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Abstract: Understanding the conceptual relationships between tourism and leisure is important,
particularly if tourism is considered a “special” form of leisure. The paper begins with behavioral
conceptualizations of tourism and leisure, followed by a comparative behavioral analysis of
tourism and leisure, then an examination of social theoretical accounts of the two fields. It argues
that tourism is not a special form of leisure and that differences in social theoretical analyses of
tourism and leisure might result from different research ideologies. Finally, the article concludes
with the presentation of a behavioral synthesis of the two fields, along with identification of areas
for future research. Keywords: conceptualizations, leisure, tourism, behavioral analysis, social
theoretical analysis, everyday life.

Résumé: La conceptualisation du comportement du tourisme et des loisirs. Il est important de
comprendre les rapports conceptuels entre le tourisme et les loisirs, surtout si on considére le
tourisme comme une sorte de loisir “spécial”. L'’article commence par des conceptualisations
behavioristes du tourisme et des loisirs, suivies d'une analyse behavioriste comparative du touri-
sme et des loisirs et un examen des explications théoriques sociales des deux domaines. On
soutient que le tourisme n’est pas une sorte de loisir spécial et que les différences entre les analyses
théoriques sociales du tourisme et des loisirs pourraient résulter des différentes idéologies de
recherche. L’article conclut par la présentation d’'une synthése behavioriste des deux domaines
avec lidentification des domaines pour de nouvelles recherches. Mots-clés: conceptualisations,
loisirs, tourisme, analyse behavioriste, analyse théorique sociale, vie quotidienne.

INTRODUCTION

In the literature examining the conceptualizations of tourism and
leisure, the relationships that exist between the two fields have come
under increasing scrutiny (Bodewes 1981; Hamilton-Smith 1987; Ja-
fari and Ritchie 1981; Leiper 1990a; Mannell and Iso-Ahola 1987,
Mieczkowski 1981). Some of these authors have argued that tourism is
a special form of leisure, having its own special characteristics (Leiper
1990a), while other research has suggested that particular types or
kinds of tourism can be distinguished based on leisure attributes (Ham-
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ilton-Smith 1987). In the light of this research, Crick’s (1989:313)
comment that taxonomies of tourists and tourism “separate phenomena
that are clearly fuzzy or overlapping” could easily be applied to the
interface between leisure and tourism studies in general. That is, the
fields of leisure and tourism are “clearly fuzzy or overlapping” and
creating taxonomies that separate the two is not only a difficult task
but it may also obscure their similarities. Clarifying this overlap and
“fuzziness” has been the aim of much of the research already men-
tioned.

Overlaps between tourism and leisure exist at several levels as noted
by Fedler (1987). As the guest editor of a special issue of the Annals of
Tourism Research on the relationships between leisure, recreation and
tourism he commented:

Several common threads, beside the phenomena, link each of the
papers together. Clearly the same tool or tools from an assortment of
academic disciplines (e.g., psychology, sociology, geography) can be
applied to the study of the phenomena. Motivation, perception, rela-
tionships and theoretical orientations can be applled to leisure, recre-
ation, and tourism to better understand [sic] the function, form, and
process involved in each type of behavior” (1987:311).

Yet, despite this current interest in the relationships between leisure
and tourism, as areas of research they have developed in relative isola-
tion. For example, Smith and Godbey (1991) commented that while
there is evidence that attitudes are changing, the “traditions of recre-
ation and leisure studies have historically ignored tourism” (1991:93).
The same comment could justifiably be made in the opposite direction,
at least until recently. As an example of this lack of contact, Smith and
Godbey (1991) noted that van Raaij and Francken’s (1984) notion of a
“vacation sequence” is very similar to the five-phase account of the
recreation process developed by Clawson and Knetsch (1966) and yet
seems to have been developed in isolation. However, Fridgen (1984)
adopted the Clawson and Knetsch model in his attempt to outline
the potential and actual contributions of environmental psychology to
tourism research. This suggests that what conceptual contact there is
between the two areas may be unsystematic and individualistic. This in
turn highlights the need for better theoretical constructs if conceptual
synthesis or merging is to be achieved.

At the same time, as unsystematic and spontaneous attempts are
being made to explore the conceptual relationships between tourism
and leisure, controversies remain over fundamental definitional and
philosophical issues in both areas of study. The nature of leisure in-
cluding concerns over subjective definitions of “perceived freedom” in
leisure, definitions of “tourist” and “tourism” and the status of tourism
as an industry are all unresolved matters central to the conceptualiza-
tion process in the respective fields of study. It may, therefore, scem
premature to be discussing the relationships between tourism and lei-
sure when the separate fields have not yet been clearly defined. How-
ever, this caution fails to acknowledge that science, and social science
in particular, is often in a dynamic state with the presence of competing
theories and definitions being the norm rather than the exception. The
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“single unifying theory” is a rarely held proposition, at least in the
social sciences. Furthermore, work in the philosophy of science that
undermines belief in an unequivocal rational basis for science would
suggest that the search for a final general theory is best seen as a
guiding heuristic or “horizon” concept rather than an achievable goal
(Feyerabend 1975; Kuhn 1970). It is possible that far from compound-
ing any confusion or uncertainty, examining the relationships between
leisure and tourism may be one fruitful way of aiding the process of
conceptual clarification within the two areas.

This paper examines behavioral aspects of the conceptual relation-
ships that exist between leisure and tourism. In particular, attention
will be focused on the proposition that tourism might warrant “special
status” within a leisure context (Leiper 1990a). Since the discussion is
limited largely to behavioral aspects of the relationships, this paper
cannot be seen as a comprehensive attempt to compare the entire
multidisciplinary fields. Some of the points made in the following dis-
cussion may not, therefore, apply to other aspects of the relationships.
However, focusing on the behaviors that form the two phenomena
seems an appropriate starting point for a comprehensive examination.
This paper will also attempt to explore some of the broader social
relationships between the two fields of study. For example, to what
extent have the current conceptualizations of tourism and leisure been
determined by the social and cultural histories within which they have
arisen as opposed to the “nature” of the two phenomena? The answer
to this question may go some way toward explaining why tourism and
leisure appear as separate fields of study. It may also reveal commonal-
ities between leisure and tourism that have been previously overlooked
simply by virtue of the different contexts in which the research has
evolved.

LEISURE AND TOURISM

Behavioral Conceptualization

As already mentioned, the range of disciplinary perspectives used to
conceptualize the two areas is broad and beyond the scope of this
paper. Instead, the focus here will be on behavioral and industry con-
ceptualizations. The emphasis is on outlining some of the significant
and important ideas involved in understanding leisure and tourism
and the relationships between them, followed by a more detailed com-
parison of their social theoretical treatments.

Reid, McLellan and Uysal (1993) identified five different concepts
of leisure in the academic literature. The first involves a work/non-
work dichotomy with leisure being free, residual time during which
people have discretion over what they do. This view is in the tradition
of Dumazdier (1960) and Kaplan (1960). The second is an Aristotelian
view which sees leisure as a state of being and places value on contem-
plative pursuits (deGrazia 1964; Pieper 1952). The third concept links
reformist and therapeutic themes and emphasises leisure as a chance to
meet the needs of disadvantaged groups. The fourth includes views of
leisure as a state of mind which is of value in itself and involves express-



70 BEHAVIORAL CONCEPTUALIZATIONS

ing the self to attain pleasure. Finally, Reid et al (1993) suggested that
there is a holistic approach which synthesizes the previous concepts
that conceives of leisure as a multidimensional construct embracing
a range of self-determined activities and experiences. Whether this
approach represents a successful synthesis or simply the acknowledge-
ment that some synthesis is necessary could be debated.

A conceptual strand that threads through the above conceptualiza-
tions and the leisure and recreation literature in general is the concept
of “freedom.” It can be found in the various models that have been
proposed as frameworks for understanding leisure. Such models can
be psychological (Csikszentmihalyi 1975, 1990; Neulinger 1974,
1981), social psychological (Iso-Ahola 1980; Kelly 1983), or sociologi-
cal (Clarke and Critcher 1985; Kelly 1987; Roberts 1981) in emphasis
but, irrespective of disciplinary origins, will usually incorporate the
notion of leisure as freedom. Close examination of the debate between
those who emphasize leisure as “free time” and those who see it more
as a state of mind demonstrates this point well. For example, Parker’s
(1983) conceptualization of leisure as something that cannot be under-
stood in isolation from the experience of work leads to the conclusion
that leisure is, in essence, freedom from work. From a political theory
perspective, McCormack (1971), states that “the proper starting point
for a theory of leisure is the concept of freedom” and “structural guar-
antees of freedom are structural guarantees of leisure” (1971:180).
Also, the ideas of intrinsic motivation and perceived freedom have
become important in psychologically-oriented conceptualizations of
leisure as a state of mind (Csikszentmihalyi 1975, 1990; Iso-Ahola
1989; Mannell and Iso-Ahola 1987; Neulinger 1974). Taken together,
these two concepts emphasize leisure as based on the awareness of
freedom in carrying out an activity —highly subjective yet potentially
highly rewarding.

However, Goodale has suggested that an emphasis on the perception
rather than the reality of freedom is a psychologistic obfuscation of the
social conditions that underlie leisure. He suggests that this emphasis
may in fact be antithetical to leisure and argues that because of this,
leisure researchers “have abandoned freedom itself” (1990:299). Never-
theless, it is important to note that Goodale (1990) still acknowledges
the need for retaining the notion of “real” freedom in the conceptualiza-
tion of leisure.

Leisure has also been discussed in relation to many aspects of life.
For example, Rapoport and Rapoport (1975) have mapped changes in
leisure over the family life cycle, while researchers such as Henderson
(1990a) have examined the gender-leisure nexus. The important work
of Kelly (1990) deserves brief mention here as an attempt to character-
ize the multidimensional nature of leisure. His contribution includes
dividing leisure into a leisure “core,” which involves relatively accessi-
ble, low cost, low effort, and often home-based activities that people do
a lot, and a “balance” to this core, which includes activities such as
sport and tourism that require significant effort and are sensitive to
resource difficulties such as education and income. Kelly (1983) also
emphasizes the intensity of the leisure experience seeing it as being
dependent upon the two orthogonally related dimensions of “levels of
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activity” (from time-filling to flow) and “social interaction” (from soli-
tary to communion). Furthermore, he has suggested a “social-exis-
tential” model in which leisure is understood by reference both to the
social forces that influence human behavior and to the decisions made
by individuals who perceive that they have some freedom to make
choices (Kelly 1987).

Conceptualizations of tourism are as varied as those of leisure. In
fact, Smith (1989) states that tourism “does not have a real, objective,
precise, and independent existence,” but is “to a significant degree,
whatever we decide it will be” (1989:31). This mutability is partly
because of the different uses to which a definition is likely to be put by
people with different interests in the phenomenon of tourism. For
example, Smith’s (1989) concern with policy and planning means his
own emphasis is on an industry definition of tourism. Elsewhere, con-
troversy exists over whether tourism is correctly defined as an industry
in its own right or simply as the result of the overlap of various other
industries (Leiper 1990b, 1992; Smith 1991).

There are distinct similarities in the literature between some concep-
tualizations of the tourist industry and the leisure industry. For exam-
ple, Brown and Veal state that the leisure industry “encompasses those
organizations and individuals primarily involved in the provision of
goods, services and facilities to individuals or groups in their leisure
time” (1988:7). Meanwhile, Smith describes the tourism industry as
“the aggregate of all businesses that directly provide goods or services
to facilitate business, pleasure and leisure activities away from the
home environment” (1988:181).

Tourism has also been defined as “the set of ideas, the theories or
ideologies, for being a tourist, and it is the behaviour of people in
touristic roles when the ideas are put into practice” (Leiper 1990a:17).
In a similar vein, Simmons and Leiper (1993:205) simply conclude
that “[t]Jourism is the behaviour of tourists” after noting the various
definitions and understandings of tourism in the literature.

Recent analyses emphasize the interdisciplinary nature of tourism
and suggest the use of system models to help with its conceptualization
(Leiper 1979, 1990a; Mill and Morrison 1985; Nash 1992; Simmons
and Leiper 1993). These approaches are often based on a geographic
depiction of tourism that emphasizes the tourist traveling from a “gen-
erating region” to a “destination area” via “transit routes.”

Such interdisciplinary and systems-oriented understandings have
been developed from what Jafari (1990) has called the Knowledge-
based Platform or approach to the study of tourism. He differentiates
four fundamental positions taken by researchers. The Advocacy Plat-
form, as the name suggests, is that adopted by those writers generally
in favor of tourism and who tend to emphasize its economic benefits
and, to a lesser extent, the role of tourism in preserving natural and
built environments and cultural practices and performances. The Cau-
tionary Platform emerged as a reaction to unrestrained advocacy, and
attempts to highlight the negative consequences that sometimes result
from tourism development. The Adaptancy Platform arose from the
belief that some forms of tourism have fewer impacts than others.
Proponents of this platform tend to favor types of tourism “which are
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responsive to the host communities and their sociocultural, man-made
[sic], and natural environments, and at the same time provide tourists
with new choices and rewarding experiences” (Jafari 1990:35). Finally,
the Knowledge-based Platform grew from the realization that the other
platforms represented only partial accounts of tourism. This attempts
to examine the whole of tourism from a scientific and inclusive view-
point.

The acknowledgement of the interdisciplinary nature of tourism
studies parallels the frequent calls for multidisciplinarity, if not inter-
disciplinarity (Jafari and Ritchie 1981), in recreation and leisure re-
search (Burdge and Beckers 1984; Burton and Jackson 1989; Coppock
1982). This indicates that conceptualizations of both leisure and tour-
ism are thought to require the integration of a large number of perspec-
tives into a highly complex framework.

Behavioral Analyses

Most commentators who have examined the relationships between
leisure and tourism acknowledge that a large amount of common
ground can be found at the level of individual behavior (Fedler 1987).
This is particularly evident in any analysis of what is often called the
demand side of the phenomena.

Much research into tourism has been concerned with identifying
those socioeconomic factors that influence tourist demand. Analysis of
these factors, including those that influence demand for other forms
of leisure, provides insight into the tourism-leisure relationship and
particularly the justification, or otherwise, of regarding tourism as a
special category of leisure.

Demand for travel has often been analyzed in terms of two sets
of factors; travel facilitators that enable a person to travel, and travel
motivators that help explain why those people who are able to travel
actually choose to do so (Collier 1991). In research terms, travel facili-
tators generally relate to the disciplines of economics and sociology,
and can be thought of as extrinsic or external factors indicative of the
broad trends in the pattern of demand for travel at the macro level.
Travel motivators, in contrast, tend to relate to the discipline of psy-
chology and can be thought of as intrinsic or internal factors indicative
of the individual’s particular travel behavior. In the tourism motivation
literature, a distinction is often made between person-specific motiva-
tions and motivations related to attributes of the destination (e.g. “wan-
derlust” and “sunlust”). Mansfeld argues that this represents a confu-
sion between “push motivations and pull attributes and images of a
given destination” (1992:405). However, this may be a terminological
dispute since incentive theories of motivation in the psychological liter-
ature are still termed “motivational” theories despite the fact that incen-
tive is dependent upon properties of external events, especially stimuli
associated with goal objectives (Hoyenga and Hoyenga 1984). Whether
from changes in internal states or external stimuli, the “pleasure”
{(broadly defined) that results represents a motive for behavior.

In many respects this conceptualization of tourism demand in terms
of facilitators and motivators has its parallel in Hamilton-Smith’s
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(1987) categorization of types of tourism derived from Kelly’s (1987)
dialectic analysis of leisure. Hamilton-Smith (1987) analyzes tourist
behavior according to a structural dimension, or the external opportu-
nities and constraints imposed upon the individual from without, and
an existential dimension based on the personal experiences and valua-
tions of the individual.

The most frequently advanced leisure-related travel facilitators used
to explain tourism growth are the continuing increase in discretionary
incomes for wider sections of the population in the developed countries
(the major tourism generating countries) and the continuing increase
in paid leisure time. A second set of facilitators include decreasing cost
of air travel, in time and money (particularly through the growth of
package tours) There has also been an increasing range of attractive
tourism destinations made available and increased access to both for-
mal and informal sources of information about these destinations and
travel to them. Finally, political stability, peace, and free access to
travel documents and accepted media of exchange have helped facili-
tate travel.

By way of comparison, it should be noted that participation in all
forms of leisure has also been influenced by a range of external factors,
which include changes in the allocation of time to work, family obliga-
tions, free time at various life stages, and discretionary income {Cush-
man 1986). Van Raaij and Francken’s (1984) analysis of the vacation
sequence acknowledges the importance of several of these factors and
is an example of the commonality between analyses of leisure and
travel behavior. For example, they suggest that the way in which
vacation decisions are made is a function of family life-cycle stage.

Due to the dual effects of the post-war baby boom and the aging of
the population, the population structure in developed countries has
changed quite radically over the past two decades; and, consequently,
so have trends in leisure participation. There was an overall surge in
demand in the 1950s, 1960s, and into the 1970s for many types of
leisure goods and services (Cushman 1989), including tourism. More
recently, such changes as the energy crisis, technological change, grow-
ing structural unemployment, and a slowdown in population increase
have forced leisure and tourism managers to rethink the basic assump-
tion of unrestrained growth and expansion in all facets of leisure.

Increasingly, there has been competition between service providers
for the leisure money, with there being little evidence over time to
suggest increasing preference for any one major form of leisure over
others. The task of distinguishing changing leisure preferences or rela-
tive actual growth or decline in participation in different forms of
leisure is difficult as each of the leisure sectors (e.g., tourism, arts,
entertainment, sport) applies operational definitions that are extremely
broad, overlapping, and inclusive. The possibility of a range of leisure
activities being simultaneously categorized as entertainment, tourism,
and artistic, for example, may result in exaggerated participation and
demand statistics.

Changes in leisure demand and participation are, therefore, com-
plex and it is not possible to draw firm conclusions about the relative
magnitude and significance of various forms of leisure. Even more
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difficult is to establish the relative importance of external factors affect-
ing leisure participation because of “interaction effects” between factors
and associated measurement problems (Mercer 1977). It is also diffi-
cult to ascertain what proportion of the expansion in various leisure
activities and the expenditure on leisure goods is due to the effects of
population variables, on the one hand, and the “faddishness” of leisure
trends, including changing tastes and preferences, on the other. Nor is
it well understood how much of the potential demand for various forms
of leisure will be translated into actual demand (Cushman 1983).

All of this suggests that at least the major facilitators of travel are the
same as those factors responsible for patterns of participation in other
forms of leisure to a greater or lesser degree. At the behavioral level,
then, there is room for the investigation of common social, economic,
and political factors that may effect all forms of leisure behavior, in-
cluding tourism.

When examining the relationships between the various motivating
factors applicable to both leisure and tourism, Leiper’s (1990a) distinc-
tion between touristic leisure and all other forms of leisure becomes
important. He argues that for many people tourism represents an
especially valued category of leisure because of a combination of attri-
butes that set it apart in important ways from other leisure activities
and experiences. Leiper (1990a) comments that research analyzing the
diverse needs and motivations of tourists is not very useful in establish-
ing the distinctiveness of tourist behavior, since these studies (Cromp-
ton 1979; Dann 1977) present a range of motivating factors associated
with tourism that are equally relevant to other forms of leisure. These
include motivations such as needs for relaxation, to be with friends, to
have fun or pleasure, to experience a different setting, and to have
novel experiences. Many of these needs can be satisfied in leisure
experiences in or close to the home. To identify anything distinctive
about tourist motivations and needs, Leiper (1990a) compares touristic
leisure with other leisure in terms of seven factors. First, the nature of
withdrawal and return, which in tourism involves a major physical
withdrawal away from one’s usual place of residence, allowing for a
greater sense of freedom and multidimensional change than may be
possible in other forms of leisure. Second, the duration of travel is
often greater than in other forms of leisure, occurring as it does in
relatively large blocks of time. Third, travel also tends to occur less
frequently than with other leisure which, according to Leiper, often
makes it more vividly anticipated, savored and remembered. Fourth,
tourism offers people a wider variety of opportunities for socializing
than is available in other leisure. Fifth, travel costs more than other
leisure, which both constrain demand and may add value to it for
tourists. Sixth, travel is more exclusive than other forms of leisure
since, at any one time, relatively few people out of a population will be
away and in any one year few members of a community will have
traveled to another country. Finally, tourism, Leiper suggests, is seen
as relatively discrete by most people in that trips will tend to stand out
in a person’s memory in a way that other leisure experiences do not.

While this approach has considerable merit, certain difficulties arise
from it as a consequence. The grouping of other leisure into a single
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homogeneous category assumes that all leisure forms, apart from tour-
ism, have undifferentiated attributes, which is not the case. Various
forms of leisure differ in terms of the attributes mentioned by Leiper
(1990a) and possess attributes that distinguish them from other forms
of leisure, including tourism. For example, organized sport differs
from most other leisure in having a highly structured set of rules that
delimit and (to a certain extent) determine the behaviors expressed,
provide instantaneous feedback, and clearly demarcate success and
failure. This may promote “flow” as discussed by Csikszentmihalyi
(1975, 1990) in a way that other forms of leisure do not and, therefore,
lead to a “unique” and “special” experience of sport as leisure. Many
other attributes of different forms of leisure could be chosen for use as
examples here, but the point is simply that all forms of leisure are
obviously distinct in some way from all other forms. There is, there-
fore, nothing particularly “special” about tourism’s “specialness.”

Furthermore, a number of studies indicate that reasons for leisure
participation, and the needs satisfied by this participation, vary accord-
ing to leisure forms and activity groups. For example, Jackson (1982),
in analyzing the leisure activity patterns of Albertans, found consider-
able variation in dimensions measuring reasons for participating in
creative-cultural activities, outdoor activities, physical activities, and
social activities. A “challenge” dimension was strongly related to prefer-
ences for creative-cultural and physical activities, but was much less
important to social activities. Preference for physical and social activi-
ties was related to a “socialization” dimension of reasons for partici-
pating, and much less so to creative-cultural activities and outdoor
activities. The need for “relaxation” was related to preferences for cre-
ative-cultural and outdoor activities, and much less so to physical and
social activities. This research supports the conclusion that there is
considerable variation in motivations and needs between groups of
people involved in different forms of leisure. Thus, the assumption
that all of these leisure forms serve the same needs and motivations
is mistaken. If this assumption underlies Leiper’s (1990a) attempt to
differentiate tourism from other leisure, then the attempt may need
revising in various ways. For example, tourist motivations may in fact
differentiate tourism from other forms of leisure (contra Leiper’s
claim), just as motivations distinguished between other forms of leisure
in Jackson’s (1982) study. That is, while any particular motive may be
shared by some of the participants in two different forms of leisure
activity, the particular complex of motives involved in any activity
may be “unique” to that activity. This does not necessarily mean that
there is no possibility of substitution between leisure forms in the econ-
omist’s sense of the term. Identical motivational profiles for an activity
should not be necessary for substitution. All that may be required is
similarity between motivational complexes for different activities.

In behavioral terms, then, there seems little necessity to insist on a
major distinction between tourism and leisure phenomena. Therefore,
it should follow that a greater commonality between the research efforts
in the two areas would be of advantage. Differences in the research
literature can, however, still be found when the different social theoret-
ical treatments of leisure and tourism are examined. Any conceptual-



76 BEHAVIORAL CONCEPTUALIZATIONS

ization of the relationships between the two areas must examine the
reasons for these differences.

Social Theoretical Analyses

Social science research in the area of leisure studies has undeniably
been expanding over the past two to three decades. In analyzing the
contribution of the social sciences to the conceptualization and study of
leisure, a convenient place to start is with the perceptions of active
researchers in the area.

Burton and Jackson (1989) carried out an extensive survey of all
scholars who had ever contributed to six major leisure and recreation
journals ( Journal of Leisure Research, Society and Leisure, Recreation Research
Review, Leisure Sciences, Leisure Studies and Journal of Park and Recreation
Administration). The respondents were mostly sociologists (24.5%) ge-
ographers (21.0%), and recreation and leisure studies scholars (14.7%).
Economics, political science, business, and management studies schol-
ars (12. 6%) scholars in areas of mterdlsaphnary study (9.1%), psy-
chologists and social psychologists (9.1%) and “Others” (9.1 %) made
up the rest. This is comparable to the breakdown by discipline of
authors in the Journal of Leisure Research and Leisure Sciences, from incep-
tion to 1981~-1982; (cited in Burton and Jackson 1989).

A notable aspect of this study is the contribution of various disci-
plines to the study of leisure and recreation as perceived by the respon-
dents. The disciplines of recreation (75.5% of respondents), sociology
(72.0%), psychology (58.7%), geography (42.0%), and economics
(36.4%) were the disciplines most commonly perceived to be making
major contributions. The four most dominant “themes” perceived by
the respondents were attitudinal research (85.0% of respondents), de-
mand analysis (84.0%), tourism research (67.0%) and carrying capac-
ity (65.0%). Concepts and theories were thought to be a dominant
theme by 39.0% of the respondents.

Social theoretical analyses of leisure are numerous and varied. This
variation 1s largely a reflection of broader theoretical divisions within
sociology. Most of the social theoretical analyses and debates concern-
ing the conceptualization of leisure, not surprisingly, have examined
the question of whether leisure is, in reality, a domain characterized
by freedom. For example, neo-Marxists, or “class domination” theo-
rists, have challenged this view of leisure. Rather than being an area
of life demarcated by freedom, sociologists (Clarke and Critcher 1985;
Dawson 1986, 1988; Rojek 1985, 1989) suggest that it is subject to the
same processes of class domination and determination that operate
on all other social activities. These researchers are concerned with
emphasizing how leisure patterns and behaviors are subject to structur-
ing by underlying and general social processes, and would consider
any conceptualization of leisure as “true freedom” to be sadly mislead-
ing and even anti-theoretical (Clarke and Critcher 1985:42-43).

Similarly, feminist understandings of leisure seek to reveal the ways
in which leisure, in both personal and social terms, is an expression of
prevailing patriarchal tendencies and have been particularly concerned
with the constraints imposed on women’s leisure (Deem 1986; Harring-
ton, Dawson and Bolla 1992; Henderson 1990a, 1990b; Henderson,
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Bialeschki, Shaw and Freysinger 1989; Henderson, Stalnaker and
Taylor 1988; Thompson 1981; Wearing and Wearing 1988). In fact,
the whole area of constraints on leisure has been of increasing interest
for researchers, partly because of the general association of leisure with
freedom and the concern that leisure for some people is not as free as it
“should” be (Jackson 1988, 1991).

Pluralist theories of leisure contrast markedly with these neo-marxist
and feminist approaches. While acknowledging the importance of such
“social networks” as the family in influencing leisure activities, the
overriding determinant of leisure participation and patterns in such
theories is to be found in the variety of “taste publics.” These taste
publics have developed different tastes for leisure due to the particular
circumstances they have experienced. These tastes are essentially the
attempts by individuals to create and maintain lifestyles that they value
(Roberts 1981; Veal 1989). Social institutions and processes, particu-
larly those related to class, are thought to have some influence on
leisure patterns and participation, but most often not a determining
influence, especially in modern western society. This debate is wide-
ranging and unresolved.

The various social theoretical approaches to tourism have been re-
viewed by Dann and Cohen (1991). While a wide range of sociological
perspectives have been used 1n the study of tourism, most social theo-
retical treatments have approached tourism from one of two directions.
On the one hand, there 1s the work of writers such as Boorstin (1964)
and Turner and Ash (1975) who employ what Dann and Cohen (1991)
refer to as “conflict and critical perspectives.” This perspective is one
element of Jafari’s (1990) Cautionary Platform. On the other hand,
there are the “neo-Durkheimian” perspectives used by writers such as
MacCannell (1976), Dann (1977), Graburn (1977), and Allcock (1988).
The latter group depict the tourist as a modern pilgrim engaged in a
modern version of the sacred quest. MacCannell (1976), for example,
has suggested that sightseeing is a ritual “performed to the differentia-
tions of society” as a means of overcoming these fragments of modern
life by combining them into a unified touristic experience. Tourism
becomes a quest for the “authenticity” that is lacking in the tourist’s
usual society. This view of tourism and the tourist is in stark contrast
with that depicted by Boorstin (1964) and Turner and Ash (1975) who
emphasize the exploitative and ignorant aspects of tourism and tour-
ists, respectively.

By way of integration, Cohen (1979) has attempted to show how
different tourist types may approximate to either MacCannell’s or
Boorstin’s depictions, depending on their relationship to their own
society’s “center.” Those who identify closely with their society’s center
in terms of its predominant values are more likely to partake in “recre-
ational” travel, according to Cohen (1979), and demonstrate some of
the behaviors of Boorstin’s and Turner and Ash’s tourists. Those with
varying degrees of alienation from their society’s center may partake in
diversionary, experiential, experimental, or existential modes of travel
and reflect more of the characteristics of MacCannell’s tourists and
tourism. This latter group can also be seen as part of the stimulus for
the development of the Adaptancy Platform (Jafari 1990).

The idea of travel as a sacred quest and as a search for meaning has
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been said to provide a common emphasis in treatments of both leisure
and tourism. Smith and Godbey, for example, have suggested that
both “tourism and leisure/recreation are linked to the existential quest
for meaning in industrial life” (1991:94).

Nevertheless, there are distinct differences between the broad thrust
of social theoretical research into tourism as opposed to leisure. To a
large extent, and as already noted, social theoretical treatments of
leisure have been concerned with broad social and political issues that
affect participation in leisure and patterns of leisure (e.g., neo-Marxist,
feminist, and pluralist analyses). Where critical and conflict perspec-
tives have been brought to bear on tourism, the emphasis has been on
the exploitative impact of tourists and tourism on “host” countries or
on the manipulative machinations of tourism marketers (Hughes 1992;
Uzzell 1984). Little has been done on the social processes that may
affect participation and patterns of tourism, other than in a general
demographic sense where the concern is largely with factors affecting
demand and is market or industry driven. Exceptions do exist, of
course, such as Urry’s (1990) examination of the relationship between
social inequalities and tourism and Haukeland’s (1990) analysis of why
people do not travel. Conversely, little has been done on the impacts
of recreationists and people at leisure (and the accompanying indus-
tries) on the social and cultural environment, other than studies of
inter-user conflicts. There has been significant research, however, on
the physical and biological environmental impacts of leisure and recre-
ation, particularly on sensitive “natural” environments.

This difference in emphasis between the social theoretical treatments
of leisure and tourism may in part be due to differences in the ideologi-
cal thrust of research into the two areas. It is probably true to say
that research into leisure and recreation was originally motivated (and
continues to be) by “welfare” concerns, broadly conceived. Preserva-
tion of urban parks and outdoor recreational areas was largely achieved
through appeals to the public good and the benefits of leisure and
recreation. Therapeutic recreation is founded on the assumption that
access to leisure is an important component of personal welfare and
adjustment.

In contrast, it is probably equally fair to say that motivations for
research into tourism have been dominated by industry needs, profit,
and development goals. If this were the case, then it is not surprising
that social theoretical analyses have been carried out on various ine-
qualities in leisure and recreation, but have not been emphasized in
tourism research.

A further reason for different emphases in the social theoretical treat-
ments of leisure and tourism may be found in the presence of a strong
cultural motif surrounding travel. That is, the neo-Durkheimian ap-
proaches to tourism may have gained much intuitive popularity from
the deep sociocultural symbols attached to the concept of travel. Pearce
(1988) took inspiration for his work on the social psychology of the
tourist from the ancient myth of The Odyssey. This inspiration is no
accident, for the traveler is a dominant religious and legendary motif
in many cultures. The Epic of Gilgamesh, the real and spiritual jour-
neys of biblical figures, and the mythological navigators of the Polyne-
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sian world all testify to the strength of travel as a cultural symbol, even
to the extent that life itself is commonly characterized as a journey. It
is possible that the prevalence of such “sacred quest” approaches to the
social theoretical study of travel has as much to do with these cultural
motifs as it does to the actual causes of travel.

If these admittedly speculative comments were true, it would suggest
that the different emphases between social theoretical approaches to
leisure and tourism do not arise because of any essential differences in
the nature of tourtsm and leisure. Rather, they are produced by the
different social, economic, and cultural influences on, and contexts of,
the research efforts themselves.

CONCLUSIONS

Given the above discussion, it is possible to propose the beginnings
of a behaviorally based synthesis of research into tourism and leisure.
This synthesis is based on the assumption that, at least in part, the
focus of research into the two areas has been influenced as much by
ideological differences underlying the research as by essential differ-
ences in the phenomena. The dominance of “industry relevant” theo-
retical accounts of tourism may reflect the traditional ideological im-
portance of viewing tourism as an industry, while the critical social
analyses of leisure and recreation provision may similarly reflect an
underlying, traditional “welfare” ideology. If this were the case, then it
should be possible to reduce some current barriers to the development
of an integrated synthesis of behavioral research into leisure and
tourism.

It has been suggested that there is little if any need to take a dramati-
cally different approach to the behavioral analysis of tourism and lei-
sure. However, noting this does not, on its own, provide a general
framework to study leisure and tourism in an integrated fashion. What
is needed are specific suggestions as to how both sets of phenomena
can be usefully analyzed so that their relationships emerge “naturally”
and in the same “language.”

One potential starting point for the behavioral synthesis of tourism
and leisure is through conceptualizations of leisure that integrate it into
the context of everyday life. Leisure inevitably develops in relation to
the general social and social psychological processes that occur in life
as a whole. For example, the processes that form travel preferences
and decisions and leisure activities and patterns are all a part of, and
are influenced by, the general processes that integrate the behavior of
individuals into what has sometimes been called a lifestyle, or simply
everyday life (Glyptis 1989; Olszewska and Roberts 1989). Such a
holistic and systemic approach could also incorporate the concepts
employed by researchers such as Veal (1989) who associates leisure
with lifestyle and Rapoport and Rapoport (1975) who link leisure to
the family life cycle. Rapoport and Rapoport (1975), for instance,
conceptualize leisure as just one of three “planes” present in an individ-
ual’s “life line.” The other two are “family” and “work.”

By developing such an approach, the relationships between leisure
and tourism could then be clarified by progressive research into the
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way in which they affect and are affected by the processes occurring
along these various planes. For example, Rapoport and Rapoport state
that “individuals combine [the planes] in characteristic ways to form
whole life-style patterns” (1975:19). They also note that the three
planes constantly interact with each other and form what they call a
“triple helix” of interconnecting spirals formed by each plane. Interest-
ingly, they also suggest that the concept of a “career” could be applied
in all three planes of the life-line, such that it is possible to speak of a
career in a leisure pursuit just as easily as referring to a work career.
In the tourist behavior literature there is already the suggestion that a
tourist can be thought of as having a “travel career” (Pearce 1988). It is
possible to imagine a variety of intersecting and competing careers in
constant interaction, both in the leisure plane and in the work and
family planes. The task of research would be to map these various
careers (including travel and other forms of leisure) and the forces
behind their progression or lack of progression. Qualitative research
(Rapoport and Rapoport 1975 on life histories) into specific life situa-
tions would be the most appropriate method for this task.

Such a research effort could also analyze the variety of social roles
that might be played out within the same leisure activity. For example,
the way in which the activity of backpacking is practiced could be seen
as the result of the intersection of the leisure and family planes. Differ-
ent “social lenses” could be used to examine the same activity so that in
one instance a backpacker may be seen in his or her role as a parent
taking children on day trips. Using another “lens,” the backpacker
may, in a different social context, be practicing the role of a domestic
or international tourist but through the pursuit of the same activity.
The same activity can be viewed as persisting throughout a variety of
social roles and contexts. To put it in terms already used, the same
activity could, at different times and at the behavioral level, be used to
progress different careers.

A further avenue of enquiry that could lead to the production of a
more synthetic behavioral account of tourism and leisure would be to
develop a “motivational matrix” for all leisure similar to Leiper’s
(1990a) analysis of tourism. Sport, for instance, could be analyzed
using Leiper’s factors, or similar ones. In terms of “withdrawal,” for
example, “away” trips may mean that sports people are sometimes
recognized as tourists (either domestic or, in the case of international
touring teams, international), at least in the technical and statistical
sense. This may mean that sport and tourism in some contexts are
effectively “substitutes” for each other. The interrelationships between
various leisure forms could be usefully mapped out in this way. This
matrix could in turn be connected to the ongoing development of an
overall lifestyle in which various motivational needs are met through
unique mixes of leisure, family, and work careers. The advantage of
this type of approach would be to provide an important linkage be-
tween the holistic thrust for synthesis and the need for measurable,
quantitative relationships between different forms of leisure (including
tourism) to be examined at a more specific, analytic level.

Some leisure researchers are already used to viewing leisure in terms
of the broad patterns of everyday life. For example, Mannell and
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Iso-Ahola note that leisure researchers have “generally not been inter-
ested in any particular leisure or recreational activity in and of itself.”
This is because researchers have assumed that “factors such as the
range of activities, the frequency of participation, and the quality of
involvement are more important to understanding the impact of leisure
on people than the specific activities in which they engage.” They also
suggest that there is a growing tendency to see the greatest part of
leisure as being embedded in the “everyday activities that make up the
lives of people.” In contrast, according to Mannell and Iso-Ahola,
leisure researchers may have seen tourist activities as “relatively rare
and infrequent leisure episodes” which, by implication, are not per-
ceived as part of everyday life (1987:315-316). However, it is possible
to conceive of tourism, alongside other leisure forms, as part of “every-
day life.” Planning to take trips, discussing past or future trips in social
settings, reading about other places and cultures, being told about
overseas holidays by work colleagues (as an aspect of the social web of
the workplace), watching television programs set in other countries
(that is, combining another leisure form —television viewing—with
travel), etc., are all examples of tourist-related activities that are defi-
nitely embedded in the everyday lives of many people in a behavioral
and social psychological sense. Travel itself is also becoming a more
everyday occurrence. The popularity of the long weekend trip to an
overseas or domestic destination (as a short ‘getaway’ holiday) means
that travel is now a far more frequent type of leisure experience than it
once was. So, travel and its associated everyday manifestations can be
seen as part of a continually developing “travel” or ‘tourist’ career that
constantly interacts with other leisure careers (and other life planes) to
produce the overall leisure-lives of individuals.

The point advanced here is that tourism and leisure can be conceptu-
alized in relation to the everyday context of peoples’ lives in such a way
that a truly synthesized behavioral understanding of the two could be
conceived. The research task would obviously be immense, but it
should produce understandings that avoid unnecessary fragmentation
and allow for both the conceptual similarities and differences between
the phenomena of leisure and tourism to be explored in a concerted
and coherent manner. (][]
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