticipated respect in non-volunteers' attraction to charitable volunteer
organizations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(5), 1013-1026.
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.library.uq.edu.au/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1013

d’Adda, G., Capraro, V., & Tavoni, M.. (2017). Push, don’t nudge: Behavioral spillovers and
policy instruments. Economics Letters, 154, 92-95.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2017.02.029

Ehigiamusoe, K. U. (2020). Tourism, growth and environment: analysis of non-linear and
moderating effects. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 28(8), 1174-1192.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1729164

Fahimi, A., Saint Akadiri, S., Seraj, M., & Akadiri, A. C. (2018). Testing the role of tourism
and human capital development in economic growth. A panel causality study of micro
states. Tourism Management Perspectives, 28, 62—70.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2018.08.004

Festinger, L. (1959). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Tavistock.

Fisher, K. R, & Purcal, C. (2017). Policies to change attitudes to people with disabilities.
Scandinavian Journal of Disability Research : SIDR, 19(2), 161-174.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15017419.2016.1222303

Gossling, S., & Peeters, P. (2015). Assessing tourism's global environmental impact 1900-
2050. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 23(5), 639-659.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2015.1008500



https://doi.org/10.1162/003465303772815754
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011392104046617
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wri.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.15458/ebr102
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199945474.013.0010
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.library.uq.edu.au/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2017.02.029
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1729164
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/15017419.2016.1222303
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2015.1008500

Li, N., & Wang, J.. (2020). Food waste of Chinese cruise passengers. Journal of Sustainable
Tourism, 28(11), 1825-1840. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1762621

Mandel, N., Rucker, D. D, Levav, J., & Galinsky, A. D. (2017). The Compensatory
Consumer Behavior Model: How self-discrepancies drive consumer behavior. Journal
of Consumer Psychology, 27(1), 133-146. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jcps.2016.05.003

Paramati, S. R., Shahbaz, M., & Alam, M. S. (2017). Does tourism degrade environmental
quality? A comparative study of Eastern and Western European Union.
Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 50, 1-13.
doi:10.1016/j.trd.2016.10.034

Rajah, J. (2014). Flogging gum: Cultural imaginaries and postcoloniality in Singapore's rule
of law. Law, Text, Culture, 18, 135-165.

Santamaria, D., & Filis, G. (2019). Tourism demand and economic growth in Spain: New
insights based on the yield curve. Tourism Management (1982), 75, 447-459.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.06.008

Siegel, L., Cutter-Mackenzie-Knowles, A., & Bellert, A. (2018). Still ‘Minding the Gap’
Sixteen Years Later: (Re)Storying Pro-Environmental Behaviour. Australian Journal
of Environmental Education, 34(2), 189-203. https://doi.org/10.1017/aee.2018.32

Sklodowski, J. (2011). Danger to invertebrate mezofauna caused by the tourism related forest
littering. Sylwan, 155(4), 261-268

United Nations World Tourism Organization (2019), Our World In Data merged data
presented by the United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) in the
Tourism Barometer.

Wang, M. C., & Wang, C. S. (2018). Tourism, the environment, and energy policies. Tourism
Economics, 24(7), 821-838. doi:10.1177/1354816618781458

World Travel & Tourism Council, 2019. Economic Impact Reports: Travel and Tourism.
WTTC. https://wttc.org/Research/Economic-lImpact



https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1762621
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2016.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1017/aee.2018.32
https://wttc.org/Research/Economic-Impact

