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Abstract

This paper investigates perceptions of the environmental impacts of tourism in an
area of mass tourism, Kemer, Antalya, in Turkey. The perceptions and behaviour
of sun- and sea-seeking tourists of three different nationalities are evaluated:
German, Russian and Turkish. Their willingness to pay and attitudes towards the
bodies responsible for protecting the environment are also assessed. The research
uses a questionnaire which was translated into three languages (German, Russian
and Turkish) and was applied to a total of 460 tourists. The results con�rmed
that differences in ‘environmental awareness’ were more strongly associated with
differences in nationality, than with educational levels and occupations. Above all,
German tourists were more ‘environmentally aware’ than Russian and Turkish
tourists. There were also national differences in tourists’ ‘willingness to pay’ for
environmental measures. The results pose important issues for tourism policy in
respect of market segmentation and environmental outcomes.

Keywords: nationalities, tourist perceptions, environment, Turkey

Introduction

Tourism development induces both positive and negative environmental
consequences while, over time, the increasing number of tourists magni-
�es the pressures on and can lead to severe negative impacts on the
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environment (Wolfe 1983). Negative environmental impacts have been
reported by Cohen (1978), Pigram (1980), Mathieson and Wall (1982),
Cater and Goodall (1992), Jenner and Smith (1992), Boers and Bosch
(1994), Cater (1995), Croall (1995) and Wheeller (1991, 1995), amongst
others. The focus of such studies has mainly been on physical impacts,
such as the deterioration of natural resources, the causes and incidence
of various kinds of pollution, drinking water shortages, overcrowding and
the production of litter. The positive impacts reported include the enhance-
ment of public places, the protection and upgrading of valued places such
as national parks and historical sites, and improvements in infrastructure
and telecommunication facilities (see Külçür 1997 for a fuller review).

As tourist practices become more widespread, there tend be marked
changes in the environment (Husbands and Harrison 1996): the capacity
to absorb large numbers of people will be challenged (WTO 1990) and
environmental problems tend to increase. Therefore, there will be a greater
need to regulate tourism and the environment, not only to preserve the
environment for future generations (WCED 1987), but also in the inter-
ests of tourism businesses and the quality of life of local residents. 

There have been a number of case studies of tourism impacts. New
destinations and small islands have attracted particular attention; for
example Ioannides (1995), Pattullo (1996), Long and Wall (1996) have
worked on island regions from Cyprus to the Caribbean to Indonesia.
However, there have been relatively few studies of the Mediterranean and
other mass tourism areas (Cooper and Ozdil 1992; Klemm 1992). Most
studies adopt a general perspective and lack detailed research on the
speci�c characteristics of environmental impacts in these localities. For
example, Cooper and Ozdil (1992) discussed the environmental impact
of tourism in Turkey, giving examples from Antalya, Patara and
Pamukkale, all of which have been exposed to the impacts of mass tourism.
However, the study was very generalized and did not address the speci�c
implications of the industry in a particular area. 

The sustainable tourism literature mostly assumes uniformity in particu-
lar tourism market segments but, in reality, these are highly segmented. One
of the main in�uences on tourist values and behaviour is nationality, but
researchers have largely neglected this issue in respect of the debate on sus-
tainability. This paper evaluates the pro�les of three national groups of
tourists – Russians, Germans and Turks – and investigates differences in their
perceptions of the environmental impacts of the industry. The Russians are
of particular interest because there has been a major increase in the number
coming to Turkey as tourists in the 1990s (Table 1) and there have been very
few studies of this ‘new’ but signi�cant group of international tourists.

Despite the remarkable growth in the number of Russian tourists,
Germans constitute the largest group of foreign tourists in many tourist
resorts in Turkey, as in many other international destinations. The third
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group, the Turks, were chosen not only to provide a comparison of the
perceptions of outbound and domestic tourists, but also because there
have been few studies of Turks as domestic tourists in the tourism liter-
ature in either English or Turkish.

Although the focus of this paper is on nationality, it does not claim
that this de�nes the complete range of behaviour in respect of the envir-
onment. Educational level, gender, age, occupation and life styles play
roles, alongside nationality (Dann 1993; Pizam and Sussmann 1995).
Bearing in mind its limitations (Dann 1993), nationality – taken together
with other socio-economic and cultural variables – does help explain vari-
ations in tourist behaviour and why, within any one destination, tourists
may display contrasting behaviour patterns. This paper contends that
nationality does play an important role in explaining behaviour and
perceptions, as well as education, where ‘the level of environmental knowl-
edge is consistently and positively related to environmental activities’
(Uysal et al. 1994).

Research area and methodology

The research was undertaken in the municipality of central Kemer (8,450
population in 1990), in Antalya in Turkey. Tourists were asked about the
region, which is situated along the Mediterranean coastline, surrounded
by the Olimpos-Beydaglari National Park, and is included in the South
Antalya Tourism Development Project (Figure 1). Kemer is a mass tourism
area with its sun and sea, nature and quality accommodation products.
It also offers more recently promoted alternative types of tourism, such
as trekking, hiking, gol�ng and plateau tourism, and is popular amongst
both foreign and domestic tourists (Ministry of Tourism n.d.).

The attractions of the area are its Mediterranean climate, outstanding
topography and vegetation, as well as its historical assets. Almost one
quarter of the total number of tourists who arrive in Antalya stay in the
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Table 1 Market shares of three nationalities of tourists in the Kemer region,
1992–6 (%)

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

German 45.4 30.2 27.5 29.6 37.6
Turkish 19.6 38.6 34.3 24.3 29.1
Russian 0.1 0.2 8.0 11.0 8.8

Total (%) 65.1 69.0 69.8 64.9 75.5
Absolute total 329,039 293,925 276,688 585,995 671,495

Source: Directorate of Kemer Tourism Information, Tourism Inventories.



Kemer region. The region of Antalya itself, with a population of 23,269
in 1990, attracts around 600,000 visitors per year. It has experienced an
increase of 104.1 percent in the number of arrivals over the period of
1992–6, and has almost 30 percent of Antalya province’s Ministry-licensed
bed capacity (over 30,000 places).

In the absence of reliable and appropriate secondary data, question-
naire surveys were undertaken of the three different national groups of
tourists. The survey was applied around swimming pools and the beach
areas of accommodation establishments, where these existed. There are
two beaches in central Kemer. One of these is in front of the hotels,
extending from the Karapinar river to the marina (Figure 1). The northern
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Figure 1 Location of Kemer, Antalya (adapted from A to Z Kemer, supplement
to the Turkish Daily News in Kemer, July 1999, p. 2).



beach is separated from the Ayisigi beach by the marina and is commonly
used by the guests of �ve- to three-star hotels. This is largely determined
by the location of two �ve-star hotels in proximity to the beach. Three
�ve or four-star hotels, six three-star hotels, four holiday villages and ten
pansiyons (Bed and Breakfast-type accommodation) gave permission for
the application of the survey. Unfortunately, none of the two- and one-
star hotels agreed to participate in the survey and, therefore, their guests
had to complete the survey on the beach.

The survey excluded day visitors and those staying on yachts. Instead,
the target population were tourists, aged over 15, who stayed for at least
two nights and who had chosen the ‘sun and sea product’. Special interest
tourists and all nationalities other than the three target groups were
excluded from the investigation. All those sunbathing around the swim-
ming pool or on the beach were asked to �ll in the questionnaire, if they
belonged to the target population. Consideration was given to only one
person in a group or family. The survey was carried out on 22 July and 
5 August 1996, which represents the peak season in the area. The off-peak
season was not considered because of time and �nancial constraints. The
survey was undertaken on every day of the week between 9.30 and 12.00
a.m. and 2.00 to 4.00 p.m., depending on the daily temperature and the
sunbathing behaviour of tourists. This ensured the inclusion of ‘early morn-
ing’ visitors who sought to escape the crowd and high temperatures as well
as the majority of ‘sunbathers’ who emerged later in the day.

The questionnaire included 3 Likert scale, 1 dichotomous, 2 open-ended
and 19 multiple choice questions. A �ve-point scale ranging from ‘Strongly
Agree’(5) to ‘Strongly Disagree’(1) and a four-point scale from ‘Very will-
ing’(4) to ‘Not at all’(1) was used. The questionnaire was divided into three
parts beginning with general questions concerning nationality, the current
and total length of stay and holiday motivation, and then explored speci�c
areas. The issues raised in respect of perceptions were: how tourism affected
the environment; what effects, if any, stem from tourism activities; whether
the tourists are willing to pay for the protection and maintenance of the
environment (Wheeradet 1994; Croall 1995); and whether nationality plays
an important role in differentiating the impacts of tourism on the envi-
ronment. Questions were also asked about activities, such as the type of
sun protection products used by the tourists and the type of local trans-
port used. Moreover, perceptional questions were asked to �nd out if there
was awareness of and complaints about the negative impacts of the tourism
industry (Figure 2). These issues were raised because they are related to
some of the main problems arising in many resort areas in Turkey, while
only a few studies have re�ected these concerns: Morrison and Selman
(1991), Cooper and Ozdil (1992) and Korça (1994).

The different nationalities are compared in respect of their use of the
environment, and their perceptions of the environmental issues generated
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by the tourism industry. Comparative analysis between the three nation-
alities utilizes Chi-square tests of the existence of signi�cant associations.
This leads to the creation of a composite environmental awareness index
which permits comparison of the different nationalities. Further details of
the research approach, methods and results are presented in Külçür (1997).

Background characteristics: national differences

The analysis is based on a sample of 460 tourists from three national-
ities and the survey secured a 94 percent response rate: 166 are Turkish
(36.1%), 150 are Russian (32.6%) and 144 are German tourists (31.3%).
We begin by considering some of the basic features of the respondents.
First, with respect to nationality, the Chi-square test revealed signi�cant
associations with the variables of age, education level, accommodation
type, group size, total length of stay, holiday motivation, seasonal pref-
erence and type of travel organization (Table 2).

The gender distribution is skewed towards men (58.3% Turkish, 53.5%
German) apart from the Russian group where 58 percent were women.
The proportion of Russians in the 15–24 age group was less than for
Turkish and German tourists (14.7% against 26.7% and 23.8%). The
distribution was more even between the ages of 15 and 44 amongst the
Turkish and German tourists than the Russians (Table 3). The reason why
the Russians were slightly older, compared particularly to the Germans,
is probably related to the greater economic independence of the older age
groups, because foreign travel is still considered to be more expensive and
more ‘risky’ owing to cultural, social and political differences.

Turning to education, only just over 2 percent of Germans had univer-
sity degrees, whereas almost 70 percent of Russians, and almost half the
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Table 2 Chi-square associations between background characteristics and
nationality

Nationality* by Value Degrees of freedom Signi�cance

Gender (-) (-) x
Age 28.10 8 0.0005
Educational level 159.45 6 0.0000
Accommodation type 47.83 6 0.0000
Group size 38.44 8 0.0000
Total length of stay 37.54 4 0.0000
Holiday motivation 54.44 4 0.0000
Reason for season 14.08 2 0.0009
Travel organization 145.48 2 0.0000

Note: nationality* indicates German, Russian and Turkish tourists.
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Turkish tourists had this level of education. As will be seen later, although
Germans had a lower level of formal education compared to the other
two nationalities, they seem to be more aware of the environmental conse-
quences of the industry. The reason probably lies in the value attached
to, and practices relating to, environmental issues in Germany, where there
also tends to be stricter implementation of environmental laws and greater
media attention for these issues. However, it also has to be recognized
that the German tourist may have been responding in a more ‘correct’
manner as a result of social and political pressures about environmental
issues in Germany, and that their stated opinions may not necessarily
accurately re�ect their underlying beliefs.

Signi�cance tests were undertaken to test the association between educa-
tional levels and the perceptions of tourists. A signi�cant relationship was
identi�ed between education and nationality (value 203.39, degrees of
freedom 9, level 0.00000). This opened up the possibility that the speci�c
market segments from the three countries to this mass resort area may
have an important bearing on behavioural and activity differences. The
Germans appear to be at the relatively lower end of the market for mass
tourists, as measured by formal education, while the Russians and Turkish
tourists are different in contrasting ways.

There were also other differences amongst the nationalities. Germans were
in smaller groups, especially compared with the Russians. Only about 5 per-
cent of Germans and Turks were in groups of more than 9 people (4.9%
each), compared to 15.3 percent for Russians. There were also differences
in respect of the organization of tourism. Individual tourists were more
prevalent among the Germans (31.5%) followed by the Turks (20.7%). By
contrast, only 9.3 percent of Russians were independent travellers.

While most foreign tourists stayed 3 to 14 nights (83.4% of Germans and
79.4% of Russians), domestic tourists stayed fewer nights: almost 90 per-
cent stayed between 2 and 7 nights (86.9%). Since Kemer was ‘a burgeon-
ing beach holiday resort attracting groups on package tours’ (Brosnohan
1985: 36), this is largely to be attributed to the type of travel organization.
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Table 3 Age distribution by nationality (%)

Age groups Turkish German Russian

15–24 26.7 23.8 14.7
25–34 43.6 26.6 46.0
35–44 23.6 36.4 34.0
45–54 5.5 9.1 2.7
55–64 0.6 4.1 2.6

Total number 165 143 150

Note: 65+ was omitted due to not having any respondents in this group.



As indicated earlier, most German and Russian tourists travelled to Kemer
by means of tour operators (92.6% and 90.1% respectively) and their pack-
ages were mostly for two-week stays, compared with Turks who organized
their holidays independently and for more varied time periods (61.2%).

Over 80 percent of all the groups came to Kemer in the summer, because
of the institutional constraints of the timing of work and school holidays
(96.6% of Germans, 84.0% of Russians and 81.8% of Turks). This indi-
cates the strongly institutionalized character of temporal polarization
(Hartmann 1986) in the region, a factor which exacerbates the environ-
mental problems stemming from overcrowding, litter, drinking water
shortages and the destruction of vegetation through trampling. With this
and the other background characteristics of the three national groups in
mind, we now turn to their awareness and behaviour in respect of envi-
ronmental issues.

Environmental issues: awareness and behaviour

A series of Chi-square analyses revealed statistically signi�cant associations
between nationality and several variables relating to environmental aware-
ness and behaviour (Figure 2 and Table 4). We �rst examine the use of
transport at the destination, one of the key areas of tourist behaviour.
Whilst 94 percent of German and 77 percent of Russian tourists used more
environmentally responsible types of transportation (public transport and
on foot), over 60 percent of Turks (61.8%) used their private cars around
Kemer. This is not only related to being domestic tourists, and having access
to their own cars, but also to the type of travel organization, the priority
given to considerations of personal ‘comfort’ and the lower degree of envi-
ronmental concern. Among the foreign tourists, the Russians (22.7%) were
more likely than the Germans (5.7%) to use private means of transport,
namely Rent-a-Car services. The Turks (4.5%) and Russians (3.0%) were
also more likely to use four-wheel vehicles than were the Germans (0.7%).
Given the off-road capacity of these vehicles, their potentially destructive
effects on the environment can be very severe. The Germans explained their
transport preferences in terms of ‘price’ and the ‘environmentally unfriend-
liness’ of private transport (56.3% and 28.2%, respectively), while the
Russians considered ‘price’ less (52.2%), but attached more importance to
the ‘comfort’ factor (53.5%), as did the Turks (12.5% and 70.8%). Only
6.3 percent of Turks and 3.9 per cent of Russians stated that environmen-
tal concerns in�uenced their use of private tranpsort.

There were also important national differences in the marine activities
of the tourists. Almost 85 percent of Germans (84.7%) and over 70
percent of Turks (71.4%) preferred the less harmful activities such as
swimming compared to motorboat sports (Hugo 1992). A smaller propor-

226 B aysan



tion of Russians (60.8%) preferred swimming and this group was more
inclined to participate in motorboat-based activities (20.8% against 1.5%
Germans and 3.6% Turks). Therefore, in respect of the sphere of preferred
activities, the Russians appeared to be the most environmentally non-
responsible national group.

Turning from behaviour to perceptions, almost two-thirds of Turkish
tourists (62.8%) agreed that tourism has positive environmental effects in
the region, while over half the Germans (51.0%) disagreed, and only one-
third (30.1%) agreed. The Russians were far more likely to answer
‘unsure/don’t know’ (42.0%), indicating a high degree of indifference or
ignorance, while only 40 percent agreed that tourism has positive effects.
The uncertainty of the Russians stemmed mostly from their limited holiday
experience abroad and being unable to compare the effects of the industry
in different environments. However, the Germans – who mostly had long
experiences of foreign tourism – seemed more critical of what they
perceived to be environmental problems. The ‘conservation of historical
monuments’ was perceived by all three groups to be the main primary
positive impact of tourism (45.6% Russians, 41.4% Turks and 34.0%
Germans). Following this, German tourists highlighted ‘improvements in
water quality’ (29.0%), while Turks emphasized the ‘protection of land-
scape’ (23.4%) and the Russians stressed the somewhat ambivalent
‘improvement of roads’ (22.1%).

The tourists were also asked if the quality of their holiday had been
affected by the environmental problems originating from the industry. Most
Russian tourists agreed with this proposition (71.1%) and, while the pro-
portion of similar responses was less amongst the Germans and Turks, they
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Table 4 Chi-square associations between the behaviour and perceptions of
tourists and nationality

Nationality* by Value Degrees of Signi�cance
freedom

Travel type around Kemer 127.76 4 0.0000
Reason for type of transport 128.92 6 0.0000
Activities required 66.28 6 0.0000
Agreement on positive impacts 76.20 4 0.0000
Positive impacts of tourism 35.48 10 0.0001
Quality of holidays affected 17.63 4 0.0015
Negative impacts of tourism 74.82 18 0.0000
Environmental elements to be protected 33.53 8 0.0001
Amount of water used by tourists 43.26 4 0.0000
Type of suntan products used 49.75 2 0.0000
Willingness to pay 33.36 4 0.0000
Who should pay 23.62 6 0.0006

Note: nationality* indicates German, Russian and Turkish tourists.



still accounted for more than one half (56.9% of Germans and 56.1% of
Turks). The group who considered that they had been least affected by envi-
ronmental problems was the Turks (25.8% against 15.4% of Germans and
8.6% of Russians). While the Russians appeared to be the nationality that
complained most about the negative environmental problems created by
the industry, they also appeared to be one of the least environmentally
responsible groups in terms of actual behaviour. The Russian group was
clearly differentiated from the other two groups in the use of private trans-
port, oil-based suntan products and participation in motorized marine
sports. Interestingly, although Russians were more inclined than the other
nationalities to engage in motorboat sports, they also considered these activ-
ities to constitute one of the major environmental problems of the region.
This underlines the importance, not only of differentiating perceptions and
behaviour, but also of studying the particularities of individual market seg-
ments. It should also be noted that, although Russians did perceive motor-
boat activities to be a problem, ‘sea pollution’ was considered to be the
most important problem of the region by Turks and Germans. By contrast,
the Russians were more likely to consider that ‘littering’ and ‘overcrowd-
ing’ were the major problems (Table 5). 

The perceptions of the major environmental problems of the area did, of
course, inform the tourists’ perceived priorities for environmental measures.
A higher percentage of German tourists, who participated more in swim-
ming activities than other nationalities, considered that the ‘sea and beaches’
should be the primary elements to be protected (70.4% against 67.5%
Russians and 60.3% Turks). Larger proportions of Turkish and German
tourists considered that ‘historical monuments’ should be protected (20.6%
and 13.6% against 8.8% of Russians), while the Russians paid more atten-
tion to the protection of the ‘built-up area’ (17.5% against 8.5% of Turks
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Table 5 Environmental problems in Kemer region as perceived by tourists

Negative effects of tourism: Turkish German Russian

Sea pollution 45.3 25.0 13.3
Littering 13.7 34.8 21.1
Too much building construction 12.8 10.7 14.4
Destruction of vegetation 8.5 2.7 5.6
Noise 6.8 4.5 4.4
Overcrowding 5.1 0.9 21.1
Inadequate quality and quantity of water 5.1 9.8 8.9
Traf�c congestion 1.7 7.1 5.6
Use of motorboats in the sea 0.9 4.5 5.6

Total number 117 112 90

Note: ranking is based on the responses of the Turkish tourists.



and 8.0% of Germans). This related to the fact that Russians were relatively
more likely than other nationalities to be attracted to the region by its mod-
ern built amenities. Domestic tourists are more likely to know that the area
is within the boundaries of a national park, but this seems to have had a rel-
atively minor impact on their priorities. They were only slightly more likely
to consider that the national park should be the primary object of protection
(10.6% against 8.0% Germans and 6.1% Russians).

Water is usually a scarce resource in mass tourism areas in the
Mediterranean (Barnett 1995). However, tourists often expect unlimited
supplies as part of their tourism experience, and it is estimated that they 
use ‘six times as much water as residents’ (Pattullo 1996: 32). The survey
results reveal that there were national differences in the awareness of this
issue: most Germans were certain that tourists use more water than locals
(71.1%). Turkish tourists, in particular, seemed uncertain compared with the
other two groups (45.7% against 31.5% Russians and 18.3% Germans).

Oil-free elements are more easily broken down in sea water than are oil-
based elements and they have less harmful effects on the marine environ-
ment. According to Elkington and Hailes (1992:156) a ‘little oil goes a long,
long way on water. If enough people wearing enough oil swim in enclosed,
calm waters, they can produce an oil slick’. Therefore, attitudes to the type
of suntan products used by tourists were also assessed. It was found that the
type of product was either ‘not important’ or ‘oil based’ for the majority of
the Russians and Turks (80.6% and 61.6%). However, the majority of
Germans preferred to use oil-free types (61.6%) and, in this respect, their
behaviour would seem to be more environmentally compatible.

Tourists were also asked about whether they were willing to pay for
safeguarding the environment. This was related to awareness of the prob-
lems created by tourism activities and the acceptance of responsibility for
these consequences. Following the approach of earlier studies, they were
asked if they were willing to pay an extra 2 percent on top of their holiday
costs for environmental protection (Kelletat 1993, Wheeradet 1994). Over
85 percent of Turks (85.7%), almost 80 percent of Russians (78.2%) and
70 percent of the Germans (73.5%) were willing to pay. Amongst these,
while more Turks were ‘very willing’ to pay, a higher proportion of
Russians and Germans were ‘possibly’ willing (63.9% and 46.4%). On
this basis, foreign tourists were less willing to pay than domestic tourists.
It should be noted, however, that an unusually high level of ‘no’ response
to this question (26.4% of Germans, 21.8% Russians and only 14.3%
Turks) may confuse the underlying picture.

There is, as yet, little agreement in the sustainability literature as to
who are and should be the responsible bodies for the protection of the
environment. Smith (1989), for example, notes the dif�culty in identifying
who are the responsible bodies. However, a recurrent theme in the liter-
ature is the need for co-operation between interested parties – that is
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governmental organizations, tourism businesses and tourists – with the
latter tending to receive less priority (Mason and Mowforth n.d.). When
the respondents in this study were asked about this issue, they stressed
the role of governmental organizations (the ‘government’ and ‘local munic-
ipality’): 47.5% of Russians, 43.1% of Turks and 39.0% of Germans.
More foreign tourists appeared to see the ‘international tour companies’
as having a role in protecting the environment (33.8% Germans and 2.0%
Russians against 16.0% Turks). Domestic tourists, on the contrary, thought
that domestic businesses (‘travel agencies’ and ‘accommodation establish-
ments’) should pay for environmental protection (29.9% against 21.2%
of Russians and 11.8% Germans). German tourists generally seemed to
be more aware of the problems caused by tourists (15.4% against 11.1%
Turks and 9.3% Russians).

Environmental awareness: scaled national differences

This section seeks to bring together the diverse array of information
presented thus far on the perceptions and behaviour of tourists. The
responses to a number of questions were used to construct a simple
composite environmental indicator. The responses given by each nation-
ality to a number of environmentally related issues were initially placed
in a table format (Table 6) and the total score was averaged by the 12
environmental indicators. Therefore, the average scores provide a simple
but powerful indicator of the level of environmental awareness amongst
each nationality. 

According to Table 6 and, as would be expected, none of the nation-
alities approach a ‘perfect’ environmental awareness score of 100 percent
of expected responses. Although the three scores are relatively close,
German tourists seemed more environmentally aware than the other two
nationalities. However, when each element is inspected in detail, the level
of environmental awareness varies. For example, Germans were found to
be less ‘harmful’ given their higher level of non-participation in motor-
boat sports (98.5%), while Turkish tourists were most ‘willing to pay’
(85.7%). The Russians did not hold �rst rank in respect of any of the
constituent elements of the composite environmental index.

Figure 3 presents the scaled environmental indicators for the three
national groups. This con�rms that the Russians and Turks seemed to be
more ‘environmentally negligent tourists’ (Krippendorf 1986) than the
Germans. According to Krippendorf, these ‘negligent tourists’ escaped from
everyday routine, became ‘egocentrics’ far from home and enjoyed the
freedom offered by travel. However, the ‘new tourists’, arguably the
Germans in this case, showed more awareness, critical consumerism and
adaptability to their environments.
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Conclusion

Tourism markets can be segmented in many different ways, including by
nationality. The preliminary analysis in this paper demonstrates that each of
the three national groups of tourists had broadly similar socio-economic
characteristics. Furthermore, there were relatively few signi�cant relation-
ships between the educational levels and occupations of the respondents and
an array of environmental issues and social characteristic (interestingly their
most consistent associations were with nationality). The �ndings of the study
related to nationality have been given particular attention in this study. In
spite of all its limitations, such as its ‘pluriform’ characteristics, the nation-
ality variable seemed to be a more powerful in�uence on environmental 
perceptions and behaviour than either education or employment. 
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Table 6 Environmental indicators: national differences (%)

German Russian Turkish

Not using private/rented cars 95.0 79.7 39.6
Travel on foot 54.3 32.0 12.8
Travel by bus/minibuses 40.7 47.8 26.8
Environmentally friendly reason for transport 27.4 3.9 6.3
Not participating in motorboat sports 98.5 76.2 96.2
Perception of motorboats at sea as problem 18.5 5.9 0.9
Agreement on more use of water by tourists 71.1 56.1 34.2
Use of oil-free suntan creams 61.6 19.4 38.4
International tour companies should pay 33.6 22.0 15.8
Domestic businesses should pay 11.7 22.0 29.5
Tourist should pay 15.3 8.5 11.1
Willingness to pay 73.5 78.2 85.7

Total 601.2 451.7 397.3
Average value of environmental indicators 50.1 37.6 33.1

Note: based on percentages of responses given by each nationality to each option.

Figure 3 Scale of environmental indicators: national differences (%).



While being aware of Dann’s (1993) critiques on the in�uence of nation-
ality and country of residence on tourism behaviour, this study has shown
that there are important differences amongst the three nationalities. To some
extent, these are related to differences in the priorities attached to environ-
mental issues in national political agendas, and it is known that German
tourists tend to have a greater inclination to consider environmental conse-
quences (van Hoof 1995) and to participate in ‘environmentally responsible’
holidays (Croall 1995). In broad terms the results of this survey con�rm that
German tourists appeared to be more ‘aware’ of the problems caused by the
industry, while Russians seemed more ‘unsure/don’t know’ or to be more
‘environmentally negligent’ tourists. It should, however, be emphasized that
since there may be signi�cant cultural and material differences between these
national market segments, the expressed ‘awareness’ may not always accu-
rately re�ect the ‘real’ awareness of the respondents. For example, Russians
might be more likely to hire cars and to engage in motorboat sports than
Germans, not because they are less ‘environmentally aware’ but because they
are from a more educated and less ‘conventional’ tourist market segment.
Hence, they are more adventurous, active and interested in travelling in the
wider area. Germans, however, may be more likely to use oil-free suntan
creams simply because they are more available in Germany than they are in
Russia or Turkey. The Germans may also feel more obliged to respond to
questions in a more ‘politically correct’ manner because there is strong
related peer pressure about these issues in Germany.

Reference was made in the paper to responsible bodies and the willingness
of tourists to pay for the protection of the environment. Most tourists were
found to be ‘possibly’ willing to pay for the maintenance of the environment
at the ‘current level’, although there were national differences. This not only
reinforces the importance of national differences in tourism attitudes but
also the need for critical and detailed appraisal of the market conditions for
introducing sustainable tourism programmes. If the perception of tourists in
each market segment and nationality is known, it is more likely that a bal-
ance can be maintained between the environment and satisfaction level of
tourists. It is ‘evident that the public is becoming more aware of the per-
ceived adverse effects of tourism on the environment’ (Wanhill 1997).
Therefore, the pressure is increasing on tourist businesses and governmental
organizations to address the need for �nding a balance between the needs of
the customer and the environment. This paper indicates that national mar-
ket segmentation should be taken into account in devising marketing and
product strategies which seek to achieve such a balance.

Finally, it is argued that, in examining the attitudes and behaviour of
Russians, the paper has added to the very limited previous knowledge
that exists in respect of this relatively new, but increasingly important,
group of international tourists. Future research needs to be undertaken
on the perceptions and behaviour, not only of the Russians and the other
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nationalities included in this study, but of also of other nationalities. This
is especially important where markets are changing rapidly due to the
emergence of new groups, such as those from Central and Eastern Europe
and also special interest tourists. There is also a need for further research
to investigate the perceptions and behaviour of tourists in the off-peak
season, as well as other considerations which may in�uence the impact
of tourists on the environments of mass tourism areas.
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Résumé: Les perceptions d’impacts environnementaux du tourisme:
etude comparative des touristes Allemands, Russes et Turques à Kemer,
Antalya.

Cet éssai éxamine les perceptions d’impacts environnementaux de tourisme dans
une destination de tourisme en masse, Kemer, Antalya, en Turquie. Les percep-
tions et le comportement de touristes Allemands, Russes et Turques chèrchant
soleil et mèr sont evaluées. Leurs volonté de payer et leurs attitudes envers le
corps résponsable de la protection envionnementale sont aussi evaluées. La méthode
de recherche utilise un questionnaire qui a été traduit en trois langues (l’Allemand,
le Russe et le Turc) et 460 touristes étaient enquetés. Les résultats con�rment que
les différences en ce qui concerne ‘la conscience environnementale’ étaient forte-
ment associées avec les différentes nationalités, le niveau d’education, et la
profession des touristes. Par-dessus tout, les touristes Allemands étaient plus
‘respectueux de l’environnement’ que les touristes Russes et Turques. Il y avait
aussi des différences de nationalités de touristes en ce qui concerne ‘la volonté de
payer’ pour des mesures environnementaux. Les résultats posent des problèmes
sérieux pour la politique du tourisme à l’egard de la ségmentation du marché et
les conséquences environnementaux.

Mots-clés: nationalités, perceptions de touristes, environnement, la Turquie

Zusammenfassung: Wahrnehmungen der Umweltschläge von Tourismus:
ein vergleichendes Studium des Verhaltens von deutschen, russen und
türkischen Touristen in Kemer, Antalya

Dieser Artikel untersucht in einem Tourismus Zentrum (Kemer-Antalya, Türkei)
die Ein�üsse des Tourismus auf die Umwelt. Touristen aus drei verschiedenen
Herkunftslaendern, welche wegen der Sonne und dem Meer angereist sind, wurden
befragt. Diese Natioanalitäten sind Deutsche, Russen und Türken. Untersucht
worden, ob die betreffenden Personen bereit waren für den Schutz der Umwelt
einen zusätzlichen Betrag zu entrichten, desweiteren ihre Meinungen über die
hiesigen Umweltorganisationen. Für diese Umfrage wurden Fragebögen in dei
verschiedenen Sprachen und mit 25 Fragen ausgearbeitet. Insgesamt wurden 460
Touristen befragt. Es wurde festgestellt, daß die Deutschen Touristen im Vergleich
zu den türkischen und russichen Touristen mehr ‘Umweltbewusst’ waren.

Schlüsselwörter: Nationalitäten, Wahrnehmung, Umwelt, Türkei
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