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Last chance for wildlife: making tourism count for
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ABSTRACT
Nature-based tourism offers the opportunity for tourists to see first-hand
both wildlife and the conservation efforts of organisations and individuals
to protect habitats and species. Whilst recent studies hint that tourism
can prompt visitors to provide philanthropic support for conservation,
studies to-date have focused on behavioural intentions within specific
case studies rather than actual behaviour, thereby limiting generalisability
and explanatory scope. Consequently, little is known if and why individu-
als donate more after nature-based tourism. An online questionnaire,
which included both quantitative and qualitive measures, explored key
predictors of what triggers tourists to engage in philanthropic behaviour.
Through a collaboration with two leading UK adventure travel companies,
924 participants’ travel patterns and donation histories were examined to
assess the role tourism plays in prompting new donations. Findings con-
firm, first, that travel to last chance destinations prompts higher instances
of new philanthropy compared to other international and domestic trips;
second, that other key factors, including the importance of stronger iden-
tity with nature and/or first-time visitation, influence new philanthropic
support. Alongside the scholarly contributions, this study provides action-
able guidance on how to encourage philanthropic behaviour working
with both tour-operators and non-profit organisations.
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Introduction – Biodiversity loss and tourism

Biodiversity is increasingly threatened given the growing human population and the rising rate
of plant and animal extinctions (Richardson & Loomis, 2009). The International Union for
Conservation of Nature confirms over 28,000 species are listed as endangered (IUCN, 2019). Low
levels of funding for biodiversity conservation and natural environments are a universal concern
(UNEP-WCMC and IUCN, 2016). Although parks and protected areas are often charged with
addressing such pressing conservation issues, they regularly face financial constraints (Sgalitzer
et al., 2016). Increasingly, natural environments visited by tourists have insufficient funds to sup-
port optimal conservation management activities, and most governments do not fully fund pro-
tected areas (Weaver & Lawton, 2017). Thus, it is important for natural environments to be
supported from a variety of sources, including tourism, to meet conservation goals. Despite reli-
ance on tourism-related activities to increase revenue to support conservation measures, little
research to date has addressed the relationship between tourism and philanthropic behaviour.
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The role of the tourism sector in preserving biodiversity is evidenced in the creation of
national parks and reserves, as well as in helping to conserve charismatic mega-fauna (Hall,
2010), including dolphins, gorillas, orangutans, tigers and whales (Buckley, 2012; Fennell, 2007;
Rodger et al., 2009), and specific ecosystems such as barrier reefs and glaciers, which are signifi-
cant attractions in their own right (Dawson et al., 2011; Piggott-McKellar & McNamara, 2017). Of
the 1,000 wild mammal species listed as critically endangered, at least 5% rely on tourism rev-
enue to survive (Buckley, 2012).

However, “selling nature to save it” (McAfee, 1999, p.133) also has negative impacts. For
example, wildlife has been exploited through the repackaging of endangered biodiversity as
images, symbols and spectacles to facilitate marketing (Igoe & Brockington, 2007), and extinc-
tions due to habitat loss have been exacerbated through tourism-related developments (Hall,
2010). Unfortunately, these factors are often never fully accounted for in the assessment of the
costs and benefits of tourism (Hall & Lew, 2009). An audit of the impact of tourism on conserva-
tion and the welfare of individual animal species is critically important (Moorhouse et al., 2015),
particularly in relation to the supposed benefits of tourism as a means of sustainable develop-
ment (G€ossling & Hall, 2006a; Hall, 2010; Hall et al., 2013).

Tourists’ philanthropy is one way that tourism can increase funding for conservation efforts
(Sgalitzer et al., 2016). Conservationists, including Sir David Attenborough, highlight that to pro-
tect biodiversity (wildlife and/or ecosystem), people must care about it and that people only
care about what they have experienced (Williams, 2013). Nature-based tourism enables visitors
to see first-hand both wild animals and associated conservation efforts, and it would seem
logical that nature-based tourism and contributions to conservation should go together.
However, research into tourism experience as a trigger for new pro-environmental behaviours
(Miller et al., 2020 and Hehir et al., 2021) and subsequent philanthropic contributions (Koot &
Fletcher, 2021) is in its infancy; consequently, the relationship between tourist experience and
conservation actions remains unclear.

As well as understanding the association between tourism and conservation, it is also vital to
understand the role played by international travel. International travel has been criticised for its
contributions to greenhouse gas emissions (G€ossling et al., 2012) and for harming the environ-
ment the tourists wish to see (Denley et al., 2020; Hall, 2010). Research suggests that increasing
numbers of tourists accelerate the degradation of damaged destinations (Dawson et al., 2010,
2011). However, it could also be conceived that by travelling further distances and experiencing
foreign environments, this may affect tourists’ world view and subsequent behaviours moreso
than if they had taken domestic travel. This trip really changed me is the title of a research paper
that explored Israeli backpackers’ profound self-change that occurred during their international
travels to South America and Asia (Noy, 2004). Backpackers’ identified unique experiences that
included authenticity and adventure as key determinants of their self-change and shift in world
view (Noy, 2004). Similarly, in a study that explored a selected group from mainland China who
visited the USA, the Chinese tourists demonstrated that international travel provided them with
an internal voyage to define and negotiate alternative identities and discover who they and
others are (Li, 2010). Whilst literature outside of the tourism context shows links between self-
change and pro-environmental behaviour, little is known on the role of these international trips.
Specifically, both studies didn’t conclude whether or not tourists’ self-change and world view
correlated to increased positive impacts (such as philanthropy) to the places visited. One explora-
tory research into the positive impacts of tourism in the Galapagos National Park suggested that
well-designed interpretation during the tourism experience can increase supportive attitudes
towards resource management issues facing the protected area, general environmental behav-
ioural intentions and philanthropic support of conservation from international tourists (Powell &
Ham, 2008). However, no studies to date have drawn direct comparisons between domestic and
international trips to identify whether the novelty of travelling further away from home corre-
lates to tourists’ likelihood of donating.
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The majority of tourism research to date focuses solely on international visitors, without com-
paring with domestic tourists (Jones & Nguyen, 2021). Of the few international and domestic tou-
rists comparison and contrast studies, the most popular themes of research are; shopping
preferences (Yuksel, 2004), service evaluations and intentions to return (Yuksel, 2004), destination
image (Bui & Le, 2016) and motivational differences to visit (Park et al., 2008). These existing
studies are also based on comparisons between international tourists and residents, thus are
comparing different stakeholders. Further research is needed to compare tourists’ donating hab-
its both when they travel domestically and internationally if we are to build upon evaluating the
positive impacts of tourism.

Certainly costs and benefits to the environment in this respect must be carefully balanced,
and, indeed, the extent of the conservation benefit of international compared with domestic
travel is currently unknown. To address this gap in knowledge, this paper goes beyond the case
study approach used in previous research (i.e. Ardoin et al., 2016; Powell & Ham, 2008; and
Sgalitzer et al., 2016 ) by adopting a more comprehensive approach to examine a broad range
of tourism experiences in order to ascertain whether tourism can be associated with conserva-
tion actions, and whether such association is stronger for international trips than domestic.

Literature review

Travel philanthropy

Travel philanthropy is the umbrella term for three distinct practices: individual giving, corporate
fundraising and volunteering (Goodwin et al., 2009), and refers to development assistance
whereby funds, labour and/or other tourism-facilitated resources are donated towards commu-
nity development and environmental initiatives (Maathai, 2011). Travel philanthropy can be a
core part of the tourism experience (e.g. a volunteering/conservation holiday) or a secondary
consequence of travelling (e.g. giving a financial donation or sponsoring a species) (Goodwin
et al., 2009). In this study, travel philanthropy focuses on the latter and is defined as, “individuals
giving a new and/or increased financial contribution to a charity - which has been triggered by a
recent tourism experience. This contribution may have taken place during or after their trip.” As
it is important to understand whether tourism is associated with new philanthropic contribu-
tions, existing contributions or philanthropic practices arranged pre-trip are not considered
within this definition.

The financial value of travel philanthropy is not fully known. While one review of travel philan-
thropy (Goodwin et al., 2009) counted £159.4 million worth of donations raised from 29 tour oper-
ator initiatives globally, most tour operators have no systems in place to report on how much is
raised (Goodwin et al., 2009). As many post-trip donations are sent directly through charities like
Oxfam and World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and motivations for donation are not apparent (Goodwin
et al., 2009), measuring the relationship between tourism and philanthropy is challenging.

To date, only three studies have documented the potential of tourism to trigger new philan-
thropy. One study, by Powell and Ham (2008), found that 78% of groups (i.e. couples, families or
solo tourists) made a donation during an expedition to the Gal�apagos Islands. A second study,
also conducted in the Gal�apagos Islands, correlated future intended philanthropic support with
acquiring new information about conservation, sharing that information with others and enjoy-
ing the physical surroundings (Ardoin et al., 2016), though a follow-up study confirming actual
donation behaviour was not conducted. A third study, conducted at Sweetwater Chimpanzee
Sanctuary in Kenya, investigated the relationships between donation likelihood and on-site mes-
saging, trust in an organisation, feelings of caring for chimpanzees and intentions to donate in
the future (Sgalitzer et al., 2016). Findings from Sgalitzer et al. (2016) suggest that while caring
and trust influence tourists’ intentions to donate in the future, only caring influences on-site
donation behaviour, a relationship most pronounced when trust is high.

JOURNAL OF SUSTAINABLE TOURISM 3



Collectively, these three tourism philanthropy studies hint that tourism can prompt visitors to
provide philanthropic support for conservation both during and after a trip (Sgalitzer et al., 2016).
However, they are methodologically limited to intentions or immediate donations and do not
measure actual behaviour change directly resulting from tourism experiences in the longer-term.
Further, the generalisability of these studies is unknown as all three studies were based on one
specific site or trip. Importantly, the studies did not examine the factors behind these donation
intentions, other than the implicit factor of making the trip (Sgalitzer et al., 2016). Thus, while these
studies imply that tourism experiences may promote donating behaviour or intention to donate in
these particular situations, a more comprehensive approach is needed to establish whether tourism
experiences can translate into actual donations, and if so, what the key mechanisms are.

General predictors of philanthropy

Numerous psychological studies examining the drivers of pro-environmental behaviour including
philanthropy have identified specific psychological and contextual factors that influence individ-
ual pro-environmental behaviour.

One factor that remains untested in the context of travel philanthropy is whether nature-
based tourists already engage in numerous pro-environmental behaviours. A long-held view is
that as nature-based tourists may already engage in several pro-environmental behaviours, they
cannot do more (Beaumont, 2001). However, research suggests that not all nature-based tourists
are already “converted” to the pro-environment cause or are interested in environmental matters
(Sgalitzer et al., 2016). Indeed, many who participate in nature-based activities as part of their
trip tend to be the least pro-environmental in their attitudes compared with individuals whose
primary motivation for tourism is to spend time in nature (nature-based tourists) (Kim &
Stepchenkova, 2020; Uysal & Jurowski, 1994). Further, whether tourists on nature-based holidays
are more likely to have pre-existing pro-environmental behaviour remains unknown. If they do,
efforts to solicit philanthropy are potentially wasted. Therefore, a measure to assess how fre-
quently tourists participate on nature-based trips is needed in the field.

Another factor, already positively associated with pro-environmental behaviour intentions, is
having trust in a charitable organisation. Mintel (2019) suggests that consumers scrutinise char-
ities’ operations and expect transparency with respect to where their funds will be spent before
making financial commitments. This too is evident within the specific context of tourism.
Sgalitzer and colleagues (2016) conclude that lack of donation programme information resulted
in almost half of tourists not making on-site donations. In a 2016 survey, the Charities Aid
Foundation (2017) found that only half the sample regarded most UK charities as trustworthy. In
another survey, 60% of individuals agreed that recent bad press about the use of the majority of
donations to pay overheads and marketing had reduced their levels of trust in charities (Mintel,
2019). Therefore, research to measure the extent to which trust influences tourists’ donations in
travel philanthropy is important. A measure that identifies tourists’ trust in UK-registered and
internationally-registered charities would determine whether tourists view the international con-
text as being more difficult to know in terms of how and when their money will be spent.

Lastly, demographic factors have been associated with charitable giving. Nature-based tourists
tend to be older, more highly educated and have a much higher income than the average tour-
ist (Barnes & Eagles, 2004). Each of these demographic characteristics has been independently
associated with greater giving (Charities Aid Foundation, 2019). For example, individuals with a
managerial or professional background are over twice as likely as manual workers to give to
overseas causes (Micklewright and Schnepf, 2009). Those in the highest social grades (AB) are
more likely to make monthly donations than those in the lowest social grades (DE) (Charities Aid
Foundation, 2017). Women are more likely than men to donate to animal welfare (30% vs 19%)
(Charities Aid Foundation, 2017). Thus, when attempting to understand the predictors of any
pro-environmental behaviour, acknowledgement of such demographic effects is necessary.
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Predictors of travel philanthropy

In addition to the general drivers of charitable giving, the specific context of tourism includes
unique factors that may potentially influence behaviour. The relationship between trip and tour-
ist characteristics and pro-environmental behaviour is complex, and more research is necessary
to examine the multiple potential predictors of actual behaviour change (Miller et al., 2020;
Powell et al., 2009; Powell et al., 2012; Skibins et al., 2013). This research focuses specifically on
three potential drivers of tourism-specific philanthropy.

Last chance tourism
“Last chance tourism” (LCT; also known as extinction tourism [Leahy, 2008]) has emerged as a rap-
idly growing niche market for tourists seeking non-consumptive experiences with endangered
animals and vanishing land/seascapes, and could play an important role in consequent pro-envir-
onmental behaviour (Miller et al., 2020). LCT has been defined as, “Tourism motivated by the
belief that the things of interest (places, people, or objects) may either cease to exist, or may
not be possible to visit, in the future, prompting a sense of loss” (Fisher & Stewart, 2017, p.514).
To date, the majority of LCT literature has not moved beyond acknowledging LCT as a motivator
to visit (Denley et al., 2020). For example, Lemelin and Maher (2009) concluded that most of the
tourists travelling to Churchill, Canada, to view polar bears were strongly motivated by the stated
vulnerability of the species. Further research is, therefore, needed to ascertain whether the
higher value placed on LCT by tourists applies not just to motivations to visit, but also to tou-
rists’ post-trip attitudes and behaviour. In other words, research should be conducted to address
this question: Does visiting or seeing a disappearing landscape or an endangered species influ-
ence tourists’ willingness to make donations to this cause?

Two recent studies (Hehir et al., 2021; Miller et al., 2020) established this link between LCT
and tourists’ pro-environmental behaviour within the polar context. In their exploration of visitor
experience and outcomes of boat-based polar bear viewing, Miller et al. (2020) found that educa-
tion and “environmental epiphany” were predictors of tourists’ pro-environmental behaviour
intentions. However, the generalisability of their research was limited as it was a case study
approach, focusing on one particular polar bear viewing experience within the Kaktovik area of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. Looking beyond intentions, Hehir et al. (2021) applied a retro-
spective evaluation to explore the impact of youth polar expeditions on participants’ pro-envir-
onmental behaviour, up to 18 years after their polar voyage. Their findings suggest that social
identity (through the active membership of an alumni programme) is one way to explain the
longer-term impact of educational expeditions in terms of desired future pro-environmental
behaviours, underscoring the critical importance of an alumni programme. Additional research to
transfer findings across other non-polar LCT experiences is needed to help legitimize LCT as one
part of a potential solution for helping preserve endangered destinations (Miller et al., 2020). In
addition, research is needed to compare LCT destinations against other international and domes-
tic destinations to give the LCT findings greater context and validity.

First visits
One factor yet to be tested is whether or not a tourist who has previously visited an LCT envir-
onment is more likely to make a donation. Associated with unfamiliar or less familiar surround-
ings, tourism may have a superior potential to deliver a sense of novelty and spontaneity
because of its liminal and liberating nature (Wolf et al., 2017). Jefferies and Lepp (2012) suggest
that extraordinary experiences are more likely to occur in novel rather than familiar settings.
Understanding whether a first visit to a place or seeing wildlife for the first time has superior
potential to increase donating could influence tourism industry operations associated with solicit-
ing charitable contributions.
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Identity with nature
Many researchers have argued that a psychological connection with nature is necessary to
achieve sustainability (Clayton & Opotow, 2003; Kidner, 2001; Schultz, 2001) and that an individu-
al’s view of the natural world in relation to their own personal identity is a strong predictor of
behaviour (Davis et al., 2011). Identity is defined as a person’s self-concept which gives meaning
to personal experiences and shapes their individuality through dispositions and responses to sit-
uations (Stryker & Burke, 2000).

Individuals who perceive interconnectedness between themselves and nature are potentially
more likely to engage in pro-environmental behaviours (Schultz, 2001) because they cognitively
and affectively relate damaging the environment to harming themselves (Schultz et al., 2004).
Olivos and Aragon�es (2011) identified several factors that contribute to an individuals’ identity
with nature, including enjoyment and appreciation of nature and environmentalism. The quality
of environmental experiences has also been shown to have an influence. In a domestic context,
people who experience protected or designated environments, like nature reserves and Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty, have been found to develop stronger connections with nature than
with other natural settings, such as the countryside and parks not affiliated with a particular des-
ignation (Wyles et al., 2017). In a specific tourism context, Clark et al. (2019) positively associated
a tourist’s identity with nature to increased pro-environmental intentions. Thus, tourism, and in
particular LCT, could offer prime opportunities for people to strengthen their connection to the
natural environment (i.e. form a stronger identity with nature), especially for that specific type of
habitat and landscape, which in turn, may lead to actual pro-environmental behaviour like
greater donations to conservation charities.

The present study

With respect to the literature examining pro-environmental behaviour, there is potential to better
align nature-based tourism experiences with conservation philanthropy goals. Consequently, the
aim of this study was to explore the links between tourism and philanthropic behaviour and
explicitly investigate key predictors of this relationship. The study addressed three questions: 1)
Do tourists reflecting on a recent international trip donate more after a tourism experience than
tourists reflecting on a domestic trip?; 2) If so, what is the profile of tourists that do commit to a
new donation compared to those who do not?; and 3) What are the strongest predictors of
travel philanthropy? For the latter question, we explored the relationships between three key
variables and travel philanthropy whilst controlling for other known predictors of behaviour
(number of nature holidays taken, trust and demographics). First, we anticipated that stronger
perceptions of LCT would be related to tourists more likely to donate (H1). Second, we hypothes-
ised that people would be more likely to give new donations after visiting an environment for
the first time (H2). Finally, we hypothesised that donations would be more likely for those tou-
rists who reported having a stronger identity with that visited environment (H3).

Methodology

Design

The study employed a retrospective online questionnaire. Using both quantitative and qualitative
measures, participants reflected on their most recent tourism experience (at least one night
away from home) where some time was spent in nature. The correlation between travel philan-
thropy (yes or no to new donations during or after their trip) and three potential drivers of
behaviour (perceptions of LCT, first visit and identity with nature) were examined. Comparisons
between geographies were also included to examine the importance of distinguishing between
international and domestic travel. Other factors and demographics known to be associated with
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these drivers and/or behaviour were collected to serve as controls in the analysis. All research
was approved by the University of Surrey’s Ethics Committee.

Data collection procedure

The data in this study were collected in collaboration with two leading UK adventure travel tour
operators, both specialising in the UK small-groups adventure tourism sector, which feature wild-
life-specific trips as part of their tourism product. To ensure confidentiality, the names of the two
tour operators are withheld. Each tour operator sent out a link to the online questionnaire to its
UK resident clients who had been on any trip with them within the previous three years
(N¼ 26,169). The questionnaire was either sent via a specific email about this research or
included as part of a newsletter between October and November 2018.

In total, 1,034 individuals completed the questionnaire (response rate ¼ 4%). Questionnaires
with missing data (n¼ 110) were eliminated from the study to avoid biased statistical results
(Hair et al., 1998). In total, 924 useable questionnaires were retained, satisfying the minimum
sample requirements for the later analysis (Hair et al., 1998).

In order to fully understand and contextualise international travel, data noting both domestic
and international trips in nature had to be collected. To achieve this, 25% of participants who
selected “yes” to travelling internationally and domestically to spend at least one night away
from home with some time spent in nature, were asked to complete the questionnaire based on
their domestic (UK-based) trip. The other 75% of participants completed the questionnaire focus-
ing on their most recent international trip. Randomisation was used instead of building quotas
into the questionnaire as the number of individuals who would complete the questionnaire was
unknown. The domestic sample (n¼ 155) of 25% was deemed appropriate for two reasons: first,
it met the minimum sample size for the later analysis (McHugh, 2013) to compare these two
contexts; and second, it did not compromise the sample size of the international trips needed to
examine the role of other trip characteristics in the later analyses (e.g. trips that vary on the last
chance tourism dimension).

Measures

To document travel philanthropy, participants were asked whether or not they made a new dona-
tion to a wildlife organisation or environmental cause at two time points: during and after their
most recent trip. Based on their responses to these two (during and after) questions, a binary
variable was generated categorising participants into those who had made new donations and
those who had not. Additionally, an open-ended question provided the opportunity for partici-
pants to note how much (in GBP) they donated and to name the charities they donated to.

To explore the influence of tourism on donating, participants were specifically asked at the
end of the questionnaire to self-report on a scale from 1 (definitely not) to 5 (definitely yes) the
extent to which they felt that tourism was influential in changing their donating behaviour.
Participants were asked to explain why their most recent tourism experience was or was not
influential in changing their donating behaviours. To gain longevity and a wider perspective on
participants’ travel philanthropy, a further open-ended question asked whether participants had
ever had a tourism experience, aside from their most recent trip, that was influential in changing
their donating behaviour.

To examine if participants’ perception of last chance tourism (LCT) influenced philanthropy, a
Likert-scale was developed and implemented in this study. As no standardised measure existed, a
12-item scale was initially developed based on different dimensions of the perception of LCT con-
struct (e.g. endangered animals and disappearing landscapes) noted repeatedly within the last
chance literature (Fisher & Stewart, 2017; Groulx et al., 2019; Piggott-McKellar & McNamara, 2017).
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After an initial pilot with 48 individuals, a final scale of 9 items that included statements such as “I
visited before it was too late to see this species in the wild” and “I saw landscapes that were dam-
aged beyond repair” were rated on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The
mean of participants’ scores on all 9 items was then used as a single score for perception of LCT
(see Table A1 in appendix for the full list of items). Cronbach’s alpha was used to evaluate the
internal consistency of this derived variable (Churchill, 1979; DeVellis, 2016), which was determined
to be a reliable measure (a ¼.89). The second hypothesis-based variable was whether or not the
participant had visited the destination previously, which was assessed by asking how many times
a participant had previously visited. A binary variable that differentiated between participants on
their first visit and those who had visited at least one time previously was generated.

To examine how much an individual identified with the natural world, the Inclusion of Nature
in the Self scale was used (INS; Aron et al., 1992). This well-established single-item measure uses
Venn-like pictorial diagrams to represent seven varying levels of identity with nature (Schultz &
Tabanico, 2007). Participants were asked to select the diagram that best describes their relation-
ship with nature (lower scores where the circles are separate indicate a low level of identity with
nature; conversely, higher scores, where there is the greatest overlap of the circles, indicate that
they view nature and themselves as being one).

In order to relate these findings specifically to participants’ identity with nature associated
with their travel destination, the INS scale was adapted to measure individuals’ identity with
nature at the destination (of most recent trip) rather than their generic relationship with nature.

Control variables
Age, gender, highest level of education and total household income were included in the ques-
tionnaire. Participants were also asked how many nature-specific holidays/tours of over one
week and over 100 miles (161 km) from their home they had participated in within the last three
years. This question was added to ascertain how avid nature tourists’ (Hall & Saarinen, 2010) phil-
anthropy habits compared with those who travel less frequently on nature-specific holidays. The
final control variables included were trust in charities, where participants were asked to rate on a
scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) their agreement that UK and international
charities (specifically in the country participants last travelled to) are trustworthy.

Data analysis strategy

First, descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among study variables were assessed to confirm
that no multicollinearity existed between the variables (see Table A2 in the appendix). To identify
which factors were the best predictors of new philanthropy behaviour, logistic regression was
performed using SPSS Version 26. The dependent variable was the binary variable of new philan-
thropy behaviour (did vs. did not commit to new donations). Hierarchical selection and entry
was used as the regression method, which involves prioritising the entry of predictor variables
based on their theoretical suitability, as determined by the existing literature. Specifically, Step 1
included the control variables (see above) only, then Step 2 additionally included the variables
perception of LCT, first visit (whether or not the participant had visited the destination previously)
and identity with nature (INS) to evaluate whether they improved the model further and provided
any additional predictive value.

To understand the extent and direction of relationships, unstandardised regression coefficients (B
values), odds ratios, and confidence intervals around odds ratios were reported. Odds ratios are cal-
culated by exponentiating a predictor’s regression coefficient–exp(B) (Peng et al., 2002); in the pre-
sent case, they represent the change in the odds of donating per one-unit increase in a predictor
(or category change in the case of binary predictors). If an odds ratio is greater than 1, it reflects a
given percentage increase in the odds of donating for a one-unit change in the predictor. If the
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odds ratio is less than 1, it reflects a given percentage decrease in the odds of donating. An odds
ratio of 1 signifies no change in the odds (i.e. a null predictor-outcome relationship).

To analyse participants’ spontaneous explanations as to why their recent tourism experience
was or was not influential in changing their donating habits, thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke,
2006) was used to capture primary and secondary themes. These open-response data were used
to contextualise and further interpret the findings from the close-ended questions. Themes were
then developed and refined over a number of iterations.

Analysis was completed by the first author in consultation with the other authors. To ensure
anonymity of participants and rigour in management of data, all participants were allocated an
ID number with identification of the destination name of where their particular encounter with
wildlife was noted (e.g. Participant #514/Rwanda). As highlighted by Denzin and Lincoln (2008),
Lune and Berg (2017), and Polkinghorne (1997), findings from qualitative data are shared
through the incorporation of illustrative quotes reflecting the key themes and experiences shared
by participants.

Results

Participant profile

Table 1 shows the demographic profile of participants. The majority of participants were female
(68%), aged between 45 and 64 (58%), with a household income of at least £30,001 (58%) and
an undergraduate or postgraduate degree (77%). Participants were also identified as well-trav-
elled, with the average participant having visited five (M¼ 5.07; SD¼ 1.35) of the world’s seven
continents and/or the Arctic for leisure travel. Participants were also regular nature tourists, with
the average participant taking a nature-specific holiday/tour approximately once a year (M¼ 3.34
trips in the last three years, SD¼ 2.66).

Do tourists report donating more after an international tourism experience than a
domestic tourism experience?

Participants reflecting on domestic trips (n¼ 155) and international trips (n¼ 769) were asked
whether or not they made a donation to a new environmental, conservation, or wildlife organisa-
tion or environmental charity, either during and/or after their most recent trip in which they
spent some time in nature. Chi-squared analysis suggests that international tourists were

Table 1. Demographics of participants (n¼ 924).

Demographics Categories (n) %

Gender Male 292 32%
Female� 629 68%
Not Reported 3 0.3%

Age 18–44 years 91 10%
45–64 years� 532 58%
65þ years 301 33%

Household income £0–£30,000 227 25%
£30,001–£60,000� 327 35%
£60,001–£90,000 109 12%
£90,001þ 99 11%
Not Reported 162 18%

Level of education Pre-tertiary education (includes no qualifications, GCSEs & A-Levels) 80 9%
Diploma / NVQ / other technical qualification 105 11%
Undergraduate degree (e.g. BSc, BA)� 383 41%
Postgraduate degree (MA, MSc, PhD) 332 36%
Other 24 3%

�represents the largest category that was then used as the main reference in the later analysis.
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significantly more likely to donate than domestic tourists (23% versus 12%; X2 (1) ¼ 9.30, p <

.001), which implies that tourists are much more likely to contribute to conservation philanthropy
after an international trip compared to a domestic trip. Consequently, the remaining analyses
acknowledge this difference and report the two types of visits separately.

The donating profile of international and domestic tourists

Of those reflecting on an international trip who reported making a new donation (n¼ 179), most
donated during their trip rather than afterwards. Specifically, 72% of participants donated during
the trip, 22% donated after the trip and 7% donated both during and after the trip.

The charities that participants reported donating to during their international trip were specif-
ically focused on one type of fauna species (for instance rhinos, elephants or leopards) and were
local to the place the participant was visiting. The after-trip list of charities offered a greater var-
iety of conservation charities aside from wildlife and were predominantly charities registered
within the UK, including Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, WWF and Greenpeace.

For the donators reflecting on a domestic trip (n¼ 19), most donated during their trip rather
than afterwards. Specifically, 63% of these participants donated during the trip, 32% donated
after the trip and 5% donated both during and after the trip. The charities that participants
reported donating to both during and after their domestic trip were predominantly registered
within the UK and whose charitable projects were based in the UK, for example, the Woodland
Trust, The National Trust and regional Wildlife Trusts.

The amount participants donated during their most recent trip varied from £5 to £115 (M ¼
£46 for international tourists; M ¼ £14 for domestic tourists). Whilst the majority of tourists
donated during their trip, the potential for tourism to change donating habits in the longer term
was noted by participants. One participant described her continued donations made since her
trip to Rwanda in 1991:

“During 1991 I visited the gorilla population in Rwanda which was, without doubt, the best travel experience I
have ever, or will ever, have. Since that time, I have donated to a charity dedicated to helping and saving
gorilla populations (The Diane Fossey Fund, now The Gorilla Organisation)” (Participant#514/Rwanda).

Another participant remarked; “I visited the Brooke animal hospital in Luxor in 2002 and have
supported them ever since.” (Participant#490/Egypt).

Participants were asked to self-report whether or not they felt travelling was influential in chang-
ing their donating behaviour. Of those who reported not making new donations, the average
response was that they strongly disagreed that the tourism experience influenced their behaviour
(5-point scale, M¼ 1.79, SD¼ 0.82). For those who did donate, although the consensus was also
that the tourism experience was not influential (M¼ 2.20, SD¼ 0.95), it was not rated as strongly
(the mean was higher) as the non-donator group. This finding suggests that tourists themselves do
not make the direct link between tourism as a trigger for influencing their donating behaviour.

Predictors of travel philanthropy

To established whether the tourism experience was, indeed, associated with new (or lack of) phil-
anthropic behaviour, logistical regressions, using two models, explored the factors influencing
travel philanthropy (making a new donation during and/or after the trip).

Featuring just the control and demographic variables, Model 1 explained 5–8% of travel phil-
anthropy. Apart from international visits being associated with a greater likelihood of making a
new donation compared to domestic trips, trust in international charities was the only other sig-
nificant predictor in its own right. Specifically, participants were 1.50 times more likely to donate
with each one unit increase in levels of trust towards internationally-registered charities.
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In Model 2, the variables perception of LCT, first visit (versus visited before) and identity with
nature were added to model 1, to examine what additional effect they had on the model (see
Table 2). By adding the hypothesis-based variables, Model 2 was a substantial improvement on
Model 1, predicting 11–17% of participant behaviour. Examination of the individual variables
revealed that each one predicts travel philanthropy. The five influential variables within the
model were first visits, international visits, trust, perception of LCT and identity with nature.

The role of last chance tourism on travel philanthropy

H1 proposed that a person’s perception of LCT positively affects their probability of donating. As
shown in Table 2, the effect was significant, demonstrating that for each unit increase in their
perception of biodiversity loss (last chance tourism scale), the likelihood of making a new dona-
tion increased by a factor of 1.42. In other words, if a tourist had a greater perception that they
had viewed endangered wildlife or vanishing landscapes during their trip, they were more likely
to make a financial donation. This finding was also observed in the thematic analysis and was
further illustrated by participant responses.

Participants who did donate noted it was because they had experienced endangered environ-
ments and/or wildlife, whereas those who did not donate, noted it was because they had not
had such an experience. Examples stated by non-donating participants include: “I didn’t have dir-
ect contact/experiences with endangered environments or animal species” (Participant#689/
Norway), and a second observed “because nature as such formed only a smallish part of the trip
and I did not see any endangered species” (Participant#77/Ukraine). For participants who did
make a donation, the destruction of habitats was a key trigger for new donations. Examples of
deforested habitats included Madagascar and Borneo, for example:

“seeing the effect of deforestation in Borneo as a result of palm oil made me start donating regularly to
Greenpeace (had previously donated irregularly in response to specific appeals) – I was lucky enough to see
orangutans in the wild and don’t want to see them become extinct.” (Participant#494/Indonesia).

Another participant shared that: “seeing destruction of habitats for example destruction of
forests for palm oil plantations influences my behaviour” (Participant#190/Sri Lanka), while
another participant commented that: “My trip to Madagascar had the biggest impact on my
donating behaviour as I had first-hand experience of the impact slash and burn had on the ecol-
ogy in the island” (Participant#193/Madagascar).

The role of a first visit on travel philanthropy

H2 proposed that the probability of donating would be greater for those who visited that destin-
ation for the first time. Table 2 highlights that the effect was significant, demonstrating that the
likelihood of making a new donation was larger for first-visit tourists by a factor of 2.25 and indi-
cating that travelling to less familiar environments may trigger new donations. Thematic analysis
also identified the concept of a first visit as an explanation given by participants when asked to
explain why their recent tourism experience was or was not influential in changing their donat-
ing behaviour. Many participants noted some form of new experience. Those who did donate
noted it was because it was a first experience, and those who did not donate noted it was
because they had previously visited the destination or that they did not see any new environ-
mental issues that would have triggered a donation.

Comments from those who did donate because it was a first experience included: “When I
first visited Kenya. Upon my return I donated to 3 additional charities” (Participant#414/Kenya) -
or “exposure to new charities during the trip” (Participant#236/Cambodia). A further participant
noted that tourism developed their new interest in birdwatching, which had subsequently led to
donations: “I have also recently developed an interest in birdwatching which has been major
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driver for donations - however my trip helped develop this interest” (Participant#923/Guyana).
Comments from those who did not donate because they had previously visited: “Have been
many times before so this trip was not unique and not behaviour changing” (Participant#250/
Spain) or that they did not see any new environmental issues that would have triggered a dona-
tion: “No new environmental issues to drive change” (Participant#399/Italy).

The role of identity with nature on travel philanthropy

H3 proposed that a higher level of environmental identity with nature at the destination trav-
elled to (INS) would be positively associated with the participants’ probability of donating. As
shown in Table 2, the effect was significant, demonstrating that for each unit increase in their
identity with nature (INS Scale), the likelihood of making a new donation increased by a factor
of 1.23. This analysis indicates that individuals who perceived a stronger interconnectedness
between themselves and nature within the destination they visited were significantly more likely
to donate to conservation charities. Participants explicitly noted that their connection both to
nature and to different areas and individuals in the location they travelled to were the reasons
for their new donations. For example: “I have more of a connection now to different areas/peo-
ple in that part of the world” (Participant#222/Nepal) or “Feeling a connection to nature and the
personal responsibility to support protecting it” (Participant#512/Madagascar).

Discussion

International travel to last chance destinations and/or nature-based holidays has been criticised
for harming the very environments tourists wish to see. We assessed whether such tourism may
also provide benefits to conservation funding. This study examined whether new donations were
more prevalent during and following international tourism compared to domestic trips. We also
examined the profiles of the tourists who donated during and/or after a trip, as well as the con-
textual and psychological factors that were the best predictors of this pro-environmental behav-
iour. We found that tourism was associated with greater donations to biodiversity conservation
following international trips compared to domestic trips, and that a new donation was more
likely if: 1) it was their first time to that destination, 2) they trusted international charities (if
applicable), 3) they perceived their trip to be associated with last chance tourism, and 4) they
had a strong identity with the nature of the environment they visited.

International tourists more likely to donate to conservation charities than
domestic tourists

Overall, the quantitative and qualitative findings suggest that international tourists were more
likely than domestic tourists to donate to conservation charities, with participants suggesting
that their international trips were major, potentially life-changing journeys. This phenomenon
was less likely to be felt during domestic trips. Findings revealed that, overall, international tou-
rists were more likely to donate during their trip than after their trip. However, participants’
open-ended responses highlighted that in some cases, they had donated consistently for over
20 years as a direct result of previous tourism experiences. Therefore, for some tourists, the net
effect of their travel for wildlife could be a positive one, contributing to the supposed benefits
of tourism as a means of sustainable development (G€ossling & Hall, 2006b; Hall, 2010; Hall et al.,
2013). This new knowledge could enhance managers’ ability to use tourism and tourists’ philan-
thropy more effectively (Dlamini & Masuku, 2012).
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The role of last chance tourism on travel philanthropy

This study set out to identify which contextual and psychological factors of a tourism experience
are the strongest predictors of philanthropy. Findings supported H1, suggesting tourists’ percep-
tions of LCT are correlated to increased probability of donating to conservation. Building on pre-
vious studies, which showed that tourists are first drawn to an LCT destination in part through
fear of missing out (Hehir et al., 2021; Miller et al., 2020), our study finds that having been to the
destination and having strengthened their identity with the nature they experience, tourists are
motivated to preserve that nature through philanthropy.

This study also builds upon the intentions-focused study by Miller et al. (2020), as we suggest
that a higher perception of LCT predicts actual pro-environmental behaviour in the form of phil-
anthropic donations. The qualitative data further emphasises this fear of loss with those who did
donate, with many participants noting the destruction of habitats as a trigger for making a new
donation, and those not donating noting that they did not experience loss or endangered wild-
life or any causes for concern. This finding suggests that heightened perception of a destination
as being in a last chance state may trigger new tourist donations. This find is encouraging as it
is a first step in moving the position of LCT scholarship away from its doom tourism (Lemelin
et al., 2010) and extinction tourism (Leahy, 2008) origins to one more consistent with tourism’s
enriching and biophilic potential.

The role of a first visit on travel philanthropy

The second hypothesis of this study was also supported, suggesting that the novelty of a first visit
to a destination increases tourists’ probability of donating. We find that the likelihood of making a
new donation was larger for first-visit tourists compared to those who had visited before. Wang
et al. (2019) emphasised that holiday making is an ability to escape, creating the freedom from the
modernised mode of existence that is associated with rigid schedules, deadening routines and
stressful deadlines. Individuals on holiday often go to unfamiliar environments to enter into alter-
native tempos and rhythms and to have the freedom to change. The qualitative responses of sev-
eral participants alluded to non- or less-familiar surroundings to explain why tourism was or was
not influential in triggering new donations. Other participants noted that they had not learnt any-
thing new or had not seen any new environmental issues to drive change. We propose that travel
philanthropy is more likely among first-time visitors due to tourism creating a novelty-focused cog-
nitive mind-set, breaking the routine thinking pattern that represents the interaction between
humans and nature. This new understanding could strengthen the argument for including philan-
thropy initiatives more widely across tour operator practice.

The role of identity with nature on travel philanthropy

As well as perception of LCT, a third factor that positively correlated to the probability of donating,
was a participant’s identity with nature (H3). Participants who reported having a closer identity
with the nature they visited were more likely to make a new donation. This finding aligns with
Schultz (2001) and many other authors (including Clayton & Opotow, 2003; Kidner, 2001) who
have argued that a psychological relationship with nature is necessary to achieve sustainability. In
the qualitative data, participants’ relationships to wildlife and to different environments (land-
scapes) during their travels acted as triggers for donations. These findings suggest that the more
an experience enables a tourist to build a relationship with the environment they are visiting, the
greater the probability that they will donate. Therefore, when tour operators are designing itinera-
ries, it is suggested they include activities like wildlife watching and nature photography (Teisl &
O’Brien, 2003), where tourists are able to strengthen their relationships with nature.
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Limitations and future research

One limitation of this study is its use of the self-reporting approach. We considered this method
to be the most appropriate for a more holistic comparison of different tourism experiences, pro-
viding insight into a broader range of participants than those previously used in travel philan-
thropy research (Ardoin et al., 2016; Powell & Ham, 2008; Sgalitzer et al., 2016), and enabling us
to examine the role of different factors on behaviour. However, the accuracy of some responses
may have been sensitive to social desirability or recall bias. For example, participants might have
overinflated their donating contributions to give a positive self-description. This study attempted
to mitigate this risk by adopting a retrospective approach and only asking participants to note
behaviours that had already occurred. Further, no social desirability bias was detected when ask-
ing participants directly if they felt tourism had influenced their donating behaviour (explained
by low mean scores). This suggests the results are a true representation.

This study focused on UK residents, because, rather than being locally-based, philanthropy
needs within the UK are often based on those who are far less well-off and very different from
them (Wright, 2001), creating clear potential to link further with the outbound tourism industry. To
achieve this sample, we partnered with two tour operators, to examine real tourists’ experiences
and perceptions. Whilst the findings do provide novel insight into the donating practices and driv-
ers of such by a sample of these types of tourist, it should be noted that the respondents in our
sample were on average wealthier and more educated than the UK population as a whole, which
limits the generalisability of findings in the UK context. Exploring the same behaviour and drivers
with a more representative sample would enable greater generalisability of the results to a broader
population. To add greater international context, future research could replicate this study within
other countries such as the United States, for example, as Americans tend to give to needs that
they can directly see, feel and understand. Indeed, according to Wright (2001), the majority of
American support is given to organisations in which they are, or have been, personally involved,
such as their church, college/university or a hospital that helped a relative.

Both the quantitative and qualitative findings of this study build upon the intentions-focused
study by Miller et al. (2020). The quantitative findings suggest that higher perceptions of LCT
predict actual pro-environmental behaviour (donating). The qualitative data further emphasised
this fear of loss with those who did donate, with many participants noting the destruction of
habitats as a trigger for making a new donation. We suggest that further research is needed to
identify precisely why last chance destinations trigger greater donations; for example, do tourists
donate money from viewing last chance animals over more abundant charismatic wildlife (not of
conservation concern)?

Implications and conclusions

Empirical research is increasingly a requisite in helping managers, tour operators and guides to
promote pro-environmental outcomes and justify experiences, particularly in vulnerable destina-
tions associated with LCT (Powell & Ham, 2008). In order for these findings to have practical
applications, a set of tourism philanthropy guidelines have been developed titled Making
Tourism Count for Wildlife Conservation, #givewhenyougo. They highlight tourists’ value for, and
responsibilities with respect to, nature and conservation. Further, they explain a tour operator’s
role in encouraging tourists to give to charity. Expected to be the UK’s first travel philanthropy
guidelines, they identify five ways tour operators can encourage tourists to donate. The guide-
lines (Figure 1) plan to be distributed to UK tour operators later this year. The lead author is
working with operators to implement these findings into daily operations. One operator is plan-
ning to add donating information in their pre-travel trip notes advising tourists on where they
will have the opportunity to donate during their trip. This change aims to build tourists’ trust in
charities/organisations prior to travelling, with the intention to prompt more on-site donations.
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Another operator plans to include donating information into their Welcome Home Survey both to
gather data on their tourists’ donating habits and to encourage additional donations upon their
return home. In addition, several operators are currently considering encouraging their tourists’
to get into nature by adding activities such as painting, photography or conservation work (litter
pick, citizen science) into their future trip itineraries. A follow-up assessment of the use and
impact on behaviour of these guidelines could help further develop understanding of how to
maximise the benefit of tourism to conservation.

To conclude, findings suggest that nature-based tourism can prompt new funding for conser-
vation efforts. This new knowledge contributes in three ways to the call to audit the impact of

Figure 1. Making tourism count for conservation. A tour operator guide to encouraging tourists to give to charity.
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tourism on conservation (Moorhouse et al., 2015). Firstly, this study suggests that tourism to last
chance destinations prompts the greatest new philanthropy to conservation when compared to
other international and domestic trips in nature. Secondly, it identifies the profile of a donating
tourist, enabling managers to use tourism and tourists’ philanthropy more effectively. Thirdly,
several contextual and more psychological factors that predict a tourist’s philanthropy have been
empirically correlated for the first time.

Alongside the scholarly outcome of the research, we were mindful from the outset of the crit-
ical importance of demonstrating and evidencing the impact of social science beyond the realms
of academia. As this special issue confirms, the desire for increased understanding of tourists’ val-
ues and responsibilities with respect to nature and wildlife tourism is paramount for conservation
management. The findings of this study and subsequent guidelines are already contributing to
narrowing the biodiversity conservation finance gap (UNEP-WCMC and IUCN, 2016) by encourag-
ing greater collaboration between tour operators and non-profits, and furthering understanding
of the ways in which tourism can count for conservation.
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Appendix 1.

Table A1. Last chance tourism scale items.

1. I saw animals which were the last of their kind
2. I feel I am one of the last people to see this species
3. I feel I am one of the last people to see this landscape
4. I saw landscapes that were damaged beyond repair
5. The population of a species I saw is at threat from environmental change
6. I witnessed animal habitats that were irreversibly damaged
7. I visited before it was too late to see this species in the wild
8. I visited before it was too late to see this landscape in pristine condition
9. I visited because I wanted to see a species that future generations will not see
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