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The primary purpose of this study was to understand corporate socially responsible 

behaviors of tourism organizations and tourism professionals’ attitudes toward corporate social 

responsibility (CSR).  The secondary purpose was to examine the determinants (corporate ethical 

value, perceived importance of ethics and social responsibility, respondents’ profiles, and 

organizations’ profiles) of corporate socially responsible behaviors of tourism organizations and 

tourism marketing professionals’ attitudes toward corporate social responsibility.  Details of 

achieving these purposes are described in the following chapters adopting the format of three 

articles. 

First, a measurement of socially responsible behaviors of tourism organizations was 

developed.  This study was performed using multiple procedures and data collected from tourism 

professionals participating at THETRADESHOW 2008 hosted by the American Society of 

Travel Agents (ASTA).  It was found that the measurement of socially responsible behaviors of 

tourism organizations can be themed into (1) managing impacts and (2) Support of local and 

fairness.  In addition, the corporate ethical values and the age of organizations were significantly 
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associated with more responsible behaviors by tourism organizations.  Multiple regression 

analysis, MANOVA, and ANOVA used for the analysis. 

Second, the study investigated how corporate ethical values and the perceived importance 

of ethics and social responsibility affect tourism professionals’ attitudes toward CSR of tourism 

organizations.  The results suggested tourism practitioners’ attitudes toward corporate social 

responsibility of tourism companies were influenced by the corporate ethical values and 

perceived importance of ethics and social responsibility.      

In the third study, only travel agents from the samples were polled to examine the 

relationships between demographic factors and job-related factors of travel agents and their 

attitudes toward CSR.  The results revealed that only gender and work experience had significant 

influences on travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR.  Further, travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR 

were significantly associated with travel agencies’ CSR of behaviors.   

As future research, it is suggested that the measurement tool of socially responsible 

behaviors developed in this study be applied to a variety of samples to test its validity.  

Methodologies such as contents analyses and in depth qualitative interview with the practitioners 

are suggested to acquire more profound information about the CSR behaviors of tourism 

organizations  

 

 



 

 14

CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Tourism is recognized as the world’s largest industry. The World Travel and Tourism 

Council (WTTC) has estimated that tourism industry generated 11% of the world’s Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP) directly or indirectly and 221 million job, or 8.3% of total employment 

world wide in 2005 (WTTC 2005).   Also, the tourism industry has been one of the fastest 

growing industries for the last half century (Bartra and Kaur 1998). Controlling for inflation, the 

World Tourism Organization (WTO) estimated international tourism increased by 9% in 2004 

(WTO 2005).  This growth in tourism development has led to many changes made by host 

societies (Brunt and Courtney 1999).  Some of these changes are positive, such as improved 

income, education, employment opportunities, and local infrastructure and services (Ross 1992; 

Lankford 1994; McCool and Martin 1994), while others are negative, such as changes in social 

and family values, the emergence of economically powerful groups, and cultural practices 

adapted to suit the demands of tourists (Ap and Crompton 1993; Johnson, Snepenger, and Akis 

1994).  

Recognizing many of these negative impacts, stakeholders have increased expectations 

that companies will perform corporate social responsibility to mitigate these negative aspects 

(Dodds and Joppe 2005).  Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is defined as “actions that 

appear to further some social good, beyond the interests of the firm as well as those which are 

required by law” (McWilliams and Siegel 2001, p. 117).  CSR is an activity not only for the 

firm’s sake but also for the sake of various stakeholders, such as shareholders, employees, 

customers, community, and the like. (Carroll 1979; Fox, Ward, and Howard 2002). Scholars 

have suggested that corporations engage in socially responsible activities because of the 

recognition of various benefits, such as an increase in positive image and the likelihood of hiring 
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top quality employees, as well as a positive effect on the company’s bottom line (Marrewijk 

2003; Henriques and Richardson 2004).   

In the tourism literature, CSR usually has been studied in a context of sustainable 

development (Henderson 2007).  The concept of sustainable development emphasizes the 

conservation and management of both nature environments and human communities in terms of 

three dimensions such as economical, socio-cultural, and environmental (McCool, Moisey and 

Nickerson 2001). Sustainable development is a paradigm in which a whole system is considered 

in the development process not merely one component of a system.  Sustainable tourism 

integrates a variety of tourism activities that meet the needs of tourists and host regions while 

protecting and enhancing opportunities for future generations (WTO 1996).  The main objective 

of sustainable tourism is to decrease and mitigate negative environmental impacts and socio-

cultural change on destinations while enhancing positive economic impacts of tourism (Hassan 

2000).    

Dodds and Joppe (2005) argue that the concept of CSR has many features in 

common with sustainable tourism because both focus on methods to identify and involve 

stakeholders to contribute to or mitigate their impacts.  Similarly, Henderson (2007) 

examined CSR within a sustainable tourism context and found the primary tenets of CSR 

and sustainable development are very similar and the terms are often used interchangeably. 

More specifically, CSR integrates some of the fundamental principles of sustainable 

development, while an organization pursuing sustainable tourism is socially responsible.  

Although CSR share common concepts and tenets with sustainable tourism, some 

differences also exist.  The main difference is that CSR deals with the supply side whereas 

sustainable tourism covers the involvement of both supply and demand side.  More specifically, 
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sustainable tourism mainly incorporates the involvement of three large components such as 

private sector, the public sector and the nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) (Hassan 2000).  

The private sector includes industries such as hotels, tour operators, travel agencies, airlines and 

etc.  Unlike the other sectors, private companies are involved with discussions on sustainability 

however their main interest is not the needs of future generations or the sustainability of 

destination.  Although private companies’ attention to sustainability has gained importance, their 

true interest is short term growth of their business (Carey, Gountas, Gilbert 1997).  Thus, in order 

to increase the involvement of the private sector, there is a need to gauge private sectors attitudes 

towards sustainability and social responsibility in general.   

Unlike the long history of CSR in the business literature, tourism studies have just 

recently attempted to address it (Tearfund 2000; Mitchell 2006; Henderson 2007).  Further, 

most CSR studies are conceptual in nature rather than empirically tested (Wheeler 1995).  Thus, 

some scholars argue that it is necessary for studies to move beyond this conceptual discussion 

and test a variety of CSR issues within a tourism context (Fleckenstein and Huebsch 1999; 

Angela 2002; Mitchell 2006).  Most of all, the numbers of tourism organizations implementing 

CSR are not well documented even though some tourism organizations, such as World Tourism 

Organization (WTO) and the Association of Independent Tour Operators (AITO), have 

suggested guidelines for responsible behaviors (Dodds and Joppe 2005).  Thus, there is a need 

to examine how tourism organizations utilize elements of CSR and what the perceptions and 

attitudes of tourism professionals are toward CSR. 

Unlike the long history of CSR in the business literature, tourism studies have just 

recently attempted to address it (Tearfund 2000; Mitchell 2006; Henderson 2007).  Further, 

most CSR studies are conceptual in nature rather than empirically tested (Wheeler 1995).  Thus, 
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some scholars argue that it is necessary for studies to move beyond this conceptual discussion 

and test a variety of CSR issues within a tourism context (Fleckenstein and Huebsch 1999; 

Mitchell 2006).  Most of all, the numbers of tourism organizations implementing CSR are not 

well documented even though some tourism organizations, such as World Tourism 

Organization (WTO) and the Association of Independent Tour Operators (AITO), have 

suggested guidelines for responsible behaviors (Dodds and Joppe 2005).  Thus, there is a need 

to examine how tourism organizations utilize elements of CSR and what the perceptions and 

attitudes of tourism professionals are toward CSR. 

Conceptual Framework 

Stakeholder theory: Stakeholder theory suggests that “organizational survival and success 

is contingent on satisfying both its economic (e.g., profit maximization) and non-economic (e.g., 

corporate social performance) objectives by meeting the needs of the company’s various 

stakeholders” (Pirsch, Gupta, and Grau 2007, p. 127).  According to this theory, corporations are 

no longer responsible for only their stakeholders, but also a variety of other groups in society.  

This is primarily the case because operations of corporations often lead to societal issues, while 

at the same time societal issues affect corporate decisions.  

 Stakeholder theory has been applied frequently to research about CSR (Freeman 1984; 

Samli 1992; Carroll 1993; Clarkson 1995; Banerjee 2002; Quazi 2003). Clarkson (1995) 

suggested that CSR can be better understood within a framework of stakeholder theory. From a 

stakeholder perspective, CSR includes all stakeholders, including employees, customers, 

suppliers, local community, trade associations, and governments. Stakeholder theory assumes 

that a corporation is responsible for the impact of its behaviors because all stakeholder groups 

usually have a “legitimate” relationship with the corporation (Banerjee 2002). Various 

stakeholders in recent years have expected and demanded companies being more responsible.  
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Expectations of stakeholders not only apply to the direct relationship between the two groups, 

but also apply to social issues related to the community and management of the community 

(Kok, Wiele,  McKenna, and Brown 2001).  

The Model of CSR by Zenisek (1979): Based on stakeholder theory, empirical studies on 

CSR have measured it from three main perspectives.  First, CSR has been examined from a 

managerial perspective.  Second it has been examined using external stakeholders, such as 

consumers.  Finally, CRS has been measured using actual responsible activities or behaviors of 

corporations.  These three approaches are explained in the proposed model by Zenisek (1979).    

Zenisek (1979) developed a model for CSR based on an understanding of ethics in order 

to clarify the concept of social responsibility.  Ethics are a belief system with associated 

behaviors. This system includes both ideological aspects and operational aspects (Petit 1967).  In 

essence, the difference between beliefs and behaviors is the associated difference between 

ideological aspects and operational aspects, respectively (Zenisek 1979).  Thus, people do not 

always behave the way they believe.  Namely, the operational aspects of ethics do not always 

correspond to the their ideological aspect of ethics.    

In summary, Zenisek’s model has three perspectives (Figure1-1); (1) the ideological, or 

what a corporation’s managers believe the firm should be doing; (2) the societal, what the firms’ 

external stakeholders’ expect; and (3) the operational, the examination and measurement of what 

the corporations actually perform (Arthaud-Day 2005, p. 13).  Zenisek’s model allows for critical 

understanding of the issues related to performing CSR (Arthaud-Day 2005). 

With an inclusive review the relevant literature, Arthaud-Day (2005) found some studies 

use a managerial perspective (ideological), while others use external stakeholders (societal) via a 

self-report method, such as surveys or interviews.  Meanwhile, behaviors of corporations 
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(operational) have been studied using a range of qualitative or quantitative approaches such as 

case studies, content analysis, and comparisons based on reputation rankings or financial 

performance.  

 While most CSR studies use only one perspective, Arthaud-Day (2005) emphasized the 

significance of comparing two perspectives because it helps to understand the pivotal aspects of 

potential and actual conflicts relevant to CSR. Most of all, comparing what people believe is 

CSR and what the corporations are actually doing is important because CSR activities of an 

organization can be more meaningful and effective when they match people’s beliefs. An 

organization can garner better support from managers when its CSR activities are in line with 

their managers’ perceptions. Arthaud-Day (2005) also argued that examining these conflicts is 

extremely meaningful within the context of international research on cultures and societies.  

Within an international business setting, a corporation can have various managerial beliefs and 

stakeholders expectations based on different cultures and nationalities.     

Literature Review 

Corporate Social Responsibility  

The concept of CSR is varied ranged from a broad definition, such as the behaviors that 

involve with social improvement, beyond making the interest of a company to a more narrow 

view focusing on economic benefits to shareholders of a company (McWilliams and Siegel 

2007).  Adopting the wider concept of CSR, Carroll (1979) argued that CSR needs to include the 

economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary responsibilities that a society expects of the 

organization.  Based on these definitions, a socially responsible organization must try to make a 

profit as well as obey the law and be ethical (Carroll 1991).   Although the concept of CSR has 

been generally applied to a broad spectrum of industries, previous research has argued that the 

practices of CSR may be approached very differently within each industry (Spender 1989).  
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Beliveau, Cottrill, and O’Neill (1994) and Spender (1989) suggested that behavioral patterns 

within an industry may be similar, but differ across industries.  Thus, they suggested examining 

how CSR is affected within different industries. 

The Determinants of Corporate Social Responsibility  

Previous studies have attempted to examine the potential determinants of corporate 

socially responsible behaviors and the attitudes toward CSR (Aldag and Jackson 1977; Arlow 

1991; Thomas and Simerly 1994; Schlegelmilch and Robertson 1995; Burton and Hegarty 1999; 

Quazi 2003). Mainly, the determinants supported by previous studies have fallen into four 

conceptual areas: 1) the characteristics of the organizations, 2) the characteristics of the manager, 

3) corporate ethical values, and 4) the perceived importance of ethics and social responsibility.  

Characteristics of organizations 

Previous studies of businesses have tested the broad effects of organizational size, 

financial performance, and organizational age.  First, regarding organizational size, some 

research has argued that larger organizations typically have more socially responsible behaviors 

and make a greater impact on society (Cowen, Ferreri, and Parker 1987; Stanwick and Stanwick 

1998).  However, other studies have not found support for a relationship between size and  

performance of CSR (Ng 1985; Roberts 1992). Second, the role of financial performance is an 

important determinant of socially responsible behaviors.  Beliveau, Cottrill, and O’Neill (1994) 

found a positive relationship between economic factors and socially responsible behaviors.  

Third, the maturity of organizations has been examined in relation to their socially responsible 

activities (Navarro 1988; Roberts 1992; Chen, Patten, and Roberts 2007).  According to Navarro 

(1988), as an organization matures, its involvement in socially responsible activities tends to 

grow. Chen, Patten, and Roberts (2007) also reported that the age of an organization was 

correlated to corporate charitable contributions.  
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Characteristics of managers 

A thorough review of the literature suggests that personal characteristics of employees 

may also affect attitudes toward CSR.  These characteristics include gender (Arlow 1991; Burton 

and Hegarty 1999), age (Arlow 1991), education (Hage 1980; Kidwell, Stevens, and Bethke 

1987; Serwinek 1992; Quazi 2003), length of work experience (Aldag and Jackson 1984; Arlow 

1991), managerial work experience, and international work experience (Quazi, 2003).  First, the 

findings related to the influence of gender on CSR are inconsistent.  Some researchers have 

argued that females have a tendency to be less supportive of unethical behaviors than males 

(Ruegger and King 1992).  However, some scholars have found that gender does not play a role 

in ethical attitudes (Dawson 1997; McDonald and Kan 1997).  Second, regarding the role of age 

on CSR, generally, the studies suggested attitudes toward CSR varied by age based on the 

assumption that older people are more conservative.  For example, Longnsecker, McKinney, and 

Moore (1989) found that younger people tended to be less sensitive in their moral judgment than 

older people.  Similarly, Serwinek (1992) revealed the older employees are stricter regarding 

ethical rules than younger people.  Third, regarding the effect of education on CSR, Hage (1980) 

found that managers with higher educational levels tended to have more liberal attitudes.  

Likewise, Quazi (2003) reported that the higher the level of education the more likely 

respondents were to understand the issues of CSR.  Regarding length of work experience, while 

most studies found that an employee with more work experience might exhibit greater ethical 

tendencies, other studies have found no relationship.  While Harris (1990) argued that the 

workers with ten or more years work experience in an organization are less tolerant of unethical 

behaviors, Arlow (1991) found no significant relationship between the length of work experience 

and attitudes toward social responsibility.  In addition, studies revealed that the people who are 
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in top managerial positions are more likely to have higher ethical perceptions than middle and 

lower level managers (Harris 1990).  Examining the effect of international work experience on 

the level of socially responsible perceptions, Quazi (2003) found that international experience 

was not related to the level of CSR.  

Corporate ethical values  

Corporate ethical values have been defined as “a composite of the individual ethical 

values of managers and both the formal and informal policies on ethics of the organization” 

(Hunt, Wood, and Chonko 1989, p. 79).  Various empirical studies have tested the importance of 

corporate ethical values in ethical decision making (Singhapakdi, Kraft, Vitell, and Rallapalli 

1995; Vitell and Hidalgo 2006; Singhapakdi, Gopinath, Marta, and Carter 2007).  Using a 

corporate ethical value (CEV) scale developed by Hunt, Wood, and Chonko (1989), many 

studies have revealed a positive relationship between corporate ethical values and mangers’ 

ethical or responsible attitudes or behaviors.  For example, Singhapakdi, Marta, Rallapalli, and 

Rao (2000) found that CEV had a positive effect on behavioral intentions of Thai managers. 

Vitell and Hidalgo (2006) also revealed that CEV had a strong influence on the perceived 

importance of manager’s ethics across countries.  Vitell, Paolillo, and Thomas (2003) found that 

the CEV may influence the managers’ ethical behavioral intentions.  

Perceptions of ethics and social responsibility  

One of the most important factors affecting ethical and socially responsible behaviors of 

a company is how the managers in the company perceive the notion of ethics and social 

responsibility (Shafer, Fukukawa, and Lee 2006).  According to Vitell and Hidalgo (2006), 

managers must perceive ethics as important if their behaviors are to change.  If they do not 

consider ethics and social responsibility important, their behaviors are likely to be affected by 
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these beliefs.  Supporting this view, Newstrom and Ruch (1975) found that ethical beliefs of 

managers were significantly associated with their behaviors.  In the business literature, the 

perceptions of ethics and social responsibility have mainly been examined using a scale of the 

perceived role of ethics and social responsibility (PRESOR).  The PRESOR scale was developed 

by Singhapakdi, Vitell, Rallapalli, and Kraft (1996) in order to understand the way in which 

marketers perceive ethics and social responsibility.  Numerous studies have used the PRESOR 

scale as both a predicting variable and an affecting variable in relation to ethical decision making 

(e.g., Singhapakdi, Vitell, Rallapalli, and Kraft 1996; Singhapakdi 1999; Vitell, Paolillo, and 

Thomas 2003; Axinn, Blair, Heorhiadi, and Thach 2004; Shafer, Fukukawa, and Lee 2006; 

Pettijohn, Pettijohn and Taylor 2007; Singhapakdi, Gopinath, Marta, and Carter 2007).  The 

original PRESOR scale had sixteen items within three dimensions: (1) “Good Ethics Is Good 

Business,” (2) “Profits Are Not Paramount,” and (3) “Quality and Communication.”   

Corporate Social Responsibility in Tourism   

In the tourism literature, interest in the issue of corporate social responsibility has 

increased in recent years (Tearfund 2000; Goodwin and Francis 2003; Pennington-Gray and 

Thapa 2004; Dodds and Joppe 2005; Pennington-Gray, Reisinger, Kim, and Thapa 2005; 

Mitchell 2006; Henderson 2007).  Corporate social responsibility in tourism has been 

approached largely within the context of sustainable development.  

Sustainable tourism  

The concept of sustainable development was first mentioned in 1987 in a report 

published by the World Commission on Environment and Development and has received 

increased attention from both theorists and practitioners since the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro 

in 1992.  It defined sustainable development as "development that meets the needs of the present 
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without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (World 

Commission on Environment and Development 1987, p.8).   

Sustainable tourism development is understood as a goal for all types of tourism (Clarke 

1997).  While a number of researchers have discussed the issues of sustainable tourism 

development based on this reaching a consensus on understanding, studies on a definition of 

sustainable tourism development are rare.  The definition of sustainable tourism is complex and 

still evolving.  The popular definition of sustainable tourism is that of the World Tourism 

Organization.  They define sustainable tourism as “tourism which leads to management of all 

resources in such a way that economic, social and aesthetic needs can be filled while maintaining 

cultural integrity, essentials ecological processes, biological diversity and life support systems” 

(WTO 2002, P.7)   This definition emphasizes the importance of not only a guest’s needs, but 

also for host development and sustainability.  

Corporate social responsibility and sustainable tourism  

CSR studies in tourism have mainly been conducted within a paradigm of sustainable 

tourism (Dodds and Joppe 2005; Henderson 2007).  This is because the issue of corporate social 

responsibility in the tourism literature has not gained much interest until recent years.  Dodds and 

Joppe (2005) argue that the concept of CSR has many similar features to sustainable tourism 

because both focus on methods to identify and involve stakeholders in the contribution to and/or 

mitigation of impacts.  Similarly, Henderson (2007) examined CSR within a sustainable tourism 

context and found the primary tenets of CSR and sustainable development are very similar and 

the terms are often used interchangeably.  More specifically, CSR integrates some of the 

fundamental principles of sustainable development and an organization pursuing sustainable 
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tourism is socially responsible.  His comparison between CSR and sustainable development 

helped clearly delineate the two terms.   

Sustainable development seeks to embrace all the participants in the development process 
and give equal weight to their voices. CSR maintains a company perspective and questions 
of profitability remain at the forefront, not to be eclipsed by social and environmental 
agendas.  Sustainable development implies a deeper and broader commitment and is part of 
a debate which is relevant to most areas of human endeavor and informs private and public 
sector actions. In comparison, CSR pertains only to industry members and covers a 
particular and voluntary aspect of activity. Therefore it occupies a position near the weaker 
pole of the sustainability spectrum and should be assessed within the context of that 
discourse. (Henderson 2007, p. 231) 

Statement of the Problem 

A number of studies of CSR have tried to measure CSR in various business settings 

(Carroll 1979; Wood 1991; Quazi 2003).  However, there is a dearth of empirical studies that 

measure CSR in a tourism context. This study attempts to fill this gap by proposing a method to 

measure CSR, then empirically testing its validity in terms of managerial perceptions within a 

tourism context.   

Purpose of the Study 

The main purpose of this study is to understand both corporate ethical values and the 

perceived importance of ethics and social responsibility, and tourism professionals’ attitudes 

toward CSR in tourism organizations.   Also, this study seeks to examine CSR behaviors of 

tourism organizations by using a newly developed measurement.  Additionally, this study will 

investigate how corporate ethical values and the perceived importance of ethics and social 

responsibility may affect tourism professionals’ attitudes toward CSR in tourism organizations 

and the socially responsible behaviors of tourism organizations.  

Research Objectives  

The research objectives of this study include:  testing the determinants of travel agents’ 

attitudes toward corporate social responsibility using demographic and job-related factors and 
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their relationship to attitudes toward CSR.  Further, this study will examine travel agents’ 

attitudes toward corporate social responsibility (ideological perspectives of CSR) and travel 

agencies’ behaviors of corporation social responsibility (operational perspectives of CSR).  

Figure 1-2 shows the conceptual model to explain these relationships.  

The specific objectives that guided this study are as follows:  

1. What CSR behaviors are exhibited by tourism organizations (operational perspectives of 
CSR)?  

2. What is the relationship between CEV and CSR behaviors of tourism organizations? 

3.  Are there differences in CSR behaviors (operational perspectives of CSR) by the 
organizations’ characteristics (size, financial performance, and time in business)? 

4. What is the relationship between CEV and PRESOR by the marketing professionals within 
tourism organizations? 

5. What is the relationship between CEV and the marketing professionals’ attitudes toward CSR 
of tourism organizations (ideological perspectives of CSR)? 

6. What is the relationship between the degree of PRESOR and the marketing professionals’ 
attitudes toward CSR of tourism organizations (ideological perspectives of CSR)? 

7. Are there significant relationships between managerial characteristics of travel agents 
(gender, age, education level, work experience in tourism industry, ownership, and 
international work experience) and their attitudes toward CSR in tourism (ideological 
perspectives of CSR)? 

8. Are there significant relationships between travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR in tourism 
(ideological perspectives of CSR) and travel agencies’ behaviors toward CSR in tourism 
(operational perspectives of CSR)? 

Definitions 

The following terms below have been defined for the purpose of the study.  For many of 

the terms, a more detailed operational explanation is included in the methodology section of the 

following three chapters.   
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CORPORATE ETHICAL VALUE: “a composite of the individual ethical values of managers and 

both the formal and informal policies on ethics of the organization” (Hunt, Wood, and Chonko 

1989, p. 79).   

CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY: “actions that appear to further some social good, 

beyond the interest of the firm as well as those which are required by law” (McWilliams and 

Siegel 2001, p. 117).   

ATTITUDE TOWARD CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY (IDEOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES OF 

CSR): what a corporation’s managers believe the firm should be doing (Zenisek 1979; Arthaud-

Day 2005).   

BEHAVIORS OF CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY (OPERATIONAL PERSPECTIVES OF CSR): 

what the corporations actually perform social responsibility (Zenisek 1979; Arthaud-Day 2005).   

PERCEPTIONS OF ETHICS AND SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY: how the managers in the company 

perceive the notion of ethics and social responsibility (Shafer, Fukukawa, and Lee 2006).   

SUSTAINABLE TOURISM: "development that meets the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (World Commission on 

Environment and Development 1987, p.8).   

Method 

This section includes an overview of the methods undertaken to examine managerial attitudes 

toward social responsibility and corporate socially responsible behaviors of tourism 

organizations.  

Instrumentation  

The questions included in the questionnaire were derived from a comprehensive literature 

review and interviews with tourism professionals.  The survey instrument was composed of six 

subsections.  The first section contained information assessing the respondent’s company profile. 
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The second section measured the perception of ethics and social responsibility.  The third section 

asked for managers’ perceptions about their company’s ethical values. The fourth section 

measured CSR behavior of tourism organizations.  The fifth section measured the general 

attitudes toward CSR of tourism organizations.  The last section asked demographic questions 

about the respondents.  The survey instrument is presented in Appendix I.   

A common criticism of surveys is the researcher’s lack of knowledge of the actual 

respondents to a survey (Banerjee 2002).  In this study, it is assumed that the appropriate 

manager will fill out the survey.  In order to validate that the respondent was a manager who 

knows CSR in his or her company, the survey included questions asking the respondent’s 

position as well as asking them to comment on their knowledge about their company’s socially 

responsible activities.  Respondents who do not have the knowledge and/or confidence about 

their company’s social responsibility were excluded from the analysis.  Thus, it is assumed that 

the respondents were qualified to answer the survey questions.  

Company profiles  

The section assessing a company’s profile included three questions.   Based on previous 

studies about the relationship between CSR and rganizational size (Aldag and Jackson 1984; 

Aupperle, Carroll, and Hatfield 1985), financial performance (Aldag and Jackson 1984), 

organizational age (Navarro 1988; Roberts 1992; Chen, Patten, and Roberts 2007), participants 

were asked to answer questions on the number of employees, annual revenues, and the number 

of years their organizations had been in business.  This section consisted of single choice 

responses and open-ended questions.   
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The perception of ethics and social responsibility  

The perception of ethics and social responsibility was measured using a PRESOR scale 

of 13 items.  The PRESOR scale was developed by Singhapakdi, Kraft, Vitell, and Rallapalli 

(1995) and has been used by many researchers (Singhapakdi, Vitell, Rallapalli, and Kraft 1996; 

Etheredge 1999; Sighapakdi, Karande, Rao, and Vitell 2001; Vitell, Paolillo, and Thomas 2003; 

Axinn, Blair, Heorhiadi, and Thach 2004; Shafer, Fukukawa, and Lee 2006).  The PRESOR 

scale was developed measure to understand the way that marketers perceive ethics and social 

responsibility.  The original version of the PRESOR scale used a 9-point Likert-type scale.  

However, the PRESOR scale in this study was revised to a seven point scale ranging from 

“Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (7) that was more consistent with the other scales 

used in this study.  Two examples of items are “The ethics and social responsibility of a firm is 

essential to its long term profitability” and “Social responsibility and profitability can be 

compatible.” 

Corporate ethical values  

Corporate ethical values were measured using five-item CEV scale developed by Hunt, 

Wood, and Chonko in 1989.  The items are designed to capture the extent to which managers’ 

concerns and behavior are related to ethical issues, as well as the extent to which the rewards for 

ethical behaviors are encouraged by the organization.  The items were rated on a seven-point 

scale raging from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (7).  

Attitudes toward CSR in tourism industry  

The attitude toward CSR in the tourism industry was measured based on six items (Table 

1-1).  These items were designed to measure how individuals perceived socially responsible 

behavior by tourism organizations.  Items were developed based on the survey from Partnership 
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for Global Sustainable Criteria (2007) and previous research (Tearfund 2000; Dodds and Joppe 

2005; Henderson 2007).  Examples of the items include “Tourism corporations have a 

responsibility to preserve the environment” and “Corporate social responsibility is particularly 

important for the tourism industry.”  These items were measured using a seven-point scale, 

ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (7). 

Corporate behavior of socially responsible tourism  

Nineteen scale items were developed to measure socially responsible behaviors of 

tourism organizations using a multi-step procedure (Table 1-2).  First, for behaviors of CSR, four 

domains were selected based on the relevant literature review (Henderson 2007).   The four 

dimensions are economic responsibility, socio-cultural responsibility, environmental 

responsibility, and ethics and internal responsibility.  Next, the initial item pool consisted of 32 

items based on a thorough review of the sustainable tourism literature and the corporate social 

responsibility literature (Tourism Concern 1992; Tearfund 2000; Dodds and Joppe 2005; 

Henderson 2007).  After generating the initial items, the items were then refined and edited for 

content validity by three experts who are professors or graduate students in tourism and 

knowledgeable about socially responsible tourism.  These experts were given the study’s 

operational definition of CSR and were requested to rate each item as being clearly 

representative of CSR, somewhat representative of it or not at all representative of it 

(Zaichkowsky 1985).  Next a series of decision rules were established.  The rules included (1) 

consider the clarity of the items, (2) consider the readability of the items, and (3) consider the 

likelihood that the items may be acceptable to respondents (not objectionable).  The items were 

rated on a seven-point scale from “Strongly Disagree” (1), to “Strongly Agree” (7).  
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Respondent’s profile 

The final section of the questionnaire focused on the socio-demographic characteristics of 

respondents, as well as their work experience.  The questions included gender, age, education, 

job position, international work experience, and overall work experience in the tourism industry. 

Job position and work experience in the tourism industry were measured using a single choice 

response with open-ended responses.  International work experience was a yes-no question.  

Data Collection 

The target of this study was employees of tourism organizations who attended a 

conference in Central Florida.  Survey questionnaires were distributed to the tourism 

professionals participating at THETRADESHOW 2008 hosted by the American Society of 

Travel Agents (ASTA) at the Convention Center.  ASTA estimated that around 2500 tourism 

professionals across a number of countries registered at THETRADESHOW 2008.  Only 

registered members with name tags were able to enter the event venue.  With the permission of 

the organizers of the tradeshow, for three days survey questionnaires were distributed to 

participants entering the event venue. The survey questionnaires included items that were used in 

this present study, as well as other items that will be employed in other studies.   

For this study, 700 questionnaires were distributed. That number was determined by the 

calculation that the sample size for an 0.05% margin of error with a 95% confidence level for a 

population of 2500 is 333 (Research Advisors 2006) multiplied by the response rate (around 50% 

of response rate was expected).   

A total of 252 completed questionnaires were collected with an approximate response 

rate of 36%.  A sample size of 252 is the number that has an 0.05% margin of error with a 90% 

confidence level for a population of 2500 (Research Advisors 2006).  The sample size and 
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response rate were satisfactory considering that the questions dealt with relatively sensitive 

issues.  

Data Analysis  

The analysis of data in this study consisted of several steps. Before testing the research 

questions or hypotheses, descriptive analyses were performed to investigate the frequency 

distribution of responses to the relevant questions.  To test the first research question, exploratory 

factor analysis was used. With exploratory factor analysis, the dimensionality of corporate 

socially responsible behaviors was tested.  Multiple regression analyses were used to test 

research questions 2, 4, 5, 6, and 8.  Before conducting regression analyses, in order to examine 

if multicollinearity exists in the data, correlation analyses were conducted.  MANOVA and 

ANOVA were used to test research question 3.  A post hoc test using the least-square’s means 

(LSM) was used to determine the location of the differences of socially responsible tourism 

attitudes.  Lastly, to test Hypotheses 4 to 9 for research question 7, independent t-tests, and one- 

way ANOVA analyses were used to examine whether the characteristics of respondents affected 

a respondent’s attitude toward tourism companies’ social responsibility.  A post hoc test using 

LSM was used to determine the differences among each managerial characteristic variable.  

Dissertation Format 

This dissertation is divided into five chapters that build on each other by examining 

corporate ethical values, the perceived importance of ethics and social responsibility, attitudes 

toward CSR of tourism organizations, corporate socially responsible behaviors of tourism 

organizations, respondents’ profiles, and organizations’ profiles.  Further, each chapter has the 

different sample based on the research purpose.  Table 1-3 shows the summary of sampling for 

the each chapter. 
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Chapter 2 aims to understand socially responsible behaviors of tourism organizations.  

First, this chapter assesses the dimensionality of socially responsible behaviors of tourism 

organizations using exploratory factor analysis.  Additionally, this chapter examines the 

relationship among corporate ethical values, organizational characteristics, and socially 

responsible behaviors of different types of tourism organizations using multiple regression 

analysis, MANOVA, and ANOVA.  The results of these analyses are used to suggest detailed 

guidelines for future studies on CSR in tourism.    

Chapter 3 assesses the relationship between corporate ethical values and the perceived 

importance of ethics and social responsibility within a tourism setting using multiple regression 

analysis.  Additionally, focusing on socially responsible tourism, this chapter investigates how 

corporate ethical values and the perceived importance of ethics and social responsibility affect 

the tourism professionals’ attitudes toward corporate social responsibility of tourism 

organizations.  The results of this chapter help to understand the ethical and socially responsible 

perceptions and attitudes of tourism managers and employees.  Further, the results of analyses 

are used to suggest for tourism organizations the role of organizational ethical values on the 

perceptions and attitudes of organizational members.      

Chapter 4 focuses on travel agents only. This chapter examines the relationships between 

demographic and job-related factors of travel agents and their attitudes toward CSR.  Further, 

this chapter investigates travel agents’ attitudes toward corporate social responsibility and travel 

agencies’ behaviors regarding corporate social responsibility.  The results of this chapter provide 

suggestions for travel agencies in their performance and management of CSR.  
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Chapter 5 summarizes the results and conclusions of the former chapters.  This allows for 

the integration of overall results into implication for future studies and management of CSR 

within the tourism industry.  
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Figure 1-1. The social responsibility model. Source: Zenisek, T. J. (1979). “Corporate Social 
Responsibility: A Conceptualization based on Organizational Literature.” Academy 
of Management Review, 4(3): 359-368. 
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Figure 1-2. A conceptual model of corporate socially responsible behavior of tourism organizations 

and managers’ attitudes toward CSR in tourism  
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Table 1-1. Attitudes toward CSR in tourism 
Items of attitudes toward CSR in tourism 

1. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to preserve the environment.  
2. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to preserve the local culture.  
3. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to enhance the quality of tourist experiences. 
4. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to contribute to the economy of local 

community. 
5. CSR is hard to apply for tourism companies. 
6. CSR is particularly important for the tourism industry. 
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Table 1-2. Conceptual dimensions and items of behaviors of CSR in tourism  
Dimensions Items of behaviors of CSR in tourism 

Purchase goods and services from local suppliers. 
Support local businesses to ensure benefits to local communities. 
Educate tourists on the positive effects tourism can have on the local 
economy. 
Implement programs that support the economic vitality of local 
communities. 
Employ local residents. 

Economic 
responsibility 

Donate part of proceeds to charities of local community. 
  

Educate employees about socio-cultural issues. 
Provide on-going cultural sensitivity training about the local 
community. 
Formulate policies to avoid socio-cultural impacts of operations. 
Help tourists increase their cultural understanding of local 
communities. 
Market products and services in a socio-culturally responsible way. 

Socio-cultural 
responsibility 

Implement programs to manage socio-cultural impacts of our 
activities. 

  
Train staff on the environmental impacts of the company’s operations. 
Market products and services in an environmentally responsible way. 
Educate tourists about environmental concerns. 
Formulate policies to avoid environmental impacts of operations. 

Environmental 
responsibility 

Train staff on the principles of environmental conservation. 
  

Wage structures are fair and equitable.  Ethics and 
Internal responsibility Provide women with the same opportunity to be a manager. 
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Table 1-3. The sampling summary of the each chapter 
  Sample  N 

Chapter 2 The respondents who were aware of his/her organization’s 
socially responsible behaviors 

207 

Chapter 3 The respondents who completed questionnaires 252 
Chapter 4 Only Travel Agents 149 
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CHAPTER 2 
AN EMPIRICAL STUDY OF SOCIALLY RESPONSIBLE BEHAVIORS OF TOURISM 

ORGANIZATIONS 

Introduction  

The tourism industry has been one of the fastest growing industries for the last half 

century (Bartra and Kaur 1998).  In 2004 international tourism increased by 18.9% over the 

previous year. Controlling for inflation, the World Tourism Organization (WTO) has estimated 

international tourism increased by 9% in 2004 (WTO 2005).  The growth in people traveling 

outside their home environment is unprecedented.  In addition, more destinations are looking to 

develop their tourism industry to attract tourists.  This growth in tourism development has led to 

many changes being made by host societies (Brunt and Courtney 1999).  These changes have 

been documented as both positive and negative. Positive changes include improved income, 

education, employment opportunities, and local infrastructure and services (Ross 1992; Lankford 

1994; McCool and Martin 1994), while negative changes include changes in social and family 

values, the emergence of economically powerful groups, and cultural practices adapted to suit 

the demands of tourists (Ap and Crompton 1993; Johnson, Snepenger, and Akis 1994).  

With the recognition of these changes, the concept of sustainable tourism has been 

proposed and popularized. Sustainable tourism is not a single type of tourism, but one that 

integrates a variety of tourism activities that meet the needs of tourists and host regions while 

protecting and enhancing opportunities for future generations (WTO 1995).  The main objective 

of sustainable tourism is decreasing and mitigating the negative impacts on the destinations 

while maintaining the economic and socio-cultural benefits. Thus, in the academic literature, 

much attention has been paid to tourism impacts, and has proposed sustainable development 

strategies to mitigate these impacts.  
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Within the framework of sustainable tourism development, has been an interest in CSR. 

These are activities that companies perform for a social benefit beyond the profit of the 

organization or requirements by regulators (i.e., government) (McWilliams and Siegel 2001).  

In comparison with sustainable development, CSR is limited to the supply side of the industry 

with an emphasis on how industry members can be responsible both at the destination as well as 

within their organization (Henderson 2007).  CSR is not a new concept. In fact, it has appeared 

in the business literature since the early 50s.  More recently, however, other disciplines, such as 

tourism, have begun to pay attention to the concept.   

In the business literature, scholars have suggested that corporations aim to engage in 

socially responsible activities because of the recognition of various benefits, such as an 

increased positive image and likelihood to hire top quality employees, as well as an increased 

positive effect on the organization’s bottom line (Marrewijk 2003; Henriques and Richardson 

2004). Further, many stakeholders in the organization, including shareholders, expect 

businesses to perform responsibly, as do customers. 

Unlike the long history of CSR in mainstream business literature, tourism studies have 

just recently attempted to address it.  Interestingly, however, most studies of CSR are 

conceptual in nature rather than empirically tested (Wheeler 1995). Thus, some scholars argue 

that it is necessary for studies to move beyond this conceptual discussion and test a variety of 

CSR issues within the tourism context (Fleckenstein and Huebsch 1999; Mitchell 2006).  

Specifically, studies examining CSR behaviors have not yet been conducted.  Furthermore, 

more attention needs to be paid to the various factors that may affect responsible behaviors of 

tourism organizations. Therefore, the current study will address these limitations and focus on 
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empirically testing the measures of CSR in a tourism setting, as well as examine the 

relationships among these variables.  

Literature Review 

Stakeholder Theory as a Guiding Framework  

Corporate social responsibility can be better understood within the framework of 

stakeholder theory (Clarkson 1995).  Numerous studies regarding CSR have applied stakeholder 

theory to their research (Freeman 1984; Roberts 1992; Samli 1992; Carroll 1993; Clarkson 1995; 

Banerjee 2002; Quazi 2003; Pirsch, Gupta, and Grau 2007).  Stakeholder theory has been used as 

a guiding framework for CSR studies because of the need to focus on multiple players when 

adopting a CSR strategy. Stakeholders include both primary stakeholders and secondary 

stakeholders. Primary stakeholders are defined as those who have continuing participation in the 

corporation (Clarkson 1995).  This group consists of “shareholders, investors, employees, 

customers, and suppliers (Clarkson 1995, p. 106). According to Clarkson (1995), the corporation 

and its primary stakeholder groups are highly interdependent on each other.  For example, it is 

difficult for the organization to be successful if customers and/or employees are not satisfied 

with the systems or products in place.   

Secondary stakeholders include the governments and communities that provide 

infrastructure and markets. This group includes those whose laws and regulations must be 

followed, and to whom taxes and obligations may be due (Clarkson 1995).    

Stakeholder theory suggests that “organizational survival and success is contingent on 

satisfying both its economic (e.g., profit maximization) and non-economic (e.g., corporate social 

performance) objectives by meeting the needs of the organization’s various stakeholders” 

(Pirsch, Gupta, and Grau 2007, p. 127).  This theory also assumes that corporations are no longer 

responsible to only their stakeholders, but also to a variety of groups in society. This is primarily 
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the case because operations of corporations often impact societal issues while at the same time 

societal issues can affect corporate decisions.  

From a stakeholder perspective, CSR includes all stakeholders, primary and secondary.  

Stakeholder theory assumes that a corporation is responsible for the impact of its behaviors on all 

stakeholder groups mainly because all stakeholders have a “legitimate” relationship with the 

corporation (Banerjee 2002).  Various stakeholders in recent years have expected, even 

demanded, organizations to be more responsible.  Expectations of stakeholders not only apply to 

the direct relationship between two groups, they also apply to social issues related to the 

community and management of the community (Kok, Wiele, McKenna, and Brown 2001).  

Corporate Social Responsibility and Tourism   

Corporate social responsibility is a topic which has received an abundance of attention in 

both an academic setting as well as an industrial environment since the early 50s (Weaver, 

Trevino, and Cochran 1999; Kok, Wiele, McKenn, and Brown 2001). The study of CSR has 

been largely divided into two perspectives.  One perspective is that CRS is implemented in order 

to maximize profits within the rules and regulations of the organization (Fiedamn 1970).  Under 

this perspective, organizations seem to be governed by only economic and legal analysis, and not 

by ethics (Kok, Wiele, McKenn, and Brown 2001).  This argument suggests that organizations 

need to balance both their social responsibility and their financial performance (Shaw and Barry 

1992).   

The other accepted approach encompasses a much wider view of CSR, whereby CSR is 

defined as “actions that appear to further some social good, beyond the interests of the firm as 

well as those which is required by law” (McWilliams and Siegel 2001, p. 117).  Taking this 

view, Carroll (1979) argued that CSR is performed not only for the firm’s sake, but also for the 
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sake of society.  Based on these definitions, a socially responsible organization must try to make 

a profit, as well as obey the law and be ethical (Carroll 1991).    

From an industry viewpoint, the understanding of CSR supports the definition of Carroll  

(1991).  For example, the World Business Council for Sustainable Development emphasizes a 

responsibility toward community that defines CSR as “the ethical behavior of a organization 

toward society. . . management acting responsibly in its relationships with other stakeholders 

who have a legitimate interest in the business” and explained “CSR is the continuing 

commitment by businesses to behave ethically and contribute to economic development while 

improving the quality of life of the workforce and their families as well as of the local 

community and society at large” (WBCSD 1999, p3). In addition, Volkswagen (2000) defines 

CSR as “the ability of an organization to incorporate its responsibility to society to develop 

solutions for economic and social problems.”  Although the concept of CSR has been generally 

applied to a broad spectrum of industries, previous research has argued the practices of CSR may 

be approached very differently within each industry (Spender 1989).  Therefore, this study will 

review how CSR has been understood in a tourism context.  

In the tourism literature, the issue of CSR has received increased attention (Tearfund 

2000; Goodwin and Francis 2003; Pennington-Gray and Thapa 2004; Dodds and Joppe 2005; 

Pennington-Gray, Reisinger, Kim, and Thapa 2005; Mitchell 2006; Henderson 2007).  Corporate 

social responsibility in tourism has been approached mostly from the perspectives of 1) 

sustainability 2) marketing strategy and 3) ethical issue debate.   

First, CSR studies in tourism have mainly been conducted within a paradigm of 

sustainable tourism (Dodds and Joppe 2005; Henderson 2007). Until recently, the issue of 

CSR as if applies to tourism has not attracted much interest.  Dodds and Joppe (2005) argue 
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that the concept of CSR has many features in common with sustainable tourism because 

both focus on methods to identify and involve stakeholders to contribute to or mitigate their 

impacts.  Similarly, Henderson (2007) examined CSR within a sustainable tourism context 

and found the primary tenets of CSR and sustainable development are very similar and the 

terms are often used interchangeably. More specifically, CSR integrates some of the 

fundamental principles of sustainable development, while an organization pursuing 

sustainable tourism is socially responsible.  

Recent CSR studies typically use detailed guidelines from the sustainable tourism 

literature.  First, the tenets of sustainability (i.e., environmental, social, and economic) have been 

used as a guide for CSR analysis.  For example, Henriques (2004) stated that stakeholder issues 

can be divided into issues related to the environment, society and the economy. Thus, Dodds and 

Joppe (2005) went on to endorse these tenets and recommended that companies feel an 

obligation to go beyond just environmental dimensions and incorporate social and economic 

dimensions.  

In addition, studies dealing with companies’ overall responsibility have adopted the 

guidelines of sustainable tourism in many cases (Forsyth 1997).  This adoption of guidelines 

moves the conceptualization of CSR beyond the business literature, because tourism may require 

a more comprehensive list of responsibilities due to the interdisciplinary nature of the industry 

(Henderson 2007).  In addition, the industry’s range of stakeholders may also be reason for using 

the more comprehensive paradigm of sustainable tourism to examine a company’s behaviors 

than a traditional business model might.  

In addition to the conceptual framework adopted in tourism studies, guidelines for CSR 

have been established to operationalize the framework. However, although CSR share common 
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concepts and tenets with sustainable tourism, there exist some differences also.  The main 

difference is that CSR deals in only supply side but sustainable tourism covers the involvement 

of both supply and demand side.  Thus, when adopting the guidelines from sustainable tourism, 

the one focusing the supply management need to be chosen.  

Three organizations have moved beyond a conceptual paradigm and put guidelines for 

behaviors into a best practice model for the supply side. These three organizations are the World 

Tourism Organization (WTO), Tourism Concern and Tour Operators’ Initiatives (TOI). First, 

WTO, a specialized agency under the United Nations, establishes world tourism policies, 

addresses the global tourism issues, and provides the direction for future generations. The Global 

Code of Ethics for Tourism issued by the WTO is the most frequent cited set of guidelines 

(Table 2-1).  This code of ethics is aimed “to promote responsible, sustainable and universally 

accessible tourism in the framework of the right of all persons to use their free time for leisure 

pursuits or travel with respect for the choices of society of all people” (WTO 2003, p.2). The ten 

articles of the code describe five aspects of responsibility (economic, environmental, political, 

social, and cultural) for its stakeholders (travelers, destinations, tour operators, governments, 

developers, travel agents, and workers).  Each article has three to six codes.  The codes delineate 

detailed responsibilities to promote responsible and sustainable tourism, so that all sectors of 

international tourism can share the benefits of world tourism.  In particular, Article 6 of the code 

emphasizes the obligations of stakeholders (governments, companies, local communities, and 

press) in tourism development.  Specifically, it highlights tourism professionals who have a 

responsibility to provide information to tourists and contribute to the cultural experiences of 

tourists.  In addition, Article 5 highlights the benefits for host communities.  The article argues 

tourism should benefit the local residents in various ways, including direct and indirect 
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employment, and cultural and economic gains.  It also suggests tourism professionals need to 

research the impacts before tourism development article.  Pennington-Gray, Reisinger, Kim, and 

Thapa (2005) argued that the behaviors of tourists should be guided by this global code which 

means that tourism organizations have the responsibility to follow this code and to inform 

tourists of this code.    

Second, with the support of the World Wide Fund for Nature and the UK campaign 

group, Tourism Concerns also developed a list of guidelines, “Beyond the Green Horizon: 

Principles for Sustainable Tourism,” for tourism sectors including government, local 

communities, and tourism industry practitioners (Tourism Concerns 1992).  It has ten guidelines 

intended to provide working regulations among various tourism organizations.  These guidelines 

cover various ways to control negative tourism impacts in terms of decreasing environmental 

impacts, and preserving socio-cultural diversity.  Further, this guideline also emphasizes 

supporting the local economy and involving local community, as does the Global Code of Ethics 

for Tourism.  Beyond the Green Horizon also incorporates the suggestion that marketing tourism 

responsibly includes respect for the environmental, social, and cultural aspects of destinations. 

Lastly, TOI was created to encourage for tour operators to develop and implement 

management tools to minimize the various negative impacts of tourism by some pioneering tour 

operators which already had conducted good management activity for sustainable tourism 

development.  Tour operators as the member of this Initiative, are seeking towards sustainable 

tourism by choosing the concepts of sustainable development as the core of their business 

activity and to work together through common activities to promote and practices compatible 

with sustainable development.  As a guideline for the members, TOI developed the statement of 

commitment to sustainable tourism development for the tour operators.  According to the 

http://www.toinitiative.org/index.php?id=43�
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statement, TOI also like the other organizations emphasizing the Commitment to sustainable 

development and management of tourism to minimize the negative impacts on the economy, 

environment, nature, social structures and local cultures.  In addition, TOI recognize the 

importance of awareness and active involvement among tourists towards the natural, social and 

cultural environment of the places they visit.  Thus, they have a statement to encourage the 

mutual understand between local communities and tourist.  The meaningful thing about TOI 

guideline is that they include the statement regarding the importance of the contribution of 

tourism to the viability of local economies.  

Reviewing the existing guidelines of sustainable tourism, some researchers have argued 

that the guidelines of CSR in tourism need to focus more on culture, society, ethics and quality 

of life.  Some scholars identify the need to incorporate benefits to the community, as well as 

ethical issues of the tourism company, in their explanation of CSR (e.g., Tearfund 2000).  

Tearfund (2000) has urged tourism companies to move beyond environmental issues to more 

social and ethical issues.  Specifically, Tearfund (2000) suggested that, as a function of CSR 

travel companies need to ensure good working conditions, fair prices, and economic 

contributions directed back to the local community.  Moreover, some scholars have suggested 

including ethical aspects of tourism management (e.g., McBeth 2005; Fennell 2006). Mitchell 

(2006) suggested that there are limited empirical studies that deal with CSR that incorporate 

ethical issues, so further research is needed to fill this gap.  Dodds and Joppe (2005) argued that 

tourism companies have a responsibility to the quality of life of both tourists and hosts.    

The Determinants of CSR Behaviors  

Relevant literatures have dealt with what factors affect the CSR behaviors of organization.  

Generally, these factors can be divided into 1) corporate ethical values and 2) characteristics of 

organizations.    
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Corporate ethical values 

Marketing ethics theory has acknowledged the importance of an ethical organizational 

environment for the successful implementation of socially responsible behaviors (Ferrell and 

Greshan 1985; Hunt and Vitell 1986).  Business studies have mainly focused on corporate ethical 

values (CEV) as an important environmental feature of corporations that can affect employees’ 

ethical attitudes and ultimately lead to ethical and responsible behaviors (Vitell and Hidalgo 

2006; Singhapakdi, Gopinath, Marta, and Carter 2007). Focusing on corporate ethical values, 

Hunt, Wood, and Chonko (1989) defined corporate ethical values as “a composite of the 

individual ethical values of managers and both the formal and informal policies on ethics of the 

organization” (p. 79). Using a CEV scale developed by Hunt, Wood, and Chonko (1989), many 

studies have revealed a positive relationship between corporate ethical values and managers’ 

ethical or responsible attitudes or behaviors.  For example, examining Thai managers, 

Singhapakdi, Marta, Rallapalli, and Rao (2000) found that corporate ethical values had a positive 

effect on behavioral intentions. Vitell and Hidalgo (2000) also revealed that corporate ethical 

values had a strong influence on the perceived importance of manager’s ethics for managers 

across countries. Vitell, Paolillo, and Thomas (2003) found the corporate ethical values may 

influence the managers’ ethical behavioral intentions.  

Characteristics of organizations   

Numerous studies have focused on organizational characteristics to examine the potential 

determinants of socially responsible corporate behaviors.  Generally, studies have tested the 

effect of organization size, financial performance, organization age, and industry type.   

First, regarding size, some research has found that larger organizations typically exhibit 

more socially responsible behaviors and make a greater impact on society (Cowen, Ferreri, and 
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Parker 1987; Stanwick and Stanwick 1998).  For example, using firms listed in the Fortune 

Corporate Reputation Index, Stanwick and Stanwick (1998) examined the relationship between 

corporate social performance and size of the corporation. The results of their study revealed that 

firms that were larger in size had higher levels of CSR.   However, other studies have not found 

support for the relationship between size and the performance of CSR.   Ng (1985) failed to show 

support for the association between organizational size and CSR in activities in New Zealand.  

Similarly, using a U.S. sample, Roberts (1992) found no relationship between organization size 

and the demonstration of CSR.     

Moreover, the role of financial performance is an important determinant of socially 

responsible behaviors.  For example, measuring the CEO’s orientation toward CSR indicated that 

positive financial performance in a period positively influenced CSR (McGuire, Sundgren, and 

Schneewers 1988).  Likewise, Beliveau, Cottrill, and O’Neil (1994) found a positive relationship 

between economic factors and socially responsible behaviors.  However, both studies concluded 

the patterns within an industry can affect the level of socially responsible behaviors of an 

organization.   

The maturity of the organization has been examined in relation to its socially responsible 

activities.  According to Navarro (1988), as an organization matures, its involvement in socially 

responsible activities grows.  However, Roberts (1992) found that an organization ages, as one 

important intervening variable for socially responsible activities, which suggested that more 

empirical work is needed to understand the relationship between organization age and socially 

responsible activities.  Chen, Patten, and Roberts (2007) also revealed organizational age had a 

positive correlation to corporate charitable contributions.  
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Contrarily, some studies have concluded that the nature of an organization’s industry is 

the best determinant of CSR behaviors.  Beliveau, Cottrill, and Neill (1994) and Spender (1989) 

suggested that behavioral patterns within an industry may be similar, but different across 

industries, and that this would have an effect on CSR.  In addition, Cowen, Ferreri, and Parker 

(1987) found that the type of industry may affect the level of environmental and community 

involvement activities.  Baucus and Near (1991) argued that criteria may vary by the type of 

industry and found a variety of differences in ethical behaviors among industries.  Specifically, 

Cowen, Ferreri, and Parker (1987) that consumer-oriented organizations tend to demonstrate 

more social responsibility to the community because it contributes positively to the image of the 

organization and may attract customers.   

Hackston and Milne (1996) divided industries into high-profile (a high level of political 

risk or concentrated intense competition) and low-profile industries and found that the 

relationship between organization characteristics and CSR was based on these criteria.  

According to Hackston and Milne (1996), size and CSR is much stronger for high-profile 

industry organizations than low-profile industry organizations.  Examples of high-profile 

industries were automotive, oil industries, and alcohol organizations, while low-profile 

organizations, such as hotels, personal products and food, tended to be more service-oriented. 

For the purpose of this study, the study examined only organization size, age, and financial 

performance. In addition, this study describes how different sectors in an industry affected CSR. 

Purpose of the study and research questions 

Thus, given the paucity of research that examines this combination of organization 

characteristics, ethics, and CSR, this study will attempt to understand socially responsible 
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behaviors of tourism organizations.  Additionally, this study will examine the best determinants 

of socially responsible behaviors of different types of tourism organizations.  

The research questions that guided this study are:  

1. What corporate socially responsible behaviors are exhibited by tourism organizations?  

2. What is the relationship between corporate ethical values (CEV) and the behavioral 
corporate social responsibility of tourism organizations? 

3. Are there differences in corporate socially responsible behaviors by the organizations 
characteristics (size, year of organization, and financial performance)? 

Methodology 

Data Collection  

The target of this study was employees of tourism organizations who attended a 

conference in Central Florida.  Survey questionnaires were distributed to the tourism 

professionals participating at THETRADESHOW 2008 hosted by ASTA (American Society of 

Travel Agents) at the Convention Center in Orlando, Florida.  ASTA estimate that around 2500 

tourism professionals across countries registered at THETRADESHOW 2008.  Only registered 

members with name tags were able to enter the event venue.  With the permission of organizers 

of the tradeshow, for three days survey questionnaires were distributed to the participants 

entering the event venue.  The survey included items that were used in this present study, as well 

as other items that were to be employed in other studies.   

This study distributed 700 questionnaires. The number 700 was determined by the 

calculation that the sample size for an 0.05% margin of error with a 95% confidence level for a 

population of 2500 is 333 (Research Advisors 2006) multipled by the response rate (around 50% 

response rate was expected).   

A total of 252 completed questionnaires were collected with an approximate response 

rate of 36%.  A sample size of 252 is the number that an 0.05% margin of error with a 90% 
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confidence level for a population of 2500 (Research Advisors 2006).  The sample size and 

response rate were satisfactory considering that the questions dealt with relatively sensitive 

issues.  The questionnaires included a question asking whether the respondent were aware of 

his/her organization’s socially responsible behaviors; anyone who responded “no” were excluded 

from the remainder of the study. A total of 45 responded “no,” thus the remaining 207 

questionnaires were used for this study, resulting in an 0.05% of margin error with an 87% of 

confidence level for a population of 2500 (Research Advisors 2006).    

Measurement  

Operationalization of the dependent variables 

A nineteen-item scale was developed to measure socially responsible behaviors of 

tourism organizations using a multi-step procedure.   First, the behaviors of CSR in tourism were 

identified based on previous research.  For behaviors of CSR, four domains were selected based 

on the relevant literature review (Henderson 2007).   The four dimensions are economic 

responsibility, socio-cultural responsibility, environmental responsibility, and ethics and internal 

responsibility.   

Second, items that captured the domains were generated. The initial item pool, which 

consisted of 32 items, was generated based on a thorough review of the sustainable tourism 

literature and the corporate social responsibility literature (Tourism Concern 1992; Tearfund 

2000; Dodds and Joppe 2005; Henderson 2007).   After generating initial items, the items were 

then refined and edited for content validity by three experts who are professors or graduate 

students in tourism and knowledgeable about socially responsible tourism.  These experts were 

given the study’s operational definition of CSR and requested to rate each item as being clearly 

representative, somewhat representative or not at all representative of CSR (Zaichkowsky 1985).   
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A series of decision rules were established for this determination by the rater.  The rules 

included (1) consider the clarity of the items, (2) consider the readability of the items, and (3) 

consider the likelihood that the items may be acceptable (not objectionable) to respondents.  

Using this process, a total of 19 items were selected for this study. The items were rated on a 

seven-point scale rated from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (7). Table 1-2 shows 

the dimensions and items of CSR behaviors.  Appendix II shows the initial 32 items.   

Operationalization of the independent variables 

Corporate ethical values 

The Corporate Ethical Values (CEV) scale was developed by Hunt, Wood, and Chonko 

in 1989.  The scale measures the extent to which managers’ concerns and behaviors are related to 

ethical issues, as well as the extent to which the rewards for ethical behaviors are encouraged by 

the organization. The original CEV scale was a uni-dimensional, five-item scale measured on a 

seven-point Likert scale (Hunt, Wood, and Chonko 1989).  However, recent studies have 

revealed a two factor solution of CEV scale. Specifically, Singhapakdi, Gopinath, Marta, and 

Carter (2007) examined the dimensionality of CEV using exploratory factor analysis and found 

the two factor solutions, (1) punishment and (2) behaviors and, with 66.3% variance.  Using 

LISREL, they confirmed the model with two factors is a very good indicator of absolute and 

comparative fit. Thus, this study tested for uni-dimensionality by way of exploratory factor 

analysis.   

Characteristics of the organization 

Organizational size: For this study, organizational size was measured by the number of 

employees. This question was originally asked for a single choice, with open-ended response.  

For the purpose of this study, however, it was recoded as a categorical variable. Based on the 
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distribution of the data, the organizations with fewer than 10 employees were recoded as small-

sized organizations while those organizations with employees between 11 and 99 employees 

were recoded as medium-sized organizations, and organizations with more than 100 employees 

were recoded as large-sized organizations. The standard for the number of employees is based on 

the statistics on business size from the U.S. Census Bureau (2009).  The U.S. Census Bureau 

does not define small or large business, but provides statistical criteria to categorize businesses.   

Financial performance: This variable was measured as last year’s (2007) annual 

corporate revenue. This question was originally asked by using a single, open-ended response 

and was then recoded into a categorical variable.  Based on the distribution of the data, the 

organizations were divided into 3 categories:  (1) fewer than $99,999, (2) $100,000 to 

$9,999,999, (3) and over $10,000,000. 

Organizational age: Organizational age was measured by the number of years the 

organization had been in the tourism business.  This measurement was asked as an open-ended 

question, but was then recoded into a categorical variable. Based on the distribution of the data, 

the organizations were divided into 4 categories: (1) less than 5 years, (2) 6 to 10 years, (3) 11 to 

19 years, and (4) more than 20 years.  

Results 

Description of the Sample 

A summary of demographic data for the sample is provided in Table 2-2.  As indicated in 

the table, almost 60% of respondents were female.  Approximately, one third (34%) of 

respondents were owners of the organization/business. More than 85% of the respondents had 

earned at least a college degree and about 62% were older than 40 years of age.  Also, the 

respondents had an average of 12 years of work experience in the tourism industry and more than 
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9 years of managerial experience.  They had worked in their current business an average of 7 

years.  

Table 2-3 illustrates the characteristic information of tourism organizations.  More than 

half the organizations were small businesses with fewer than 10 employees. Expectedly, more 

than 40% of the businesses made fewer than $100,000 in annual revenue. Almost 23% of 

organizations had been in the tourism industry for more than 20 years. The majority of 

organizations were travel agencies (64.4%).  Other types of businesses represented included 

theme parks, travel marketing organizations, and event management organizations.    

Tests of Dimensionality   

Exploratory factor analysis of CEV 

Results of the exploratory factor analysis of CEV with direct oblimin rotation with kaiser 

normalization are consistent with the two-factor structure of Singhapakdi, Gopinath, Marta, and 

Carter (2007) revealing the same items loaded on each factor (Table 2-4).  The first factor 

explained 58.4% of the variance including 3 items with factor loading ranging from 0.89 to 0.65.  

Adopting Singhapakdi, Gopinath, Marta, and Carter (2007) labels as appropriate, the first 

dimension was labeled “formal policy.”  Example of CEV items for the first factor is “If a 

manager in my company is discovered to have engaged in unethical behavior that results 

primarily in personal gain (rather than corporate gain), he or she will be promptly reprimanded” 

and “Top management in my company has let it be known in no uncertain terms that unethical 

behavior will not be tolerated.”   

The second factor was termed “informal policy,” explaining 22.78% of the variance with 

2 items. The factor loading of these items ranged from 0.88 and 0.87.  The two items for the 

second factor were, “In order to succeed in my company, it is often necessary to compromise 

one’s ethics” and “Managers in my company often engage in behaviors that I consider being 
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unethical.”  The factor extracted 71% of variance in the data.  The reliability tests of the items for 

each dimension were over 0.70.  

Exploratory factor analysis of CSR behaviors 

Exploratory factory analysis was conducted to test the dimensionality of the measure 

socially responsible behaviors of tourism organizations. Since there have been no previous 

efforts to develop a scale to measure the socially responsible behaviors of tourism organizations, 

it was not possible to hypothesize the dimensionality of the scale.  However, it was expected that 

socially responsible behaviors of tourism organizations have more than one dimension since 

corporate social responsibilities involve various issues ranging from internal ethical behaviors to 

managing impacts. In addition, behaviors were conceptualized using the three tenets of 

sustainable tourism (environmental, socio-cultural and economic).  

Results of the exploratory factor analysis using a direct oblimin rotation with kaiser 

normalization yielded two factors accounting for a total of 69.96% of the variance.  According to 

Churchill (1979), items that cross-load above 0.4 on multiple factors or items without at least a 

0.5 factor loading on one factor are deleted.  The deleted items are “educate tourists on the 

positive effects tourism can have on the local economy”, “implement programs that support the 

economic vitality of local communities,” “donate part of proceeds to charities of local economy,” 

and “provide on-going cultural sensitivity training about the local community.”  Accordingly, 4 

items were deleted, leaving a total of 15 items in the scale.  The factor loadings and items of each 

factor can be seen in Table 2-5.  

The first factor was labelled “managing impacts” and it explained 59.43% of the 

variance. This dimension consisted of 10 items with factor loadings ranging from 0.96 to 0.71. 

This dimension was given its name because the items describe the responsible behaviors to 
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control and manage the environmental, socio-cultural, and economic impacts. Examples of items 

were “my company implements programs to manage socio-cultural impacts of our activities” and 

“my company markets products and services in an environmentally responsible way.”  

The second factor was termed “Support of local and fairness” and explained 10.52% of 

the variance with 5 items. The factor loadings of these items ranged from 0.83 to 0.53.  Items of 

this dimension dealt with both the supporting activities for local stakeholders and the fair and 

ethical environment of the company.  

The overall mean (based on a 7 point scale) for the “management impacts” dimension 

was 5.13 and the overall mean for the “Support of local and fairness” dimension was 5.84.  Thus, 

tourism businesses are more likely to do better jobs in terms of fair internal systems than 

managing impacts.  

The mean score for the behavioral items ranged from 6.13 to 4.88 (Table 2-5). A score 

over 5 was interpreted as “tending to behave responsibly.”  This is because the range of the scale 

was 1-7. The items “provide women with the same opportunity to be a manager” and “employ 

local residents” yielded the highest mean scores. The lowest mean score was for “formulate 

policies to avoid socio-cultural impacts of operations.” Data were normally distributed around 

the mean, indicating that no data transformation was necessary to apply multivariate statistical 

techniques.  

Tests of Associations between Variables  

Relationship between CEV and corporate socially responsible behaviors 

Multiple regression analysis was undertaken to determine the strength of the relationship 

between corporate responsible behaviors and corporate ethical values (Table 2-6).  This study 

found a significant linear relationship, indicating that higher levels of formal policy in an 

organization resulted in greater socially responsible behaviors for both “managing impacts” 
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(4.60, p = 0.00) and “Support of local and fairness” (6.52, p = 0.00). To examine if 

multicollinearity exists in the data, correlation analyses were conducted.  The correlation 

between two CEV dimensions was relative low (0.34) and suggested collinearity would not be 

problem (Mason and Perreault 1991).   

The “informal policy” dimension of CEV did not have a significant association with 

either dimension of socially responsible behaviors.  However, “informal policy” had a somewhat 

positive relationship with the “Support of local and fairness” (1.94, p = 0.05).  

Relationship between characteristics of organization and CSR 

A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to determine if 

significant differences existed for the effects of organization size, organization age, and financial 

performance (i.e., independent variables) on the two dimensions of socially responsible 

behaviors of tourism organizations (i.e., dependent variables).  Based on findings from previous 

research (Cowen, Ferreri, and Parker 1987; McGuire, Sundgren, and Schneewers 1988; Navarro 

1988; Roberts 1992; Stanwick and Stanwick 1998; Chen, Patten, and Roberts 2007), 

characteristics of businesses were expected to impact the socially responsible behaviors of 

organizations.  MANOVA results revealed no significant influence on CSR by the majority of 

organizational characteristics; only organizational age indicated significant differences on the 

managing impacts dimension (Table 2-7).   

Specifically, MANOVA indicated that organizational age [Wilks’ Λ = 0.89, F (4, 17) = 

2.54, p = 0.00, multivariate η2 = 0.93] significantly affected socially responsible behaviors. This 

indicated the necessity to further analyze the differences between organization age and socially 

responsible behaviors.  Therefore, the ANOVA procedure was employed to further examine the 

differences. 
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 The ANOVA test indicated that socially responsible behaviors of tourism organizations 

differ by organizational age.  Specifically, the probability of obtaining an F value of 4.94 was 

0.00 for the “managing impacts” dimension and the probability of obtaining an F value of 2.75 

was 0.04 for the “Support of local and fairness” dimension (Table 2-8).  

A post hoc test with least-square means (LSM) was used to determine where the 

differences in organization ages existed. LSM revealed significant differences between 

subgroups on both dimensions (Table 2-9).  For example, the organizations of 6 to 10 years 

exhibited a higher degree of socially responsible behaviors for both “managing impacts” and 

“fair internal system: than the other two groups.  However, the less than 5 years and 6 to 10 years 

groups did not show significant differences for either dimension.   

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to examine socially responsible behaviors of tourism 

organizations and their relationship to organizational characteristics and corporate social values.   

In addition, this paper provides a current description of the sample organization’s socially 

responsible behaviors.    

First, tourism organizations revealed stronger behaviors related to fair and responsible 

employment systems than related to managing impacts. With regard to the issue related to 

providing women with the same opportunities, given that the majority of organizations were 

based in the U.S., it makes sense that the respondents would reply in this manner since the U.S. 

is governed by equal opportunity laws and punishable by anti-discrimination laws if violated.  

Thus, one might expect that they behaved ethically and socially with regard to this behavior.  

However, this result might be affected by social desirability because of the fact that the majority 

of respondents of this study were female.  Social desirability is defined as responents answering 

a questionnaire may select an answer more socially acceptable than alternatives other ones 
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(Fisher 1993).  Previous studies found that social desirability exists in responses dealing with 

ethical and responsible issues (Nyaw and Ng 1994).  Thus, future research is recommened to 

investigate the possible skewing by social desirability in CSR studies.  

Moreover, with regard to employing local residents, again due to the high incidence of 

U.S. based organizations, this positive finding may make sense. What may be interesting is 

whether non-U.S. based firms respond in the same way. Research has suggested that no laws 

exist in some developing countries restricting gender-based discrimination or requiring equal 

opportunity of employment and developing countries have a tendency to have varying behaviors 

related to employment of women and locals (Lawler and Bae 1998).  Thus, further research 

needs to be conducted on this topic.  

An additional meaningful finding was that socially responsible behaviors factored into 

two aspects. Within the context of tourism, previous literature has suggested that responsible 

behaviors largely represent three areas: environmental, socio-cultural and economic. This study 

did not support that finding. In fact, in the minds of this sample population (mostly small 

business owners) they conceptualized behaviors as both internal and external to their business. 

So, things that they could “manage” outside their organization and things that they could 

“manage” inside the organization were the drivers of CSR behaviors.  This may be due to the 

design of the questionnaire, which emphasized the internal role of the organization in socially 

responsible behaviors rather than how their mismanagement might impact the community. 

Further investigation into the differences in wording should be tested to better understand this 

difference from the traditional tourism literature that has highlighted the impact of tourism 

behaviors rather than the mitigation of these impacts.   
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As well as examining behaviors, this study tested several factors that may affect an 

organization’s socially responsible behavior. Consistent with previous research (Vitell and 

Hidalgo 2006), the results indicated that an organization’s ethical values affect socially 

responsible behaviors.  Specifically, an organization that has penalties for unethical behavior is 

more likely to show higher levels of socially responsible behavior. This is a good example of 

operant conditioning by way of negative reinforcement (Skinner 1950), which suggest that the 

effects of the consequence of a particularly behavior is negatively reinforced in order to alter the 

future occurrence of the behavior.   

Regarding an organization’s characteristics, the results indicated only organizational age 

was significantly related to socially responsible behaviors.  Previous literature has proposed that 

industry type may determine corporate socially responsible behaviors (Spender 1989; Beliveau, 

Cottrill, and O’Neill 1994).  With regard to age, perhaps this is a function of other correlates of 

age, for example, size and age, type of ownership and age, age of proprietor of business, and the 

like. Further research should be conducted to control for these moderating variables.  

Moreover, the insignificant relationship between organizational size and financial 

performance and CSR is an interesting finding.  Perhaps this may have happened because of the 

various types of tourism organizations which were incorporated in our study. The organizational 

size can be influenced by the type of organization.  For example, travel agents or tour operators 

generally have a small number of employees, while hotels or airlines have a greater number.  So, 

focusing on the narrow range of types of organizations, such as only travel agents or only tour 

operators, could be helpful to better understand the affect of organizational size on the CSR.  

Further, examining CSR behaviors by the types of organizations with a larger, more diverse 

sample of tourism organizations is recommended for future studies.  Finally, this study suggested 
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investigating organizations’ characteristics as the determinant of socially responsible behaviors 

without understanding their ethical backgrounds, which may be misleading.  In addition, this 

study concludes that corporate ethical values are better indicators than corporate characteristics 

in determining CSR behavior.  The relationship between corporate ethical values and the 

responsible behaviors of organizations implies an association between employees’ behaviors and 

organizational culture. Also, an organization with strong ethical values can result in employees 

who are more responsible and committed to the organization, as Vitell and Hidalgo (2006) 

implied.    

 Although most individual factors can not be controlled by the organizations, corporate 

ethical values can be managed and appropriate training provided by the leaders of the 

organizations. Consequently, managers need to support corporate ethics programs and promote 

their integration at levels of the organization.  Therefore, we can conclude that organizations may 

be able to influence the ethical perceptions and attitudes of their employees by formulating a 

well defined set of ethical values and policies.  Also, providing ethical training and proper ethical 

punishment system and may be useful to enhance the ethical and responsible behaviors of the 

employees within an organization.  

Limitations 

Like all studies, this study had some limitations that should be addressed.  The first 

concern relates to the measurement of SRB.  This study measured SRB from the perspective of 

tourism industry professionals.  Measuring organizations’ behaviors by eliciting individual’s 

perceptions is one of the common methods in business studies (Quazi and O’Brien 2000; 

Arthaud-Day 2005).  However, some bias may have affected the outcomes of this study due to 

the nature of the topic: ethics and social responsibility.  It is quite possible that the responses 

were affected by social desirability, although unless actual behaviors are measured by visual 
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techniques this may be a limitation of the topic in general.   A combination of qualitative and 

quantitative research may be one way to minimize the possible effect of social desirability.   

Second, this study was the first effort to develop a measurement of SRB for the tourism 

industries. Therefore, generalizability of the measurement may be limited.  This study 

recommends testing the tool with a variety of samples to confirm the scale’s validity and 

reliability.  In addition, development of a more rigorous scale may entail a follow-up study with 

a more exhaustive set of SRB items developed through focus group interviews or in-depth 

interviews with industries  

Third, this study examined SRB within a tourism industry framework.  It was originally 

intended to examine differences according to organization types, but due to the small sample 

size, this could not be completed.  Therefore for future research, it is necessary to focus on SRB 

within one type of organization or to examine the differences in SRB based on organization 

types.   
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Table 2-1. Global code of ethics for tourism 
No. Principles 

1 Tourism’s contribution to mutual understanding and respect between peoples and 
societies 

2 Tourism as a vehicle for individual and collective fulfilment 
3 Tourism, a factor of sustainable development 
4 Tourism, a user of the cultural heritage of mankind and contributor to its enhancement 
5 Tourism, a beneficial activity for host countries and communities 
6 Obligations of stakeholders (governments, companies, local communities) in tourism 

development 
7 Right to tourism 
8 Liberty of tourist movements 
9 Rights of the workers and entrepreneurs in the tourism industry 
10 Implementation of the principles of the Global Code of Ethics for Tourism 

Source: http://www.world-tourism.org/code_ethics/eng/brochure.htm 
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 Table 2-2. Characteristics of respondents  
Characteristic Number Percent (%) 

Gender    
     Male  82 41.4 
     Female  124 58.6 
   
Job position    
     Owner (CEO) 65 34.2 
     Manager  84 44.2 
     Travel Agent  41 21.6 
   
Education    
     Less than college 21 10.4 
     Technical school  8 4.0 
     College degree 101 50.2 
     Graduate school 39 19.4 
     Advanced degree  32 15.9 
   
Age    
     Younger than 30 23 11.3 
     31-40 56 27.5 
     41-50 56 27.5 
     51-60 46 22.5 
     Older than 61 23 11.3 
   
 Mean SD 
Work experience in tourism industry  12.2 10.8 
Work experience in managerial position  10.1 9.7 
Work experience in current organization  7.4 8.1 
 



 

67 

Table 2-3. Characteristics of tourism organizations   
Characteristic Number Percent (%) 
Size    
     Small  (fewer than 10 employees) 98 50.8 
     Medium (11 to 99 employees) 41 21.2 
     Large (more than 100 employees) 54 28.0 
   
Financial performance   
     Less than $99,999  57 41.3 
     $100,000 and $9,999,999 50 36.2 
     Over $10,000,000 31 22.5 
   
Organization age   
     Less than 5 92 45.5 
     6-19 64 31.7 
     Over 20 46 22.8 
   
Type of organization   
     Travel agency  132 64.4 
     Others 30 14.6 
     Accommodation  18 8.8 
     Tour operator 12 5.9 
     Transportation 8 3.9 
     Resort 5 2.4 
   
Total  252  
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Table 2-4. Factor analysis of corporate ethical values    

Extraction method: Principal Component Analysis.    
Rotation method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations 
c. Total variance explained in the data = 71.27% 

 

CEV Items  
Factor 
loading

Eigen 
value 

% of 
variance 

Mean SD 

Factor 1(α = 0.74): Formal policy   2.42 48.49 5.63 1.38 

1. If a manager in my company is discovered to 
have engaged in unethical behavior that 
results primarily in personal gain (rather than 
corporate gain), he or she will be promptly 
reprimanded. 

0.89   5.65 1.69 

2. If a manager in my company is discovered to 
have engaged in unethical behavior that 
results primarily in corporate gain (rather than 
personal gain), he or she will be promptly 
reprimanded. 

0.88   5.80 1.63 

3. Top management in my company has let it be 
known in no uncertain terms that unethical 
behavior will not be tolerated. 

0.65   5.44 1.79 

Factor 2 (α = 0.70):  Informal policy  1.14 22.78 5.89 1.89 

1. In order to succeed in my company, it is often 
necessary to compromise one’s ethics. 

0.88   5.87 1.71 

2. Managers in my company often engage in 
behaviors that I consider being unethical. 

0.87   5.89 1.74 
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Table 2-5. Factor analysis of tourism organizations’ socially responsible behaviors  

Extraction method: Principal Component Analysis.    
Rotation method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations 
c. Total variance explained in the data = 69.96% 
 
 

Items of socially responsible behaviors 
Factor 
loading

Eigen 
value 

% of 
variance 

Mean SD 

Factor 1(α = 0.96, N = 252):  
Managing impacts 

 
9.21 59.43 5.13 1.57 

1. Implement programs to manage socio-cultural 
impacts of our activities. 

0.97 
 

 5.15 1.90 

2. Train staff on the principles of environmental 
conservation. 

0.95 
 

 5.01 1.94 

3. Educate tourists about environmental 
concerns. 

0.91 
 

 4.96 1.87 

4. Formulate policies to avoid environmental 
impacts of operations. 

0.89 
 

 5.13 1.84 

5. Educate employees about socio-cultural 
issues. 

0.87 
 

 5.14 1.78 

6. Train staff on the environmental impacts of 
the company's operations. 

0.86 
 

 5.12 1.83 

7. Formulate policies to avoid socio-cultural 
impacts of operations. 

0.85 
 

 4.88 1.85 

8. Help tourists increase their cultural 
understanding of local communities. 

0.79 
 

 5.48 1.81 

9. Market products and services in an 
environmentally responsible way. 

0.77 
 

 5.01 1.94 

10. Market products and services in a socio-
culturally responsible way. 

0.71 
 

 5.44 1.61 

      
Factor 2 (α = 0.77, N = 252):  
Support of local and fairness  

 1.78 10.52 5.84 1.04 

1. Purchase good and services from local 
suppliers 

0.83 
 

 5.86 1.40 

2. Wage structures are fair and equitable. 0.80   5.54 1.60 
3. Provide women with the same opportunity to 

be a manager. 
0.71 

 
 6.13 1.40 

4. Support local businesses to ensure benefits to 
local communities. 

0.65 
 

 5.84 1.37 

5. Employ local residents. 0.53   5.95 1.34 
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Table 2-6. Multiple regression models for socially responsible behavior of tourism organizations  
Enter Regression Summary 

Variable 
B t-value (p) Significance 

Managing impacts    
    Formal policy 0.36 4.60 0.00* 
    Informal policy    0.85 1.10 0.27 
    R2= 0.11, Adjusted  R2= 0.10  
    F-value = 10.71, Significance = 0.00 
    
Support of local and fairness     
    Formal policy 0.46 6.52 0.00* 
    Informal policy    0.14 1.94 0.05 
   R2= 0.27, Adjusted  R2= 0.26 
   F-value = 30.75, Significance = 0.00 
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 Level. 
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Table 2-7. Multivariate summary for organizational characteristics of socially responsible 
behaviors using Wilks’ Lambda 

Variables Wilks’ Lambda F df P 

Size of organization 0.98 0.35 170 0.84 

Organizational age 0.89 2.54 170 0.00* 

Financial performance 0.91 1.98 170 0.09 
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 Level. 
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Table 2-8. One-way ANOVA for effects of organizational age on socially responsible behaviors 
of tourism organizations 

 SRB  df SS MS F P 

Between groups 3 34.00 11.33 
Managing impacts 

Within groups 180 412.66 2.29 
4.94 0.00* 

Between groups 3 8.49 2.83 

Organization 
age 

Support of local and 
fairness  Within groups 188 193.25 1.03 

2.75 0.04* 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 Level. 
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Table 2-9. Least-square means for organizational age 
Organization age 

Less than 
5years (a) 

6-10 years  
(b) 

11-19 years 
(c) 

Over 20 years 
(d) 

SRB 

M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Post hoc 

Managing impacts 5.32 1.50 5.89 1.16 4.70 1.77 4.88 1.43 
b > c, d* 

a > c* 
Support of local 
and fairness  

6.02 1.04 6.21 0.84 5.72 1.01 5.67 1.05 b > c, d*

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 Level. 
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Figure 2-1. The hypothesized model for this study  
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CHAPTER 3 
CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY AND ETHICS IN THE TOURISM INDUSTRY 

Introduction 

Worldwide tourism is one of the largest and most important industries.  The increase of 

the tourism industry mainly has been led by the strategic marketing activities (Ahmed, Krohn, 

and Heller 1994). Tourism marketers have created marketing plans that meet the needs of 

specific markets and sell their products at a profit (Ahmed, Krohn, and Heller 1994).  While 

tourism destinations and industry practitioners have aggressively developed more sophisticated 

marketing strategies to attract more tourists, this success has generated a number of issues in the 

host communities.  With the recognition of these impacts, scholars have questioned the ethics 

and social responsibility of marketers (Hall 1992) although many tourism marketers have not 

paid much attention to these issues.  For example, Fleckenstein and Huebsch (1999) contend that 

both the supply and demand sides of the tourism industry have not only lacked consideration for 

the ethical aspects of tourism, but also ethical standards of care for their guests/customers. Hall 

(1992) has also questioned the ethical issues of tourism products, services, and marketing.  After 

a comprehensive review of the tourism literature, Hultsman (1995) revealed that there is a 

concern among tourism professionals about the ethical aspects of tourism service delivery and 

suggested that tourism research and literature have not deal adequately with ethical issues.   

Some scholars, however, have expressed an interest in ethical issues in tourism, as 

Wheeler (1995) reported, but the interest was implicit and not yet explicitly discussed.  Thus, this 

study attempts to understand the ethical decision-making process of tourism professionals, 

focusing on the ethical aspects of the tourism industry.  Specifically, this study examines tourism 

organizations’ ethical values and practitioners’ perceptions regarding these issues.  In addition, 

this study examines how organizations’ ethical values and the employees’ perceptions of ethics 
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and social responsibility may affect tourism practitioners’ attitudes toward CSR of the tourism 

industry.  

Literature Review 

A General Theory of Marketing Ethics  

Hunt and Vitell (1986) devised general theory of marketing ethics, one of the most 

comprehensive models for ethical decision-making.  They attempted to describe the decision-

making process that takes place surrounding ethical issues.  This theory is rooted in moral 

philosophy, a teleological evaluation, and a process where the marketer evaluates an evoked 

asset of alternatives based on such factors as the probability and desirability of perceived 

consequences. In the teleological evaluation, “who” is affected by these ethical decisions 

determines the issues, including good or bad consequences.   

The ethics theory places an organization’s internal environment as the determiner of 

ethical decision-making based on teleological perspectives (Vitell and Hidalgo 2006). The role 

of environmental factors in the decision making process has also been supported by several 

studies (e.g., Ferrell and Gresham 1985; Trevino 1986; Jones 1991).  These studies suggest that 

ethical decision-making is determined by an interaction between environmental factors (e.g., 

organization culture and job characteristics) and personal cognitive factors (e.g., moral values, 

perceptions, and attitudes).    

According to the general theory of marketing ethics, perceived problems of ethical issues 

can trigger an ethical decision.  Namely, an individual must perceive an ethical problem first in 

order to make a decision.  This proposition is consistent with other consumer behavior theories 

(e.g., Fishbein and Ajzen 1975) that suggest individual judgments affect behavior through the 

intervening variable of intentions.  Hunt and Vitell (1986) posited that ethical behaviors are 

better determined by direct/implicit ethical problems than peripheral problems.  
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Ethical and Socially Responsible Issues in Tourism  

The issue of ethics and CSR has not been a major focus in the tourism literature 

(Tearfund 2000; Mitchell 2006; Henderson 2007).  Although the issue of ethics in tourism has 

been explored in tourism, there is a dearth of empirical studies related to ethical decision making 

within the tourism industry (e.g., Krohn and Ahmed 1991; Wheeler 1995).  

Krohn and Ahmed (1991) argued that international tourism marketers within different 

segments of the tourism industry, including airlines, accommodations, tour operators, travel 

agencies, and cruise lines, need to develop an ethical code of corporate behavior.  They 

suggested that a code would help employees from violating ethical values and meet industry 

standards.  According to Wheeler (1995), the distinguishing features of tourism products, such as 

“intangibility, evolving over time into a completely different product, the difficulties with 

standardization and violating world events have led to more recognition of the importance of 

ethical issues in the tourism industry” (p. 47).  Fleckenstein and Huebsch (1999) argued that 

ethics in the tourism industry has not been a focus and needs more consideration.  They 

suggested that consideration needs to be given to socio-cultural costs of tourism development 

and the ethical treatment of customers and employees.  They also suggest that the tourism 

industry has a great responsibility to travelers and its own employees.   

Several scholars have focused specifically on ethical decision-making in the tourism 

industry.  First, Go and Haywood (1990) argued that the main concern of tourism literature 

related to social responsibility and ethics was controlling negative environmental, socio-cultural, 

and economic impacts through marketing efforts.  Wheeler (1991, 1993) tried to apply marketing 

ethics to understanding the relationship between government and the environment.  His findings 

suggest that critical issues include coercion and control, compromise of individual ethics, and 

ethical responsibilities for communities. Further, these studies suggested that the decision-
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making processes of marketers were influenced by individual beliefs, professional ethics, and 

organizational ethics. Malloy and Fennell (1998) supported this argument in a study that focused 

on organizational cultures within an ecotourism context. They contended that organizational 

culture plays an important role in affecting the ethical, or unethical, behaviors of an 

organization’s employees; an organization’s culture helps to guide ethical or unethical 

behaviours and solve ethical problems.  Also, they found that, in an organization with more 

ethically enhanced cultures, the employees tended to behave more ethically.   

Another line of research has examined ethics in relation to managing impacts.  According 

to Malloy and Fennell (1998), the ecotourism industry is concerned with ethical and responsible 

performance because it impacts on both survival and profitability. Henderson (2007) argued CSR 

initiatives in tourism need to incorporate issues related to the management of negative impacts of 

business, the investigation of social welfare, and environmental programs.   According to 

Henderson (2007), the guidelines of CSR and sustainable development are very similar and the 

terms are often used interchangeably.  More specifically, CSR integrates some of the 

fundamental principles of sustainable development when a company pursues sustainable tourism.   

Corporate Ethical Values 

The study of corporate ethical values (CEV) in relation to ethical decision making have 

focused mainly on environmental factors of an organization which influence behavior (Vitell, 

Paollio, and Thomas 2003; Vitell and Hidalgo 2006; Singhapakdi, Gopinath, Marta, and Carter 

2007).  Hunt, Wood, and Chonko (1989) defined corporate ethical values as “a composite of the 

individual ethical values of managers and both the formal and informal policies on ethics of the 

organization” (p.79).   

Various empirical studies have tested the importance of corporate ethical values in ethical 

decision-making and found mixed results (Singhapakdi, Kraft, Vitell, and Rallapalli 1996; Vitell 
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and Hidalgo 2006; Singhapakdi, el al. 2007). A number of studies revealed positive influences of 

corporate ethical values on individual’s ethical perceptions.  For instances, Vitell and Hidalgo 

(2006) examined U.S. and Spanish managers and their ethical perceptions and found corporate 

ethical values had a strong influence on the perceived importance of ethics to managers across 

countries.  Singhapakdi, el al.(1996) argued that “ethical corporate values seem to help sensitize 

marketers to the importance of ethics and social responsibility as a component of marketing 

decisions” (p. 55). Using the CEV scale developed by Hunt, Wood, and Chonko (1989), 

Pettijohn, Pettijohn, and Taylor (2007) found that a salesperson’s general attitude regarding 

business ethics is significantly related to the corporate ethical environment perceived by him/her.   

In contrast, some studies have not revealed a significant role that CEV play in the 

decision-making process.  In a study examining marketing managers from the U.S., U.K., Spain, 

and Turkey, Vitell, Paollio, and Thomas (2003) hypothesized that if corporate ethical values are 

strong, they will influence both ethical judgment and intentions.  However, they found that 

corporate ethical values were not a significant determinant of ethical judgment.  On the other 

hand, the relationship between corporate ethical values and intention was partially supported.  

Singhapakdi, el al. (2007) also found that corporate ethical values did not have a positive affect 

on perceived ethical problems, but did have a positive affect on a manager’s perceived 

importance of ethics and social responsibility.   

Perceptions of Ethics and Social Responsibility  

One of the most important factors affecting ethical and socially responsible behaviors of 

a company is how the managers in the company perceive its ethics and social responsibility 

(Shafer, Fukukawa, and Lee 2006). According to Vitell and Hidalgo (2006) managers must 

perceive ethics as important if their behaviors are to change.  If they do not consider ethics and 

social responsibility important then their behaviors are more likely to be affected by this belief.  
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Supporting this view, Newstrom and Ruch (1975) found that ethical beliefs of managers were 

significantly associated with their behaviors.  

 In the business literature, the perceptions of ethics and social responsibility are often 

examined using the PRESOR scale which stands for the “Perceived Role of Ethics and Social 

Responsibility.”  The PRESOR scale was developed by Singhapakdi, Vitell, Rallapalli and 

Kraft (1996) to understand the way that marketers perceive ethics and social responsibility.  

Numerous studies have used the PRESOR scale as both a predicting variable and an affected 

variable in relation to ethical decision making (e.g., Singhapakdi, Vitell, Rallapalli, and Kraft 

1996; Singhapakdi 1999; Vitell, Paollio, and Thomas 2003; Axinn, Blair, Heorhiadi, and Thach 

2004; Shafer, Fukukawa, and Lee 2006; Pettijohn, Pettijohn, and Taylor 2007).  Singhapakdi 

(1999) surveyed the members of American Marketing Association and found that marketers 

who perceived ethics and social responsibility to be important indicated more ethical intentions.   

Using the PRESOR scale previous business related research has revealed a relationship 

between corporate ethical values and perceptions of ethics and social responsibility among 

business managers (Singhapakdi et al. 2007).  These studies suggested, however this relationship 

may be affected by the types of industry (Singhapakdi et al. 2007).  In response to this 

conclusion, this study will examine whether this relationship can be explained within a tourism 

setting.  Additionally, while focusing on socially responsible tourism, this study will investigate 

how corporate ethical values and perceptions of ethics and social responsibility may affect 

marketing professionals’ attitudes toward CSR of tourism organizations.  

 In a review of previous studies and supporting empirical evidence, the following 

hypotheses are suggested: 

Hypothesis 1: Corporate ethical values are positively related to the degree of importance 
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of ethics and CSR perceived by tourism marketing professionals within tourism 
businesses.  

 
Hypothesis 2: Corporate ethical values are positively related to the to tourism marketing 
professionals’ attitudes toward CSR of tourism industry.  
 
Hypothesis 3:   The importance of ethics and CSR is positively related to tourism 
marketing professionals’ attitudes toward CSR of tourism industry.  
 

Methods 

Data Collection 

The sample for this study was marketers within tourism businesses who attended a 

tourism industry trade show in Central Florida. Questionnaires were distributed to tourism 

professionals participating at THETRADESHOW 2008 at the Convention Center in Orlando, 

Florida.  Only registered members with name tags were able to enter the event venue.  With the 

permission of the organizers of the tradeshow, for three days questionnaires were distributed to 

participants entering the event venue.  The survey included items that were used in this present 

study as well as other items that be employed in other studies.  Interviewers worked either in 

teams of two or as individuals.  Data collectors were instructed to approach alternating males and 

females and to ask people if they worked in the tourism industry.  Only individuals who 

answered “yes” to this question were interviewed. Surveyors were identified by a name tag with 

THETRADESHOW and University of Florida logos. Clipboards were available for the 

researcher to either hand to the respondent to answer individually or, where necessary, for the 

respondents to answer items on their own.   

Out of 700 distributed survey questionnaires, a total of 252 completed survey 

questionnaires were collected giving an approximate response rate of 36%. The 252 sample size 

is the number with an 0.05% margin of error with a 90% of confidence level for a population of 
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2500 (Research Advisors 2006).  The sample size and response rate is satisfactory considering 

that questions dealt with relatively sensitive issues. 

A summary of demographic data for the sample is provided in Table 3-1.  As indicated, 

more than half of respondents were female, 85% earned at least a college degree, and about 62% 

were older than 40.  Most of the respondents worked at travel agencies (66.4%) and 10% of them 

work at hotels and resorts.  Also, the participants had an average of 12 years of work experience 

in the tourism industry and more than 9 years of managerial experience.  

 Measurement Tools 

This study used two existing scales and developed one new measure to examine the 

proposed relationship in a tourism setting. All measures used rated with a seven-point scale rated 

from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (7).  

Corporate ethical values (CEV) scale 

The first scale used for this study was the Corporate Ethical Values (CEV) scale, which 

was originally developed by Hunt, Wood, and Chonko (1989).  This scale measures the extent to 

which managers’ concerns and behaviors are related to ethical issues as well as the extent to 

which the rewards for these ethical behaviors are met. The original CEV scale was desinged as a 

uni-dimensional five items scale.  However, some studies (e.g., Singhapakdi et al. 2007) have 

revealed a two-factor solution and distinguished one factor related to behaviors and one related 

to formal policies.  

Results of the exploratory factor analysis of this study were consistent with a two-factor 

structure revealing the same factors as Singhapakdi et al. (2007). The factor loadings and items 

of the two factors are shown in Table 3-2.  The first factor explained 48.48% of the variance and 

consisted of three items.  Examples of questionnaire statements relevant to the first factor were 

“If a manager in my company is discovered to have engaged in unethical behavior that results 
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primarily in personal gain (rather than corporate gain), he or she will be promptly reprimanded” 

and “Top management in my company has let it be known on no uncertain terms that unethical 

behavior will not be tolerated.”  The first factor was labeled “formal policy” because the items of 

the first factor showed the extent to which unethical behaviors are punished by formal policies. 

The second factor explained 22.77% of the variance and consisted of two items:  “In 

order to succeed in my company, it is often necessary to compromise one’s ethics” (reverse 

scored item) and “Managers in my company often engage in behaviors that I consider to be 

unethical” (reverse scored item). The second factor termed “informal policy”. These factors 

identified 71% of variance in the data.  The reliability tests for the items for each dimension were 

over 0.70.  

Perceptions of ethics and social responsibility (PRESOR) scale 

The perceptions of ethics and social responsibility were measured using a PRESOR scale.  

The items included in this scale are shown in Table 3-3. The PRESOR scale was developed to 

measure the perceived importance of ethics and social responsibility by Singhapakdi et al. (1996) 

and has been used in numerous studies (e.g., Singhapakdi et al. 1996; Etheredge 1999; 

Singhapakdi et al. 2001; Vitell, Paolillo, and Thomas 2003; Axinn et al. 2004; Shafer, 

Fukukawa, and Lee 2006; Pettijohn, Pettijohn and Taylor 2007).  In the original study, 

Singhapakdi et al. 1996 found a three-factor solution and named each factor: (1) “Good Ethics Is 

Good Business,” (2) “Profits Are Not Paramount” and (3) “Quality and Communication.”  

Although, Axinn et al. (2004) also found three factors using PRESOR, which they 

conceptualized two categories called: (1) ‘Stockholder view’ and (2) ‘Stakeholder view. In 

another study testing the dimensionality of PRESOR, Etheredge (1999) concluded that PRESOR 

items loaded only two factors rather than three.  According to Axinn et al. (2004) the two 
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dimensions found by Etheredge can also be conceptualized as stockholder view and stakeholder 

view. The stockholder view argues that a company has a main responsibility to follow the 

interests of the stockholders by providing products and services to consumers, while the 

stakeholder view suggests that a company has responsibilities to solve societal concerns and to 

do so is profitable. Specifically, one of the two factors had four of the five “stockholder view” 

items and the other factor included five of the eight “stakeholder view” items as suggested by 

Ethridge (Axinn et al. 2004).   

The factor structure of the stockholder vs. stakeholder view was also adopted by Shafer, 

Fukukawa, and Lee 2006. Using the stockholder vs. stakeholder view terminology, they 

examined the effect of personal values on managers’ perceived role of ethics and social 

responsibility and found a similar pattern of factor loading in the PRESOR scale as one that 

Axinn et al.  Additionally, the study revealed the two dimensions of PRESOR were influenced 

differently by personal values, but this could not explain the reason why the relationships varied 

across the PRESOR dimensions.  Thus, the study suggested further research was needed to deal 

with this varied dimensionality of PRESOR.    

The original PRESOR scale had sixteen items and a 9-point Likert-type scale. For the 

purpose of the present study, the scale was reduced to thirteen items as suggested by Singhapakdi 

et al. (1996) and revised to a seven-point scale in order to be consistent with the other scales in 

this study.  A principal component factor analysis with Oblimin rotation and Kaiser 

normalization was used to examine the dimensionality of the PRESOR scale.  Direct oblimin 

rotation was used because it allows the correlation of factors.  This diminishes interpretability of 

the factors however, is preferred because of the potential that factors will be correlated. Table 3-

3 shows a summary of the factor loadings.  Two factors with eigenvalues were higher than 1 
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emerged.  The items that loaded on the two factors were similar to the “Stockholder view” and 

“Stakeholder view” as revealed by Shafer, Fukukawa, and Lee (2006).  Therefore, this study 

adopted the stockholder vs. stakeholder view terminology originally named by Axinn et al. 

(2004) for the purpose of the discussion.  In this study, the stockholder view implies that the 

priority of a company is to make profits and provide goods and services in the interest of 

stockholders.  On the other hand, the stakeholder view means that the business has the 

responsibility toward various stakeholders to consider their common concerns in a society. 

The first factor, labeled “stakeholder view” showed that ethics and social responsibility 

are important for business survival.  This factor included eight items that explained 35.26% of 

the variance.  The second factor, “stockholder view” with three items, accounted for 11.2% of 

the variance.  All of these items were reverse-coded, so generally the respondents did not agree 

with these items. The reliability of these factors using Cronbach alpha values was higher than 

0.6, which is generally deemed acceptable (Nunnally 1978).  

Attitudes toward CSR of the tourism industry 

  A uni-dimensional measurement with six items was developed to measure on individual’s 

attitudes toward CSR of the tourism industry based on a thorough review of the literature 

(Tearfund 2000; Dodds and Joppe 2005; Henderson 2007).  Items were developed based on the 

survey from Partnership for Global Sustainable Criteria (2007).  Examples of the items include 

“Tourism corporations have a responsibility to preserve the environment” and “Corporate social 

responsibility is particularly important for the tourism industry.”  One item, “Corporate social 

responsibility is hard to apply to tourism companies” was reverse scored. This study used a 

seven-point scale, ranging from 1 strongly disagree to 7 strongly agree.  In this study, the 
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statements were positively and negatively worded and were placed randomly in a single set to 

reduce the “halo effect” of responses.   

Although this measurement was intended as a uni-dimensional scale, principal 

component factor analysis with Oblimin rotation and Kaiser normalization was used to examine 

the possible dimensionality of the six items of attitude regarding CSR in the tourism industry. 

Results of factor analysis revealed that one factor emerged with an eigenvalue higher than 1. 

Therefore, for the hypothesis test, the responses to all questions were summed to provide a single 

composite index consisting of six items.  This index of attitudes toward CSR in tourism provided 

scores ranging from a low of 6 to a high of 42 points.  The higher index the more positive the 

attitudes toward CSR of tourism organizations.  For the detailed items, see the Table 1-1.  

Results 

Descriptive Analysis  

Description of the sample 

A summary of characteristic data for the sample is showed in Table 3-1.  As indicated in 

the table, almost 60% of respondents were female.  More than 80% of the respondents had 

earned at least a college degree and about 60% were older than 40 years of age.  Also, the 

respondents had an average of 12 years of work experience in the tourism industry and more than 

9 years of managerial experience.  The majority of respondents work at travel agent (64.4%).  

Other types of businesses represented included accommodations, and tour operators.  

Corporate ethical values 

The two dimensions of CEV entailed five items in total.  Three items loaded on the first 

factor related to formal policy of unethical behaviors and the remaining two items loaded on the 

second factor related to an informal compromise about unethical behaviors.   
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The overall mean (based on a 7-point scale) for the “formal policy” dimension was 5.63 

(SD = 1.38), and for the “informal policy” dimension 5.90 (SD = 1.50). Since the items were 

measured on a 7-point scale, the results suggest that the means of both dimensions were 

relatively strong and that tourism marketing professionals generally believe their companies have 

very good ethical value systems in place.  This result can be compared with the one from the 

Hunt, Wood and Chonko (1989) study which examined CEV of the marketing managers in 

general business.  In their study, the mean score of CEV perceived by marketing managers 

sampled from the American Marketing Managers (AMA) was 5.33.   

Perceptions of ethics and CSR 
 

The two dimensions of the perceived importance of ethics and CSR were measured using 

eleven items.  Eight items loaded on the first factor related to the “stakeholder view” of the 

perceived importance of ethics and social responsibility and the remaining three items loaded on 

the second factor regarding “stockholder view”.    

 On a 7-point scale, the mean scores of the items ranged from 5.41 to 6.16. Marketing 

professionals in tourism industries were more likely to perceive ethics and social responsibility 

as important.   

For the “stakeholder view” dimension, the overall mean (based on 7-point scales) was 

5.78 (SD =0.92), and 5.82 (SD = 1.27) for the “stockholder view”. Since the items were 

measured on a 7-point scale, the results suggest that tourism marketing professionals generally 

believe that being ethical is good for business.  These results are similar to ones found in general 

marketing studies (Singhapakdi et al. 1995; Shafer, Fukukawam and Lee 2006).  Singhapakdi et 

al. (1995) reported the mean scores of 6.15 to 8.66 on a 9-point scale and Shafer, Fukukawam 

and Lee (2006) showed 5.92 to 7.86.   
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Attitudes toward CSR of the tourism industry 

The index of attitudes toward CSR of the tourism industry ranged from a minimum of 13 

to a maximum of 42, while the index ranges were 6 to 42.  The index had a mean of 35 and a 

standard deviation of 6.08.  No data transformation was necessary to apply multivariate 

statistical techniques because the data were normally distributed around the mean. 

The mean for the six items was 5.82 (SD =1.01).  Since the items were measured on a 7- 

point scale, the results suggested tourism marketing professionals generally recognize that 

tourism companies are socially responsible about various issues.  The statement “Tourism 

corporations have a responsibility to enhance the quality of tourist experience,” showed the 

highest mean (Mean = 6.33, SD = 0.99).  The lowest mean scored item was “Corporate social 

responsibility is hard to apply to a tourism company” (Mean = 4.32, SD = 2.11). 

Test of Hypotheses 

Results of testing hypothesis 1: Corporate ethical values are positively related to the 
degree of importance of ethics and CSR perceived by tourism marketing professionals within 
tourism businesses.  

 

In order to test hypothesis 1, a regression analysis was performed. Results suggest that 

hypothesis 1 was partially supported.  The “formal policy” dimension of corporate ethical values 

had a positive effect on ‘stakeholder view’, but not on “stockholder view” of the PRESOR.   

The “informal policy” dimension of the CEV scale had the strongest positive effect for 

the “stockholder view” of the PRESOR but the “formal policy” dimension of the CEV was not 

significant for the “stockholder view.”  Adjusted R2 for the regression of CEV for the 

stockholder view was 0.15, indicating that the two dimensions of corporate ethical values, by 

themselves, account for almost 15% of the variance of the stockholder view. The regression 

analysis results for the hypothesis 1 appears in Table 3-4.  
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Results for testing hypothesis 2: Corporate ethical values are positively related to tourism 

marketing professionals’ attitudes toward CSR of tourism industry.  
 
Corporate ethical values also had a significant positive effect on the tourism practitioners’ 

attitudes toward CSR of the tourism industry.  Both “formal policy” (3.19, p = 0.00) and 

“informal policy” (2.83, p = 0.00) indicated statistical significance and explained 12% of the 

attitudes toward CSR (R2 = 0.12). Thus, hypothesis 2 was supported.  The regression analysis 

results for hypothesis 2 appears at table 3-5.  

 
Results for testing hypothesis 3:   The importance of ethics and CSR is positively related 

to tourism marketing professionals’ attitudes toward CSR of tourism industry.  
 

Both the “stakeholder view” dimension (7.46, p = 0.00) and the “stockholder view” 

dimension (2.98, p = 0.00) of the PRESOR scale showed significant positive effect  

on socially responsible tourism attitudes. Thus, hypothesis 2 was supported.  The adjusted R2 for 

this regression analysis was 0.30 indicating that the two dimensions of perceived importance of 

ethics and social responsibility, by themselves, account for over 30% of the variance of attitudes 

toward CSR of the tourism industry (Table 3-6).   

Discussion 

This study focused on ethical and socially responsible issues within the tourism industry.  

The results from this study, which focused on tourism, generally supported the propositions of 

the general theory of marketing ethics.   

First, this study showed that tourism businesses perceive there is a generally good ethical 

environment in which their companies operate. Tourism marketing professionals tend to believe 

their companies provide a strong value system and this is found in both formal and informal 

policies.  Comparing the results from general marketing studies (Hunt, Wood, and Chonko 
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1989), tourism marketing professionals perceive relatively higher corporate ethical values than 

those in the general studies.  One possible explanation is that there is a higher proportion of 

owners or presidents in this study than in the general marketing studies and thus these owners 

may be naturally more committed to their organization and thus indicate higher ethics in 

management (Hunt, Wood, and Chonko 1989).   

Second, tourism marketing professionals generally perceived ethics and social responsibility as 

important to business.  These results imply the perceptions of tourism professionals are similar to 

marketing professionals from general business.  This study revealed results among the different 

dimensions of the CEV and perceptions of ethics and CSR, similarly with Shafer, Fukukawa, and 

Lee (2006).   First, the findings from this study are supported by the positive association between 

the “formal policy” of CEV and the “stakeholder view”, where a company has responsibilities to 

address societal concerns and to do so is profitable.  The “informal policy” dimension of CEV 

was associated with only the “stockholder view”, where a company has a responsibility to follow 

the interests of the stockholders by providing products and services to consumers which are 

sound.  These results imply that employers’ perceptions of CSR are influenced and strengthened 

by formulated ethical values, such as a punishment system.  Thus, if an organization commits to 

ethical business practices, the organization needs to set up ethical systems with high standards 

and train their employees.  Another explanation for this maybe that, similar to general marketing 

professionals, those in the tourism industry may have responded to questions regarding their 

companies with an element of social desirability. Given the nature of the questions and 

respondents’ relationship to their companies’ leadership, it may be understandable that marketing 

and tourism managers would response positively. 
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Moreover, two dimensions of corporate ethical values had a significant impact on tourism 

practitioners’ attitudes toward CSR of the tourism industry.  This result is consistent with the 

general theory of marketing ethics, which suggests that marketing professionals in an 

organization with a higher ethical value system may have more positive attitudes toward social 

responsibility issues than those in organizations with lower value systems. This study implies 

that tourism marketers are more sensitive to socially responsible and ethical issues when the 

organization sets clear ethical standards and values. Thus, this study suggests that, by providing a 

clear set of goals and standards, an organization may improve its ethical and socially responsible 

practices of employees, and ultimately lead to better ethical behavior and socially responsible 

performance. 

Marketers in the tourism industry generally tend to believe that good ethics is important 

for the success of their business and that tourism companies have a responsibility toward society 

and tourists.  The results of this study suggest that marketers in the tourism industry who believe 

ethics are important for a business are more likely to have positive attitudes toward 

implementing social responsibility within their tourism business.  This finding is consistent with 

results from a study by Singhapakdi (1999), who examined marketers in general.  Consistent 

with his recommendation, this study also recommends that to improve ethical behaviors in 

organizations it is necessary to strengthen employers’ perception of the important role of ethics 

as a determinant of business success and to provide various training opportunities on ethics and 

social responsibility for employees, such as workshops.   

Limitation and Future Studies 
 

This study was a starting point to examine tourism professionals’ ethical attitudes and 

sense of social responsibility.  Guided by marketing theory, this study revealed that an 



 

92 

organization’s environment, such as corporate ethical values, affects the tourism marketing 

professional’s ethical decision-making.  While previous research covered by marketing 

professionals in general business, this study focused on professionals from a single industry. 

However the sample of this study incorporates the professionals from various types of tourism 

companies since the unique characteristics of the tourism industry is an amalgam of many types 

of businesses.   Different types of businesses may result in varying perceptions and attitudes 

among employees.  In addition to the types of business, the companies’ characteristics, such as 

size and length of time in business (age) may influence ethical perceptions and attitudes of 

employees.  Thus, further research is recommended to investigate additional organizational 

factors that may determine a professional’s ethical decision-making.  

  This study revealed the relationship between the perceived importance of ethics and 

social responsibility and tourism practitioners’ attitudes toward CSR of the tourism industry. The 

general theory of marketing ethics formulated by Hunt and Vitell (1986) suggests that 

understanding ethical issues is a significant predictor of ethical behaviors. Therefore, future 

research needs to examine the relationship between perception and behaviors within a tourism 

context.   

In addition, marketing ethics theories (e.g., Ferrell and Gresham 1985; Hunt and Vitell 

1986) suggest that individual characteristics may influence perceptions of and attitudes about 

ethical and social responsibility.  In other words, one can expect that ethical perceptions and 

socially responsible attitudes may vary, in part, by personal factors.  Further research should 

measure this relationship and examine such personal characteristics such as gender, age, 

education, work experience, employment position, and the like.   
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Table 3-1. Characteristics of respondents  
Characteristic Number Percent (%) 

Gender    
     Male  147 41.4 
     Female  104 58.6 
   
Education    
     Less than college 30 12.2 
     Technical school  9 3.7 
     College degree 122 49.8 
     Graduate school 47 19.2 
     Advanced degree  37 15.1 
   
Age    
     Younger than 30 29 11.7 
     31-40 66 26.6 
     41-50 67 27.0 
     51-60 56 22.6 
     Older than 61 30 12.1 
   
Types of organizations   
   Accommodation (Lodging) 25 10.0 
   Tour operator 14 5.6 
   Travel marketing company 10 4.0 
   Cruise 4 1.6 
   National tourism organization 9 3.6 
   Transportations 7 2.8 
   Travel agency 166 66.4 
   Others 15 6.0 
   
 Mean SD 
Work experience in managerial position  9.8 9.7 
Work experience in tourism industry  12.4 10.8 
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Table 3-2. Factor analysis of CEV    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.    
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations 
c. Total variance explained in the data = 71.27% 

 

CEV Items  
Factor 
loading

Eigen 
value 

% of 
variance 

Mean SD 

Factor 1(α = 0.74): Formal policy   2.42 48.48 5.63 1.38 

1. If a manager in my company is discovered to 
have engaged in unethical behavior that 
results primarily in personal gain (rather than 
corporate gain), he or she will be promptly 
reprimanded. 

0.87 

  5.79 1.63 

2. If a manager in my company is discovered to 
have engaged in unethical behavior that 
results primarily in corporate gain (rather than 
personal gain), he or she will be promptly 
reprimanded. 

0.85 

  5.44 1.79 

3. Top management in my company has let it be 
known in no uncertain terms that unethical 
behavior will not be tolerated. 

0.69 
  5.65 1.68 

Factor 2 (α = 0.70): Informal policy     1.14 22.77 5.90 1.50 

4. In order to succeed in my company, it is often 
necessary to compromise one’s ethics 

0.87 
  5.89 1.67 

5. Managers in my company often engage in 
behaviors that I consider being unethical. 

0.85 
  5.85 1.77 
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Table 3-3. Factor analysis of PRESOR  
Factor 

loadings 
Eigen 
value 

% of 
variance 

Mean S.D 

Factor 1 (α = 0.80) Stakeholder view  1.80 35.26 5.78 0.92 
1. Being ethical and socially responsible 

is the most important thing a firm can 
do.   

0.73   5.83 1.38 

2. The ethics and social responsibility of 
a firm is essential to its long term 
profitability 

0.70   5.88 1.45 

3. The overall effectiveness of a business 
can be determined, to a great extent, by 
the degree to which it is ethical and 
socially responsible. 

0.69   5.41 1.60 

4. Business ethics and social 
responsibility are critical to the 
survival of a business enterprise. 

0.67   5.60 1.56 

5. Businesses have a social responsibility 
beyond making a profit. 

0.66   5.97 1.34 

6. Social responsibility and profitability 
can be compatible. 

0.54   5.88 1.38 

7. Good ethics is often good business. 0.53   6.14 1.42 
8. A firm’s first priority should be 

employee morale. 
0.53   5.55 1.26 

      
Factor 2 (α = 0.63) Stockholder view  1.63 11.17 5.82 1.27 

1. If the survival of a business enterprise 
is at stake, then you must forget about 
ethics and social responsibility. 

0.81   5.64 1.67 

2. Bending and breaking the rules is 
acceptable, if a firm is making a profit.  0.68   6.16 1.39 

3. To remain competitive in a global 
environment, business firms will have 
to disregard ethics and social 
responsibility. 

0.62   5.87 1.75 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.    
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations 
c. Total variance explained in the data = 46.44% 
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Table 3-4. Regression results: Dependent variable: PRESOR 
Enter Regression Summary  

B t-value Significance

Stakeholder view      
   Formal policy 0.16 2.26 0.03* 
   Informal policy  0.13 1.82 0.07 
Adjust  R2=0.06, F = 6.19, Significance of F = 0.00     
    
Stockholder view      
   Formal policy 0.12 1.71 0.08 
   Informal policy  0.32 4.75 0.00* 
Adjust  R2= 0.15, F = 17.41, Significance of F = 0.00    

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 Level. 
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Table 3-5. Regression results: Dependent variable: Attitudes toward CSR in tourism 
organizations 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 Level. 

Enter Regression Summary 
 

B t-value Significance
Attitudes toward CSR in tourism organizations    
   Formal policy 1.42 3.19 0.00* 
   Informal policy  1.26 2.83 0.00* 
    
Adjust  R2= 0.12, F = 14.31, Significance of F = 0.00    
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Table 3-6. Regression results: Dependent variable: Attitudes toward CSR in tourism 
organizations 

Enter Regression Summary  

B t-value Significance

Attitudes toward CSR in tourism organizations    
   Stakeholder view   2.76 7.46 0.00* 
   Stockholder view   1.12 2.98 0.00* 
    
Adjust  R2= 0.30, F = 44.53, Significance of F = 0.00    

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 Level. 
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Figure 3-1. The hypothesized model among CEV, PRESOR, and attitudes toward CSR 
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CHAPTER 4 
TRAVEL AGENTS’ ATTITUDES TOWARD CORPORATE SOCIALLY RESPONSIBILITY 

AND CORPORATE SOCIALLY RESPONSIBLE BEHAVIOR OF TRAVEL AGENCIES  

Introduction 

 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been a common topic in business research 

since the 1950s.  Studies dealing with CSR have moved from the conceptual studies of CSR 

(Carroll 1991) to the behaviors of CSR of companies (McGuire, Sundgren, and Schneewers 

1988).  However, understanding managers’ views on CSR of their businesses is still under 

researched.  Some scholars have argued for an examination of CSR due to the relationships 

between attitudes and behavior (Zenisek 1979; Arthadu-Day 2005; Burton and Goldsby 2007), 

although there is still a paucity of research that examines how CSR attitudes affect the behaviors 

of organizations (Burton and Goldsby 2007).   

Traditionally, CSR has been recognized usually with regard to large corporations, so it is 

not surprising that CSR research tends to be conducted mainly on large size corporations.  

Contemporary society, however pressures even small companies to engage in CSR behavior.  

Thus, some recent literature has emphasized the importance of CSR performance in small-and 

medium-sized enterprises (Fuller 2003), although much of the importance of the relationship 

between CSR and small businesses has been speculative without a deep understanding of small 

business behaviors, which may be very different from that in larger organizations.   

The tourism industry is dominated by small-and medium-sized enterprises (SME). More 

recently, there has been an increasing interest in the role of SME regarding social issues.  

According to Agenda 21 for European Tourism (2002), SMEs can contribute to sustainable 

tourism development though demonstrating CSR behavior.  Specifically, SMEs in tourism can 

minimize environmental impacts due to their small scale as well as contribute to strengthening 
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local cultures and customs by providing various tourism activities (Lordkipanidze, Brezet, and 

Backman 2005).   Moreover, small-sized tourism companies can contribute to the local economy 

by “transforming local resources into tourist products and services” (Lordkipanidze, Brezet, and 

Backman 2005, p. 791).    

Although some literature has recently turned their attention to issues regarding small-and 

medium-sized tourism enterprises (SMTE) and CSR, there are virtually no empirical studies that 

examine these in a practical business environment.  Therefore, the primary purpose of this study 

was to understand the CSR behavior of travel agencies, the small-and medium-sized businesses 

within tourism.  In addition, the study examined the relationship between travel agents’ 

demographic factors and job related factors and their attitudes toward CSR.  A secondary 

purpose was to test the association between travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR and the CSR 

behaviors of travel agencies.  

Literature Review 

CSR and Small Business    

Compared to large corporations, corporate social responsibility in small businesses has 

been studied infrequently.  According to Thomson and Smith (1991), there are several reasons 

for this limited examination.  First, the public and the managers of SMEs believe there are not 

sufficient resources to perform CSR in SMEs. Second, research methodologies developed for 

large-sized corporations may not be applicable to small businesses.  Third, information on CSR 

performance by SMEs is relatively difficult to obtain.  Lastly, the greater visibility of large-sized 

corporations usually results in more research interest because of the scope of larger organizations.   

Recent literature has revealed that the majority of SMEs believe that organizations like 

themselves need to pay more attention to their social responsibility (Southwell 2004).  However, 

some scholars have argued that CSR behaviors of SMEs should be different from large 
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corporations.  Arlow and Ackerlsberg (1991) argue that issues affecting small businesses are 

smaller in scope, more narrowly focused on local issues, and involve fewer, more narrow 

constituencies than large corporations. Moreover, Reeder (1978) has argued that social behaviors 

by SMEs are more informally structured than is true in larger organizations. 

Arlow and Ackerlsberg (1991) have asserted that traditional assumptions of CSR are 

considered less important by SME managers.  However, Longenecker, Mckinney, and Moore 

(1989) argued the opposite and found that managers and owners of SMEs did not show different 

perceptions of acceptable responsible practices. Several empirical studies have argued that small 

business owners are more concerned with CSR than large organizations (Wilson 1980; Chrisman 

and Fry 1982).  This is mostly because small business owners believe that good ethics is good 

business and that they are “the business” (Besser and Miller 2001).  In addition, some studies 

have suggested that the ownership of the organization results in higher ethical and responsible 

attitudes (Bucar and Hisrich 2001).  

In the tourism literature, some studies have identified small businesses relevant to 

sustainable tourism and environmental and social responsibility (Horobin, Helen, Long, and 

Jonathan 1996). In Australia, Carlsen, Getz, and Ali-Knight (2001) examined the responsible 

behaviors of small, family-owned businesses in terms of environmental practices and educating 

tourists on conservation matters. This study found that members and owners of small, family-

owned businesses are morel likely to express positive attitudes toward implementing sustainable 

tourism behaviors.  Specifically, tour operators showed better practices regarding educating 

tourists on conservation matters than the other types of businesses, such as hotels, motels, and 

tourist attractions.   
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Although, there are few studies regarding what factors affect the behaviors of small 

businesses regarding sustainable development, some scholars agreed that the attitudes of owners 

and managers are most critical in determining behaviors (Dewhurst and Thomas 2003).  

However, only a few studies have examined the attitudes of small business owners and managers 

toward their responsibility and the association between their attitudes and business practices 

(e.g., Horobin, Helen, Long, and Jonathan 1996; Dewhurst and Thomas 2003).     

For instances, Horobin, Helen, Long, and Jonathan (1996) examined attitudes and behaviors of 

owners and managers of small business in the U.K. regarding sustainable tourism. According to 

them (1996), small business owners perceived the importance of sustainable tourism 

development, even though they felt there was a lack of information on how to implement it.  

Likewise, Dewhurst and Thomas (2003) reported that 80% of small business owners in 

their sample agreed with the proposed principles of sustainable tourism and 60% of them agreed 

to the implementation of sustainable guidelines.  

Moreover, some studies have examined whether personal characteristics affect managers’ 

and owners’ attitudes toward sustainable development and responsibility.  Horobin, Helen, Long, 

and Jonathan (1996) reported males who were more motivated to make a profit were less 

supportive of sustainable tourism development.  Conversely, Carlsen, Getz, and Ali-Knight 

(2001) found that age and gender did not affect attitudes or business behaviors. Also, they found 

there is an association between the level of education of respondents in small businesses and 

business behaviors in educating tourists about cultures of the host community.   

While some scholars have examined this relationship between personal attitudes and 

business behaviors and sustainability and social responsibility, previous studies have suggested 

this relationship needs to be tested more rigorously (e.g., Carlsen, Getz, and Ali-Knight 2001; 
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Dewhurst and Thomas 2003).  Further, the previous studies are inconsistent about personal 

characteristics determining attitudes toward responsibility and sustainable development, thus 

more research is needed to understand the decision-making process that leads small business 

owners’ to have a sense of social responsibility.   

The Role of the Travel Agencies in the Tourism Industry  

Travel agencies play a critical role in the tourism industry, making important links 

between tourists and destinations.  Traditionally, the role of travel agencies was recognized as 

selling airline tickets, and hotel bookings, however recently their role has been transferred as 

main travel service supplier or travel expert and counselor (LeBlanc 1992).  Recently due to the 

internet, tourists have been able to plan and package their own travel itineraries through 

accessing information online. As a result, travel agents have had to rethink their traditional roles.  

Given a sense of credibility that the information on the internet has provided, tourists 

have felt less need to work directly with travel agents. Thus, travel agents have found a way to 

provide value added information as well as superior customer service as a way to maintain a 

customer base and entice new customers (Lawton and Page 1997).  Moreover, travel agents have 

determined that they are in a position where they can influence destination choice as well as 

itinerary choice based on personal experience (i.e., FAM trips) and customer feedback (i.e., 

testimonials). Lovelock (2008) has argued that “more than any other stakeholder, agents are in a 

critical position to influence the tourists’ destination choice” (p. 340).  Furthermore, travel agents 

have determined that they can play a role for tourists that the internet based companies cannot 

when the tourist is in situ, particularly in the event of a crisis, in that they can be a familiar voice 

on the end of the phone when needed.   

Travel agents have contributed to the development of many destinations.  According to 

Lovelock (2008), the success of a destination depends on the positive support of travel agents. 
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Travel agents may sell a destination or refuse to book or provide recommendations for specific 

destinations.  With the recognition of the important role of travel agent in decision-making of 

destination choice and destination development (Lawton and Page 1997), some studies argued 

the need for research to understand the role and influence that the travel agents have towards 

sustainable tourism development (Carey, Gountas, and Gilbert 1997; Lovelock 2008).  

First, Carey, Gountas, and Gilbert (1997) argued that research about sustainable tourism 

needs to emphasize the role of the supplier.  They concluded that marketing strategies of tour 

operators and travel agents may influence sustainable tourism.  Thus, they suggested that travel 

companies need to develop a long term development plan instead of a short term strategy 

focusing on the economic benefits.      

On the other hand, Lovelock (2008) examined attitudes and behaviors of travel agents 

toward ethical issues, such as sending tourists to human-rights-challenged destinations and found 

that most respondents did not recognize the negative impact of their behaviors upon the host 

destination.  Further, her study found that travel agents feel a greater responsibility to their 

customers and employers than to the host community.   According to Lovelock (2008), travel 

agents behave ethically and responsibly in order to satisfy the need of tourists, employers, and a 

social ethic.  Lovelock (2008) concluded that travel agents play an important role as “moral 

mediators when faced with a number of alternative choices that benefit or harm various 

stakeholders” (p. 341).  Similarly, Pennington-Gray, et. al (2005) argued that travel agents can 

contribute to the sustainable tourism by providing detailed information about responsible 

behaviors at the tourism destination and educate tourists about the various impacts of their 

behaviors.   
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Demand for CSR 

Recent research suggests a growth in the “conscious tourism segment” (Lovelock 2008, 

p. 355).   According to an International Ecotourism Society (TIES) study (2002), tourists have a 

stronger willingness to pay more for ethical practices and to contribute to community projects 

than ever before. A majority of the respondents in their study expressed a willingness and 

interest in learning social, cultural, and environmental issues before and during their trip and felt 

that it was important that tourism not damage the host destination.  As a result, tourists expect 

that they should behave responsibly as should the companies who operate in those destinations. 

The TIES study also argued also that consumers are more likely to be responsible tourists if they 

receive information about how to behave ahead of their trip.  From marketing perspective, 

Goodwin and Francis (2003) suggested that responsible behaviors by the tourism industry are an 

important marketing strategy for travel businesses.   

The Determinants of Attitudes toward CSR  

A thorough review of the literature suggests that personal characteristics of employees 

may affect their attitudes toward CSR.  These characteristics include gender (Arlow 1991; 

Burton and Hegarty 1999), age (Arlow 1991), education (Hage 1980; Bethke 1987; Serwinek 

1992; Quazi 2003), length of work experience (Aldga and Jackson 1977; Arlow 1991), 

managerial work experience, and international work experience (Quazi 2003).  Below is a review 

of the literature related to these characteristics, as well as the related hypotheses.  

Gender  

The influence of gender on CSR is inconsistent.  Some researchers have argued that 

females exhibit more caring attitudes (Aupperle 1984; Ibrahim and Angelidis 1991; Kraft and 

Singhapakdi 1995), show higher ethical judgment (Akaah 1989), and have a tendency to be less 

supportive of unethical behaviors (Ruegger and King 1992) than males.  
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However, some scholars have found that gender does not play a role in ethical attitudes, 

arguing that females use different modes of moral reasoning than males (Dawson 1997).  

Dawson (1997) found that females in a sample of 203 responded in a more ethical fashion than 

males to six of twenty scenarios.  However, males responded more ethically than females in two 

scenarios.  Likewise, McDonald and Kan (1997) found no difference between the ethical 

responses of males and females on ethical attitudes.   

Hypothesis 1:  There is significant relationship between gender of travel agents and their 
attitudes toward CSR in tourism.  

Age  

Regarding the role of age on CSR, mixed findings were revealed (Serwinek 1992; 

Deshpand 1997; Quazi 2003).  Generally, the studies suggested attitudes of CSR have varied by 

age based on the assumption that older people are more conservative.  For example, 

Longnsecker, McKinney, and Moore (1989) found that younger people tended to be less 

sensitive in their moral judgments than older people.  Similarly, Serwinek (1992) revealed that 

older employees were stricter with ethical rules than younger people.  McDonald and Kan (1997) 

supported this finding that older adults tended to have stronger ethical beliefs. However, in a 

study examining Australian managers, Quazi (2003) found that age did not affect attitudes 

toward CSR.       

Hypothesis 2:  There is significant relationship between the age of travel agents and their 
attitudes toward CSR in tourism.  

Education 

The relationship between education and CSR also yielded various results.  Hage (1980) 

found that managers with higher educational levels tended to have more liberal attitudes.  

Likewise, Quazi (2003) reported that the higher the level of education the more likely 

respondents were to understand the issues of CSR.  He suggested that educated managers were 
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exposed to broader perspectives which may help with a better understanding of topic.  However, 

some studies (Kidwell, Stevens, and Bethke 1987; Serwinek 1992) found that education level 

was not a determinant of attitudes toward social responsibility.   

Hypothesis 3:  There is significant relationship between education level of travel agents 
and their attitudes toward CSR in tourism.  

Length of work experience 

Regarding length of work experience, previous studies found mixed results.  While most 

studies found that an employee with more work experience might exhibit greater ethical 

tendencies, other studies have found no relationship.  Harris (1990) argued that the workers with 

ten or more years of work experience in an organization are less tolerant of unethical behaviors. 

McDonald and Kan (1997), however, revealed that an individual with more business experience 

is more likely to disagree with unethical activities.  However, in contrast, Arlow (1991) found no 

significant relationship between the length of work experiences and attitudes toward social 

responsibility. 

Hypothesis 4:  There is significant relationship between work experience in the tourism 
industry between travel agents and their attitudes toward CSR in tourism.  

Ownership  

Relevant to managerial position, studies revealed that the people who have top 

managerial position are more likely to show higher ethical perceptions than those in middle and 

low level of management (Harris 1990).   

Hypothesis 5:  There is significant relationship between ownership of travel agents and 
their attitudes toward CSR in tourism.  
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International work experience 

Quazi (2003) examined whether international work experience of business people affect 

the level of socially responsible perceptions and found that international experience was not 

related to the level of CSR.  

Hypothesis 6:  There is significant relationship between international work experience of 
travel agents and their attitudes toward CSR in tourism.  

Based on the previous literatures, this study has an additional Hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 7: There is significant relationship between travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR 
in tourism and travel agencies’ behaviors toward CSR in tourism.  

Methodology 

Data Collection   

The sample for this study was U.S. travel agents. The sample frame was members of the 

American Society of Travel Agents (ASTA) who attended THETRADESHOW 2008 in Orlando, 

Florida, from September 7 to 9, 2008.  Survey questionnaires were distributed on Sunday, 

Monday, and Tuesday of the conference.  ASTA is the world's largest association of travel 

professionals.  The ASTA's members are travel agencies and travel suppliers, such as airlines, 

hotels, car rental firms, cruise lines, and tour operators.  According to the ASTA (2008), the 

ASTA travel agency had 9.3 of the average number of full-time employees, and 5.9 of the 

average number of part-time employees.  Also, most of their sale was the tour package (36.9%) 

followed by the cruise (25.4%) in 2008.  Regarding the legal status, most agencies showed 

corporations (33.8%) or corporation, subchapter (32.0%) 

ASTA estimated that around 2500 tourism professionals from a number of countries 

registered for the event.  Only registered members with name tags were able to enter the event 

venue.  With the permission of the organizers of the tradeshow, survey questionnaires were 
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distributed to potential participants entering the event venue.  The survey included items that 

used in this present study as well as other items that were to be employed in other studies.   

From 700 questionnaires, total of 252 completed survey questionnaires were collected, an 

approximate response rate of 36%. The questionnaires included questions asking what type of 

company the respondent was working for and what was the job title of the respondent.  Only 

those who responded as either “travel agency” or “travel agent” were selected for this study, total 

of 149.    

Survey Instrument 

A self-administered questionnaire was used to gather data.  The original questionnaire 

was divided into six sections, but only three sections were used for this study.   

 One section of the questionnaire focused on attitudes toward CSR.  A uni-dimensional 

scale with six items was developed to measure how individuals perceived the socially 

responsible behavior of their company (Tearfund 2000; Dodds and Joppe 2005; Henderson 

2007).  Items were developed based on the survey from Partnership for Global Sustainable  

riteria (2007).  Examples of the items include “Tourism corporations have a responsibility to 

preserve the environment” and “Corporate social responsibility is particularly important for the 

tourism industry.”  One item, “Corporate social responsibility is hard to apply to tourism 

companies” was reverse scored.  In this study, the statements were positively and negatively 

worded and were placed randomly in a single set to reduce a “halo effect” of responses.   

In the next section, nineteen items were developed to measure socially responsible 

behaviors of tourism companies.  First, the CSR behaviors were identified based on previous 

research.  For CSR behaviors, four domains were proposed based on a thorough review of the 

literature.   Second, items that captured the domains were generated. The initial item pool that 

consisted of 32 items based on a thorough review of the sustainable tourism literature and the 
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CSR literature (Tearfund 2000; Dodds and Joppe 2005; Henderson 2007).   After generating the 

initial items, the items were then refined and edited for content validity by three experts who are 

professors or graduate students in tourism and knowledgeable about socially responsible tourism.  

These experts were given the study’s operational definition of CSR and were requested to rate 

each item as being clearly representative of CSR, somewhat representative of it or not at all 

representative of it (Zaichkowsky 1985).   

Next a series of decision rules were established.  The rules included (1) consider the 

clarity of the items, (2) consider the readability of the items, and (3) consider the likelihood that 

the items may be acceptable to respondents (not objectionable).  Nineteen final items were 

selected for this study. The items were rated on a seven-point scale ranged from “Strongly 

Disagree” (1), to “Strongly Agree” (7). (See Table 2-3 for the dimensions and items of corporate 

socially responsible behaviors).  

The final section of the questionnaire focused on the socio-demographic characteristics of 

respondents, as well as their work experience.  The questions included gender, age, education, 

job position, international work experience, and overall work experience in the tourism industry. 

Job position and work experience in the tourism industry were measured, respectively, with a 

single choice response and open-ended responses.  International work experience was asked as a 

yes or no question.  

Data Analysis  

The data analysis in this study consisted of several steps. Descriptive analyses were 

performed to investigate the frequency distribution of responses to the relevant questions.  These 

questions were composed of respondents’ attitudes on tourism companies’ social responsibility, 

travel agencies’ socially responsible behaviors as perceived by travel agents, and the 

characteristics of respondents.  
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Secondly, the socially responsible behaviors of travel agencies’ as perceived by travel 

agents were factor analyzed separately to identify the underlying dimensions of CSR. 

Third, independent t-tests and one way ANOVAs were used to examine whether the 

characteristics of respondents affected a respondents’ attitude toward the tourism companies’ 

social responsibility.  

Finally, based on the results of factor analysis, regression analyses were conducted to 

examine the relationship between respondents’ attitudes of tourism companies’ social 

responsibility and the behaviors of travel agencies’ in terms of social responsibility as perceived 

by travel agents.  

Results 

Descriptive Analysis  

Profile of respondents   

A summary of the profile of respondents is presented in Table 4-1.  The sample was 

64.4% female and 35.6% male.  In terms of age, 27.9% of respondents were 51-60 years old, 31-

40 and 41-50 years old each equaled 23.8% of respondents.  Over 80% of respondents were well 

educated earning at least a college degree, and 26.2% of respondents had either advanced 

degrees or graduate degrees.  More than half of respondents (54.4%) did not have international 

work experience.  Moreover, 40.3% of respondents stated that their job title was “owner” or 

“CEO.”   With regard to work experience in the tourism industry, respondents had an average of 

11 years of experience in the tourism industry.  A total of 29.5% of respondents had less than 3 

years of experience, 22.6% had 3-9 years of experience, and almost half of them (47.9%) had 

more than 10 years of work experience in the tourism industry.   
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Attitudes of travel agents toward CSR in tourism  

  The mean score for the attitudes toward CSR in tourism ranged from 4.34 to 6.21 (Table 

4-2).  Travel agents showed the highest mean score (M = 6.21) on the item “Tourism 

corporations have a responsibility to enhance the quality of tourist experiences.”  The lowest 

mean scored item was “Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is hard to apply for tourism 

companies.” Data were normally distributed around the mean, indicating that no data 

transformation was necessary to apply multivariate statistical techniques.  

CSR Behaviors in tourism  

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted to test the dimensionality of the measure, 

socially responsible behaviors of travel agencies. It was not possible to hypothesize the 

dimensionality of the scale because there have been no previous efforts to develop a scale to 

measure these behaviors of tourism companies. However, it was expected that socially 

responsible behaviors of tourism companies would have more than one dimension since CSR 

involves various issues ranging from internal ethical behaviors to managing impacts. Thus, this 

study conceptually proposed four dimensions.   

The results of the exploratory factor analysis using a direct oblimin rotation with Kaiser 

normalization yielded two factors accounting for a total of 66.60% of the variance.  According to 

Churchill (1979), items that cross-load above 0.4 on multiple factors or items without at least an 

0.5 factor loading on one factor are deleted.  Accordingly, two items were deleted, leaving a total 

of 17 items in the scale.  The deleted items are “employ local residents” and “donate part of 

proceeds to charities of local community.”  The factor loadings and items of each factor can be 

seen in Table 4-3.  
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The first factor, labelled “Managing impacts,” explained 57.3% of the variance. This 

dimension consisted of 13 items with factor loadings ranging from 0.99 to 0.57. This dimension 

was given its name because the items describe the responsible behaviors to control and manage 

the environmental, socio-cultural, and economic impacts.  Examples of items were “My 

company implements programs to manage socio-cultural impacts of our activities” and “My 

company markets products and services in an environmentally responsible way.”  

The second factor, was termed “Support of local and fairness,” explained 9.30% of the 

variance within 4 items.  The factor loadings of these items ranged from 0.87 to 0.56.  Items of 

this dimension dealt with both the supporting activities for local stakeholders and fair and ethical 

business environment of the organization.  

Hypotheses Tests  

An independent sample t-test was carried out to test hypothesis 1.   

Hypothesis 1:  There is significant relationship between the gender of travel agents and 

their attitudes toward CSR in tourism.  

Hypothesis 1 was supported because a significant relationship was identified between age 

of travel agents and their attitudes toward CSR in tourism. Table 4-4 indicates that across all 

items, female travel agents had a more positive attitude toward corporate social responsibility in 

tourism companies than male travel agents.  Specifically, female travel agents were more likely 

to believe that tourism companies have a responsibility to preserve the environment (p<0.05) and 

the local culture (p<0.05).  In addition, female travel agents expressed a slightly more positive 

attitude toward the importance of CSR in the tourism industry. 

Hypothesis 2:  There is significant relationship between age of travel agents and their 

attitudes toward CSR in tourism.  
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Previous research has suggested that older respondents tend to have stronger ethical beliefs 

and be more sensitive to ethical issues (Longnsecker, McKinney, and. Moore 1989; Serwinek 

1992; McDonald and Kan 1997).  However, using ANOVA, the hypothesis was rejected, 

suggesting that age was not a significant influence on travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR in 

tourism. 

Hypothesis 3:  There is significant relationship between educational level of travel agents 

and their attitudes toward CSR in tourism.  

Employing an ANOVA to test for the relationship, hypothesis 3 was rejected, therefore, 

the level of education was not found to significantly influence travel agents’ attitudes toward 

CSR. This result is consistent with previous studies (Kidwell, Stevens, and. Bethke 1987; 

Serwinek 1992) which have found that educational level was not a determinant of social 

responsibility.   

Hypothesis 4:  There is significant relationship between work experience in the tourism 

industry of travel agents and their attitudes toward CSR in tourism.  

Hypothesis 4 was supported because a significant relationship was identified within two 

items that indicated attitudes toward CSR were significantly related to number of years of work 

experience.  The probability of obtaining an F value of 3.45 was 0.03 for the item “Tourism 

companies have a responsibility to enhance the quality of tourist experience” and the probability 

of obtaining an F value of 4.79 was 0.01 for “Tourism companies have a responsibility to 

contribute to the economy of the local community.”  Table 4-7 shows the results of an ANOVA 

analysis.  
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A post hoc test using least-square means (LSM) determined where the differences in 

socially responsible tourism attitudes existed. The LSM revealed significant differences between 

travel agents with less than 3 years of industry experience and those with more than years of 

experience on both items (Table 4-8).  Further, travel agents with between 3 to 9 years of work 

experiences showed differences from those with less than 3 years work experiences on the item 

“Tourism companies have a responsibility to contribute to the economy of local community.”  

The travel agents with more than 10 years work experience indicated more supportive attitudes 

toward CSR on the items “Tourism companies have a responsibility to enhance the quality of 

tourist experience” and “Tourism companies have a responsibility to contribute to the economy 

of local community” than the travel agents with less than 3 years experience.  

Hypothesis 5:  There is significant relationship between ownership of travel agents and 

their attitude toward CSR in tourism.  

Using an independent sample t-test, hypothesis 5 was rejected because no significant 

relationship was identified between ownership of travel agencies and their owners’ attitudes 

toward CSR in tourism,  although Table 4-9 indicates that owners of travel agencies have a 

generally more positive attitude toward corporation social responsibility in tourism companies (p 

= 0.05). 

Hypothesis 6:  There is significant relationship between international work experience of 

travel agents and their attitudes toward CSR in tourism.  

An independent sample t-test was carried out to test hypothesis 6.  This hypothesis was 

rejected because no significant relationship between international work experience of travel 

agents and their attitudes toward CSR in tourism was revealed (Table 4-10).  



 

117 

Hypothesis 7:  There is significant relationship between travel agents’ attitudes toward 

CSR in tourism and travel agencies’ behaviors toward CSR in tourism.  

In order to test the relationship between attitudes and behavior, the responses to all the 

attitude questions were summed to provide a single composite scale consisting of six items.  This 

index ranged from a low of 6 to a high of 42 points.  The higher the number in the index the 

more sensitive respondents were to social responsibility in tourism.  Regression analyses were 

undertaken to test hypothesis 7 in order to determine the strength of the relationship between 

travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR and travel agencies’ behaviors toward CSR in tourism.  As 

Table 4-3 shows, 40.3% of the respondents were owners of travel agencies and half of the 

respondents had more than 10 years industry experience.  This study assumed that travel agents 

were decision makers and therefore their behaviors would be directly related to the in attitudes.  

This study found a significant linear relationship, indicating that a more supportive attitude 

toward CSR resulted in greater socially responsible behaviors for both “managing impacts” 

(5.09, p = 0.00) and “Support of local and fairness” (4.98, p = 0.00).  Thus, hypothesis 7 was 

supported (Table 4-11).  

Discussion and Conclusions 

 This study examined the travel agents attitudes and the behaviors of travel agencies 

toward CSR. Travel agencies play a critical role in guiding responsible behaviors of tourists.  

Thus, their beliefs and behaviors regarding CSR can lead to significant impacts on both the 

destination and the tourist. The findings from this study revealed travel agents hold mostly 

positive attitudes toward CSR.  These results are consistent with the previous literature (Carlsen, 

Getz, and Ali-Knight 2001). Specifically, in this study, travel agents believed that the 

enhancement of the quality of the tourist experience is the most important corporate social 
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responsibility of tourism companies.  Socially responsible tourism companies, the professionals 

were more supportive of the quality of tourists’ experiences than of preserving the environment 

and local culture. While previous literature has generally focused on preserving the environment, 

travel agents generally indicated less concern for this element and more for preserving the 

culture.  These results can be explained by Lovelock (2008), who concluded that travel agents 

feel a stronger responsibility to their customers and employers than to a host community.  This 

may also be explained by the fact that travel agents are most interested in creating satisfying, 

quality tourist experiences because these are highly related to the profits of their business.  

Interestingly, travel agents are likely to believe that CSR is hard for tourism companies to apply.  

This may be, perhaps, an issue of education and might be explained by the fact that most 

examples of CSR are within large non traveled corporations, consequently it is harder for travel 

agents to pull from small corporation case studies and thus see the relevance of implementing 

CSR.  

 The examination of the relationship between travel agents’ profiles and socially 

responsible attitudes revealed that such characteristics of respondents as age, education, 

ownership, and international work experience did not have an association with any socially 

responsible attitudes.  Although prior studies had found a relationship between age 

(Longnsecker, McKinney, and Moore 1989; Serwinek 1992), education (Hage 1980; Quazi, 

2003), ownership (Harris 1990), and international work experience (Quazi 2003) and attitudes 

toward corporate social responsibility, no such association were found among travel agents.  This 

study found that only gender and length of work experience had significant influences on travel 

agents’ attitudes toward corporate social responsibility.  From these results, this study suggested 

that one’s length of work experience is more important than one’s job position.   These results 
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imply that the support of travel agents for socially responsible issues is linked to experience 

acquired in an industry environment.  Thus, acquired knowledge through industry experience is 

the most important factor influencing a travel agent’s commitment toward socially responsible 

issues.  In light of these finding, tourism companies, tourism associations, and other training 

institutions (educational institutions) need to provide employees with a variety of training 

programs that will enhance their knowledge of CSR and how to improve behaviors. Also, 

periodic seminars and training programs for employees and top management on socially 

responsible issues may be helpful because the characteristics of the tourism industry as a fast 

growing industry requires continuous knowledge be supplied to practitioners.  On the other hand, 

future study is recommended to test whether there is a direct relationship between employees’ 

socially responsible behaviors and their attitudes.     

Another meaningful result is that the attitudes of travel agents toward CSR had a 

significant influence on determining corporate socially responsible behaviors of travel agents. 

These finding support the argument that the attitudes of owners and managers are significant 

influences on determining the behaviors of business (Welford 1995; Dewhurst and Thomas 

2003).  Although previous research has suggested an association between managers’ attitudes 

and organizational behaviors toward socially responsible issues, empirical support for this notion 

is lacking.   

 Furthermore, this study focused only on travel agents’ attitudes and travel agencies’ 

behaviors.  Future research is needed to examine the attitudes of employees of other types of 

SMTEs, such as tour operators, tour guides, and owners of tourist attractions.  Moreover, 

investigating how corporate socially responsible behaviors of tourism organizations are 
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differentiated by the various types of tourism organizations would be helpful to understand the 

CSR in the tourism industry.   

  Interestingly, this study found contradictious to several other studies on similar topics. 

One reason for this may be due to a relatively small sample size. However, it may also be a result 

of other limitations. For example, lack of understanding of the scope of CSR by travel agents 

may have played a role. More specifically, not knowing the different methods for implementing 

CSR by SMEs might have contributed to a lack of understanding and therefore fewer expressed 

behaviors.   
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Table 4-1. Profile of travel agents  
Demographic characteristic Number Percent 

Gender    
     Male  53 35.6 
     Female  96 64.4 
Age    
     Younger than 30 14 9.5 
     31-40 35 23.8 
     41-50 35 23.8 
     51-60 41 27.9 
     Older than 61 22 14.9 
Education    
     Less than college 24 16.7 
     Technical school  8 5.6 
     College degree 74 51.4 
     Graduate school 19 13.2 
     Advanced degree  19 13.2 
International work experience    
     Yes  67 45.0 
     No 81 54.4 
Ownership    
     Owner 60 40.3 
     Employee 89 59.7 
Work experience in tourism industry (M =11 )   
     Less than 3 years 43 29.5 
     3 to 9 years 33 22.6 
     More than 10 years 70 47.9 
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Table 4-2. Attitudes of travel agents toward CSR in tourism  
Items of attitudes toward CSR in tourism Mean  SD 

1. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to preserve the 
environment.  

5.93 1.50 

2. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to preserve the local 
culture.  

6.21 1.22 

3. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to enhance the quality 
of tourist experiences. 

6.40 0.86 

4. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to contribute to the 
economy of local community. 

6.02 1.29 

5. CSR is hard to apply for tourism companies. 4.34 2.06 
6. CSR is particularly important to the tourism industry. 5.91 1.40 
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Table 4-3. Factor analysis of travel agencies’ socially responsible behaviors  
 Factor 

loading 
Mean SD 

Factor 1: Managing impacts (α = 0.966)  5.05 1.51 
1. Implement programs to manage socio-cultural impacts of 

our activities. 
.99 4.88 2.00 

2. Train staff on the principles of environmental 
conservation. 

.94 4.74 1.99 

3. Formulate policies to avoid environmental impacts of 
operations. 

.91 4.81 1.95 

4. Educate tourists about environmental concerns .90 4.65 1.92 

5. Train staff on the environmental impacts of the company's 
operations. 

.89 4.99 1.83 

6. Providing on-going cultural sensitivity training about the 
local community. 

.88 4.64 1.88 

7. Educate employees about socio-cultural issues. .87 4.82 1.82 
8. Formulate policies to avoid socio-cultural impacts of 

operations. 
.83 4.64 1.85 

9. Help tourists increase their cultural understanding of local 
communities. 

.81 5.31 1.88 

10. Implement programs which support the economic vitality 
of local communities 

.71 5.13 1.85 

11. Educate tourists on the positive effects tourism can have 
on the local economy. 

.62 5.52 1.66 

12. Market products and services in an environmentally 
responsible way. 

.60 5.36 1.66 

13. Market products and services in a socio-culturally 
responsible way. 

.57 5.36 1.60 

    
Eigen value = 10.31, % of variance = 57.30    
    
Factor 2: Support of local and fairness  (α = 0.724)    5.98 1.02 

1. Provide women with the same opportunity to be a 
manager. 

.87 6.32 1.21 

2. Wage structures are fair and equitable. .67 5.65 1.63 
3. Purchase goods and services from local suppliers. .64 6.01 1.25 
4. Support local businesses to ensure benefits to local 

communities. 
.56 5.96 1.34 

    
Eigen value = 1.68, % of variance = 9.30    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.    
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations 
c. Total variance explained in the data = 66.60% 
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Table 4-4. A t-test for effects of gender on travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR in tourism 

Socially responsible tourism attitudes Male Female df t value (p) 
2-tail 
sig. 

A responsibility to preserve the environment 5.58 6.13 140 -2.14 0.03* 
A responsibility to preserve the local culture 5.91 6.39 140 -2.33 0.02* 
A responsibility to enhance the quality of  
tourist experience 

6.33 6.44 139 -.74 0.46 

Have a responsibility to contribute to the 
economy of local community 

5.88 6.10 139 -.96 0.34 

CSR is hard to apply for tourism company 4.08 4.51 134 -1.19 0.24 
CSR is particularly important for the industry 5.62 6.10 135 -1.95 0.05 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 Level. 
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Table 4-5. One-way ANOVA of effects of age on travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR in tourism 
Attitudes toward CSR  
in tourism  

 
df SS MS F P 

Between groups 5 14.71 2.94 A responsibility to preserve the 
environment. Within groups 134 300.26 2.24 

1.31 0.26 

Between groups 5 10.21 2.04 A responsibility to preserve the 
local culture Within groups 134 200.19 1.50 

1.37 0.24 

Between groups 5 6.09 1.22 A responsibility to enhance the 
quality of tourist experience Within groups 133 96.93 0.72 

1.67 0.15 

Between groups 5 14.90 2.98 Have a responsibility to 
contribute to the economy of 
local community Within groups 133 218.09 1.64 

1.8 0.11 

Between groups 5 25.05 5.01 CSR is hard to apply for tourism 
company** Within groups 129 545.55 1.23 

1.15 0.32 

Between groups 5 12.36 2.47 CSR is particularly important 
for the industry Within groups 129 250.27 1.94 

1.27 0.28 

** Reverse scored item  
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Table 4-6. One-way ANOVA of effects of education on travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR in 
tourism 

Attitudes toward CSR  
in tourism 

 
df SS MS F P 

Between groups 4 5.23 1.31 A responsibility to preserve the 
environment. Within groups 133 305.19 2.29 

0.57 0.68 

Between groups 4 2.11 0.53 A responsibility to preserve the 
local culture Within groups 133 206.80 1.55 

0.34 0.85 

Between groups 4 1.56 0.39 A responsibility to enhance the 
quality of tourist experience Within groups 132 99.16 0.75 

0.52 0.72 

Between groups 4 4.00 1.00 Have a responsibility to 
contribute to the economy of 
local community Within groups 132 226.93 1.72 

0.58 0.68 

Between groups 4 17.02 4.25 CSR is hard to apply for 
tourism company** Within groups 128 555.66 4.34 

0.98 0.42 

Between groups 4 1.61 0.40 CSR is particularly important 
for the industry Within groups 128 259.30 2.03 

0.20 0.94 

** Reverse scored item  
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Table 4-7. One-way ANOVA of effects of work experience in tourism industry on travel agents’ 
attitudes toward CSR in tourism 

Attitudes toward CSR  
in tourism 

 
df SS MS F P 

Between Groups 2 6.97 3.48 A responsibility to preserve the 
environment Within Groups 136 284.92 2.09 

1.66 0.19 

Between Groups 2 3.62 1.80 A responsibility to preserve the 
local culture Within Groups 136 179.06 1.32 

1.37 0.26 

Between Groups 2 4.93 2.46 A responsibility to enhance the 
quality of tourist experience Within Groups 135 96.35 0.71 

3.45 0.03* 

Between Groups 2 13.81 6.91 Have a responsibility to 
contribute to the economy of 
local community Within Groups 135 194.60 1.44 

4.79 0.01* 

Between Groups 2 6.02 3.01 CSR is hard to apply for 
tourism company** Within Groups 130 558.71 4.30 

0.70 0.49 

Between Groups 2 5.28 2.63 CSR is particularly important 
for the industry Within Groups 131 255.12 1.95 

1.35 0.26 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 Level. 
** Reverse scored item  
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Table 4-8. Least-square means for work experience in tourism industry 
 

Less than 3 
years (a) 

3 to 9 years 
(b) 

More than 10 
years (c) 

 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Post Hoc 

A responsibility to 
enhance the quality of 
tourist experience 

6.13 1.06 6.39 0.88 6.57 0.68 c > a* 

Have a responsibility to 
contribute to the economy 
of local community 

5.56 1.50 6.32 1.08 6.24 1.05 b, c > a* 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 Level. 
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Table 4-9. A t-test for effects of ownership on travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR in tourism 

Socially responsible tourism attitudes Owner Employee df 
t-value 

(p) 
2-Tail 
Sig. 

A responsibility to preserve the 
environment. 

6.07 5.84 140 0.91 0.36 

A responsibility to preserve the local 
culture 

6.21 6.21 140 0.02 0.98 

A responsibility to enhance the quality of 
tourist experience 

6.46 6.35 139 0.75 0.45 

Have a responsibility to contribute to the 
economy of local community 

6.11 5.96 139 0.64 0.52 

CSR is hard to apply for tourism company* 4.39 4.30 134 0.23 0.81 

CSR is particularly important for the 
industry 

5.93 5.90 135 0.10 0.92 

* Reverse scored item  
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Table 4-10. A t- test for effects of international work experience on travel agents’ attitudes 
toward CSR in tourism  

Socially responsible tourism attitudes Experience
No 

experience
df 

t-value 
(p) 

2-Tail 
Sig. 

A responsibility to preserve the 
environment. 

6.05 5.82 139 0.89 0.37 

A responsibility to preserve the local 
culture 

6.33 6.10 139 1.08 0.28 

A responsibility to enhance the quality 
of tourist experience 

6.45 6.34 138 0.76 0.45 

Have a responsibility to contribute to the 
economy of local community 

6.20 5.86 138 1.59 0.11 

CSR is hard to apply for tourism 
company* 

4.26 4.37 133 -0.31 0.75 

CSR is particularly important for the 
industry 

5.98 5.84 134 0.60 0.55 

* Reverse scored item  
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Table 4-11. Regression analysis for travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR in tourism on socially 
responsible tourism behaviors  

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 Level. 
 

`

Enter Regression Summary 
Variable 

B t-value (p) Sig. 
Managing impacts    
    The index of socially responsible tourism attitudes 0.45 5.09 0.00* 
     R2= 0.20, Adjusted  R2= 0.19, F-value = 25.90, Significance = 0.00 
    
Support of local and fairness     
   The index of socially responsible tourism attitudes 0.44 4.98 0.00* 
   R2= 0.19, Adjusted  R2= 0.18, F-value = 24.82, Significance = 0.00 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the attitudes toward corporate social 

responsibility (CSR) and CSR behaviors within a tourism context.  The secondary purpose of 

this study was to test the relationship among antecedents (corporate ethical values, perceived 

importance of ethics and social responsibility, personal characteristics, and organizational 

characteristics), the tourism practitioners’ attitudes toward CSR and the tourism organizations’ 

CSR behaviors.  The results are summarized in the following section and future research is 

recommended at the end of this chapter.  Figure 5-1 describes the only significant relationships 

among variables in this study.   

Discussion of Research Objectives  

(1)  What corporate socially responsible behaviors are exhibited by tourism organizations?  

Tourism organizations revealed stronger behaviors related to fair and responsible 

employment systems, particularly related to providing women with the same opportunities and 

employing local residents. With regard to the issue related to providing women with the same 

opportunities, given that the majority of organizations were based in the United States, it makes 

sense that the respondents would reply in this manner since the U.S. has equal opportunity and 

antidiscrimination laws.  Thus, one might expect that they behaved ethically with regard to this 

behavior. Moreover, with regard to employing local residents, again due to the high attendance 

of U.S.-based organizations, this finding may make sense. What may be interesting is whether 

non-U.S. based firms would respond in the same way. Research has suggested that lack of laws 

in some developing countries related to gender-based discrimination or equal opportunity in 

employment may result in varying behaviors related to employment of women and locals 

(Lawler and Bae 1998).  Thus, further research needs to be conducted on this topic.  
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An additional meaningful finding was that socially responsible behaviors factored into 

two aspects. Within the context of tourism, previous literature has suggested that responsible 

behaviors largely represent three areas: environmental, socio-cultural and economic. This study 

did not support that finding. In fact, in the minds of this population, owners of small tourism 

businesses, they conceptualized behaviors as internal and external to their business. 

Consequently, things that they could “manage” outside their organization and things that they 

could “manage” inside the organization were the drivers of CSR behaviors.  

(2)  What is the relationship between corporate ethical values (CEV) and the corporate 
behaviors of socially responsible tourism? 

Consistent with previous research (Vitell and Hidalgo 2006), the results indicated that an 

organization’s ethical values affect socially responsible behaviors.  Specifically, an organization 

that has formal policies for unethical behavior is more likely to show higher levels of socially 

responsible behavior. This is a fine example of operant conditioning by way of negative 

reinforcement (Skinner 1950), which suggests that the effect of the consequences of a particular 

behavior is negatively reinforced in order to alter the future occurrence of the behavior.  

(3)  Are there differences in the corporate socially responsible behaviors by the organizations’ 
characteristics (size, financial performance, and organizational year)? 

Regarding an organization’s characteristics, the results indicated only organizational age 

was significantly related to socially responsible behaviors.  Previous literature has proposed that 

an industry’s type may determine corporate socially responsible behaviors (Spender 1989; 

Beliveau, Cottrill, and O’Neill 1994).  With regard to organizational age, perhaps this is a 

function of other correlates, for example, size, type of ownership, age of the proprietor of the 

business, and the like. Further research should be conducted to control for these moderating 

variables.  
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Moreover, the lack of a relationship between organizational size - financial performance 

and CSR is an interesting finding.  Perhaps this may have happened because of the various types 

of tourism organizations that were incorporated in our study. An organization’s size can be 

influenced by the type of organization.  For example, travel agents and tour operators generally 

have a small number of employees, while hotels or airlines have a large number of employees.  

So, focusing on a narrower range of types of organizations could be helpful for better 

understanding of the affect of organizational size to CSR behavior.  Further, examining corporate 

socially responsible behaviors by the types of organizations with a larger more diverse sample of 

tourism organizations is recommended for future studies.  

(4)  What is the relationship between CEV and the perceived importance of ethics and social 
responsibility (PRESOR) by the marketing professionals within tourism organizations? 

This study revealed across results among the different dimensions of CEV and 

perceptions of ethics and CSR, similar to that found by Shafer, Fukukawa, and Lee (2006).   

First, the finding from this study is supported by the positive association between the “formal 

policy” of CEV and the “stakeholder view,” in which a company is seen to have the 

responsibility to address societal concerns and that to do so is profitable. The “informal policy” 

dimension of CEV was associated only with the “stockholder view”, in which a company’s main 

responsibility is to follow the interests of the stockholders by providing products and services to 

consumers.  These results imply that employers’ perceptions of CSR are influenced and 

strengthened by formulated ethical values, such as punishment systems.  Thus, if an organization 

commits to ethical business practices, the organization needs to establish an ethical system with 

high standard and train their employees to change their perceptions.   

(5)  What is the relationship between CEV and marketing professionals’ attitudes toward 
CSR of tourism organizations? 
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Two dimensions of corporate ethical values had a significant impact on professionals’ 

attitudes toward CSR of tourism organizations.  This result is consistent with the general theory 

of marketing ethics by Hunt and Vitell (1986), which suggests that marketing professionals in an 

organization with a higher ethical value system may perceive social responsibility issues as more 

important than those in organizations with lower value systems.  

(6)  What is the relationship among the perceived degree of the importance of ethics and CSR 
and marketing professionals’ attitudes toward CSR of tourism organizations? 

Marketers in the tourism industry generally tend to believe that good ethics is important for 

the success of their business and that tourism companies have a responsibility toward society and 

tourists.  The results of this study suggest that marketers in the tourism industry who believe 

ethics are important for the business to succeed are more likely to perceive problems with 

implementing social responsibility within their tourism business.  This finding is consistent with 

results from Singhapakdi (1999), who examined marketers in general.   

(7)  Are there significant relationship between managerial characteristics of travel agents 
(gender, age, education level, work experience in tourism industry, ownership and 
international work experience) and their attitudes toward CSR in tourism? 

  The examination of the relationships between travel agents’ profiles and socially 

responsible attitudes revealed that such characteristics of respondents as age, education, 

ownership, and international work experience did not have an association with any of the 

socially responsible attitudes.  Although prior studies found some relationship between age 

(Longnsecker, KcKinney, and Moore, 1989; Serwinek, 1992), education (Hage, 1980; Quazi, 

2003), ownership (Harris, 1990), and international work experience (Quazi, 2003) and attitudes 

toward corporate social responsibility, no such association was found with these agents.  This 

study found that only gender and length of work experience had significant influences on travel 

agents’ attitudes toward corporate social responsibility of tourism companies.  From these 
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results, this study suggested the length of work experience is more important to social 

commitment than employment position.   These results imply that those travel agents who 

support CSR have acquired more experience in an industry environment.  From these findings, it 

can be argued that knowledge acquired through industry experience is the most important 

influence on tourism employees’ commitment toward CSR issues for tourism companies.   

(8)  Is there a significant relationship between travel agents’ attitudes toward CSR in tourism 
(ideological perspectives of CSR) and travel agencies’ behaviors toward CSR in tourism 
(operational perspectives of CSR)? 

 Another meaningful result is that the attitudes of travel agents toward CSR had a 

significant influence on determining corporate socially responsible behaviors of travel agents. 

These findings support the argument that the attitudes of owners and managers are significant 

influences on determining the behaviors of business (Welford 1995; Dewhurst and Thomas 

2003).  Although some literature has suggested an association between managers’ attitudes and 

organizational behaviors toward socially responsible issues, a lack of empirical evidence was 

noted.    Moreover, this result implies that employees with ethical and responsible attitudes are 

more likely to behave responsibly.   

Implications 

This study offers several implications for academics and practitioners.  First, this study 

suggests that investigating an organization’s characteristics as determinants of socially 

responsible behavior without understanding their ethical backgrounds may be misleading.  This 

study argues that CEV are better determinants than corporate characteristics in determining 

corporate socially responsible behavior.  Therefore, we can conclude that organizations may be 

able to influence the ethical perceptions and attitudes of their employees by formulating a well 

defined set of ethical policies.  Also, providing a proper ethical punishment system and ethical 

training may be useful to enhance the ethical and socially responsible behaviors of employees 
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within an organization.  As Vitell and Hidalgo (2006) implied, this study suggests that an 

organization with strong ethical values can benefit employees who are more responsible and 

committed to the organization.   

Second, this study implies that tourism marketers are more sensitive to socially 

responsible and ethical issues when the organization sets clear ethical standards and values. 

Thus, this study suggests that by providing a clear set of goals and standards, an organization 

may improve their ethical and socially responsible perceptions of employees, and ultimately lead 

to better ethical behaviors and socially responsible performance.   

Third, this study implies that employees with positive attitudes toward CSR are more 

likely to behave responsibly.  Therefore, tourism organizations need to seize opportunities to 

enhance their employees’ ethical and socially responsible attitudes in order to be more 

responsible organizations and to encourage more responsible behaviors of their employees.  

Providing advanced information and educating employees regarding what are the right and 

ethical things for the corporate society would be one method to affect their attitudes.  Also, 

periodic seminars and training programs for employees and top management on socially 

responsible issues may be helpful because the characterization of the tourism industry as fast 

growing industry requires supplying continuous updated knowledge to practitioners.   

Future Research and Study Limitations 

Like all studies, this study had limitations that should be addressed. One concern relates 

to the measurement of SRB.  This study measured SRB from the perspective of tourism industry 

professionals.  Measuring organizations’ behaviors by asking individual’s perceptions is a 

common method in business studies (Quazi and O’Brien 2000; Arthaud-Day 2005).  However, 

due to the nature of the topic, ethics and social responsibility, some bias may have affected the 

outcome of this study.  It is quite possible that the responses were affected by social desirability, 
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although, unless actual behaviors are measured by visual techniques, this may be a limitation to 

the topic in general.   A combination of qualitative and quantitative research may be one way to 

minimize the social desirability factor.   

Second, this study was the first effort to develop a measurement of SRB for tourism 

industries. Therefore, generalizability of the measurement may be limited.  This study 

recommends testing the tool with a variety of samples to confirm the scale’s validity and 

reliability.  In addition, development of a more rigorous scale may entail a follow-up study with 

a more exhaustive set of SRB items developed through focus group interviews or in-depth 

interviews with industries  

 This study was a starting point to examine tourism professionals’ ethical attitudes and 

social responsibility.  Guided by marketing theory, this study revealed that an organization’s 

environment, i.e., stating and rewarding corporate ethical values, affects a marketing 

professional’s ethical decision-making.  While this study focused on professionals from a single 

industry, the companies’ characteristics, such as type of business, years in business, and size may 

affect ethical perceptions and attitudes of employees since the tourism industry is a group of 

many types of businesses.  Thus, further research should investigate additional factors that may 

determine a professional’s ethical decision-making.  

  This study revealed the relationship between the perceived importance of ethics and 

social responsibility and the perceived problems of incorporating CSR within tourism businesses.  

Ethics theory suggests that understanding perceived problems is a significant predictor of ethical 

behaviors. Therefore, future research needs to examine the relationship between perception and 

behaviors within a tourism context.    
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In addition, theories of marketing ethics (e.g., Ferrell and Gresham 1985; Hunt and Vitell 

1986) suggest that individual characteristics may determine perceptions and attitudes about 

ethical and social responsibility.  In other words, one can expect that ethical perceptions and 

socially responsible attitudes may vary by personal factors.  Further research should measure this 

relationship and examine such personal characteristics as gender, age, education, work 

experience, employment position, and the like.   

  In addition, travel agents tend to believe CSR is not easy to apply to tourism companies.  

The individual comments elicited in the interview process revealed that travel agents believe 

tourism companies have some barriers to overcome to perform CSR, such as lack of both 

resources and knowledge.  Thus, future research needs to examine those perceived barriers, 

specifically, which issues of CSR are difficult to follow for tourism organizations.   
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Figure 5-1. A summary of results for this study 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Corporate Social Responsibility in Tourism Organizations 
 

Department of Tourism, Recreation and Sport Management  Fall 2008 

University of Florida  

 
This survey is part of a dissertation for a student from the Department Tourism, 

Recreation, and Sport Management at the University of Florida. This survey should take 10-15 

minutes to complete.  Your responses will be anonymous and confidential. The following 

questions will ask you to respond to questions regarding your attitudes and behaviors of and your 

company toward corporate social responsibility. Corporate social responsibility means a 

company’s attitudes and behaviors regarding its responsiveness to its perceived societal 

obligations.    

 Your time and assistance is greatly appreciated.  There are no anticipated risks, 

compensation, or benefits to you as a participant in this study.  You do not have to answer any 

questions that you do not want to.  You are free to withdraw your consent to participate and may 

discontinue your participation at any time without consequence. Data will be stored securely, 

only research personnel will have access to it.  For questions regarding your rights as a research 

participant, contact the IRB at 352-392-0433 or irb2@ufl.edu. 

Thank you for your co-operation and time.  
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Section I: Profile of the Organization 

Please take a moment to tell us about your organization. This information will be kept in 
the strictest confidence and used for statistical purposes only.   
 
Q1. In which country is your company’s head office (or organization) located?   

Q2. What type of organization is your firm (check all that apply)? 

 Accommodation (Lodging) 
 Tour operator 
 Travel marketing company 
 Casino, gaming & 

entertainment 
 

 Theme park  
 Multi-national 

organization 
 Resort  
 Cruise 

 National tourism organization 
 Convention & Event management 
 Transportations (what? _________ ) 
 Other type of organizations 

 

Q3. What is the approximate number of employees in your organization?   

 

Q4. How long has your company been in business?  

 

Q5. What was your company’s annual revenue for 2007?    

$_______________________________________________ 

6. Do you believe your organization is engaged in socially responsible activities? 

 Yes    No 

 
Q7. If you selected Yes in Question 6, does your organization have the report about corporate 
social responsibility activities? 
 

 Yes   No 

 
Q8. If you selected Yes in Question 6, are you aware of your organization’s socially responsible 
activities? 
 

 Yes   No 

 
Q9. To what degree (between 0 - 100%) are you involved in your organization’s socially 
responsible activities?   _________% 
 
Q10. To what degree (between 0 - 100%) are you satisfied with your organization’s socially 
responsible activities?   _________% 
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Section II: Perceptions of Ethics and Corporate Social Responsibility 
 

In this section we would like to know about your perceptions regarding ethics and corporate 
social responsibility.  Please rate your agreement within each item on a 7-point scale from 
“Strongly Disagree” (1), to “Strongly Agree” (7). 
 

Q11. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of 
the following statements?  

S
D 

   

  
S
A

1. Being ethical and socially responsible is the most important 
thing a firm can do.   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Bending and breaking the rules is acceptable, if a firm is 
making a profit.   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. The ethics and social responsibility of a firm is essential to its 
long term profitability.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. The overall effectiveness of a business can be determined, to a 
great extent, by the degree to which it is ethical and socially 
responsible.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. To remain competitive in a global environment, business 
firms will have to disregard ethics and social responsibility.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Social responsibility and profitability can be compatible.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Business ethics and social responsibility are critical to the 

survival of a business enterprise.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. A firm’s first priority should be employee morale.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Businesses have a social responsibility beyond making a 

profit.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. If the survival of a business enterprise is at stake, then you 
must forget about ethics and social responsibility.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Efficiency is much more important to a firm than whether or 
not the firm is seen as ethical or socially responsible.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Good ethics is often good business.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. If the stockholders are unhappy, nothing else matters. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section III: Corporate Ethical Values  
 

In this section, we would like to ask questions about your company’s ethical values.  Please rate 
your agreement within each item on a 7-point scale from “Strongly Disagree” (1), to “Strongly 
Agree” (7). 
 

Q12. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of 
the following statements?  

S
D 

   

  
S
A

1. Managers in my company often engage in behaviors that I 
consider being unethical.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. In order to succeed in my company, it is often necessary to 
compromise one’s ethics.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Top management in my company has let it be known in no 
uncertain terms that unethical behavior will not be tolerated.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. If a manager in my company is discovered to have engaged in 
unethical behavior that results primarily in personal gain 
(rather than corporate gain), he or she will be promptly 
reprimanded. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. If a manager in my company is discovered to have engaged in 
unethical behavior that results primarily in corporate gain 
(rather than personal gain), he or she will be promptly 
reprimanded. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section IV: Organization’s Behaviors of Socially Responsible Tourism 
 

Here, we would like to know about your organization’s behavior. Please rate your agreement 
with each item on a 7-point scale from “Strongly Disagree” (1), to “Strongly Agree” (7).  
 

Q13. Has your organization done (implemented) the following? S
D

   
  S

A
1. Wage structures are fair and equitable.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Provide women with the same opportunity to be a manager. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Purchase goods and services from local suppliers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Support local businesses to ensure benefits to local 
communities. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Educate tourists on the positive effects tourism can have on the 
local economy. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Train staff on the environmental impacts of the company’s 
operations.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Implement programs that support the economic vitality of 
local communities. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Market products and services in an environmentally 
responsible way. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Educate tourists about environmental concerns. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Formulate policies to avoid environmental impacts of 
operations. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Help tourists increase their cultural understanding of local 
communities. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Market products and services in a socio-culturally responsible 
way. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Train staff on the principles of environmental conservation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Implement programs to manage socio-cultural impacts of our 
activities. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Employ local residents. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Educate employees about socio-cultural issues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Provide on-going cultural sensitivity training about the local 
community. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Donate part of proceeds to charities of local community  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Formulate policies to avoid socio-cultural impacts of 
operations. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section V: Attitudes toward Corporate Social Responsibility of Tourism Industry 
 

In this section we would like to know about your general attitudes regarding corporate social 
responsibility of tourism corporations.  Please rate your agreement within each item on a 7-point 
scale from “Strongly Disagree” (1), to “Strongly Agree” (7). 
 

Q14. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each 
of the following statements?  

S
D 

   
  S

A 
1. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to preserve the 
environment.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to preserve the 
local culture.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to enhance the 
quality of tourist experiences. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Tourism corporations have a responsibility to contribute to 
the economy of local community. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is hard to apply for 
tourism companies. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is particularly 
important to the tourism industry. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 

Section VI: Profile of Respondent 
 

Please take a moment to tell us about yourself. This information will be kept in the strictest 
confidence and used for statistical purposes only.   

Q15. Please indicate your gender. 

 

Q16. What is your job title?   

 __________________________ 

Q17. What are your main responsibilities?   

 __________________________ 

Q18. How many years have you worked in the tourism industry?  _______year (s) 

Q19. How many years have you worked in this current organization?  _______year (s) 

Q20. How many years have you served in this current position?  _________ year (s) 

 Male   Female 
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Q21. How many years have you served in a managerial position?  _________ year (s) 

Q22. Do you have international work experience?  

 Yes   No 

Q23. If you selected ‘Yes’ to the above question, how many years have you been involved in 

international work?  _________ year (s) 

Q24. Please indicate your political orientation (check one) 
 Liberal  Independent   Conservative  None 

Q25. Please indicate the highest level of education you have obtained (check one). 
 Less than College Graduate  
 College Degree 

 Graduate School  
 Advanced Degree  

 Technical School 

 

Q26. Of what country are you a citizen?  ____________ 

Q27. How old are you?   

 Younger than 30  31-40  41-50 

 51-60  61-70  Older than 71 
 
Q28. Are you willing to be involved in further research on the related topic? 

 Yes   No 

Q29. If you selected Yes in Question 26, please write your e-mail address? 

_____________________________________________ 

 
If you have any questions concerning this study, please contact:  
Jung Eun Kim (jekim@hhp.ufl.edu), or Dr. Lori  Pennington-Gray (penngray@hhp.ufl.edu), 
University of Florida, Tourism, Recreation and Sport Management, 
Gainesville, Florida  32611 USA 
(Tel) 1- 352-392-4042 (x 1318)  
(Fax) 1- 352- 392 – 7588 

 

Thank you so much.  

mailto:jekim@hhp.ufl.edu�
mailto:penngray@hhp.ufl.edu�
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APPENDIX B 
INITIAL ITEMS OF CORPORATE SOCIALLY RESPONSIBLE BEHAVIORS OF TOURISM 

ORGANIZATIONS  

Dimension and Items Results 
Economic Responsibility  
1. Educate tourists on buying locally produced goods and services. Removed 
2. Train the employee on the positive effects tourism can have on the local 
economy. 

Removed 

3. Purchase goods and services from local suppliers. 3* 
4. Support local businesses to ensure benefits to local communities. 4 

5. Educate tourists on the positive effects tourism can have on the local 
economy. 

5 

6. Implement programs which support the economic vitality of local 
communities. 

7 

7. Provide tourists with opportunities to help the local community 
economically. 

Removed 

8. Employ local residents. 15 
9. Minimize hiring of expatriates into high level positions in international 
locations. 

Removed 

10. Donate part of proceeds to charities of local community. 18 

Socio-cultural Responsibility  
1. Provide on-going cultural sensitivity training about the local community. 17 

2. Train non-local staff on local customs. Removed 
3. Encourage tourists to learn about cultural traditions. Removed 
4. Formulate policies to avoid socio-cultural impacts of operations. 10 

5. Help tourists increase their cultural understanding of local communities. 19 

6. Educate tourists about the local customs. Removed 
7. Market products and services in a socio-culturally responsible way. 12 

8. Implement programs to manage socio-cultural impacts of our activities. 14 

9. Educate employees about socio-cultural issues. 16 
Environmental Responsibility  
1. Implement programs to manage environmental impacts of our activities. Removed 

2. Train staff on the environmental impacts of the company’s operations. 6 

3. Market products and services in an environmentally responsible way. 8 

4. Educate tourists about environmental concerns. 9 
5. Formulate policies to avoid environmental impacts of operations. 10 

6. Provide tourists with reliable information about minimizing their 
environmental impact while traveling. 

Removed 

7. Educate the tourist on how to behave environmentally responsibly. Removed 

8. Train the organization’s staff on the principles of environmental 
conservation. 

Removed 

9. Train staff on the principles of environmental conservation regulations 13 
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Ethics and Internal Responsibility   
1. Wage structures are fair and equitable. 1 
2. Provide women with the same opportunity to be a manager. 2 

3. Have self-imposed codes of ethics  Removed 

4. Perform corporate social responsibility based on ethical values Removed 

5. Perform codes of conduct putting by international or national organizations Removed 

* Number stands for the question number used in the survey questionnaire for this study   
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