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Introduction
Social tourism is notyet a well-known or well-under-
stood concept in tourism studies or across large sec-
tions of the tourism industry (Minnaert, Diekmann,
& McCabe, 2012). It essentially refers to initiatives
that aim to include groups into tourism that would
otherwise be excluded (Minnaert, 2014) or, in other
words, social tourism is defined as ‘helping people
travel who would not otherwise be able to do so’ (Eu-
ropean Commission, 2010, p. 2). The leading authors
and researchers of the social sustainability, Minnaert,
Maitland, and Miller (2013, p. 16), claim that ‘social
tourism research is still at a relatively early stage, and
further research is needed before ‘scientification’ of the
concept can take place.’ They propose defining social
tourism as ‘tourism with added moral value, of which
the primary aim is to benefit either the host or the
visitor in the tourism exchange.’

Since the definition of social tourism remains a
work-in-progress, it is understandable that different
interpretations and models of social tourism have
been introduced; thesemodels represent various facets
of social tourism as it exists today and provide the
rationale for these interpretations. Uncertainties also
exist regarding who the beneficiaries of social tourism
are. Although four principal target groups in the Euro-
pean context were recognized by the Calypso project
(EuropeanCommission, 2010) (youngpeople, persons
with disabilities, senior citizens and families) there
are still a number of groups in contemporary soci-
ety who are excluded from tourism (Diekmann, Mc-
Cabe, & Minnaert, 2012; Diekmann &McCabe, 2013).
Therefore, social tourism not only seeks to address
economically disadvantaged individuals but also aims
to address a whole range of societal phenomena af-
fecting different groups in society (Diekmann & Mc-

Cabe, 2013, p. 26). Social tourism initiatives/products
are also very diverse and, in various European coun-
tries, are oriented towards different groups in soci-
ety. According to Minnaert (2014, p. 283), the concept
of social tourism has been implemented in different
ways, primarily to suit national contexts: several coun-
tries operate holiday voucher programs (for example
France andHungary), other countries have established
public-private partnerships (for example Spain, Por-
tugal and Flanders, Belgium), while in the uk and
the usa, social tourism is traditionally not a part of
public policy and is mostly provided via charities. It
is also clear that social tourism provides economic
and social benefits (European Economic and Social
Committee, 2006). Economic benefits, including in-
creased employment, reduced tourism seasonality and
greater economic activity and growth, are becoming
widely recognized by the tourism industry (European
Commission, 2010). Furthermore, numerous social
benefits (Griffin & Stacey, 2013; Tourism Flanders &
Brussels, 2008; McCabe 2009; Minnaert, Maitland, &
Miller, 2009; Sedgley, Pritchard, & Morgan 2012; Mc-
Cabe, Joldersma, & Li, 2010; McCabe & Johnson, 2013;
Gabruč, 2014b, 2015) are recognized and presented in
terms of different improvements in the lives of benefi-
ciaries and also as benefits to the wider society: social
tourism increases social cohesion, quality of life and
general public welfare as it increases social and fam-
ily capital, reduces social inequalities, and promotes
social inclusion.

In recent years, there has been a noticeable and
dramatic increase in research on social tourism in the
European context (McCabe, 2009; Minnaert, Mait-
land, & Miller, 2006; Sedgley, Pritchard, & Morgan,
2012; McCabe, Minnaert, & Diekmann, 2012; Min-
naert, 2014); several studies on the emergence of so-
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cial tourism and programs of social tourism (Gabruč,
2014a, 2014b, 2015; Bizjak, Knežević, & Cvetrežnik,
2011) already exist in Slovenia. Nevertheless, there are
some outstanding fundamental questions on what so-
cial tourism is, what forms/practices it includes, and
who the beneficiaries are (Minnaert et al., 2013; Diek-
mann & McCabe, 2013).

The central assumption of our research is that due
to poor knowledge of the social tourism phenomenon
it is consequently very difficult to identify existing so-
cial tourism programs and their particular funding
characteristics. The aim of this research is twofold:
first, to prepare the literature review on social tourism
funding, and second, to explore how the funding of so-
cial tourism programs is organized and conducted by
The Slovenian Association of Friends of Youth (afy).
An exploratory, qualitative study was carried out: in
an interview with a representative of the organization
and in documentary material, youth summer holiday
programs and their funding system were explored.

Literature Review: Funding of Social Tourism
As the aims and goals of social tourism are primarily
non-commercial, it is often defined in contrast to com-
mercial tourism (Diekmann & McCabe, 2013, p. 21),
for which making a profit is the central goal. Through
the understanding of social tourism as a generator and
promotor of socio-economic benefits, its ‘social char-
acter’ is revealed, and the foundation for public fund-
ing has been laid.

According to Diekmann and McCabe (2013), for
social tourism to work there needs to be a system
to deliver funds; without those, social tourism as a
phenomenon is virtually impossible. In their research,
Minnaert et al. (2013) addressed the question of why
social tourism was supported by public funding in
some societies, but not so in others. They report that in
countries like France, Belgium, Portugal and Spain the
public sector is a major stakeholder in social tourism
provision, whereas in other countries, like the United
Kingdom and Ireland, public sector support for social
tourism policies is all but non-existent; social tourism
is primarily understood as a luxury; consequently, so-
cial tourism initiatives usually are not a part of social
and/or health policies. Nevertheless, the concept of so-

cial tourism is often supported by public funding and
mostly takes the form of low-cost domestic holidays
(Minnaert et al., 2009, p. 317).

Diekmann et al. (2012, p. 38) emphasize the pres-
ence and importance of funding structures to support
social tourism, where funding structures can address
specific target groups of social tourism, according to
the interpretation of social tourism in each country.
Their research points out that funding mechanisms
are highly complex and multi-layered, consisting of:
(1) direct state funding at diverse political levels (local,
regional, national and supranational) and, at the na-
tional level, depending on different ministerial port-
folios as well as the degree of integration of tourism
within state welfare policies; (2) indirect state fund-
ing, through health insurance or charities; (3) trade
unions or social tourism organizations; and (4) self-
financed charities and faith organizations. The authors
report that these funding mechanisms are directed to-
wards the support of one or more target groups, of-
ten to achieve specific outcomes (benefits) for those
groups.

According to Diekmann and McCabe (2013, p.
25), two major types of funding can be observed:
infrastructure-oriented funding and beneficiary-ori-
ented funding. Their research reveals the major dis-
tinction is between direct and indirect state funding
with one exception being the uk,where social tourism
is primarily organized by a third sector, charities, who
receive themajority of their funding via individual do-
nations, the tourism industry and income from trusts
or through events. The research also reports that in
other countries social tourism is funded directly by the
state (or region), this is delivered through a ministry
grant either to beneficiaries or suppliers. The authors
emphasize that in terms of indirect funding, the state
subsidizes unions or health and welfare organizations.

Caire (2012, p. 85) emphasizes that the trend in
funding has moved from financial aid for construc-
tion to financial aid to individuals, as a result of the
substantial decrease in subsidies granted to social
tourism. He claims that rather than subsidizing the
construction of social tourism facilities, the public
sector grants financial support directly to the holiday-
maker; the beneficiary can then choose to spend mo-
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ney on social tourism or in the commercial sector,
and, as an example, a holiday voucher program is pre-
sented. According to the study, holiday vouchers can
be used with registered transport, accommodation, or
leisure companies.

As previously mentioned, systems of national or
regional social tourism are substantially dependent
on funding mechanisms (Diekmann et al., 2012). Re-
search emphasizes that even with the multitude of
fundingmechanisms, three main delivery systems can
be distinguished (specific accommodation facilities,
holiday vouchers and charitable funding for disadvan-
taged individuals), although many countries combine
more than one system. The research reports organiza-
tions owning specific accommodation facilities avail-
able for their members that distinguish themselves
from commercial suppliers because their main aim
is not profit but welfare, which is a core element of
all policies and activities. On holiday vouchers, the
study mentions that most countries allow the con-
sumer to use commercial tourism infrastructures and
are available to employees as a kind of tax-free bonus:
in France, holiday vouchers are combined with spe-
cific accommodation facilities. Charitable funding for
disadvantaged individuals, according to the same re-
search, relies on charities, which can be directly or
indirectly subsidized by the government and which
may use commercial supply for holiday provision.

McCabe et al. (2012) claim that social tourism is in-
evitably reliant on some form of stimulus funding, of-
ten provided by the state or the public sector, due to the
financial downturn in recent years and public sector
spending coming under increased scrutiny. Accord-
ing to Diekmann and McCabe (2013), the degree of
public funding given to social tourism is one defining
aspect that has been largely overlooked. They report
that a range of different fundingmechanisms has been
discussed, from direct state aid, funding via member-
ship organizations, charitable funding, as well as the
Danish system, where funding is provided through
interest accruing on paid vouchers. The study empha-
sizes that funding is moving away from investment in
physical resources and towards stimulus for collabo-
rative or partnership programs, in a (more) pluralistic
model. The study also highlights that it is imperative

for the public sector to develop innovative approaches
to funding to ensure that social tourism is not depen-
dent on vulnerable sources of funding and that the
justification for such funding is not solely evidenced
by benefits to health and social welfare, but also by
the added value to the national/regional economy.
The study points out that collaborative public-private
funding partnerships demonstrate cost-effective solu-
tions. In the case of Hungary (Puczkó & Rátz, 2013),
welfare tourism operators exploring additional rev-
enue opportunities were surprised that the ratio of
‘other revenues’ (such as commercial accommodation
services, meetings, and events) within social tourism
increased from 11 to 48 between 1978 and 1987.

The study examines different afy summer holi-
day programs and their system/characteristics of fund-
ing. More specifically, the objectives of the study were
as follows: (i) to identify the main channels/mech-
anisms of funding, and (ii) to identify how funding
is carried out according to different types of fund-
ing (Is funding more infrastructure- or beneficiary-
oriented?) and to examine the scope of funding and
the funding trends.

Methodology
Because the concept of social tourism initiatives/pro-
grams in Slovenia is poorly known and poorly un-
derstood, it was difficult to access providers of so-
cial tourism or to identify various social tourism pro-
grams. The creation of a representative sample is there-
fore based on a (virtually) impossible foundation be-
cause the relevant information is not available through
any registry/list of social tourismproviders fromwhich
to create a sample and secondly, because there are
(according to the numerous and different interpre-
tations of social tourism) many uncertainties in rela-
tion to what social tourism programs are. Due to the
limitations presented, we decided on qualitative re-
search conducted using the principles and procedures
of qualitative analysis (Mesec, 1998).

The selected social tourism provider (afy) and
available information on it was accessed for the first
phase (in September 2014) and reviewed over the In-
ternet; through the secondphase (October andNovem-
ber 2014), we undertook short informative telephone
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interviews with a representative of the organization,
where we presented the purpose of our study and es-
tablished contacts with the organization, which was
the entry point (Mesec, 1998, p. 74). She was asked
to participate in the research and also to briefly de-
scribe their activities with emphasis on their social
tourism programs or holiday programs. We requested
additional writtenmaterial relating to the holiday pro-
grams they offer. The following January, the afy rep-
resentative was invited to take part in a roundtable
event, where an interview with her was carried out.

For the data collection (1) an interview with the
afy representative was conducted (in the context of
roundtable event) and (2) written material and avail-
able documentation about the organization was col-
lected (i.e. Booklet of the afy Anniversary) (Zveza
prijateljev mladine Slovenije, 2013). Both documents
were later analysed and processed according to qual-
itative analysis methodologies; textual records were
broken down into topics: topics renamed in terms of
everyday language, research topics renamed by encod-
ing, the key concepts were then selected and relation-
ships between them were defined, and finally a ten-
tative theory was formed (Mesec, 1998, pp. 350–377);
the data were coded inductively and analysed themat-
ically. Most of the codes were attributed on the basis
of the literature review. To maximize the respondent’s
voice in the research and to answer the research ques-
tions as much as possible from the respondent’s point
of view, quotes will be used extensively. In that way,
a clear distinction between the researcher’s and the
respondents’ interpretations is made.

Funding Holiday Programs at AFY
As mentioned earlier, the goals of the study are to ex-
amine different afy summer holiday programs for
children and their system of funding. The starting
points/questions for our research were what the main
channels or mechanisms of funding are, how it is
carried out according to different types of funding
(infrastructure-oriented or beneficiary-oriented fund-
ing), and what is the scope of funding and the funding
trends.

The study of children’s holiday programs in afy
reveals mainly non-commercial targets (in particular,

related to increasing social inclusion for children and
for greater social cohesion), which represent an essen-
tial foundation not only for public funding but also for
charity fundraising, as we see from examples below.
The example below emphasizes that the type of fund-
ing in no way determine the holiday program of the
children and in that respect, all the children are equal
regardless of the different channels of funding.

With regards to afy holiday programs, there is
a double maxim: first making holidays available
to all children and, secondly, the same holiday
for all children. [afy representative]

When the kids are at the resort, they receive all
the same services, the same program, regardless
of how it is financed or how those services are
covered. [afy representative]

The aforementioned social goals and aims of chil-
dren summer holiday programs also reflect the status
of afy, which is a non-governmental, voluntary, hu-
manitarian and non-profit organization. Because of its
activities, it has also gained the status of organizations
in the public interest. This different status allows the
organization to obtain funding from various sources
to finance holiday programs.

Funding is channelled in many directions [. . .]
Children’s holiday programs are funded from
various sources: The Health Insurance Insti-
tute of Slovenia (hiis), the Foundation for the
Funding of Invalid Humanitarian Organiza-
tions (fiho), a significant proportion from par-
ents, a large proportion from local commu-
nity contributions, and also from campaigns –
humanitarian and others – organized to raise
funds from various sponsors and donors. [afy
representative]

In the afy case, as we see from the example above,
the funding of holiday programs normally and in a sig-
nificant proportion passes directly to the users them-
selves: the parents of these children. Other funding
mechanisms include direct funding at the local level –
local community funds – as well as indirect state fund-
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ing through health insurance and the fiho. One of
the important mechanism for funding is also through
the self-financed charities via humanitarian and donor
campaigns, which usually take place in partnership
with other (profit-based) organizations, as we will see
from examples below.

The response below is an example of the two differ-
ent ways of funding that are carried out at afy; run-
ning in parallel are both resort-infrastructure fund-
ing and the funding of the holiday programs them-
selves. afy warns that the greatest threat to the ex-
istence of their holiday programs is a lack of fund-
ing for both infrastructure funding and the funding of
programs/beneficiary-oriented funding.

The biggest problem is of a financial nature
(for renovation and modernization, as well as
the cost of holiday programs) – municipalities
spend less money on it each year. [afy docu-
ment]

It is clear that the reduced amount of financial re-
sources earmarked for infrastructure represents a par-
ticular problem for afy. This ismainly because the or-
ganization itselfmust provide funding for resortmain-
tenance; also, it requires financial resources to pay op-
erating costs. Since afy owns numerous resorts, this
is a very challenging task for the organization.

afy owns or operates 16 resorts with a com-
bined total of 2,275 beds, and most resorts have
the status of youth hostels – most of them in
Croatia, running as corporations or institu-
tions. [afy document]

To gather necessary funds for financing the infras-
tructure and to pay operational costs, afy has devel-
oped a diverse set of special programs, which usu-
ally take place during the low season, in cooperation
with external contractors and organizers; these spe-
cial programs have little in common with the sum-
mer holiday programs. The primary aim is, as men-
tioned before, to obtain the necessary funds for the
infrastructure by offering it for rent to external con-
tractors; these programs are undoubtedly important
in terms of users/beneficiaries, but their primary aim
is in terms of ‘survival’ for program providers, in that

case, afy, seeking to reduce the impact of seasonality
on their business or maintain employment and ‘pay
the bills.’ Funds raised in that way (through special
programs and with external contractors) represent an
additional, second channel of infrastructure-oriented
funding. The example below shows the variety of pro-
grams that afy runs in the low season.

Happy English vacation or various foreign lan-
guage courses; sailing school, and school for
asthma sufferers; implementing science and
project days; during pre-out-of-season andpost-
out-of-season there are other programs such as
Nature school, Gold reader’s badge reward hol-
idays; extracurricular activities, camps, work-
shops, sports team preparations; youth work-
shops, tennis school, swimming school, travel
workshops and creative workshops, etc. [afy
document]

In relation to the funding of the holiday programs
themselves (i.e. beneficiary-oriented funding), afy
provides a variety of holiday program financing sche-
mes that focus on specific target groups of children,
for example, children with health problems, children
with special needs, and children from socially disad-
vantaged backgrounds.

Humanitarian initiatives provide an annual av-
erage of more than 1,000 free children’s holi-
day program places, with several thousand chil-
dren able to obtain funding for subsidized hol-
idays through local communities and the Insti-
tute of PublicHealth. [. . .]Holiday programs for
children with special needs are mainly funded
by the fiho Foundation and the program in-
cludes between 100 and 150 children each year.
[afy document]

As we see from the example above, most of the pre-
sented channels of funding are beneficiary-oriented:
only local community funds are directed to both the
beneficiaries and infrastructure, as mentioned above,
where the municipalities’ contributions and infras-
tructure oriented funding was examined.

However, the dominant mechanism of funding
holiday programs is a financial contribution from the

Academica Turistica, Year 9, No. 2, December 2016 | 101



Janja Gabru Multi-Channel Funding of Social Tourism Programs

parents of these children, and the proportion of par-
ents who can pay the full cost of the program de-
creases; this indicate a trend that the volume of funds
from this channel decreases.

Nowadays only 30 per cent of parents can pay
the full cost of the holiday program. [. . .] The
organization is particularly concerned that all
children be able to take part in holidays and
leisure activities irrespective of their social sta-
tus. [afy representative]

In the past and also today, as we can see from
the examples above and below, afy has taken care
to ensure that the children’s holiday program are ‘so-
cially sensitive’ and (co)funded from different chan-
nels/funding mechanisms that allow the participation
in holidays for children from socially disadvantaged
backgrounds.

In the past, for holidays organized by afy, 30–
50 per cent was financed by parents, 24 per
cent from wsig (Worker self-managed interest
group) child care, 21 per cent from the wsig
health and social care, and 15 per cent from
wsig welfare. [afy document]

afy has the status of the humanitarian organiza-
tion, which means that part of the funds for imple-
menting holiday programs is obtained from ‘human-
itarian initiatives’ by which donations and sponsor-
ships at the local and national levels are received. Ac-
cording to the afy documents, an important feature
of the funding of holiday programs is, therefore, the
solidarity that comes about through the various hu-
manitarian activities (e.g. Wink at the Sun, We Were
All Kids, Compassionate Snowflake). With the help
of selected donations and sponsorship funds, afy
funded holiday program places for children from dis-
advantaged families. afy usually organizes the cam-
paigns in partnership with commercial organizations
and in thatway public-private partnerships are formed
which, as a trend, are noticeable also in the broader
European setting (McCabe et al., 2012).

The largest contributions to free holiday pro-
gram places for children from socially disad-

vantaged environments are received from the
annual Wink at the Sun campaign. [. . .] At the
end of the 1990s, afy’s charitable activities sky-
rocketed [. . .] through its partnership with the
Lek pharmaceutical company, the Wink at the
Sun campaign began. [afy document]

According to the afy documents. another very
successful charity campaign was also launched as the
public-private partnership between the afy and two
commercial organizations: Pejo trading andMercator.

Money for free holiday programs is also pro-
vided by other charitable initiatives, and among
the most successful has been ‘We were all Kids.’
The campaign was supported by the Pejo trad-
ing company and provided one-week holiday
program places for 1,500 children: 100 per year
during the winter holidays and 200 per year in
the summer holidays. The campaign ran from
2003 to 2007, also in cooperation with Merca-
tor, which contributed a part from the sale of
certain products. [afy document]

In relation to the campaign ‘Wink at the Sun,’ an-
other fundraising mechanism was launched to reach
individual donors, again in partnership with a news-
paper company.

In 1998, afy launched the difficult and, at the
same time, risky concept of fundraising through
direct marketing using unaddressed letters with
payment slips sent to all households in Slove-
nia; due to the high costs, this action was sub-
sequently limited to legal entities and individ-
ual donors, who received mailshot and pay-
ment slips, delivered with daily newspapers.
[. . .] To date, more than €1.8 million has been
raised, with free holiday program places going
to 10,500 children. [afy document]

Firstly, the examples above all reveal that the hu-
manitarian activity of afy is growing and becoming
increasingly necessary and in parallel with local com-
munity contributions and fiho and hiis funds an-
nually ensures a substantial part of the funds in the
funding system of children summer holiday program
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at afy. Secondly, all the examples above indicate that
funding is aimedmore towards providing financial as-
sistance for users/beneficiaries and less for infrastruc-
ture funding.

In a context of beneficiary-oriented funding, the
responses above shows that the scope of the funds
raised from charity campaigns rises from year to year:
from 300 children on free holidays in 2003–2007 to
more than 1000 children in 2013, in addition to several
thousand children having subsidized holidays from
municipalities. This information is also supported by
the fact that fewer and fewer parents can afford an
annual holiday for their children, and that the scope
of available financial resources from parents is di-
minishing. The tendency of the afy to also include
children with health problems and disabled children
makes the organization a candidate for fiho in hiis
funds. There has been a reduction in funding from
both of these channels; fiho funds due to the conces-
sion fee reduction from the lottery, while hiis funds
due to a tightening of the criteria for children to ac-
cess holiday program places and consequently a re-
duction in funding from this source. Regarding the
infrastructure-oriented funding, research shows re-
duced funding from the municipalities, which has in-
creased the scope of the funds that must be ensured by
afy itself.

The funding system of afy, including beneficiary
and infrastructure funds, is highly complex andmulti-
layered and, as such, today enables a relatively high
proportion of children to take part in holiday pro-
grams:

On average, around 20,000 children benefit
from holiday programs annually. [afy docu-
ment]

However, as the examples show, the total volume
of the gathered funds is in decline, and consequently
we can expect that the number of children benefiting
from the afy summer programs financial schemes
will decrease in the future, but hopefully not signif-
icantly since the organization has developed a multi-
channeled funding system, which should prevent such
a negative outcome for the children summer holiday
programs.

Conclusion
This paper contributes to the insight of funding in the
field of social tourism. Significant findings of the re-
searchwere thatmulti-channel funding system in afy
exists, which is an exceptional case of social tourism
funding, not only in Slovenia but also in the wider
European context and, as such, is potentially a good
funding practice, which should be promoted. The afy
multi-channeled system consists of six different chan-
nels of funding children’s summer holiday programs.
In the context of public funding, there are three differ-
ent channels; in addition to the fiho and hiis funds
designated for funding summer holiday programs for
children with special needs and children with health
problems (children’s summer programs funded from
these two channels are fully covered), there are also
community contributions, which are primarily used
for (co)funding summer holiday programs for chil-
dren from socially disadvantaged backgrounds (mu-
nicipalities allocate another part of these funds for
the investments in infrastructure of the holiday re-
sorts). The fourth channel is charity fundraising and
funds from which the organization covers the full
costs of summer holiday programs for more than a
thousand children per year. The last and very signif-
icant channel of funding children’s holiday programs
are parents’ contributions; their own funds represent
a primary channel for funding the programs, which
are usually (co)funded due to the increasingly un-
favourable socio-economic status of many Slovenian
families.

Another significant finding was that the system of
fundraising is strongly linked to the status of the or-
ganization, and it represents an essential foundation
for raising funds in the presented ways from various
organizations and individuals, not only from parents
but also from individual donors. Only two channels
of infrastructure-oriented funding exist: community
funds and the funds of the afy organization obtained
through launching special products, usually in the low
season and in cooperation with outside contractors.

According to our research question about how the
funding is carried out according to different types of
funding and what is the scope of funding and the
funding trends the research shows that two major
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types of funding can be observed: running in parallel
are infrastructure-oriented funding and beneficiary-
oriented funding. Research also shows trends in fund-
ing going from infrastructure oriented funding (only
two channels exist in this area: community funds and
the organization’s own funds) to beneficiary oriented
funding where five channels exist - fiho, hiis, com-
munity and parents’ funds and charity funds. It is a
matter of concern that all the channels and raised
funds are decreasing, and consequently humanitar-
ian/charity activities and fundraising is increasing;
probably the best known is the celebrated ‘Wink at the
Sun’ campaign. For funding holiday programs through
the charity actions, the organization is trying to in-
troduce some new/innovative funding: afy together
with external, profit-based organizations, develops
and agrees relatively stable/long-term public-private
partnerships, which provide relatively more stable or
permanent sources of funding. Therefore, another im-
portant finding of the research is that the beneficiary-
oriented funding suffers from less and less direct and
indirect public funding (municipalities, hiis, fiho)
while funding from humanitarian activities is appar-
ently rising. Furthermore, the critical finding of the
research is that parents are to a large degree not able
to finance the holidays for their children and a sig-
nificant source/channel of funding of afy children
summer holiday programs is also in decline.

The most remarkable finding of the research was
that although the organizational funding system is
very complex and multi-layered, it still fails to en-
sure steady funds. In that context, the biggest threat
for the afy is that it will run out of necessary funds
to obtain the summer holiday programs at the present
scope since the volume of funds raised through most
of the existing channels (parent’s contributions, mu-
nicipality contribution, hiis and fiho funds) is de-
clining each year. To compensate the loss of parent’s
and public funding, in the last two decades, afy has
become increasingly oriented to charity fundraising.
In order to ensure the necessary funds for the holiday
programs, namely to ensure steady sources, fundrais-
ing is becoming the central task undertaken by the
organization.

The interest in the subject of the funding of social

tourism is extensive, and it will continue to be so in the
future, since, as Diekmann and McCabe (2013) claim,
for social tourism to work there needs to be a system
to deliver funds. In the case of afy, both beneficiary-
oriented and infrastructure-oriented funding are in
decline and children’s holiday programs are threatened
and increasingly dependent on funds raised by the hu-
manitarian actions and campaigns organized to raise
funds from various sponsors and donors. The trend in
funding social tourism programs is changing course;
from public funding to charity funding, which is char-
acteristic of more ‘individualized societies’ (Minnaert
et al., 2013), in which social tourism could at best be
argued to be a desert and funding it always a question
of who deserves the state help; this is more in the line
with the neo-liberal social model. Nevertheless, the
research has highlighted the importance of funding
for social tourism programs to exist and benefit differ-
ent groups of children at afy, but there is still a need
for further research into, as Minnaert (2014) says, ‘the
transformative power of tourism and its potential for
social policy,’ in which the long-term effects of social
tourism participation are explored.

At this step, we suggest that social tourism pri-
ority programs should be identified at the national
level, where children are defined as one of the key
beneficiary groups and are actively targeted inside
those social tourism initiatives, especially children
with health problems, children with special needs, and
children from socially disadvantaged backgrounds.
Those programs should be substantially supported
and (co)financed from public funds, as a part of social
or health policy. Secondly, due to the poor knowledge
of social tourism and social tourism funding systems,
we also suggest the educational programs and promo-
tion of the social tourismphenomenon and its funding
system not only among the charitable and non-profit
sector but also among commercial tourism providers,
since the cooperation between sectors is evidently es-
sential for the future development and funding of so-
cial tourism.
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