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Abstract: Agritourism is increasingly positioned as a practical route to encourage more responsible environmental behaviour
by bringing tourists into direct contact with farms, local landscapes, and everyday sustainability practices. Building on
established measurement work on key pro-environmental constructs, this paper takes a narrower and more applied step by
testing whether gender, age, and income meaningfully differentiate tourists’ environmental awareness, concern, values,
knowledge, attitudes, and pro-environmental behaviour in agritourism settings. A quantitative survey was administered to
tourists participating in agritourism activities in Kashmir, India, India. Using purposive sampling, 700 tourists were approached
and 560 usable responses were obtained (80% response rate). Gender differences were assessed using an independent-samples t-
test, while age (below 30 years, 31-50 years, above 50 years) and income groups were examined using one-way ANOVA. The
findings show a limited but informative role of demographics. Gender differences were significant only for environmental
awareness, where female tourists reported higher awareness than male tourists. Age differences were significant for
environmental attitude (stronger among tourists below 30 years) and for pro-environmental behaviour (highest among tourists
aged 31-50 years). Income-based differences were significant for environmental knowledge, environmental attitude, and pro-
environmental behaviour, with higher-income groups reporting consistently higher scores. Thus, the results provide
segmentation-ready evidence that can help agritourism operators and destination planners tailor sustainability communication,
experience design, and pricing or behavioural nudges to visitor groups with different constraints and response tendencies.
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INTRODUCTION

Tourism is no longer being measured based on the number of visitors that it brings, but also on the type of visitors that
it is attracting to a disaster-prone destination (Alloh et al., 2024). Due to the increasing visibility of climate and biodiversity
pressures in people's daily lives, destinations and tourism operators face increasing pressure to promote low-impact
decisions, responsible consumption, and the well-being of local ecosystems (Badia et al., 2024). Similarly, Agritourism is
one of the promising areas of this change, as tourists will stop merely sightseeing, but they will be involved in
agriculturally based activities, have local food experiences, and experience the rural lifestyle (Ting & Cheng, 2017).

Since agritourism is based on the actual landscapes, labour, and utilisation of resources, it can render the environmental
issues less abstract and more personal (Ohorodnyk & Finger, 2024). The experience of agritourism has suggested that
agritourism participation can be linked to both the public sphere and the private sphere sustainable behaviours, suggesting
that the experience may not only reinforce greener practices during the process of travel but may also extend to other areas
(Brune et al., 2022). Simultaneously, agritourism is frequently framed as a rural sustainability and local wellbeing avenue,
where environmental protection is connected to the local developmental goals (Ciolac et al., 2019).

An important factor as to why agritourism is important in sustainability is that it is able to turn the concept of
environment into a slogan into a sight and touch experience for the tourists (Shi & Liao, 2025). As visitors see how the
resources are saved, waste management, soil management and how food is produced in seasons, they are introduced to
sustainability as a collection of daily choices and not a far-fetched policy argument (Wu et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024).
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Research on farm tourism and other tourism in a rural setting demonstrates that these experiences have the potential to
bridge personal values and environmentally responsible decision-making, which supports the idea that sustainability is
partially related to what individuals value and how they understand their contribution to visiting (Hassan et al., 2024). In a
broader sense, tourism studies have long held that internal factors (including knowledge, attitudes, and values) are significantly
connected to intentions and behaviour, albeit the level of connection depends on the situation and the kind of behaviour under
investigation (Gao et al., 2016). That is, the psychological pathway is substantive, but it does not work in empty space.

This is where the role of demographic differences comes in as a practical factor. Tourism managers seldom enjoy the
privilege of creating a single sustainability message or a single green experience that will be equally effective on all.
Age, gender, and income usually determine the affordability of the tourists, their priorities, responsibility interpretations,
and their readiness to abandon routine behaviours (Pinho & Gomes, 2024). Within the hotel and destination contexts, it
has been observed that there are systematic circular attitude differences as well as environmental behaviours across
socio-demographic lines, some of the results indicated that women expressed greater circular behaviours compared to
men and willing to pay higher to access greener establishments may also differ depending on their socio-demographic
background (Rodriguez et al., 2020). On the same note, gender work in tourist settings has demonstrated that the
connections among individual elements and pro-environmental behaviour may vary between men and women so that
they indicate that what drives green behaviour may not be the same among men and women (L6pez-Bonilla et al., 2020).
The issue of income is also significant as it may serve as an enabler (possibility to afford greener alternatives) and be a
barrier (price sensitivity and competing needs). Indicatively, studies on green product purchasing behaviours of tourists
show that there is a noteworthy variation in the environmentally friendly purchasing behaviour across income classes
(Pekersen & Canoz, 2022). More recent findings on the relevance of socio-demographics (such as age, gender, and
income) in explaining or moderating sustainable travel decisions and associated behavioural patterns are also reported in
India (Naik et al., 2025). Combined, the literature direction is clearly pointed that demographic segments may vary, but
the trend of variations may be situation-specific and has to be verified in the context under investigation.

It is in this context that the current paper takes a very narrow and pragmatic approach. The most important constructs
in the pro-environmental behaviour chain such as Environmental Awareness, Environment Concern, Environment
Value, Environmental Knowledge, Environmental Attitude and Pro-environmental Behaviour have already been
discussed in previous research work in terms of their concept divisions as well as the relationship of one with another
(Ansari et al., 2021; Bilynets & Knezevic Cvelbar, 2022; Fatoki, 2019; Foroughi et al., 2022; Li et al., 2022).

There have been least studies that might have studied the role of demographic variables. Thus, this study focuses on
whether there are any significant differences in the mean scores of these constructs across significant de mographic
groups in an agritourism setting. The study would create practical demographic segmentation knowledge to agritourism
operators and destination planners by isolating the variation in demographic in this manner.

These understandings can be used to make the communication of sustainability more accurate, experience design,
and pricing or behavioural nudges so that the practitioners can better reach out to groups with the highest response rates
and also account for the limits and incentives that could be driving less responsive groups.

The rest of the paper will be structured in the following way. Section 2 demonstrates the theoretical framework and
hypotheses of the study. Section 3 describes the research design, sampling method, construct measurement and the
analytical methods. In section 4, the findings of the empirical research are reported. In Section 5, the results will be
discussed, the most important limitations identified, and the way future research should be carried out.

Theoretical Framework

Agritourism provides a setting where tourists encounter the natural environment and food production systems in a
direct, experience-based way (Alloh et al., 2024; Karthik & Gajanand, 2017). Unlike conventional tourism, where
sustainability may remain a background message, agritourism makes environmental issues visible through land-based
activities, local food consumption, and interaction with rural communities (Jamaliah et al., 2021).

Environmental Aware ness‘D

(Prn—environmental Behaviour (PEB)}

Figure 1. Research Framework
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This matters because pro-environmental behaviour in tourism is shaped not only by what people believe in principle, but
also by what the setting makes salient and easy to practise (Brune et al., 2022). The present model (Figure 1) is intentionally
framed as a segmentation model, not a causal behavioural model. The model assumes that gender, age, and income function as
distal determinants that can create meaningful differences in tourists” environmental orientations and actions. This is consistent
with the broader literature, which recognises that demographic characteristics often shape socialisation, resources, and
constraints, and therefore influence environmental attitudes and behaviours (Stern, 2000). In tourism settings, socio-
demographic profiling has been used to explain why some tourists exhibit stronger environmentally responsible or circular
practices than others, suggesting that demographic segmentation is useful for sustainability planning (Rodriguez et al., 2020).

Hypotheses development

Gender-based differences in pro-environmental factors and behaviour

A large body of literature suggests that gender can shape pro-environmental attitudes and behaviour, although the
direction and strength of this effect vary across settings. Early work by Zelezny et al. (2000) showed that women often
report stronger environmental concern and a greater tendency towards environmentally responsible behaviour than men.
More recent evidence also supports this pattern. For example, Li et al. (2022), in a study from China, found that women
showed higher environmental concern and engaged in several greener everyday practices than men. Within tourism and
hospitality, Han et al. (2009) reported that the relationships between green attitudes, hotel image, and behavioural
intentions were generally stronger among female guests in a green hotel context. Similarly, Moise et al. (2021) found that
gender moderated the effects of hotel green practices on guest responses, suggesting that women may respond more
positively to environmentally responsible hospitality initiatives in some contexts. At the same time, the evidence is not
fully consistent. MacDonald & Hara (1994) found only weak gender differences in environmental concern, with males
showing slightly higher concern in their sample of college students. In another study, Mostafa (2007) reported significant
gender differences in green purchase behaviour among Egyptian consumers, showing that such variation is highly context-
dependent rather than universal. Patel et al. (2017), using evidence from India, also reported that men displayed higher pro-
environmental behaviour than women in their sample. Taken together, these findings suggest that gender may influence
pro-environmental factors and behaviour, but the pattern is shaped by cultural context, type of behaviour, and research
setting. In view of these mixed findings, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H1: Male and female tourists do not differ significantly with respect to pro-environmental factors (environmental
awareness, environmental concern, environmental value, environmental knowledge, environmental attitude) and pro-
environmental behaviour.

Age-based differences in pro-environmental behaviour

Age is widely used as a demographic variable in sustainability research because different life stages are often
associated with different values, routines, responsibilities, and consumption habits (Farmaki et al., 2026; Sadeque et al.,
2026). However, the relationship between age and pro-environmental behaviour is far from straightforward. Some
studies suggest that younger consumers may be more receptive to green appeals, especially where environmental
behaviour is linked with identity, innovation, and social influence (Khairy et al., 2026). Lee (2008), for instance, showed
that young consumers can be an important segment for green marketing. In hospitality research, Han et al. (2009) found
that age had a moderating role in the relationship between green attitudes and behavioural intentions in a hotel setting.
These findings indicate that younger groups may be especially responsive to green communication in some market
environments. Other studies point in a different direction. Wang et al. (2021), using cross-national evidence from 31
countries, found a positive relationship between age and pro-environmental behaviour, with older people more likely to
participate in environmentally responsible actions. Sun et al. (2019) also found that age affects green consumption
behaviour, although its effect operates within a broader system of demographic and environmental influences. In tourism
specifically, Wang et al. (2020) reported that age significantly influenced green purchase attitudes towards green hotel
selection in China. By contrast, Akehurst et al. (2012) argued that psychographic factors are often more important than
socio-demographic variables in explaining green purchase behaviour, which suggests that age alone may not be a
reliable predictor in every context. Patel et al. (2017) likewise found that middle-aged consumers scored higher on pro-
environmental behaviour than both younger and older groups, reinforcing the idea that age effects are present but not
uniform. Given this mixed yet meaningful evidence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H2: Tourists across different age categories differ significantly in mean pro-environmental behaviour.

Income-based differences in pro-environmental behaviour

The role of income in pro-environmental behaviour remains one of the most debated issues in this literature. One line of
research suggests that higher income can support greener behaviour because it reduces the financial burden associated with
eco-friendly products, green premiums, or sustainable service choices (Buckley et al., 2025; Wang & Zhang, 2020). Khare
(2015) found that income influenced environmentally friendly behaviour among Indian consumers, while Wang et al.
(2020) reported that income significantly affected both green purchase attitudes and behavioural intention towards green
hotel selection in China. These studies support the argument that financial capacity may make it easier for consumers to
translate environmental concern into action, particularly when sustainable choices involve higher cost or perceived sacrifice
(Pang & Jiang, 2026). Yet another line of evidence suggests that income is neither simple nor consistently positive as a
predictor of green behaviour. Akehurst et al. (2012) concluded that psychographic variables were more relevant than socio-
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demographic ones in explaining ecologically conscious consumer behaviour. Sun et al. (2019) similarly found that while
several demographic factors matter, overall consumption levels did not have a significant impact on green consumption in
their multilevel model. More recent evidence further complicates the picture. Berthold et al. (2023) found that higher
income was associated with lower willingness to engage in certain pro-environmental behaviours, while subjective
financial scarcity also reduced willingness to act sustainably. This suggests that both objective resources and subjective
financial experience can shape environmental behaviour in different ways (Voss et al., 2026). Therefore, the effect of
income appears to be context-sensitive and dependent on the type of behaviour being measured. In light of these mixed
findings, the following hypothesis is proposed:
H3: Tourists across different income categories differ significantly in mean pro-environmental behaviour.

METHODOLOGY

This paper investigates how key demographic variables shape tourists’ pro-environmental behaviour in agritourism
settings in Kashmir, India. In line with the study’s central purpose, the analysis focuses on whether age, gender, and income
significantly differentiate tourists’ pro-environmental behaviour, rather than re-examining the already well-established
causal links among environmental values, beliefs, attitudes, norms, perceived behavioural control, and behavior (Forleo &
Bredice, 2025; Majid et al., 2025). This focus is practically important because agritourism operators and destination
planners need clear segmentation-based evidence to design sustainability messages, visitor experiences, and behavioural
interventions for different categories of tourists. To address this objective, the study adopted a quantitative survey design
and gathered systematic evidence from tourists who had participated in agritourism activities in the region. The target
sample comprised 700 domestic and international tourists, and purposive sampling was used to ensure that all respondents
had direct experience of agritourism in Kashmir. Before the main survey, the questionnaire was piloted with 80 respondents
to assess clarity, relevance, and logical flow in line with the studies (Malik et al., 2025; Mehraj et al., 2025; Mehraj &
Qureshi, 2022a; Qureshi & Mehraj, 2022; Tanzeela et al., 2024). Based on the pilot feedback, minor revisions were made
to improve the final instrument. The structured questionnaire consisted of two main sections. The first section captured the
demographic profile of respondents, including age, gender, nationality, education, occupation, and income. The second
section measured the major pro-environmental constructs using established scales drawn from earlier studies.

Y7

Study of Pro-environmental Behaviour among Tourists in Agritourism Settings, Kashmir, India

Research Focus
To examine whether age, gender, and income significantly differentiate
tourists’ pro-environmental behaviour in agritourism settings.

3

Research Design
Quantitative, cross-sectional survey design.

&

Target Population and Sampling
Domestic and international tourists with firsthand agritourism experience in
Kashmir, India. Purposive (judgmental) sampling. Target sample: n = 700.

Pilot Study
Pilot test conducted with 80 respondents to assess clarity, relevance,
and flow of the questionnaire. Minor revisions made before final survey.

I 3
Questionnaire Structure

Section A: Demographic profile (age, gender, nationality, education,
occupation, income). Section B: Pro-environmental constructs measured

using established scales on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree,
5 = Strongly agree).

Measurement Scales
Pro-environmental values: Stern et al. (1999); Beliefs: Dunlap et al. (2000);
Attitude: Kaiser et al. (1999); Social norms: Cialdini et al. (1990); Environmental
conscientiousness: Hirsh (2010); Perceived behavioural control: Ajzen (1991);
Pro-environmental behaviour: Kaiser (1998).

4

Data Collection and Response
Valid responses received: n = 560. Response rate: 80%.
1
Demographic Grouping
Age: Below 30 (26%), 31-50 (50%), Above 50 (24%). Gender: Male (50%),
Female (50%). Monthly income: < ¥20,000 (15%), ¥20,000-50,000 (30%),
¥50,001-100,000 (25%), ¥100,000-200,000 (20%), > ¥200,000 (10%).
o
Statistical Analysis
Independent-samples t-test for gender differences.
One-way ANOVA for age and income differences.

. i

Study Outcome
To identify phi in pro-er tal behaviour and
provide practical guidance for targeted sustainability strategies in agritourism.

Figure 2. Methodological Flow Diagram (Source: Prepared by the authors)
Specifically, pro-environmental values were adapted from Stern et al. (1999), pro-environmental beliefs from Dunlap et
al. (2000), pro-environmental attitude from Kaiser et al. (1999), social norms from Cialdini et al. (1990), environmental
conscientiousness from Hirsh (2010), perceived behavioural control from Ajzen (1991), and pro-environmental behaviour
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from Kaiser (1998). All items were rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly
agree. Of the 700 questionnaires distributed, 560 valid responses were received, giving a response rate of 80 per cent. In
line with the study’s segmentation objective, respondents were grouped by age into below 30 years (26 per cent), 31-50
years (50 per cent), and above 50 years (24 per cent). Gender was evenly distributed between male (50 per cent) and female
(50 per cent) respondents. Monthly income was classified into five brackets: below 220,000 (15 per cent), 20,000-350,000
(30 per cent), ¥50,001-%100,000 (25 per cent), 100,000-3200,000 (20 per cent), and above 2200,000 (10 per cent). For the
statistical analysis, an independent-samples t-test was used to examine gender-based differences, while one-way ANOVA
was applied to test differences across age and income groups. Thus, the study seeks to identify which categories of tourists
display higher or lower levels of pro-environmental behaviour in agritourism settings and to generate practical insights for
more targeted and effective sustainability strategies as showin in Figure 2.

RESULTS

Analysis for Gender

To examine whether Environmental Awareness, Environmental Concern, Environmental Value, Environmental
Knowledge, Environmental Attitude, and Pro-environmental Behavior differ based on gender, an independent sample t-test
was conducted. The results, presented in Table 1, indicate that Environmental Awareness is the only construct where a
statistically significant difference was observed between male and female respondents (t = -2.43, p = 0.015). Females (M =
3.75, SD = 1.07) reported higher environmental awareness compared to males (M = 3.52, SD = 1.15), suggesting that
women tend to be more environmentally conscious in agritourism settings. The Levene’s test for equality of variances (F =
5.75, p = 0.017) indicates that variance was not equal, so adjustments were made in the t-test calculations. For
Environmental Concern, there was no statistically significant difference between males and females (t = -0.718, p = 0.473),
with mean scores of 3.61 (SD = 1.05) for males and 3.67 (SD = 1.06) for females, indicating that both genders exhibit
similar levels of concern for environmental issues. Similarly, Environmental Value showed no significant difference (t =
0.542, p = 0.588), with males (M = 3.66, SD = 0.967) and females (M = 3.61, SD = 0.956) reporting comparable
perceptions of sustainability importance in agritourism. The results in Table 4.24 also show no significant gender
differences in Environmental Knowledge (t = -0.383, p = 0.702), with males (M = 3.68, SD = 1.00) and females (M = 3.71,
SD = 0.990) demonstrating similar levels of knowledge regarding sustainability in agritourism. Likewise, Environmental
Attitude did not show a significant difference between males (M = 3.53, SD = 1.00) and females (M = 3.59, SD = 1.04),
with t = -0.648 and p = 0.518, indicating that both genders hold comparable attitudes towards environmental sustainability.

For Pro-environmental Behavior, the results show no statistically significant difference (t = -0.088, p = 0.930), as both
males (M = 3.62, SD = 1.05) and females (M = 3.62, SD = 1.05) reported identical levels of environmentally responsible
actions in agritourism settings. Overall, the findings in Table 1 suggest that gender plays a role in Environmental
Awareness, with females demonstrating higher awareness levels than males, while there are no significant differences in
other environmental constructs, including Concern, Value, Knowledge, Attitude, and Pro-environmental Behavior. These
results indicate that while awareness-based interventions may need to be customized based on gender, other sustainability
initiatives can be implemented uniformly across male and female tourists in agritourism settings.

Table 1. Independent Sample t-Test Results for Gender

Constructs Gender Mean Std. Deviation IF‘ evene's Tg?; T Sig..
Environmental Awareness F':J/lrs:je 2?; ié? 5.75 .017 -2.43 .015
Environmental Concern F,(\e/lrr?ge g:g% 1:82 004 951 -718 473
Environmental Value F';"rﬁﬁe g:g? :ggg 193 660 542 588
Environmental Knowledge F':Ir?]:je 2?2 1988 .248 .618 -.383 .702
Environmental Attitude F';"rﬁ;e 223 1:82 1.174 279 -.648 518
Pro-environmental Behavior F,;Ar::je ggg 182 .164 .685 -.088 .930

Analysis for Age

To assess whether Environmental Awareness, Environmental Concern, Environmental Value, Environmental
Knowledge, Environmental Attitude, and Pro-environmental Behavior vary across different age groups, a one-way
ANOVA test was conducted. The results, presented in Table 2, provide insights into whether significant differences
exist among three age groups: below 30 years, 31-50 years, and above 50 years. The analysis reveals that Environmental
Attitude and Pro-environmental Behavior show statistically significant differences across age groups. Environmental
Attitude (F = 5.96, p = 0.003) differs significantly, with respondents below 30 years (M = 3.84, SD = 0.793) reporting
higher environmental attitudes than those in the 31-50 years (M = 3.46, SD = 1.07) and above 50 years (M = 3.52, SD =
1.05) age groups. This suggests that younger tourists are more likely to hold positive environmental attitudes in
agritourism settings. Similarly, Pro-environmental Behavior (F = 4.25, p = 0.015) exhibits significant differences, where
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respondents aged 31-50 years (M = 3.71, SD = 1.12) report higher engagement in pro-environmental actions compared
to those under 30 years (M = 3.38, SD = 0.953). This indicates that middle-aged tourists demonstrate stronger
environmentally responsible behaviors in agritourism, possibly due to greater life experience and awareness of
sustainability practices. For Environmental Awareness (F = 2.07, p = 0.126), Environmental Concern (F = 1.31, p =
0.269), Environmental Value (F = 0.044, p = 0.957), and Environmental Knowledge (F = 1.50, p = 0.224), no significant
differences were found across age groups (p > 0.05). This suggests that age does not play a significant role in shaping
awareness, concern, value, or knowledge related to environmental sustainability in agritourism. Overall, the findings in
Table 2 indicate that younger tourists exhibit stronger environmental attitudes, while middle-aged individuals
demonstrate higher pro-environmental behaviors. However, awareness, concern, knowledge, and value remain
consistent across age groups, suggesting that sustainability efforts in agritourism appeal broadly across different age
demographics. These insights can guide targeted sustainability initiatives, ensuring that awareness campaigns focus on
attitude development among older groups while reinforcing behavioral commitment among younger tourists.

Table 2. One-way ANOVA Results for Age

Constructs Age Mean Std. Deviation F Sig..

<30yrs 3.80 1.01

. 31-50 yrs 3.60 1.18
Environmental Awareness above 50 yrs 354 111 2.07 126

Total 3.62 1.12

<30 yrs 3.72 1.01

. 31-50 yrs 3.56 1.07
Environmental Concern above 50 yrs 369 1.06 1.31 .269

Total 3.63 1.06

<30 yrs 3.66 .829

. 31-50 yrs 3.64 1.01
Environmental Value above 50 y1s 363 965 .044 .957

Total 3.64 961

<30 yrs 3.83 .920

. 31-50 yrs 3.64 .992
Environmental Knowledge above 50 y1s 368 105 1.50 224

Total 3.69 .998

<30 yrs 3.84 793

. . 31-50 yrs 3.46 1.07
Environmental Attitude above 50 y1s 352 105 5.96 .003

Total 3.56 1.02

<30 yrs 3.38 .953
Pro-environmental 31-50 yrs 3.71 1.12 4.95 015

Behavior above 50 yrs 3.65 1.00 ' '
Total 3.62 1.05

Analysis for Income

To assess whether Environmental Awareness, Environmental Concern, Environmental Value, Environmental Knowledge,
Environmental Attitude, and Pro-environmental Behaviour vary across different income groups, a one-way ANOVA was
conducted. The results are summarised in Table 3, comparing five income categories: below 20,000, 320,000-%50,000,
%50,001-%100,000, Z100,001-%200,000, and above Z200,000. The findings show that Environmental Knowledge,
Environmental Attitude, and Pro-environmental Behaviour differ significantly across income groups. Environmental
Knowledge displays a statistically significant difference (F = 2.74, p = 0.028), with mean scores rising steadily across income
brackets. Respondents earning above 200,000 report the highest knowledge levels (M = 3.95, SD = 0.86), compared to those
earning below %20,000 (M = 3.50, SD = 0.99). This suggests that higher-income tourists may have greater exposure to
sustainability information or may be more familiar with sustainability concepts relevant to agritourism experiences.

A similar pattern is observed for Environmental Attitude (F = 3.11, p = 0.015). Tourists in the highest income bracket
show more favourable environmental attitudes (M = 3.80, SD = 0.94) than those in the lowest bracket (M = 3.38, SD = 1.07).
This indicates that income-based segmentation may be relevant for attitude-building interventions, especially for groups that
score comparatively lower on environmental attitude. Most importantly, Pro-environmental Behaviour also shows significant
income-based variation (F = 4.48, p = 0.002). Behavioural engagement increases with income, with the lowest-income group
reporting the lowest behavioural score (M = 3.30, SD = 1.02) and the highest-income group reporting the highest (M = 3.95,
SD = 0.98). One plausible interpretation is that some pro-environmental actions in agritourism (such as paying for eco-
activities, purchasing local sustainable products, or opting for greener services) may be easier to adopt when tourists face
fewer financial constraints. For Environmental Awareness (F = 0.62, p = 0.650), Environmental Concern (F = 041, p =
0.802), and Environmental Value (F = 0.29, p = 0.883), no statistically significant differences were found (p > 0.05). This
indicates that, regardless of income level, tourists hold broadly comparable awareness, concern, and value orientations, while
differences emerge more strongly in knowledge, attitude, and actual behaviour. Overall, Table 3 suggests that sustainability
efforts in agritourism resonate across income groups at the level of general awareness and concern, but income-based
segmentation becomes more important when the focus shifts to knowledge depth, attitude strength, and behavioural uptake.
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Table 3. One-way ANOVA Results for Income

Constructs Income Mean Std. Deviation F Sig.

below 220,000 3.55 1.10

%20,000-350,000 3.60 1.14

. %50,001-%100,000 3.62 1.12
Environmental Awareness 2100,001-3200,000 366 103 0.62 .650

above 2200,000 3.70 1.05

Total 3.62 1.12

below 220,000 3.58 1.09

%20,000-350,000 3.61 1.08

. %50,001-%100,000 3.64 1.05
Environmental Concern 2100,001-3200,000 367 103 0.41 .802

above 2200,000 3.70 1.01

Total 3.63 1.06

below 220,000 3.60 0.98

%20,000-350,000 3.63 0.97

. %50,001-%100,000 3.64 0.96
Environmental Value 2100,001-3200,000 3.66 0.95 0.29 .883

above 3200,000 3.70 0.93

Total 3.64 0.96

below 320,000 3.50 0.99

%20,000-350,000 3.62 1.01

. %50,001-%100,000 3.72 0.97
Environmental Knowledge 2100,001-2200,000 382 0.93 2.74 .028

above 200,000 3.95 0.86

Total 3.69 1.00

below 220,000 3.38 1.07

320,000-350,000 3.50 1.03

. . %50,001-100,000 3.58 1.01
Environmental Attitude 2100,001-3200,000 368 093 3.11 .015

above 200,000 3.80 0.94

Total 3.56 1.02

below 220,000 3.30 1.02

%20,000-50,000 3.50 1.06

. . %50,001-%100,000 3.65 1.05
Pro-environmental Behaviour 2100,001-3200,000 330 101 448 .002

above 2200,000 3.95 0.98

Total 3.62 1.05

The demographic tests show a clear “mixed picture”, which is exactly why it is sensible to test differences rather than
assume that all visitor groups behave the same way. For H1 (gender), the results indicate a statistically significant
difference only for Environmental Awareness (female tourists scoring higher), while Environmental Concern,
Environmental Value, Environmental Knowledge, Environmental Attitude, and Pro-environmental Behaviour do not differ
significantly by gender. In other words, H1 is largely supported, but not fully, because awareness does vary by gender. For
H2 (age), the one-way ANOVA shows that Pro-environmental Behaviour differs significantly across age groups, so H2 is
supported. For H3 (income), the one-way ANOVA indicates that Pro-environmental Behaviour differs significantly across
income categories, so H3 is also supported. Notably, the income analysis also suggests meaningful differences for
Environmental Knowledge and Environmental Attitude, even though the core hypothesis focused on behaviour.

DISCUSSION

This research was purposefully limited by a specific objective to establish whether there are significant differences in
pro-environmental behaviour of tourists in an agritourism context by gender, age, and income, as opposed to re-
evaluating a well-established logic of values, beliefs, attitudes, norms, control that prevails in the research in
environmental behaviour (Salim et al., 2022). The significance of that decision is practical as it is not sufficient that the
operators of agritourism should know what predicts behaviour in general, but rather what visitor groups have dissimilar
reactions, and that a one-size-fits-all sustainability policy will perform worse (Patwary et al., 2023).

Beginning with gender, what is interesting about the results is, in fact, that it is modest. The environmental
awareness amongst female tourists is higher but they do not have statistically significant greater concern, knowledge,
attitude, and pro-environmental behaviour in the agritourism visit per se (Mehraj, et al., 2025). A possible way to
interpret it is that awareness is commonly more of a more cognitive and more self-reported disposition whereas
behaviour in a destination is determined by the situational characteristics of what is convenient, what is expected to be
done on-destination socially, and what experience design predisposes to do easily. In cases where the setting is very
strong structuring behaviour (farm rules, guided activities, waste systems, local-produce prompts), the gender gaps may
reduce as everyone is nudged towards the same direction by the environment (Jeaheng et al., 2026).
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This is in line with more general literature that indicates that demographic influences on pro-environmental behaviour
are contextual and can be influenced by social expectations and opportunity structures rather than individual disposition.
In the case of agritourism, the message that should be practiced is that gender differences might be more applicable to an
awareness-building communication, but behavioural design on-site might not need to be radically different between
male and female tourists as long as the aim is to increase actual eco-actions (Papp-Vary & Hajeer, 2026).

The results of the age comparison are more subtle and, actually, more realistic than the typical young people are
greener argument. The environmental attitude is highest among the tourists who are below 30 years of age, whereas the
pro-environmental behaviour is reported to be higher among the 31-50 category of tourism.

Such division is in line with a general trend in sustainable tourism studies that individuals may have high pro-
environmental ideologies, but behavioural choices are influenced by lived restrictions, habits, perceived costs, and the
short-term costs of acting in a sustainable way (Sharma & Gupta, 2020). Younger tourists might have more sustainability
principles and identity-based stances, which can be reflected in the attitudes, but might not necessarily translate into
behaviour in a destination situation, particularly when behaviour is associated with trade-offs or effort. Middle aged
visitors, on the other hand, can be more apt to exert behavioural follow through since they are more inertially habitual and
more generally more inclined to planning routines and (often) more able to assimilate small expenditures.

Notably, generation stories may get sloppy when they overload the generational stereotypes. Tourism studies warn
against assumed age effects, they are to be tested and that a lot of so-called generational differences fail when you start
to look at the larger period effects and situational impacts (Chen & Cheung, 2025). Your results are well consonant to
that warning: here age is important, but in a particular sense, and not in all the constructs of the environment.

Switching to income, the findings indicate that income is not closely correlated with the variables of awareness,
concern and value which are a baseline orientation but is correlated to depth of knowledge, strength of attitude and pro -
environmental behaviour. That trend is behaviourally sound in the tourism. The agritourism context has some
sustainable behaviours that are correctly free (conforming to regulations, not littering, not damaging the ecology of the
farm), whereas other actions can be more easily accomplished when tourists are able to pay a premium (buying locally
grown organic food, participating in fee-based eco-tourism, selecting greener service options) (Mehraj & Qureshi,
2022). Income disparities are more likely to be conspicuous where behaviour is concerned with financial trade-offs.
Once again, the broader literature has been identifying that demographic and socioeconomic factors influence pro-
environmental behaviour in part due to social and structural limitations, rather than in part because of willingness.

In the case of agritourism, this is important, since it implies an issue of fairness as well as marketing: when
sustainable options are charged so that they are not accessible to visitors with lower incomes, then green tourism may be
seen as something people believe in ideally but cannot perform in reality at the present. In all three demographics, this
trend supports one of the major ideas of sustainable tourism research, it may not always be the most difficult task to
create positive attitudes, but bridging the gap between positive orientations and systemic behaviour (Woolf et al., 2026).

It is then where the design of interventions would be important. Tourism is also becoming an area of research that
focuses on the effectiveness of behavioural interventions and choice architecture, and proactive prompts to make tou rists
make carbon-intensive decisions and follow pro-environmental follow-through (Liu et al., 2025). Similarly, the design
and interpretation of messages might be relevant: effective interpretation messages have been found to enhance pro-
environmental reactions of tourists in a heritage environment and the same reasoning can be used agritourism where
learning, meaning, and place-based identity are the focus of experience (Khan et al., 2024). To put it briefly, your
demographic outcomes are not differences on a table. They indicate where the operators need to be more message based (to
acquire awareness and attitude) and less friction reducing and behavioural designing (to acquire actual behaviour).

CONCLUSION

This research paper investigates the existence of differences in age, gender, and income among tourists in the context
of pro-environmental behaviour in agritourism environments in kashmir, India.

The main contribution is that it does not consider demographics as background information, but rather as pragmatic
segmentation variables that can inform on-ground sustainability decisions in agritourism. Instead of retesting the known
relationships between the values, beliefs, attitudes, norms and behavioural control, the research separated demographic
variation to provide an answer to a more practical question, that is, which visitor groups behave.

First, this setting does not have a lot of gender differences. The women tourists are more environmentally aware;
however, the study does not find any gender differences in concern, value, knowledge, attitude, or pro-environmental
behaviour. It implies that the agritourism settings might already offer a relatively normalised behaviour scheme that
minimises gender disparities in real eco-behaviours. The gender factor seems to have the greatest impact at the level of
awareness, which is commonly shaped by exposure, attention, and information processing and not by situational
constraints (Mehraj et al., 2025; Mehraj & Qureshi, 2020).

Second, there is age variance that is significant yet construct-varying. The younger tourists (under 30) show a better
level of environmental attitudes, whereas the middle-aged tourists (31-50) show a better level of pro-environmental
behaviour. This trend confirms the fact that positive attitudes are not always associated with consistent behaviour in
tourism situations, like time, effort, habit and perceived cost are the factors that influence what tourism visitors actually
do (Picha & Navratil, 2019). It also conforms to the larger warning that claims of age need to be approached with
caution and should not be forced into oversimplistic generational narratives (Subramaniam et al., 2020).
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Third, the difference in incomes is the most convincing at the behavioural level, where the pro-environmental
behaviour, attitudes and environmental knowledge are higher in higher income groups. Simultaneously, the awareness,
concern, and values seem to be rather similar regardless of the income group, meaning that lower-income tourists do not
seem to be generally less eco-conscious, but simply have fewer opportunities to make sustainable decisions that might
mean premium payment or reduced convenience. This supports the view that structural feasibility, rather than
motivation alone, also influences pro-environmental behaviour (Kaur et al., 2026).

The findings, combined, go towards giving the study the practical motivation: demographic segmentation can assist
the agritourism operators in determining where to focus. The larger point is that agritourism can be used as a powerful
tool in the sustainability platform, but only to the extent that the experience created encourages the visitor to transition
to a more precise action rather than remaining in an overall positive state. The growing literature on tourism argues that
the attitude-behaviour gap needs to be filled with prompts and interventions, but not merely more information (Lépez-
Bonilla et al., 2020; Steg et al., 2014). The immersive and educative nature of Agritourism makes it ideally placed to do
just that, so long as its sustainability plans are aimed at the behavioural implications of various classes of visitors.

Implications of the study

The findings of the study have practical and operational implications, as agritourism operators make day-to-day
decisions on the design of experiences, prices and communication which have a direct impact on visitor behaviour
(Maclnnes et al., 2025). The results indicate that a one-size-fits-all sustainability message sent to the group of tourism
consumers will be less effective than a more targeted strategy that acknowledges the influence of demographics on what
visitors observe, how they perceive sustainability signals, and what they can physically, practically, and effectively do
on a visit (He & Filimonau, 2020). The first implication is related to experience design and behavioural friction. Gender
differences are insignificant in actual behaviour, so operators would be more concerned with default-green systems,
which would make the sustainable choice the one of least effort among all. This involves well-defined waste disposal
locations, visible refill locations, and organised instructions in dealing with the farms as well as simple cues when doing
an activity. These factors minimize the motivation and assist in transferring the positive attitudes into practice. Tourism
behavioural intervention studies indicate that high-carbon decisions decrease when prompted and choice structures are
designed adequately, and sustainable choices are reinforced without necessarily employing persuasive tactics (Lopez-
Bonilla et al., 2020). In the case of agritourism, a similar shift is to ensure that the visits are structured in such a way that
pro-environmental behaviour of low effort occurs naturally in the experience flow.

The second implication is the message strategy based on the demographic segment, particularly age. The attitude
score of younger tourists is higher than that of the 31-50 age bracket, but the behavioural score of the younger tourists is
lower due to which the operators should work towards persuading the under-30 tourists to change attitude to action.

This can be implemented in the sense of providing younger visitors with identity-related and actionable actions and
participation that is observable and visible, critical of the visit, little conservation actions, and brief explanations that
relate farm activities to outcomes that tourists are interested in. In comparison, the 31-50 segment already exhibits
comparatively better behaviour and thus, the message can be reinforcing and commitment-based, i.e. offering loyalty-
based incentives to encourage repeat eco-actions or family-sustainable activities that bring behaviour out in the open and
make it sharable. A third implication is associated with income and fair sustainability design. As pro-environmental
behaviour is income-dependent, operators must not construct sustainability as a new premium experience.

Provided that the most sustainable choices can be obtained only with the help of paid upgrades, less affluent visitors
might be willing to be supportive in attitude, but incapable of being able to act completely sustainably, which can
silently contribute to the difference between the intentions towards green and the actual green behaviour.

This is a method that employs segmentation but not sustainability as exclusivity. It is also part of the broader
argument that socioeconomic conditions can impact behaviour in part because of feasibility and constraint, but not
exclusively due to values (Kaur et al., 2026). The fourth implication is one to interpretation and learning design.

Agritourism is a form of education, and recent research in tourism cases indicates that interpretation messages can
significantly lead to an increase in pro-environmental reactions, through influence on how visitors interpret their
presence in the place they are exploring (Wang et al., 2025). In the case of agritourism in Kashmir, India, interpretation
can be integrated into a little bit practical means: brief, informative, why this practice is important, explanations when
you go and see a farming demonstration, the signs that will relate consumption of local food to environmental results,
and the stories of staff people who will relate sustainability to the livelihood of the people.

Well done, interpretation minimizes abstract preaching, and instead, it creates place -based meaning.

Lastly, the research has an implication on destination planning and targeting. These findings can be used by tourism
planners to target campaigns: campaigns should resonate with female tourists more by focusing more on awareness,
younger audiences should be encouraged by the design to behave sustainably, and differentiated products may be
required to ensure sustainability is inclusive and still financially viable. All in all, the findings contribute to the
assumption that sustainable tourism outcomes are best achieved when the operators combine persuasive communication
with behavioural design, as opposed to using either of them (Mehraj & Kaur, 2022).

Limitations and scope for future research
There are a number of limitations in this study, which must be considered during the interpretation of the findings. One,
the study is cross-sectional and self-reported, which implies that the study focuses on perceived orientations and reported
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behaviours at a single point in time. The research on sustainable tourism has repeatedly that self-reports have the possibility
of inflating behaviour, particularly when social desirability leads to sustainability, and future research would be more
robust with behavioural observation or post-visit follow-up. Second, the sample was in Kashmir agritourism locations,
which was through judgmental (purposive) sampling. It is suitable to make sure that the participants are relevant with
regard to experience, but it restricts the degree to which the research findings can be extrapolated to other agritourism
environments. This could be useful for future research in several ways. Recreation in other states in India and in other types
of rural tourism would help ascertain the question of whether the demographic trends are unique to Kashmir or universal.

The researchers could also examine whether properly tailored interventions, like interpretation-based messaging or
behavioural prompts, would lead to demographic bridges in behaviour, based on previous studies that have emphasised the
usefulness of target interventions in influencing sustainable tourist decisions.
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