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Abstract
This study explores the relationship between leisure tourism and sustainable livelihoods from a visitors’
perspective. Quantitative research methods were employed in collecting data from (n) 369 respondents within the
precincts of a number of waterfronts in the Eastern Cape Province. Using exploratory factor analysis and analysis
of variance the study finds a generally positive perception of leisure tourism impacts on sustainable livelihoods.
The main implication of this study is that there is an increasing awareness among people that the benefits of leisure
tourism come at a cost. This study contributes to existing literature highlighting the imperative to narrow the gap
between leisure tourism and sustainable livelihoods from the unique perspective of the Eastern Cape Province.
Keywords: Leisure tourism, sustainability, livelihoods, Eastern Cape

Introduction
Leisure tourism has been associated with benefits to physical health (Zhang & Zhang, 2018;
Huang, Cheng & Chang 2019; Godovykh & Ridderstaat, 2020), mental health (Levi, Dolev,
Collins-Kreiner & Zilcha-Mano, 2018) and self-fulfilment (Amato, Lundberg, Ward, Schaalje,
& Zabriskie, 2016; Yachin, 2018). Research by Sun, Xu, Köseoglu and Okumus, (2020) and
De Bloom, Kinnunen, & Korpela, (2014) has also suggested that leisure tourism participation
improves performance at work, while Minnaert (2014) purports that leisure tourism benefits
vulnerable groups such as people with disabilities and low income families. However, Snyman
(2018), Kastenholz, Eusébio and Figueiredo, (2015) and Thomas (2018) caution against the
general assumption that leisure tourism is a panacea for development and improved livelihoods
in all communities. Hence, Su, Wall, Wang, and Jin (2019) and Pyke, Pyke and Watuwa,
(2020) advice that further studies undertaken to ascertain the relationship between leisure
tourism and the sustainability of livelihoods in various communities.
The Eastern Cape Province can be described as having the ideal setting for leisure
tourism considering its rich endowment with natural, cultural and heritage resources
(Mxunyelwa & Lloyd, 2019). With multiple beaches spread along its 800 kilometre Indian
Ocean coastline, numerous game reserves and a strong indigenous cultural appeal, the province
has a diverse tourism product offering (Province of the Eastern Cape, 2014). However, this
leisure tourism potential has not been fully harnessed to improve the livelihoods of people in
the province as evident in the high poverty rate of 67.3% (Stats SA, 2019) in the province. The
motivation for the current study is therefore, to explore the relationship between leisure tourism
and sustainable livelihoods in the Eastern Cape province of South Africa. The paper is
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structured as follows: literature review on leisure tourism, livelihoods and sustainability,
materials and methods, discussions, conclusions and recommendations.
The concept of sustainable livelihoods has its roots in studies associated with rural
development, even though it has been extended to a wide range of fields (Tao & Wall, 2009;
Mbaiwa, 2011; Snider, 2012; Wu & Pearce 2013; Su et al., 2019). Sustainable livelihoods
focuses on the potential, assets and activities that enable individuals to make a living (Wu &
Pearce, 2013, Morgan, Pritchard & Sedgley, 2015; Lasso & Dahles, 2018). Households form
the nucleus of the sustainable livelihoods concept as the wellbeing and sustenance of
individuals aggregates to the community level (Su et al., 2016). One of the early definitions of
livelihoods was given by Chambers and Conway (1992) who assert that a livelihood is
considered sustainable when it can withstand and revive from challenges or shocks, acquire
and improve capabilities and assets, and provide livelihood opportunities for future
generations. Su et al. (2016) assert that a major indicator of livelihood sustainability is
livelihood diversity. Mbaiwa and Stronza (2011) elucidate on the diversity component of
sustainable livelihoods by suggesting that diversity of available options is key, while Kheiri
and Nasihatkon (2016) emphasis on the spread of income obtained from multiple sources as an
important consideration. Further impetus has been placed on the aspect of livelihood freedom
or the opportunity to choose from diverse activities, harness resources and consolidate
strategies for livelihood sustenance (Su et al., 2019).
Leisure tourism and livelihoods
The role of leisure tourism in promoting social change and economic development has been
widely acknowledged in research (Wu & Pearce, 2013; Gao & Wu, 2017; Su et al., 2019;
Randle, Zhang & Dolnicar, 2019). Leisure tourism has been credited with providing individuals
with the opportunity to socialise with people from diverse socio-economic backgrounds such
as education levels, income groups, cultural identities and so on (Minnaert, Maitland & Miller,
2009; McCabe & Johnson, 2013). Pyke, Pyke and Watuwa, (2020) suggest that participation
in leisure tourism leads to improvements in physical and mental health, increases immunity
against diseases and reduces the risk of cardiovascular diseases. Further health benefits of
leisure tourism were advanced by Seeman, Berkman, Blazer and Rowe, (1994) who purported
that leisure tourism reduces stress levels and increases the quality and longevity of life.
Cornman, Goldman, Glei, Weinstein and Chang, (2003) reported on the psychological benefits
derived from leisure tourism by affirming that it boosts self-esteem.
From a more general perspective, Higgins-Desbiolles (2006) asserts that leisure tourism
is a great social force as through it people become more conscious of humanity, gain new
knowledge, improve sensitivity to other cultures and appreciate life better. Hemingway and
Jack (2013) further highlight that the social bonds formed through leisure tourism are important
contributors to well-being and livelihood. Moreover, leisure tourism reduces social isolation,
provides social support and enhances a healthy environment for family relations and
friendships to flourish (Nawijn & Veenhoven, 2011; Pyke et al., 2020). Research has
established that leisure tourism is particularly helpful on the well-being, life satisfaction and
livelihood of older people (Hunter-Jones & Blackburn, 2007; Dolnicar, Yanamandram & Cliff,
2012; Hagger & Murray, 2013). Victor, Scambler and Bond (2009) refer to the emotional and
psychological benefits of creating and sharing memories which refresh and revitalise the
mental health of older people.
In addition, empirical evidence illustrates that leisure tourism has been instrumental in
enhancing opportunities for economic growth and diversification, especially in the local
economy (Nyikana & Tichaawa, 2018; Tao & Wall, 2009; Wall & Xu, 2016; Goa & Wu, 2017).
Lasso and Dahles (2018) affirm the significant contribution of leisure tourism to poverty
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alleviation through support for small businesses, income generation and job creation. Studies
by Higgins-Desbiolles (2013) and Porter, Orams and Lück, (2015), found that increase in
tourists’ arrivals led to reduced pressure on natural resources as more community members
increasingly focused on producing souvenirs and other goods for tourists’ consumption rather
than trying to sustain their livelihood through hunting and other environmentally destructive
means. The interest and admiration shown by leisure tourists on cultural practices and rituals
has often resulted in pride among community members in the local culture and a renewed
appetite for cultural preservation (Su, Wall & Jin, 2016).
Nonetheless, Tao and Wall, (2009) and Sirima and Backman, (2013) have drawn
attention to the potential negative impacts of tourism development, especially with regards to
the disruption of economic systems, socio-political processes and cultural norms. Lasso and
Dahles (2018) also caution against the over-dependence on tourism by communities as
fluctuations in tourists’ arrivals could have devastating impacts on livelihoods. On the other
hand, a rise in tourists’ numbers that breaches local carrying capacity can lead to antagonism
and social tensions between locals and visitors (Tao & Wall, 2009; Wall & Xu, 2016; Goa &
Wu, 2017).
Conceptual framework for sustainable livelihoods in a tourism context
Research on sustainable livelihoods has proposed a variety of frameworks to guide
communities and stakeholders towards the attainment of this laudable goal (Tung & Ritchie,
2011; Zehrer, 2009; Nthiga, Duim, Visseren-Hamakers & Lamers, 2015; Pearce & Zare, 2017;
Jinhai, Zhang, Li, Zeng, Sun, Zhou & Zhang, 2018). The sustainable livelihood framework was
initiated by the Department for International Development (DFID) in the United Kingdom as
an instrument for analysing community livelihoods (Tao & Wall, 2009). The composite nature
of the tourism product and the subjective nature of tourism experiences poses considerable
challenges in finding consensus on the ideal attributes of a sustainable livelihood framework
that can be applicable in a leisure tourism context (Fesenmaier & Xiang, 2017). Uysal,
Berbekova and Kim (2020) advance the view that to be holistic, a sustainable livelihood
framework should contain both objective and subjective indicators, but equally consider supply
and demand-side components. Harilal and Tichaawa (2018) unpack the concept of sustainable
livelihoods further by identifying five components of human capital, natural capital, social
capital, physical capital and financial capital as constituting the pillars of a sustainable
livelihood framework. Similarly, Jinhai et al. (2018) affirm the five components of the
sustainable livelihood framework but posit that psychological assets such as self-confidence
and policy assets such as tourism development support guidelines should enhance the
sustainable livelihood framework, particularly in a tourism context. Further research has
highlighted the holistic and interdependent nature of sustainable livelihood assets (Spenceley
& Meyer, 2012; Nthiga, Duim, Visseren-Hamakers & Lamers, 2015). This entails that a
sustainable livelihood framework should comprise a comprehensive set of indicators and
illustrate how available local leisure tourism resources at the destination could impact on
wellbeing (Pullman & Gross, 2004; Kim, Uysal & Sirgy, 2013).
Alonso and Nyanjom (2016) situate tourism within the transformative component of
the four stage framework of the livelihood production process. The framework is grounded
within the macro-economic environment, supported by political stability, terms of trade,
climate, among other factors (Kheiri & Nasihatkon, 2016) which serve as the enabler of leisure
tourism development. Community assets which are a key component of sustainable livelihoods
constitute the second pillar of the framework. These community assets are packaged
(transformed) into tourism products and marketed to tourists to sustain livelihoods within
communities (Muresanetal., 2016; Sanches-Pereira et al., 2017).
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Leisure tourism studies have proposed indicators to measure the sustainability of tourism
activities within communities (Assaf & Josiassen, 2012; Assaf & Dwyer, 2013; Assaf, &
Josiassen, 2016;). Although there is generally accent on economic benefits such as job creation,
revenue generation and investment opportunities, the World Tourism Organisation (2004) and
the Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011) have emphasised a more holistic approach with
balanced perspective on the sustainability triple bottom-line comprising of socio-cultural
elements, economic aspects and environmental elements.
From the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) to Quadruple Bottom Line (QBL) of sustainability
The concept of sustainability has been extensively discussed in both academic and business
circles, with wide-ranging implications on planning, implementation and development (Pyke
et al., 2020; Collin & Collin, 2010; Coyle, 2011; Cohen, 2011). From a livelihood perspective,
the application of sustainability principles can be defined as the commitment to and
implementation of accountable governance principles in order to achieve economic viability
and growth, consistent social justice and respect of ecological processes (Doppelt, 2010;
Slavin, 2011; Tumlin, 2012; Portney, 2013). This explains why scholars such as Tumlin (2012)
and Akinsete and Nelson (2017) have described sustainability as the pursuit of the competing
triple bottom line objectives of satisfying people, planet, and profit, or balancing equity,
ecology, and economy.
However, Savitz and Weber (2013) posit that while the initial triple bottom line
imperative was focused on challenging corporates in the private sector to implement strategies
that balance economic prosperity with ecological sustainability and social justice, that
imperative has extended to public sector organisations that are positioned to develop policies
and design innovative ways to avoid the depletion of global resources beyond recovery. Hence,
a new strand of sustainability literature has emerged advocating for a paradigm shift from the
triple bottom line to the quadruple bottom line, with governance as the fourth tier of
sustainability (Elkington, 2006; Loorbach, 2007; Aras & Crowther, 2008; Zahringer, 2014).
Reid (2012) and Zahringer (2014) argue that the vision and foresight required to make
governance decisions that embrace a holistic present while being mindful of multi-generational
impacts is just as important as the other three aspects of sustainability. Alibašić (2017) defines
governance as the ability to engage relevant stakeholders and initiate positive transformation
in a transparent and accountable manner that results in profitable business operations, social
equity and environmental protection.
The current study is grounded on the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) of sustainable
livelihoods as expounded in previous studies (Uysal & Sirgy, 2019; Su et al., 2019; Vogt et al.,
2020), from which applicable indicators covering economic, socio-cultural and environmental
aspects have been derived to examine the relationship between leisure tourism and sustainable
livelihoods in the Eastern Cape. The study contributes to the body of knowledge on leisure
tourism and sustainable livelihoods by analysing perceptions from the Eastern Cape Province.
Eastern Cape Provincial context
The Eastern Cape Province is estimated to have a population of 6, 734, 001, constituting 11.3%
of the population of South Africa in 2020 (Statistics South Africa, 2020). The province is
currently the fourth most populous in the country after Gauteng, KwaZulu-Natal and the
Western Cape provinces. Statistics South Africa (2019) describes the Eastern Cape as the
poorest in economic performance with the lowest Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita of
R81, 875 in 2017. The province is largely rural with subsistence agriculture as the economic
lifeline of most families (ECSECC, 2019). The Eastern Cape vision 2030 Provincial
Development Plan (PDP) also acknowledges the main obstacles to development in the province
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such as high unemployment, poor standard of education, poor infrastructure, poor spatial
planning, over-dependence on the motor vehicle manufacturing industry, widespread disease
burden, uneven and poor public services, and corruption (Province of the Eastern Cape, 2014).
On the other hand, the province has an economically strategic location with the over 800
kilometre coastline on the shores of the Indian Ocean, rich bio-diversity and mineral and energy
resources (Province of the Eastern Cape, 2014). Paradoxically, the socio-economic situation of
the people in the Eastern Cape province can be described as dire with a high percentage of
people living below the upper-bound of poverty line (UBPL) of 67.3% (Stats SA, 2019), high
unemployment rate of 35.6% (ECSECC, 2019) and a high disease burden (Province of the
Eastern Cape, 2014). This highlights the urgent need for action to improve the livelihood
situation of people in the Eastern Cape Province and the opportunity presented by the potential
for leisure tourism, especially along the coastline in the province.
Materials and methods
This study employed a quantitative research approach in order to attain its objective of
exploring the relationship between leisure tourism and sustainable livelihoods in the Eastern
Cape. The choice of this research approach was informed by the motivation to get the views of
as many leisure participants as possible during the data collection period between the 10 of
September and the 30 of November 2019. The development of the research instrument, data
collection procedure and data analysis are detailed below.
The development of a questionnaire followed an extensive review of literature on
leisure tourism, livelihoods and sustainability. This culminated in the retention of 18 domains
of sustainable livelihood measurement covering economic, environmental, social and cultural
dimensions of sustainability. A preliminary questionnaire was compiled and pilot tested to
ensure that all questions were devoid of ambiguity, clear, direct to the point and easy to
understand. Participants in the pilot stage consisted of four researchers from the department of
tourism management, two lecturers from the department of Hospitality management, and four
research students studying for the Advanced Diploma course in Tourism Management.
Feedback from the pre-testing of the questionnaire led to further re-structuring and language
editing. A section on demographic characteristics was added to the questionnaire in order to
contextualise the responses collected during the field study.
Prior to engaging in the data collection exercise, five field workers from the Advance
Diploma in Tourism Management research group were trained on maintaining ethical conduct
during data collection. Data collection for the study took place during the months of September
and October 2019, mainly around the beaches in the Eastern Cape Province. Respondents were
randomly approached as they were walking or sitting by the waterfront and asked if they would
be willing to participate in the study. Those who consented to be part of the study were handed
a questionnaire with a pen to self-complete Apart from a few respondents who needed a brief
explanation to understand the context of the study, most participants expressed on difficulties
in completing the questionnaire. Of the 388 completed and returned questionnaires, 19 were
discarded due to various violations such incompleteness or multiple answers while 369 were
retained for analysis.
In preparation for the data analysis, all completed questionnaires (n = 369) were
captured and cleaned on a Microsoft® Excel® spreadsheet and analysed using the IBM SPSS,
version 25. The data analysis involved descriptive analysis to establish frequencies and mean
values, an exploratory factor analysis to reduce the large data set to manageable sizes and
explore the underlying patterns (Creswell & Clark, 2011), and analysis of variance to ascertain
the statistical significance of various demographic characteristics on the relationship between
leisure tourism and sustainable livelihoods.
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Results
The results of this study are presented in three sections; starting with an overview of the
demographic profile of the respondents, followed by results of the exploratory factor analysis
and lastly the analysis of variance. Most of the respondents in this study were males (52%),
between the ages of 21 and 30 years old (47%) and 31-40 years (29%). The place of origin of
most of the respondents was the Eastern Cape Province (64%), followed by the KwaZulu-Natal
province (13%) and the Western Cape province (10%). Most of the respondents could be
described as regular visitors (84%) to the Eastern Cape beaches as they had between 3 and 5
previous visits, while relatively few were first-time visitors (9%).
Factor analysis of the respondents’ perceptions of tourism and sustainable livelihoods
A factor analysis was conducted in order to gain insight into the underlying patterns explaining
the respondents’ perceptions of the impacts of coastal tourism on sustainable livelihoods. Prior
to engaging in the factor analysis, the suitability of the dataset for data reduction was assessed
using IBM’s Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), version 25. The results revealed
an acceptable Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) of .82, high above
the minimum recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 1974) and produced a statistically significant
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity result of .000, below the maximum accepted value of .05 (Bartlett,
1954), hence validating the factorability of the data set.
The 18 items relating to the positive and negative impacts of tourism on sustainable
livelihoods were subjected to Principal Component Analysis (PCA) using the Oblimin rotation
with Kaiser Normalization method. The results presented in table 1 below reveal that the 18
items indicating various tourism impacts loaded on four key factors, explaining 61% of the
total variance of the items. These four factors were labelled according to the similarities of their
impacts as: economic impacts (factor 1), negative social impacts (factor 2), positive sociocultural impacts (factor 3) and environmental impacts (factor 4).
An analysis of mean values was done to understand the relative importance of key
tourism impacts on sustainable livelihoods as perceived by the respondents. It is evident from
the mean values displayed on the last column of the factor analysis (table 1) that the respondents
attribute the most importance to economic impacts of tourism (3.98), closely followed by
positive socio-cultural impacts (3.95), environmental impacts (3.76) and negative social
impacts (3.53).
Table 1: Factor analysis for tourism impacts
Factor label
Components
More tourists visiting Eastern Factor 1
Cape beaches will result in … Economic
impacts
Less poverty
.806
More Income
.801
More investment
.756
Increase in the value of
.744
property
Growth in Small businesses
.741
Increase
in
government
.547
revenue
More Jobs
.365
More diseases
More crime
More prostitution
Greater peace
More cultural awareness
More entertainment facilities
Greater cultural pride

Factor 2
Negative
impacts

Social

Factor 3
Positive socio-cultural
impacts

Factor 4
Environmental
impacts

.867
.833
.807
.787
.741
.604
.557
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Improved transport facilities
More pollution
More littering
Greater protection of plants
Cronbach’s alpha
Mean

.503

.825
3.98

.742
3.53

.750
.640
.405
.580
3.76

.746
3.95

The results of the Component Correlation Matrix (table 2) further validate the independence of
each of the four factors as, apart from the moderate correlation (.326) between factor 1 and 3,
there is generally weak correlation among the factors of < 3 (Akoglu, 2018).
Table 2: Component Correlation Matrix for tourism impact factors
Components
1
2
3
4
1
1.000
.139
.326
.069
2
.139
1.000
.117
.199
3
.326
.117
1.000
.113
4
.069
.199
.113
1.000

Results of the analysis of variance
Following a determination of the major factors from tourism participation and the perceived
propensity to influence sustainable livelihoods, it was considered insightful to explore the data
further for any statistically significant differences between the mean values of key independent
variables such as gender and age groups, and various tourism impacts (dependent variables).
To this end, the gender variable was subjected to an independent-samples T-test while age
groups were tested through a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).
Results of the independent-samples T-test and effect sizes
The analysis from the independent samples T-tests compared the mean values of females
(n=177) and males (n=192) based on the four key factors extracted from the factor analysis
(economic impacts, negative social impacts, positive socio-cultural impacts and environmental
impacts). The aim of the analysis was to elucidate any differences between females and males
with regards to specific constructs within the factors and among the four factors. The results
are presented in tables 3, 4, 5 and 6 below.
Table 3: Results of the independent samples T-test economic impacts
Gender
Female (n=177)
Male (n=192)
As a result of more tourists Mean
Std Dev
Mean
Std Dev.
visiting
Eastern
Cape
beaches, there has been …
More jobs
4.05
1.152
4.10
1.140
More income
3.96
1.140
4.01
1.109
Growth in small businesses
4.18
.946
4.14
.990
Less poverty
3.89
1.136
3.97
1.023
More investment
4.03
1.038
4.06
.963
Increase in the value of 3.81
1.115
3.94
1.037
property
Increase
government 3.72
1.161
3.87
1.125
revenue
Total
3.95
1.098
4.01
1.055

t

Sig.
tailed)

(2-

Effect sizes

.476
.382
.342
.677
.274
1.106

.634
.703
.733
.499
.784
.269

0.0006
0.004
0.002
0.0006
0.002
0.0002

1.231

.219

0.0001

0.641

0.6

0.001

Results from the independent samples T-test comparing the mean values of females and
males with regards to economic impacts of tourism on sustainable livelihoods indicate that
male respondents have a generally more positive inclination (4.01) than females (3.95). Further
scrutiny reveal, however, that female respondents perceive more positive economic impacts of
tourism with regards to growth in small businesses (4.18) than their male counterparts (4.14).
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However, as the overall sig. (2-tailed) value is 0.6, above the 0.05 cut-off limit (Pallant, 2013),
there is no statistically significant difference based on gender. Similarly, the results of the effect
sizes calculated as Eta squared =
________ t²________
t² +(N1 + N2 - 2)
reveals a small effect of 0.001 (Cohen, 1988).
Table 4: Results of the independent samples T-test and negative social impacts
Gender
Female (n=177)
Male (n=192)
As a result of more tourists Mean
Std Dev
Mean
Std Dev.
visiting
Eastern
Cape
beaches, there has been …
More diseases
3.39
1.361
3.48
1.306
More crime
3.56
1.364
3.73
1.257
More prostitution
3.36
1.424
3.63
1.371
Total
3.44
1.383
3.61
1.311

t

Sig.
tailed)

.643
1.245
1.810
1.233

.52
.21
.071
.3

(2-

Effect sizes

0.0007
0.0001
0.0001
0.0003

With regards to the potential negative social impacts of tourism on sustainable
livelihoods, results of the independent samples T-test (table 4) reveal that female respondents
perceive the negative impacts to be less grave (3.44) than males (3.61). As with the economic
impacts, there is no statistically significant difference in the mean scores of females and males
as evident in the sig, (2-tailed) value of .3 (Pallant, 2013). The effect size is minimal as it is
less than 0.01 (Cohen, 1988).
Table 5: Results of the independent samples T-test and socio-cultural impacts
Gender
Female (n=177)
Male (n=192)
As a result of more tourists Mean
Std Dev
Mean
Std Dev.
visiting
Eastern
Cape
beaches, there has been …
More
peace
in
the 3.80
1.072
4.05
.879
community
More pride in culture
3.93
1.126
4.02
1.076
More cultural awareness
3.95
1.067
3.95
.956
More
entertainment 3.98
1.131
4.11
1.015
facilities
Better transport facilities
3.59
1.125
4.04
1.002
Total
3.85
1.104
4.03
.99

t

Sig.
tailed)

(2-

Effect sizes

2.457

.015

0.00001

.728
.038
1.131

.467
.970
.259

0.0006
0.003
0.0002

4.081
1.69

.000
0.3

0.0
0.0008

The independent samples T-test results from the socio-cultural impacts of tourism on
sustainable livelihoods (table 5) indicate no statistically significant differences between the
perceptions of females (3.85) and males (4.03) and the magnitude of the differences in the
mean scores is quite small (0.0008).
Table 6: Results of the independent samples T-test and environmental impacts
Gender
Female (n=177)
Male (n=192)
As a result of more tourists Mean
Std Dev
Mean
Std Dev.
visiting
Eastern
Cape
beaches, there has been …
More pollution
3.68
1.267
3.97
1.137
More littering
3.60
1.280
3.96
1.025
More plant protection
3.66
1.301
3.66
1.239
Total
3.65
1.283
3.86
1.13

t

Sig.
tailed)

2.354
3.004
.046
1.8

.019
.003
.96
0.3

(2-

Effect sizes

0.000001
0.0000002
0.003
0.001

The final independent samples T-test examined for possible significant differences in
the mean scores of females and males with regards to negative and positive environmental
impacts. Similarly, the results reveal no statistically significant differences in the mean values
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of females and males. The effect size score of 0.001 confirms that the magnitude of the
differences is quite small.
Results of the analysis of variance between age groups and perceived tourism impacts
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was also performed to establish if there were any
statistically significant differences in relation to age groups and perceived impacts of tourism
on sustainable livelihoods. Following the age brackets featured in the questionnaire, six age
groups were defined as: 20 years or less (group 1), 21 – 30 years (group 2), 31 – 40 years (group
3), 41 – 50 years (group 4), 51 - 60 years (group 5) and above 60 years (group 6). The six age
groups were tested for statistically significant differences by means of ANOVA.
Table 7: Results of the analysis of variance based on age groups
Age group (in
years)
Key
motivating
factors
Economic
impacts
Negative
social impacts
Socio-cultural
impacts
Environmental
impacts
Total

≤R20 (n=30)
Mean

Std
dev.

21
–
30
(n=173)
Mean
Std
dev.

31
–
40
(n=107)
Mean
Std
dev.

41 – 50 (n=28)
Mean

3.66

1.18

3.85

1.12

4.12

0.95

4.25

0.86

4.49

0.78

3.77

1.15

0.07

0.05

3.73

1.32

3.56

1.32

3.41

1.45

3.75

1.14

3.20

1.34

3.88

1.22

0.3

0.02

4.00

.925

3.80

1.11

4.11

0.99

4.03

0.91

4.09

.804

3.90

1.00

0.2

0.03

3.65

1.26

3.75

1.15

3.77

1.32

4.02

1.02

3.75

1.09

3.38

1.51

0.4

0.02

3.76

1.17

3.74

1.57

3.85

1.18

4.01

0.98

3.88

1.00

3.73

1.22

0.2

0.03

60+ (n=8)

Std
Dev.

51-60
(n=23)
M
Std
dev.

Mean

Std
dev.

P
Value

Effect
size

Results of the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) between age groups revealed no
statistical significance at the p < 0.05, as the p value was found to be 0.2. The effect size
calculated using eta squared, was 0.03, and therefore considered to have a small effect.
Discussion
This study focused on the livelihood situation in the Eastern Cape to analyse the perceived
impacts of leisure tourism on livelihoods sustainability in the province. It was established
through a review of literature that although the overarching motivation for leisure tourism is to
have positive impacts on livelihoods, negative impacts are unavoidable. This therefore
necessitates that actions be taken to maximise positive impacts and minimise negative effects,
both in the short and long term. The results from this study reveal the following points of
interest with regards to perceptions of the participants on the relationship between leisure
tourism and sustainable livelihoods in the Eastern Cape Province.
It is evident from the results of the factor analysis that participants in this study identify
four dimensions of impacts of leisure tourism on sustainable livelihoods, labelled according to
similarity of influence as economic impacts, negative social impacts, socio-cultural impacts
and environmental impacts. It is interesting that economic impacts are prioritised with a mean
value of 3.98 above other impacts. This finding is in line with previous studies (Kheiri &
Nasihatkon, 2016; Lasso & Dahles, 2018; Su et al., 2019; Pyke et al., 2020) which found that
economic impacts were considered more important by most stakeholders.
Besides highlighting the economic impacts, this study equally indicates that sociocultural impacts of leisure tourism on sustainable livelihoods are rated more highly (3.95) than
environmental impacts (3.76). Similar findings were reached by Tao & Wall, (2009); Uysal &
Sirgy (2019) and Vogt et al., (2020) while other studies (Slavin, 2011; Tumlin, 2012; Portney,
2013; Akinsete and Nelson (2017) found that environmental impacts had greater preference
among respondents.
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Despite the generally positive perceptions on the economic, socio-cultural and environmental
impacts of leisure tourism on sustainable livelihoods in this study, it is also evident that the
respondents consider the social costs of leisure tourism to be high (3.53). This is surprising
because a number of studies have found the relationship between positive and negative impacts
of tourism to be wide, with perceptions of negative impacts significantly lower (Kheiri &
Nasihatkon, 2016; Su et al., 2019; Uysal & Sirgy, 2019; Vogt et al., 2020).
The findings of this study also illustrate that there are no statistically significant
differences between females and males with regards to the perceived economic impacts (p (2tailed) =0.6), negative social impacts (p(2-tailed) = 0.3), socio-cultural impacts (p(2-tailed) =
0.3) and environmental impacts (p(2-tailed) = 0.3) on sustainable livelihoods. Results of the
effect sizes proved quite small as there were all below 0.2 (Cohen, 1988).
Similarly, results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) between various age groups
reveal no statistically significant differences at the p=0.2 in relation to perceptions on various
impacts of leisure tourism (economic, negative social, socio-cultural, and environment) on
sustainable livelihoods. Once more, the influence of the effect sizes was found to be small
(0.03).
Conclusions and recommendations
The findings from this study suggest a number of implications for leisure tourism and
sustainable livelihoods. Firstly, the element of freedom has emerged as pivotal and
indispensable to both leisure tourism and sustainable livelihoods. Leisure tourism takes place
when people have time available to them after meeting all other obligations while sustainable
livelihoods entails that individuals exercise the freedom to choose from multiple opportunities,
assets and livelihood options. Secondly, the implication of freedom stated above also implies
that the notion of sustainable livelihoods should not be perceived as static. While the
dimensions of the triple bottom line provide a consistent baseline for sustainability, the rising
consciousness of communities could enable them identity additional components that would
further enshrine sustainable livelihood within their community. The addition of the governance
component (Loorbach, 2007; Aras & Crowther, 2008; Reid, 2012; Savitz & Weber, 2013;
Zahringer, 2014) of sustainability illustrates the point.
In addition, the positive co-relation between leisure tourism and sustainable livelihood
implies that both are mutually beneficial and should be actively pursued. Moreover, the high
perception of negative social consequences of leisure tourism is concerning. Further research
is therefore encouraged to find ways of alleviating such perceptions and proposing ways of
dealing with the potential negative impacts of leisure tourism.
The significance of this study lies in the illustration of the potential for leisure tourism
to contribute to the improvement of sustainable livelihoods in the Eastern Cape Province. This
study highlights the urgency in implementing policies that would ensure that the largely
untapped leisure tourism resources in the province can be used to improve sustainable
livelihoods in communities. Finally, the theoretical contribution of this study emanates from
the increasing consciousness among community members of the social thresholds of using
leisure tourism as an instrument of sustainable livelihoods. This adds to existing literature by
indicating that the pursuit of leisure tourism as a means of improving sustainable livelihoods
should only be done within certain limits.
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