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Abstract | The concern and desire to follow sustainable practices is increasing, which makes tourists
take this into account when choosing a tourism destination. The general objective of this paper is to
analyze the difference between tourists’ sustainable behavior in their daily lives and in the context of
tourism. To answer the objectives of this study, we opted for a quantitative methodological approach
since this research aims to study population behavior, opinions, and values. The results suggest that
although in their daily lives’ individuals adopt sustainable practices, sometimes it doesn't happen in the
context of tourism. It was verified that if individuals felt they had the resources to adopt sustainable
practices in the context of tourism, they would more often do so. Also, word of mouth, the perceived
image of the destination, and guest reviews positively influence the intention to visit a destination that
adopts sustainable practices. This study helps to recognize the sustainable practices most frequently
adopted, those that do not present differences in the two contexts, and finally, the tools considered most
important in the decision to visit a sustainable tourism destination.

Keywords | Slow travel, slow tourism, sustainable practices, sustainable tourism, wellness

Resumo | A preocupacdo e interesse em seguir praticas sustentdveis é cada vez maior, e os turistas
vdo tendo isso em atencdo no momento da escolha por um determinado destino turistico. Este artigo
tem como objetivo geral analisar a diferenca entre o comportamento sustentavel dos turistas no seu
quotidiano e no contexto do Turismo. Para atingir os objetivos deste estudo, optamos por uma abor-

dagem metodoldgica quantitativa, uma vez que esta investigacdo visa o estudo do comportamento da
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populacio, das suas opinides e valores. Os resultados sugerem que, embora os individuos possam adotar

praticas sustentdveis no seu quotidiano, tal nem sempre acontece no contexto do Turismo. Verificou-se

que, em contexto do Turismo, se os individuos constatassem a existéncia de recursos adequados para

adotar praticas sustentaveis, fa-lo-iam com mais frequéncia. Também se verificou que ferramentas como

o “boca a boca"”, a imagem percebida do destino e as avaliacdes influenciam positivamente a escolha de

destinos que adotem préaticas sustentaveis. Este estudo contribui para reconhecer as praticas sustenta-

veis que sdo mais frequentemente adotadas e as que passam do quotidiano para o contexto do turismo

e, ainda, as ferramentas consideradas mais importantes na escolha de destinos turisticos sustentaveis.

Palavras-chave | Slow travel, slow tourism, praticas sustentaveis, turismo sustentavel, wellness

1. Introduction

The notion of sustainability emerges based on
the understanding that natural resources are finite
meaning that if we do not preserve and pay at-
tention to resources’ expenditure their scarcity will
increase at the risk of its absolute disappearance.
Sustainable development is the process that meets
the needs of the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own ne-
eds (World Commission on Environment and De-
velopment, 1987). The fundamental dimensions
of sustainable development are the social, the eco-
nomic, and the environmental, being usually con-
sidered together, in a perspective of a balanced re-
lationship. Wu et al. (2019) highlight that socio-
environmental, socio-economic, and eco-efficient
aspects should also be considered concluding with
their study that socio-economic aspects have gre-
ater effect and eco-efficient aspects are presented
as the crucial problem when trying to follow sus-
tainable tourism.

The current context of the pandemic crisis of
covid-19 can be beneficial to develop a more favou-
rable attitude towards the sustainable development
of tourism promoting less busy destinations where
social distance is more easily ensured (Santos-Rold
& Palacios-Florencio, 2020). It is up to the DMOs
to “make sustainable experiences just as attractive,
memorable and as much fun as unsustainable ones”
(Breiby et al., 2020, p. 348) to captivate tourists

to be more sustainable and to provide them with

unique experiences.

2. Theoretical framework

In a general perspective, tourism is curren-
tly recognized as a set of activities that causes
negative impacts on social and environmental le-
vels despite its contribution to economic develop-
ment (Nugraheni et al., 2020). Tourism can con-
tribute to sustainable development, through the
dynamism that promotes the economic growth of
destinations and the connection between stakehol-
ders (Popescu, 2018). In recent decades, research
developed have focused on the need for a sustaina-
ble paradigm for tourism (Gaspar & Costa, 2021,
Ferreira et al., 2021; Sgroi, 2020) and that the
sustainable development of tourism can be applied
to all its different categories.

Sustainable tourism can be described as “tou-
rism that takes full account of its current and fu-
ture economic, social and environmental impacts,
addressing the needs of visitors, the industry, the
environment and host communities” (UNWTO,
2005). Thus, it is central that tourists adopt sus-
tainable behaviour, not negatively impacting natu-
ral resources and bringing benefits to the local and
global environment (Shen et al., 2020).

According to Ko (2001, cited in Passafaro,
2019, p.4), “A tourist destination offering can be



more or less sustainable depending on the extent
to which it can fulfil the specific needs of its va-
Juvan and Dolnicar (2016,
p. 31) define environmentally sustainable tourist

rious stakeholders”.

behaviour as “tourist behaviour which does not ne-
gatively impact the natural environment (or may
even benefit the environment) both globally and at
Holmes et al. (2021) identified

the profile of sustainable tourists as young, more

the destination”.

highly educated, with higher incomes and generally
adopting more sustainable practices in their daily
(2020) tourists

must behave sustainably at three levels: before the

lives. According to Shen et al.
trip by doing a responsible and sustainable prepa-
ration of the trip, during the trip by acting sustai-
nable at the destination and post-trip by leaving
their review about the experience. This last step
is crucial since the intention to visit and the atti-
tude towards the adoption of sustainable practices
may also be influenced by the opinion of previous
visitors (Fernandez et al., 2016). Also, “word of
mouth” is important for sharing the tourist expe-
(2017)

this can positively influence tourists' intention to

rience and according to Mohaidin et al.

choose a sustainable tourism destination. Tourists
are influenced by the information they find online
whether on the website or on social media of the
tourism entities, and Shen et al. (2020) points out
that if they are used properly, they can contribute
to improving tourists sustainable and responsible
behaviour. The perceived green image may lead to
more favourable behavioural intentions being po-
sitively related to tourists' intention to visit the
destination (Ashraf et al., 2020). Tourists’ beha-
viour is influenced not only by internal factors such
as the personal, social, and financial situation but
also by external factors such as weather conditions,
terrorist crises, and epidemic crises (Bohler et al.,
2006). Sustainable tourists can be considered the
most desirable tourists as they have the least en-
vironmental impacts and a higher spending power
(Holmes et al., 2021).

Defining the term “sustainable practices” pre-
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sents itself as a challenge because sustainability is
the combination of environmental, technological,
social, ethical, and philosophical dimensions that
are difficult to delimit (Anciaux, 2019). Holmes et
al. (2021) define sustainable behaviours as actions
organized to protect natural and human resour-
ces. Slow travel involves a slower way of travelling
which will result in fewer and longer trips using
alternative means of transport and travellers who
are younger, and students will more easily adopt
this philosophy due to tighter budgets (Gunesch,
2019). According to Dickinson et al. (2010) peo-
ple who practice slow tourism are motivated by the
consequent reduction of the ecological footprint,
environmental benefits, and the quality of the ex-
perience. On the other hand, mass tourism will
most likely negatively affect tourist satisfaction of
the experience and consequently the intention to
visit (Oh et al., 2016). However, a way of reinven-
ting tourism that involves firstly choosing the mean
of transport and then the destination, promoting
tourism of quality instead of tourism of quantity
(Dickinson et al., 2010). Slow tourism has three
main requirements which are slowness, travel ex-
perience, and environmental consciousness (Lums-
don & McGrath, 2011). Thus, slow travel focuses
on how people travel using more sustainable means
of transport that reduce the emission of polluting
gases. On the other hand, slow tourism focuses
on reciprocal benefits for tourists relating to ex-
perience beneficial experiences and for the local
community the financial benefits from local busi-
nesses (Conway & Timms, 2012), promoting the
involvement of different stakeholders.

3. Methods

The research methodology considered most
appropriate was the questionnaire survey, which
was used as a primary data collection instrument.
Thus, a quantitative approach (correlational, des-

criptive, and transversal) was used. The questions
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presented in the questionnaire survey were selected
according to the concepts addressed in the litera-
ture review and are related to the units of analysis.
Before carrying out the survey, it was tested by a
representative group to validate it. The question-
naire used was based on different studies (Ernszt &
Marton, 2020; Haaf, 2018; Hiere, 2018; Rubright,
2014). Part of the survey applied was based on pre-
existing questionnaires (Rubright, 2014) for ques-
tions related to the tools that influence the inten-
tion to visit and sustainable practices adopted by
respondents. The questionnaire comprised questi-
ons to assess the frequency of adoption of certain
sustainable practices (Haaf, 2018; Hiere, 2018) for
questions related to sustainability and its dimensi-
ons. For the questionnaire group questions related
to the themes of slow tourism and slow travel the
study by Ernszt and Marton (2020) were conside-
red.

The questionnaire was applied during March
of 2021 addressed to people over 18 years old who
have taken at least one trip lasting more than th-
ree days and a total of 209 valid responses were
collected. The sampling was simple random pro-
babilistic, and the sample error was 6.7% using a
95% confidence level.

The general objective of this paper is to analyze
the difference between tourists’ sustainable beha-
vior in their daily lives and in the context of tou-
rism. The research hypothesis helps to answer the
starting question: What is the difference between
an individual's sustainable behavior in their every-
day life’s and when taking a tourist trip? From the
general objective different specific objectives were
developed and research hypotheses were built to
provide answers to them. The first two specific
objectives are: identifying which are the sustaina-
ble practices adopted by tourists in their daily life;
and identifying which are the sustainable practi-
ces adopted by tourists in the context of tourism.
From those Hypothesis 1 was built: The adoption
of sustainable practices in daily life influences the

adoption of these same practices in the context of

tourism. This first hypothesis formulated intends
to understand the relationship between the adop-
tion of sustainable practices in daily life and in the
context of tourism.

Another specific objective is to identify which
factors influence the adoption of sustainable tou-
rism in the context of tourism. Hypothesis 2 is
formulated: There is a relationship between the
frequency of adoption of sustainable practices in
the context of tourism and the factors that led to
the adoption of these practices. For each factor a
specific hypothesis was formulated: H2a — There
are differences between the frequency with which
tourists adopt sustainable practices in the context
of tourism and the assumption of their responsibi-
lity towards the environment; H2b — There are dif-
ferences between the frequency with which tourists
adopt sustainable practices in the context of tou-
rism and the concern with environmental issues;
H2c — There are differences between the frequency
with which tourists adopt sustainable practices in
the context of tourism and the concern with health
issues; H2d — There are differences between the
frequency with which tourists adopt sustainable
practices in the context of tourism and adapting
to their own needs; H2e — There are differences
between the frequency with which tourists adopt
sustainable practices in the context of tourism and
the economic benefits; H2f — There are differences
between the frequency with which tourists adopt
sustainable practices in the context of tourism and
the awareness of the negative impact of their own
actions.

One more specific objective is to know the wil-
lingness of tourists to adopt sustainable practices
in the context of tourism and for that hypothe-
sis 3 was build: The resources available influence
the adoption of sustainable practices in the con-
text of tourism. It is important to demonstrate if
tourists are willing to practice sustainable tourism
and how often they do so, however, tourists only
have the option of adopting sustainable practices
if the needed resources are available, for example,



the presence of waste bins for recycling in hotels
and other tourist sites.

Another specific objective pretends to know the
importance attributed to different tools that in-
fluence the intention to visit a destination that
adopts sustainable practices. The tools analyzed
were word of mouth, the perceived image of the
destination, internet, price, media (journals, ma-
gazines, tv, posters), and guests reviews.

An additional hypothesis formulated is: There
is an association between the degree of agreement
with various statements regarding the themes of
slow travel/slow tourism and the knowledge of
these concepts. With the formulation of the hy-
pothesis, it is intended to understand if individuals
who do not know the concepts of slow tourism and
slow travel would adopt behaviors related to these
themes.

4. Results

To analyse the individual profile of respondents
will be used descriptive analysis. The questions re-
lated to the individual profile are in the last group
of the questionnaire. Listed below is the table
of frequency for each variable among 209 total
answers,

Analysing the answers related to gender, the
female predominates with 66.5% of answers. The
male represents 33.5%. Related with the age,
most individuals, 81 (38.8%) are in the 18-30 ca-
tegory, 33 (15.8%) individuals are in the 31-40, 52
(24.9%) have between 41-50, 30 (14.4%) are inclu-
ded in 51-60, 13 (6.2%) have equal or more than
61 years old. Related with the Civil status, the op-
tion “Single” is more representative than the others
with 112 (53.6%). College/university is the most
answered related with the education level repre-
senting 52.2% of the inquiries with a total of 109
answers. The second most answered was the op-
tion “Hight School” followed by “Master” with 46
(22.0%) and 39 (18.7%) respectively. Analysing
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the answers related with “Professional Situation”
there is one main significant group, “Employed”
which represent 141 of the answers, corresponding
close to 68%. The first group of questions in this
questionnaire relate with some aspects of sustai-
nability and the adoption of sustainable practices.
The variables analysed in this section and presen-
ted in the table 2 concern the frequency of adop-
tion of sustainable practices in daily life and how
long the respondents adopt sustainable practices.

Table 1 | Sample individual profile

Gender Percentage
Male 33.5%
Female 66.5%
Age Percentage
18-30 38.8%
31-40 15.8%
41-50 24.9%
51-60 14.4%
+60 6.2%

Civil Status Percentage
Married 39.7%
Single 53.6%
Separate 5.7%
Widower 1.0%
Education level Percentage
Hiah School 22.01%
College or university 52.15%
Master 18.66%
PhD 7.18%
Professional Situation Percentage
Emploved 67.5%
Employed-Student 9.7%
Student 13.4%
Unemployed 7.7%
Retired 1.9%
Gender Percentage
Male 33.5%
Female 66.5%
Age Percentage
18-30 38.8%
31-40 15.8%
41-50 24.9%
51-60 14.4%
+60 6.2%

Civil Status Percentage
Married 39.7%
Single 53.6%
Separate 5.7%
Widower 1.0%
Education level Percentage
Hiah School 22.01%
College or university 52.15%
Master 18.66%
PhD 7.18%
Professional Situation Percentage
Emploved 67.5%
Employed-Student 9.7%
Student 13.4%
Unemployed 7.7%
Retired 1.9%

Source: Compiled by the authors

Regarding the question “Are you a person who
adopts sustainable practices in everyday life?”, 103
respondents representing 49.3% of the total poin-
ted that they do it “frequently”, however that are
more individuals who do it “occasionally” than
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“always” representing 65 (31.1%) and 37 (17.7%)
answers, respectively. Concerning how long adopt
inquires sustainable practices most of the answers
lay on the option “+ 24 months” representing
76.6% (160) of the answers.
(10.0%) answers for the option “from 6 to 12
months” and 15 (7.2%) for “from 1 to 6 months”

There were 21

and 13 (6.2%) for “from 12 to 24 months’. It
was analysed the importance given to different to-
ols related with the intention to visit a destination.
Listed below is the table of frequency for this ques-
tion, this question was answered according to the
4 points Likert scale.

Table 2 | Table of frequencies “Sustainability and sustainable practices” section

Are you a person who adopts

sustainable practices in everyday life? n Percentage
Never - -
Rarely 4 1.9%
Occasionally 65 31.1%
Frequently 103 49.3%
Always 37 17.7%
Since when you adopted sustainable

practices? n Percentage
From 1 to 6 months 15 7.2%
From 6 to 12 months 21 10.0%
From 12 to 24 months 13 6.2%

+ 24 months 160 76.6%

Source: Compiled by the authors

Table 3 | Table of frequency “Importance given to different tools in the decision to visit a destination”

"Please indicate the
importance you attach to the

following tools in the 1 3 4 Mean Standard
decision to visit destinations Deviation
that adopt sustainable
practices”
Word of mouth 110 79
(9.6%) (52.6%) (37.8%) 3.28 0.629
Perceived image of the 126 73
destination (4.8%) (60.3%) (34.9%) 3.30 0.555
Internet 1 121 68
(0.5%) (9.1%) (57.9%) (32.5%) 3.22 0.622
Price 1 13 124 71
(0.5%) (6.2%) (59.3%) (34.0%) 3.27 0.592
Media (journals, magazines, tv, 5 114 39
posters) (2.4%) (24.4%) (54.5%) (18.7%) 2.89 0.720
Guest reviews 107 80
(10.5%) (51.2%) (38.3%)  3.28 0.643

Note: Likert scale: 1-Not at all important; 2-Slightly important; 3- Highly important; 4-Extremely important.
Source: Compiled by the authors

Through the results presented in Table 3, and
analysing the importance given to different tools
in the intention to visit a destination, when con-
sidering “word of mouth” 52.6% (110) of the res-
pondents indicated this tool as “highly important”
and 37.8% (79) as “extremely important”. This is
in line with what was mentioned by Mohaidin et
al. (2017) that according to his study states that
“word of mouth” can positively influence the in-
tention to choose a tourist destination. Analysing
“perceived image of the destination”, most respon-

dents (60.3%) considered “highly important” and
34.9% (73) "extremely important” which is in line
with what as stated by Ashraf et al. (2020) that
if a destination has a green image recognized by
the tourist this will lead to more favourable beha-
vioural intentions and being positively related to

the intention to visit. When referring to “inter-
net” this tool was considered “highly important”
by 121 (57.9%) of respondents and “extremely im-
portant” by 68 (32.5%), which is in line with what

was mentioned by the authors Shen et al. (2020)



that if tourist entities’ websites and social media
are used properly, they can contribute to impro-
ving tourists' sustainable and responsible behavi-
our. Regarding the tools “Price” and “Media (jour-
nals, magazines, tv, posters)” both are considered
"highly important” with most answers representing
59.3% and 54.5%, respectively. On last tool analy-
sed was “guest reviews" with 107 (51.2%) answers
pointing it as “highly important” and 87 (38.3%)
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answers considering “extremely important”. These
results are supported by Ferndndez et al. (2016)
which states that leaving reviews is crucial since
the intention to visit and the attitude towards the
adoption of sustainable practices may be influen-
ced by the opinion of previous visitors. The tool
considered less important is the media (journals,
magazines, tv, posters).

Table 4 | Frequency of adoption of different sustainable practices

Percentage (% Wilcoxon Test
Daily life  Tourism Z p-value
"I have separated waste to
recycling”
Never 0.3 1.9
Rarely 5.3 6.7
Occasionally 11.5 16.7
Frequently 28.7 38.3
Always 54.1 36.4
-4.328 < 0.001
"I have used public transport
instead of a car”
Never 16.7 8.1
Rarely 22.0 18.2
Occasionally 23.9 20,1
Frequently 28.2 33.5
Always 9.1 20.1
-5.496 < 0.001
"1 tried to reduce meat
consumption™
Never 11.0 12.9
Rarely 16.7 18.2
Occasionally 34.4 340
Freguently 26.3 23.9
Always 11.5 11.0
-1.949 0.051
"1 travelled short distances by
bicycle or by foot™
Never 1.4 2.4
Rarely 43 3.3
Occasionally 15.1 17.7
Frequently 51.2 49.3
Always 239 27.3
-0.605 0.545
"1 turned off lights andfor air
conditioning when I left the
room”
Never 1.4 1.0
Rarely 1.0 3.8
Occasionally 4.3 7.2
Frequently 30.6 32.5
Always 62.7 55.5
-3.222 <0.001
"I brought and used a reusable
water bottle”
Never 3.3 6.7
Rarely 9.1 11.0
Occasionally 9.6 16.7
Freguently 39.7 311
Always 38.3 344
-3.882 < 0.001
"1 felt that I have the
resources/facilities to undertake
environmental actions™
Never - 5
Rarely 3.3 8.1
Occasionally 28.2 340
Freguently 40.3 42.1
Always 19.1 15.3
-3.872 <0.001

Source: Compiled by the authors
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To make a comparative analysis between the
adoption of different sustainable practices in daily
life and in the context of Tourism, we used the
non-parametric Wilcoxon test.

Listed below in Table 4, is possible to observe
the frequency of adoption of different sustainable
practices, that were answered according to the 5
points Likert scale, which means that 1 corres-
ponds to “Never’, 2 corresponds to “Rarely”, 3 is
“Occasionally”, 4 is “Frequently” and 5 is “Always".

It is possible to observe a reduction in the fre-
quency of separate waste to recycling from daily
life to the context of tourism (Z = -4.328; p-value
< 0.001). Once p-value < 0.05 it can be concluded
that individuals recycle more in their daily life than
in the context of tourism. It is also possible to ve-
rify that the use of public transport instead of a car
presents differences from daily life to the context
of tourism (Z = -5.496; p-value < 0.001). Once
more, p-value < 0.05 concluding that individuals
choose to use public transport more in their tourist
trips than in their daily life. There was an attempt
by the respondents to reduce meat consumption
however the frequency reduced from daily life to
the context of tourism. In this case, we obtain a p-
value > 0.05 meaning that respondents who try to
reduce meat consumption in their daily life also do
so while on holidays. Regarding travel short distan-
ces by bicycle or on foot no significant differences
were found (Z = -0.605; p-value = 0.545) and it
can be concluded that respondents take short trips
by bicycle or on foot both in their daily life and on
their tourist trips. Once again it is possible to ob-
serve a reduction in the frequency of respondents
in this case relating to turning off lights and/or air
conditioning when leaving a room from daily’ lives
to the context of tourism (Z = -3.222; p-value <
0.001). Since p-value < 0.05 concluding that res-
pondents in their daily life turn off lights and/or
air conditioning when leaving a room, but do not
do so in the same way in the tourism context. Re-
garding the acquisition and use of a reusable water
bottle, there were differences from daily life to the

context of tourism with a decrease in frequency (Z
= -3.882; p-value < 0.001) and it is possible to
conclude that individuals more easily buy and use
reusable water bottles in their daily life than on
their tourist trips. At last, it is possible to observe
a reduction in frequency regarding respondents fe-
eling they have the resources to adopt sustainable
practices (Z = -3.872; p-value < 0.001) and as
a conclusion is possible to affirm that in the con-
text of tourism individuals feel more the lack of
resources to adopt sustainable practices than in
their daily lives.

Next, to validate H, we used the non-
parametric Mann Whitney test, and we used the
variable “Frequency in the adoption of sustainable

practices in the context of tourism”.

Table 5 | Mann Whitney test used for Hp

Hypothesis Test value p-value

Hza -2.686 0.007
Hab -2.091 0.036
Hze -0.547 0.584
Hzd -0.747 0.455
Hze -0.600 0.548
Har -1.613 0.107

Source: Compiled by the authors

Regarding Hj, as p-value is less than 0.05 then
we conclude that there are differences between the
frequency with which the tourist adopts sustaina-
ble practices in the context of tourism and the
assumption of their responsibility towards the en-
vironment meaning that an individual who takes
responsibility towards the environment will more
often adopt sustainable practices in the context of
tourism. Concerning H2b since the p-value is less
than 0.05 is possible to conclude that there are
differences between the frequency with which the
tourist adopts sustainable practices in the context
of tourism and the concern with environmental is-
sues that is an individual who is concerned with en-
vironmental issues will more often adopt sustaina-
ble practices in the context of tourism. Regarding
Hoc, Hog, Hoe, and Hys as the p-value is greater
than 0.05 then we can conclude that there are no

significant differences between the frequency with



which tourists adopt sustainable practices in the
context of tourism and health issues, adapting to
their own needs, economic benefits, and awareness
of the negative impact of the own actions, respec-
tively.

The last group of the questionnaire was rela-
ted to the concepts of slow tourism and slow tra-
vel. Listed below is the table of frequency for the

knowledge of these concepts.

Table 6 | Table of frequency “Knowledge about the concepts of

slow travel/slow tourism”

Do you know the concepts Frequency/Percentage
of slow travel/slow

tourism?

Yes 79  37.8%
No 130 62.2%

Source: Compiled by the authors

Most of the respondents pointed they do not
know the concepts of slow travel/slow tourism, re-

presenting 62.2% of answers.

5. Conclusion

Even in a scenario of global economic slow-
down, in 2019 tourism spending’s continued to
grow (World Tourism Organization (UNWTO),
2021). In Portugal, in 2019, tourism revenues re-
presented 8.7% of the national GDP (Gross Do-
mestic Product) with the tourism sector being
the largest exporting economic activity accounting
for 19.7% of total exports (Turismo de Portugal,
2020).

The pandemic crisis of covid-19 caused nega-
tive impacts on the economy specifically in the
tourism sector, however, it is expected that the
resumption of activity will be stronger and more
sustainable (Turismo de Portugal, 2020). There-
fore, sustainability should be the final goal of any
process of tourism development (Pulido-Fernandez
et al., 2019). The experience of slow tourism and
slow travel is related to sustainable development,
as the aim is to capture local culture and his-
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tory through involvement with the local commu-
nity. In this sense, this paper sought to unders-
tand whether tourists who do not have the kno-
wledge about the concepts of slow tourism/slow
travel would be willing to adopt certain practices
relating to these concepts, which arise in the de-
fence of sustainable tourism.

Nowadays, the concern with the environment
and sustainability are more present which can also
be verified in the hotel industry where sustainable
practices are more frequently implemented (Fer-
nandez et al., 2016). As sustainable practices are
not that expensive and difficult to implement (Dol-
nicar et al., 2019) their adoption should be seen
as something positive which will bring benefits, im-
proving hotel establishment quality comparing to
its competitors, providing differentiation.

There is a recognized difference between the
adoption of sustainable practices in daily life and in
the context of tourism (Antimova et al., 2012; Barr
et al., 2010; Juvan & Dolnicar, 2014; Shen et al.,
2020) because even if tourists adopted sustainable
practices in their daily lives, they often do not feel
the need to do so in the context of tourism (Miller
et al., 2007, cited in Xu et al., 2020). Considering
a range of sustainable practices that can be adop-
ted in daily life and in the context of tourism it was
intended to understand if their adoption varies de-
pending on the context of the respondents. Con-
sidering the sustainable practices analysed only “I
tried to reduce meat consumption” and ‘I travelled
short distances by bicycle or by foot” were presen-
ted as consistent in the two contexts. These results
are in line with Haaf (2018) highlighting that an
individual consuming less meat at home will more
effortlessly do the same in the context of tourism.
In this way, these two practices validate H1, howe-
ver considering the other sustainable practices it is
rejected. Considering the tools analysed in the de-
cision to visit destinations that adopt sustainable
practices from the descriptive analysis performed
it was possible to conclude that the importance

given to all tools except one, media, was consis-
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tent. This is the tool that is given less importance
and even though most respondents evaluated this
tool as “highly important” they evaluated it more
as “sightly important” than as “extremely impor-
tant”.

The experience of slow tourism is closely re-
lated to sustainability (Sgrensen & Baerenholdt,
2020). Slow tourism emerges as a response to the
negative impacts of mass tourism (Moira et al.,
2017) such as sustainable tourism. However, the
concepts of slow tourism/slow travel are still not
properly recognized.

The results presented show different contribu-
tions. It is crucial that the sustainable practices
which are most frequently adopted are recognized
so that the resources are made available to tourists
to put them into practice and to improve those
that are lacking so that tourists do not stop adop-
ting sustainable practices because they feel that
the necessary resources are not available (Moira
et al., 2017; laquinto & Pratt, 2020). The results
also show that there are tools not being considered
as important for the decision to visit a destination
that adopts sustainable practices such as the me-
dia (journals, magazines, tv, posters) and other
that are considered much more important such as
mouth to mouth (Mohaidin et al., 2017), percei-
ved image of the destination (Ashraf et al., 2020),
and guest reviews (Fernandez et al., 2016).
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