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Overview
This subject assessment advice, based on the 2025 assessment cycle, gives an overview of how students performed in their school and external assessments in relation to the learning requirements, assessment design criteria, and performance standards set out in the relevant subject outline. It provides information and advice regarding the assessment types, the application of the performance standards in school and external assessments, and the quality of student performance.
The Subject Renewal program has introduced changes for many subjects in 2025; these changes are detailed in the change log at the front of each subject outline. 
School Assessment
Teachers can improve the moderation process and the online process by:
thoroughly checking that all grades entered in Schools Online are correct
ensuring the uploaded tasks are the correct tasks for the subject and student
ensuring that where there were variations for a student’s assessment or where a learning and assessment plan is altered, this is included in the variation to moderation materials form and identified in the addendum
correctly filling in the PSR so that the specific features identified match the specific features listed in the teacher’s LAP and on the student work.
Assessment Type 1: Folio
1. This assessment type requires students to interpret and critically analyse secondary sources using their tourism knowledge and understanding of key concepts and models (KU1 & KU2). Tasks are designed around the Analysis and Evaluation criteria, allowing students to interpret perspectives, evaluate information, analyse concepts, and develop informed conclusions and recommendations (AE1, 2, 3 & 4). Although many responses are presented as reports or oral presentations, students also have opportunities to use multimodal formats to communicate their ideas.
Teachers can elicit more successful responses by:
designing tasks with a clear, focused structure that enables students to engage in a comprehensive evaluation of a tourism phenomenon. Opportunities are provided for detailed analysis, critical evaluation of secondary sources of information, and meaningful synthesis of perspectives, ensuring depth rather than superficial coverage of the topic
focusing tasks on one specific concept, model, or area of tourism knowledge so that students can demonstrate depth of understanding rather than a superficial coverage of the topic
developing tasks that allow students to demonstrate the ability to apply different concepts and models across distinctly different contexts, showcasing their adaptability and depth of understanding
supporting students to integrate concepts and models seamlessly into the evaluation and analysis process and use them as a foundation for critical thinking rather than as supplementary element
designing tasks that allow students to demonstrate their knowledge, understanding and skills at the highest level
including tasks that provide the opportunity for detailed and insightful analysis of the information collected, avoiding simple regurgitation of facts
supporting students to use the word count carefully, such as not asking them to cover elements in detail in the assignment that did not directly relate to performance standards or that focused on a significant amount of descriptive information at the expense of analysis and evaluation of information
incorporating a wide range of skills and performance standards across several tasks, with each task having a specific and narrow focus on particular standards/skills, rather than trying to cover too many in one task, allowing students to achieve the ‘in-depth,’ ‘comprehensive’ ‘insightful’ etc. standards required in the upper grade bands
ensuring students understand that analysis and evaluation incorporated in tables is included in the word count.
The more successful responses commonly:
showed a clear and accurate understanding of relevant tourism concepts such as sustainability, push–pull factors, Butler’s Model, Doxey’s Irridex, Plog’s model, and socio-cultural/economic/environmental impacts in respect to KU1, KU2 and AE3
included deep analysis and evaluation of concepts, models, and/or tourism knowledge
demonstrated balanced evaluation by considering multiple perspectives (visitors, host communities, government, industry), highlighting their understanding of a wide range of stakeholder perspectives in AE1 and AE4
demonstrated a strong ability to evaluate sources for validity, bias and accuracy
used evidence to support sophisticated discussion of management strategies and sustainability considerations
presented ideas in a logical, coherent structure with clear connections between paragraphs and concepts
applied terminology consistently and appropriately throughout the task
made effective use of the word count/time limit, limiting the incorporation of extraneous information
effectively incorporated visual/graphical evidence within the body of their work to strengthen analysis and discussion
utilised a variety, and extensive range, of appropriate references/resources/sources, correctly cited using an accepted style.
The less successful responses commonly:
focused on descriptive aspects rather than comparative or evaluative insights, which limited the depth of analysis. Many responses were anecdotal in nature, focusing on recounting information rather than critically examining or contrasting ideas. These responses commonly failed to connect the collected information with relevant models
did not include all task requirements, such as including very little visual or graphical evidence, or when used, not integrated effectively into the text. This aspect was often overvalued in the assessment of C3
did not demonstrate a strong grasp of key tourism knowledge, concepts, and models, limiting their achievement against KU1, KU2 and AE3
listed information about destinations, attractions, or tourism impacts without explaining the significance of the information
demonstrated superficial application of tourism models such as Butler’s, Plog’s or Doxey’s Irridex
did not explore sustainability, management, or the implications of tourism development for the host community, tourism businesses or travellers
did not use a range of sources.


Assessment Type 2: Practical Activities
1. Practical activities provide students with the opportunity to develop and demonstrate practical tourism skills. The requirement to collect information from primary sources using methods such as ‘surveys, interviews, observations, counts, photographs, and field sketches’ (p.20) makes IA1 and IA2 critical specific features for this assessment type. It is essential that students can develop a range of primary data collection skills across various assessment types; therefore, teachers need to ensure that they incorporate this into their task designs and learning and assessment plans.
Teachers can elicit more successful responses by:
developing tasks that enable students to showcase a depth and breadth of knowledge and skills across the assessment type and to communicate that knowledge and skill level in an appropriate way for the intended audience. This involves teachers developing tasks that incorporate a wide range of skills and performance standards across several tasks, with each task having a specific and narrow focus on standards/skills, rather than trying to cover many in one task. This better allows students to present evidence in the A-band while also supporting them in achieving the C grade band
ensuring students engage with a wide range of primary data collection methods across the assessment type, thus supporting student achievement against the IA2 specific feature
developing tasks that ask students to use the word count carefully by avoiding descriptive elements such as detailed outlines of where a site was, rather focusing on aspects such as sustainable practices, conclusions drawn from collected data and/or the application of a model to the site
selecting specific features that are suitable for the requirements of the assessment type and provide opportunities for critical analysis
providing opportunities to develop and demonstrate practical tourism skills in a range of ways, for example, presentations in different contexts demonstrating skills, site visits, or using primary data to justify decisions in a task applying practical tourism skills where the justification was the assessed piece.
The more successful responses commonly:
gathered and applied a wide range of primary source evidence, demonstrating strong practical research skills such as the ability to design and conduct surveys and interviews to collect original data, and convert collected statistical data into clear and accurate graphical representations
integrated visual and graphical evidence from site visits and survey findings into their reports to strengthen analysis
established clear and meaningful connections between primary and secondary sources of information
used secondary sources of information, including secondary sourced statistical data, to strengthen and justify their primary sources of information. For example, drawing upon literature to validate the results of a survey. This reflected a strong critical analysis of links between primary and secondary sources
demonstrated in-depth knowledge and understanding of tourism knowledge and tourism concepts and models, and the ability to apply these in different contexts
used highly effective communication and consistently acknowledged a wide range of sources using an appropriate referencing system.
The less successful responses commonly:
provided a recount of a site visit
relied on a presenter for all primary data (such as quoting statistics stated by a presenter), thus limiting opportunities to demonstrate the student's ability to integrate visual and graphical evidence
relied on published statistical data as the only primary source, thus limiting the opportunity to demonstrate the student's ability to integrate primary and secondary sources of information
produced audiovisual responses where the oral communication was artificially sped up to the point that made the communication ineffective. Tasks in this assessment type that are multimodal or oral presentations must comply with a maximum of 6 minutes without being compressed
treated visual and graphical evidence as stand-alone items with little or no integration into the discussion.
Assessment Type 3: Investigation
1. The Investigation should give students significant responsibility for their research, with support aimed at promoting independence and agency. This assessment type allows up to 1,500 words or 10 minutes in written, oral, or multimodal formats. Multimodal options, such as vlogs or short films, can be especially effective for visually rich research. While all assessment design criteria apply, teachers should carefully map specific features to ensure they align with the task's purpose.
1. Teachers can elicit more successful responses by:
supporting students' ability to design research questions and hypotheses which can be addressed within the 1500-word or 10-minute maximums specified in the subject outline
ensuring they match their selection of specific features to the assessment type requirements to ensure the required specific features are included, as not all 14 specific features are referenced in the definition
helping students to build their ability to use tourism terminology, conduct a range of primary data methodologies, analyse primary data to identify more complex patterns, and incorporate visual and graphical evidence into their work. Where these skills were strongly developed in Practical Activities, there was often a strong correlation with these skills in the Investigation.
The more successful responses commonly:
discussed a contemporary tourism issue, development or trend
developed well-focused and achievable research questions or hypotheses that provided clear direction
showcased a depth and breadth of understanding of tourism concepts, knowledge and skills
had well-chosen topics that the students were clearly interested in and passionate about. These often involved first-hand experiences with the tourism issue, development or trend
demonstrated in-depth tourism knowledge (KU1) and, if included in the assessment criteria, knowledge of tourism concepts and models (KU2)
utilised a range of sources, making strong links between primary and secondary sources
considered a smaller number of sources in depth and avoided making big, overarching statements addressing the validity, bias, and/or accuracy of the sources. This source evaluation often occurred throughout the investigation rather than being completed in a specific source analysis table or paragraph
integrated concepts and models (KU2 and AE3) into the issue, development or trend being discussed and clearly linked to the research question or hypothesis.
The less successful responses commonly:
were descriptive rather than analytical
focused on an older tourism issue, development or trend which made primary sources of information difficult to collect
did not demonstrate a deep understanding of tourism knowledge
developed vague or non-evaluative questions, which led to recount rather than analysis of situations
where concepts and models (KU2 and AE3) were included in the assessment criteria, students often applied them as a passing reference and without specific application to the topic
lacked understanding of how to communicate evaluation of the validity, bias, and/or accuracy of sources of information
did not consider a range of perspectives.


External Assessment
Assessment Type 4: Examination
This assessment type requires students to undertake a 130-minute written examination on the subject’s core themes: (1) Operations and Structures of the Tourism Industry, (2) Travellers’ Motivations and Perceptions, and the Interaction of Host Community and Visitor, and (3) Planning for and Managing Sustainable Tourism. Students analyse various tourism-related sources of information and apply their knowledge and understanding of tourism to both familiar and unfamiliar contexts. The examination comprises two sections: Part A: Short Responses (50 marks) and Part B: Extended Responses (30 marks).
Students tended to engage well with Questions 1, 2, and 7, while Questions 4 and 6 presented some challenges.
Markers articulated the following general features that contributed to the quality of student responses:
Successful answers showed evidence of detailed analysis supported by evidence, especially to questions with command verbs such as ‘explain’, ‘describe’, and ‘justify’. Merely listing or stating conclusions, strategies, or recommendations without an explanation or justification with supporting evidence resulted in responses that lacked depth of analysis and thus achieved fewer marks.
Successful responses highlighted students’ ability to do as questions directed by referring to specific sources or to specific data in sources as evidence for their conclusions or recommendations. Similarly, stronger responses followed the questions’ instructions by referring to explicit tourism terminology such as the economic multiplier effect, particular sectors of the tourism industry, Plog’s model of tourist types, or Doxey’s Irridex tourism model.
Successful responses treated audio-visual sources in a similar way to written sources, using the sources as a springboard for further analysis, rather than just repeating information from the source.
Assessment design criteria
The following specific features of the assessment design criteria for this subject are assessed in the examination:
Knowledge and Understanding — KU1 and KU2
Analysis and Evaluation — AE1, AE2, AE3, and AE4
Investigation and Application — IA2 and IA4
Communication — C1 and C2 
Question 1
[bookmark: _Hlk216338342][bookmark: _Hlk216338373]The more successful responses commonly:
referred to the sources provided
quoted specific data/numbers that related to similarities between NZ and Malaysian tourists (e.g., most NZs [94%] and Malaysian tourists [89%] who have visited SA between 2017 and 2019 have visited Australia previously) and differences between them (Malaysian tourists [24%] prefer to travel in a family group while NZs don’t [only 7%]).
The less successful responses commonly:
did not highlight significant features of the data/sources
merely described general features without reference to specific data.
[bookmark: _Hlk216335240]The more successful responses commonly:
specifically referred to (e.g., directly quoted from) Sources 1 and 2
explained how Malaysian tourists (47%) are more likely to book accommodation in rented houses, apartments, flats, or units than New Zealand tourists (7%).
[bookmark: _Hlk216335254]The less successful responses commonly:
did not refer to the sources
did not explain their response in any detail.
[bookmark: _Hlk216335221]The more successful responses commonly:
gave a detailed explanation of two impacts of the change in Malaysian tourist travel patterns on specific tourism sectors. This included: (1) decreased demand for tourism experiences in accommodation, attractions, activities and the MICE/business tourism sector as there are fewer people spending less money in regional destinations; (2) declines in visitation in regional areas decrease demand for services such as cleaning and products such as shampoos/soaps in accommodation sites, food in restaurants and people to run tours, service accommodation, and serve in cafes and restaurants.
The less successful responses commonly:
did not refer to explicit tourism sectors
showed little or no understanding of how the change in Malaysian tourist travel patterns might impact regional destinations.
The more successful responses commonly:
referred to specific sources to justify their answers
were able to clearly explain differences in advertising campaigns aimed at tourists from New Zealand and Malaysia, such as (1) destinations for each group (NZ = e.g., River Murray houseboats; M = e.g., Barossa/Adelaide Hills/Fleurieu Peninsula), (2) activities for each group (NZ = e.g., house boating; M = e.g., wineries and natural sites), or (3) the nature of travel groups (M = e.g., travel in family groups or friends/ relatives; NZ = e.g., travel alone or in an adult couple). 
The less successful responses commonly:
did not refer to data from the sources provided
did not discuss the differences between advertising campaigns to NZ and Malaysian tourists in the same response; that is, no direct comparison was made.
Question 2
1. The more successful responses commonly: 
referred to specific evidence from Source 4
demonstrated knowledge and understanding of economic impacts of tourism. Responses could have included: (1) injecting $83 million into the SA economy (revenue); (2) creation of employment with the sale of 200,000 tickets (many interstate tourists); (3) boosting the popularity of SA with 38% of ticketholders being from interstate; (4) the benefit to accommodation with hotel occupancy rates of over 80%; (5) continuing benefit to SA after Mad March.
The less successful responses commonly:
did not discuss relevant factors featured in the video source
merely mentioned or listed economic benefits without following the instruction of the question to ‘describe’ economic benefits
discussed the economic multiplier effect when the question instructed students not to discuss this tourism model.
The more successful responses commonly:
explicitly referred to (e.g., directly quoted from) Source 4
demonstrated an excellent understanding of the economic multiplier effect, explicitly defining the term as the circulation of money throughout the economy as a result of tourism
articulated specific examples of how the Gather Round contributed to this phenomenon in South Australia, such as (1) the direct benefit to the accommodation sector (‘80% occupancy rate’) and the hospitality sector (‘pubs will make the most of the extra foot traffic with food and drinks packages and entertainment’), as well as (2) a flow to other sectors (e.g., attraction sector: ‘going around the city and doing all sorts of activities’).

The less successful responses commonly:
showed a poor understanding of the economic multiplier effect
did not explain their response in any detail.
The more successful responses commonly:
demonstrated an excellent understanding of the role of the South Australian Government in contributing to the success of the Gather Round as a tourism event, discussing strategies such as: (1) investment via construction of infrastructure relating to venues or transport; (2) advertising campaigns directed to intrastate and interstate markets; (3) subsidising or reduction of taxes on Adelaide-based tourist businesses (e.g., accommodation and attractions).
The less successful responses commonly:
showed limited understanding of the role of the government, arguing instead that the government could directly reduce transport or accommodation costs
provided a general explanation without referencing the source material or their own knowledge.
Question 3
1. The more successful responses commonly:
referred to sources 5 and 7
demonstrated a thorough understanding of Plog’s typology and applied it to the information presented in the article. Students were expected to identify tourists as being drawn to TSI as Allocentric or Near Allocentric for the following reasons: (1) tourists seek ‘the road less travelled’ and ‘undiscovered country for tourists’; (2) they prefer non-touristy areas, like to explore new places, and are happy with less developed destinations, particularly the outer islands where tourism ‘is almost non-existent’ and where the region is ‘relatively unknown and…needed more investment’; (3) TSI will target ‘the high end of the market, so small groups with low impact’, which suits the adventurous, small group experience; (4) they enjoy experiencing new cultures and are more likely to buy native arts/crafts, thus the TSI focus on tourists being able to ‘experience Island Custom/Ailan Kastom from traditional dance and storytelling to crafts like weaving and coconut oil making’, so their focus on sharing ‘their homeland’s beauty and traditions’ would suit this group
argued in favour of the tourists being Psychocentric but provided sufficient evidence from Source 5. 
The less successful responses commonly:
demonstrated limited understanding of Plog’s model of tourist personality types
merely identified tourists as Allocentric / Near Allocentric without providing detailed evidence in reference to Source 5.
The more successful responses commonly:
demonstrated a perceptive knowledge and understanding of cultural commodification and why the TSI tourism industry would wish to prevent it from occurring, providing responses such as: (1) cultural commodification is about turning cultural elements (e.g., traditions, artefacts, dance, symbols, language, practices, etc.) into ‘sellable commodities’ – often resulting in a loss of the original significance and meaning, which is something the TSI would aim to avoid in order to protect Island Custom/Ailan Kastom; (2) they would be aiming to remove ‘resistance from locals’ about ‘allowing visitors’, so by demonstrating they can protect local culture without negative impact, it would encourage the benefits of tourism to the region; (3) the culture is a key drawcard, so protecting it would be imperative to continue to encourage tourists and gain the benefits; (4) the type of tourists TSI is aiming to attract are the ‘high end…small groups with low-impact on community’ so cultural commodification would not appeal to these tourists.
The less successful responses commonly:
did not refer to Source 5 for evidence
demonstrated limited understanding of the concept of cultural commodification
could not connect the concept of cultural commodification to Doxey’s Irridex tourism model (Source 6).

The more successful responses commonly:
recognised that this question was focusing on sustainable tourism, thus students were able to make recommendations on how the TSI can balance tourist growth with avoiding negative impact on ‘land and traditions’ (or environment and culture)
included recommendations such as: (1) investing in ‘physical assets’ that are environmentally responsible and respect the local culture and lifestyle (e.g., avoiding large-scale development);              (2) investing in ‘promotional campaigns’ that highlight the ‘beauty and traditions’ of the TSI, but emphasising the importance of responsible tourism and targeting ‘small groups’; (3) consulting the locals on any promotions or development and ensuring their concerns are acted upon to protect ‘land and traditions’; (4) focusing on the development and promotion of small-scale ‘nature based and cultural tourism’ experiences; (5) setting a clear carrying capacity for the TSI as a whole; (6) keeping costs at higher than ‘backpacker’ tourist destinations – to attract the ‘high yield…small group’ markets; (7) ensuring locals are employed as part of tourist activities, allowing them to ‘share their story’ in a way that does not commodify or damage it; (8) encouraging responsible tourism practices, particularly in relation to socio-cultural and environmental practices, for example, clear rules and guidelines for tourist behaviours and activities in the TSI; (9) monitoring tourism impacts to quickly identify and act on issues – ongoing consultation through the committee by locals, for example.
The less successful responses commonly:
did not refer to aspects of Source 5
merely suggested recommended strategies without following the instruction of the question to ‘justify’ their responses.
The more successful responses commonly:
demonstrated a perceptive knowledge and understanding of the limitations of Doxey’s Irridex tourism model, especially as it applied to the given context of the local TSI residents
reasoned astutely limitations such as: (1) Doxey’s Irridex tourism model suggests that a community is homogeneous and residents will all be reacting the same way at the same time, so it doesn’t take into account different reactions; (2) the Irridex assumes the host community won’t do anything to mitigate negative feelings until it becomes serious; however, most will aim to manage issues long before the ‘antagonism’ stage or will have plans in place to avoid this in the first place; (3) the model being developed in 1976 makes it old and potentially out of date/irrelevant for today’s market; however, students should contextualise this (e.g., modern technology/communication allows us to better track community reactions – helping to identify and address irritations before they get worse);  (4) the Irridex assumes that community ‘feelings’ are directly correlated with tourist behaviours, where other concerns or frustrations may be going on that need to be identified; (5) the Irridex only has partial support from empirical research so it may not be fully accurate for application to a tourist destination such as this.
The less successful responses commonly:
made no reference to information provided in the sources
showed little or no understanding of Doxey’s Irridex tourism model and/or were unable to apply it to the context of TSI tourism
merely listed or stated limitations without following the instruction of the question to ‘explain’ their responses.
Question 4
1. The more successful responses commonly:
referred to Source 8 and/or (especially) Source 9
demonstrated an understanding of the difference between a push and pull factor influencing international travellers to undertake working holidays in Australia. In terms of push factors, students cited ‘look[ing] for a new challenge’, or building skills and friendships, ‘shar[ing] your culture’; pull factors that were mentioned were ‘experienc[ing] a new culture’, ‘experience[ing] an adventure’, or Australia’s remoteness, unique wildlife, and natural wonders.   

The less successful responses commonly:
clearly did not know the difference between a push and pull factor in terms of tourist motivation.
The more successful responses commonly:
referred to Source 9, as instructed by the question
demonstrated an astute understanding of why Working Holiday Makers are considered important for host communities in regional locations, arguing factors such as: (1) high-return tourists who often stay for long periods of time earn money and then spend a large proportion of their money in the host community; (2) they are willing and able to travel and do work that domestic workers find undesirable; (3) they fill seasonal worker shortages.
The less successful responses commonly:
did not refer to Source 9
did not explain their response in any detail.
The more successful responses commonly:
referred to sources 8 and 9
included responses such as: (1) Home Affairs dropped the requirement for 88 days of work in regional destinations for visitors from the United Kingdom and Ireland; (2) income: businesses in regional and remote locations often only make money during harvest season, while WHMs spend money all year round, thus representing new money (multiplier effect opportunity); (3) employment: the regional tourism industry suffers from seasonal labour shortages that WHMs fill; (4) regional tourism’s dependency on WHMs is evidenced by ongoing recovery issues caused by border closures during the COVID-19 pandemic, and recovery for regional tourism businesses coming out of the pandemic has been a challenge; (5) in June 2023, tourism job vacancies in Australia were 176% higher than in 2019 (around 17,000 openings), disproportionately impacting regional communities, where tourism can account for 6/10 jobs; (6) 65% of food and accommodation service providers were actively recruiting staff, and 52% of those businesses noted difficulty doing so, meaning regional small businesses will be the most affected by reduction or removal of the 88-day requirement; (7) the WHM program provides an inflow of motivated and mobile workers, who are willing and able to travel around Australia, filling roles unattractive to domestic workers.
The less successful responses commonly:
did not refer to the sources provided
did not explain their response in any detail. 
The more successful responses commonly:
were able to clearly suggest and explain two strategies the tourism industry and regional communities could implement to encourage Working Holiday Makers to work in Australia’s regional locations, including things like: (1) WHMs want to experience new challenges, new cultures, and new adventures, to work and travel and to share their own culture; (2) strategies focusing on promoting what travellers find appealing, emphasising factors such as sharing culture, adventure, challenge, being close to Australia’s remote and beautiful landscapes, being off the tourism ‘hotspot’ trail, and skill building; (3) strategies could also target things that cost them a significant proportion of their income, such as providing accommodation, vouchers for discounts/entry to tourism ventures, etc.; (4) strategies focusing on encouraging travellers to stay for longer periods of time and stay into the shoulder/off-peak seasons. 
The less successful responses commonly:
did not explain their response in any detail.
Part B: Extended Responses
Given the amount of reading and level of higher-order cognitive skills of analysis, synthesis, and evaluation required in Part B, teachers should give their students plenty of practice in completing extended responses under timed conditions. The Communication assessment design criterion (C1 and C2) receives special attention in this section of the examination; thus, students are encouraged to write well-structured and fluent paragraphs, to refer to specific sources when directed, and to use relevant and accurate tourism terminology. 
Question 5
This question required students to refer to a range of sources to analyse the positive and negative impacts of whale shark tourism in the Maldives. Markers reported that stronger responses were clearly structured, using short paragraphs and even sub-headings, while weaker responses lacked a logical structure.
This question was marked out of 10.
The more successful responses commonly:
drew on a range of sources to answer this question
used appropriate, formal communication, utilising relevant and accurate tourism terminology
recognised the positive impacts of whale shark tourism in the Maldives: (1) ‘Warm, clear, turquoise waters’ (Source 10) of the natural environment, reinforced by the visual images of the advertising brochures (Source 12C and 12D) that encourage tourists to ‘live the Maldives dream’; (2) according to Source 10, the South Ari Atoll is one of the few places known for ‘all year round, all-weather sightings’ of whale sharks;      (3) tourism is a ‘key income generator’ for the Maldives, and is an important alternative income source for the local fishing industry (Source 10)
despite the positive impacts, students noted that the sources were dominated by examples of negative impacts of whale shark tourism in the Maldives: (1) overcrowding: divers overcrowding the whale sharks, stressing (Source 10) and endangering them (Sources 10, 11A, 11B, and 13), divers and boats chaotically overcrowding the waters (Sources 10, 12A, and 13); (2) as a result of irresponsible tourism, whale shark numbers are decreasing (Source 10), while the number of whale shark injuries due to speed boat propellors is increasing  (Source 10); (3) unregulated tourism: there is ‘no policing of anything’ (Sources 10 and 13), and there are many ‘under-prepared tourists’ / ‘idiot tourists’ (Source 13), thus ‘the whole experience was ridiculous, dangerous and disappointing’ (Source 13) 
made some sort of judgement, assessing whether whale shark tourism in the Maldives is more positive or more negative (more negative, according to the sources). This is the essence of analysis, which was required according to the question; to earn 3 marks for AE4, this judgement should have been made.
The less successful responses commonly:
did not refer to the sources provided or only discussed one or two sources as the basis of their response
did not write structured, coherent paragraphs
merely described or quoted from the sources without explaining in any detail in their own words aspects of positive and negative impacts of whale shark tourism in the Maldives
discussed only negative impacts without considering positive impacts
discussed positive and negative impacts but did not ‘analyse’ the phenomenon by making a concluding judgement.
Question 6
This question assessed students’ ability to evaluate (make a judgement on) Sources 10 and 13 for validity and bias and was the least successful response in the examination. Consequently, it acted as a constructive discriminator of student grades. The ability to ‘evaluate’ the degree of bias and validity in the sources used for a student’s investigation of whale shark tourism in the Maldives determined the quality of the response.
This question was marked out of 8.
The more successful responses commonly:
discussed factors of validity such as: (1) being extracts from a relatively unfamiliar news source, there is an unknown level of credibility/reliability (South China Morning Post), so an unknown level of validity in this regard; (2) reference is made to ‘field research conducted by the Maldivian run NGO Maldives Whale Shark Research Programme (MWSRP)’ and to ‘MWSRP’s in-field coordinator Chloe Winn’, experts in their field, increasing the credibility thus validity of findings; (3) discussion of statistics increases the level of formality, making the source sound more official, thus valid; (4) it is unknown if the reference to the personal experience of Jennifer Garnett, an American freediver, of the ‘chaos’ of the Maldives’ diving attraction, contributes to the validity of the source
in terms of the bias present in Source 10, students discussed factors such as: (1) we would expect a news article to be objective and factual (not biased), (2) there is no evidence of biased information in this article, except perhaps for the personal experience of Jennifer Garnett, and (3) it discusses positives and negatives (mostly), which reduces its degree of bias
in terms of the validity of Source 13, students discussed factors such as: (1) the level of credibility/reliability is expected to be less than Source 10 because this source is based solely on the personal experience of the tourists being interviewed rather than on objective reporting/facts; (2) the experiences discussed, while based on personal experience (potentially increasing their validity/reliability), are reinforced by the details outlined in Source 10 (e.g., divers overcrowding the whale sharks, divers and boats chaotically overcrowding the waters, unregulated practices of tourism businesses and tourists)
in terms of the bias present in Source 13, students discussed factors such as: (1) this is the perspective of tourists’ personal experience, thus it is inherently biased; (2) the interview is rather one-sided (negative); (3) the details are quite emotive at times and judgemental against tourists (‘frenzy of…tourism … poor whale shark … disgorging of under-prepared tourists … some idiot tourists’), increasing the level of bias
discussed how Source 10 and Source 13 support each other (for a full 3 marks for AE2, this was essential).
The less successful responses commonly:
had difficulty articulating exactly what the terms ‘bias’ and ‘validity’ actually mean
recounted or described the content of the sources without evaluating them for bias and validity
did not discuss how the degree or extent of bias and validity contributed to their usefulness as sources to be used in an investigation on the impacts of whale shark tourism in the Maldives
misused the words ‘bias’ (correct usage = noun: ‘Source 13 contains a great deal of bias…’) and ‘biased’ (correct usage = adjective: ‘we would expect Source 10 to be unbiased because…’).
Question 7
This question primarily assessed students’ ability to use the sources to suggest and justify three recommendations to include in a tourism management plan that could be implemented by various stakeholders to protect whale sharks in the Maldives from the negative effects of tourism. Overall, students were required to demonstrate their knowledge and understanding of the tourism concept of sustainability and apply it to a new, perhaps unfamiliar, context. They needed to ‘outline and justify’ three well-supported recommended strategies by specifically referring to the sources provided and to their own knowledge of the tourism industry. The question provided scaffolding for the response, requiring students to suggest and justify strategies that could be implemented by the government in the Maldives, tourism businesses in the Maldives, and tourists visiting the Maldives. 
This question was marked out of 12.
The more successful responses commonly:
used appropriate formal communication, employing relevant and accurate tourism terminology
clearly identified (via the creation of separate paragraphs, by numbering, or by clearly labelled sub-headings) three distinct recommendations based on the outline provided by the question
justified their recommendations by referring to sources provided and to their own knowledge of the tourism industry
drew on models and concepts studied throughout the year to provide an explanation for their recommendations
clearly and convincingly applied their knowledge of sustainability to the context of protecting whale shark tourism in the Maldives
recommended strategies for the government in the Maldives, such as:
	education campaign focusing on responsible business practice and/or tourist behaviour (Sources 10 and 13) 
 	government subsidies/investment to support the local fishing industry (Source 10) and to allow smaller groups in tourist activities, thus minimising environmental impact (Sources 10-14)
  	laws regulating business and tourist behaviour (e.g., limits of numbers, fines for poor behaviour, etc. Sources 10-14)
 	introduction of an environmental levy to raise money for the preservation and maintenance of Protected Sites (Sources 10-14)
recommended strategies for tourism businesses in the Maldives, such as:
	various tourism businesses to encourage responsible tourism behaviours, by only offering environmental practices with minimal impact (e.g. small-scale tours) (Sources 10-14)
 	local tourism businesses providing environmental management/protection programs (Sources 10-14)
	providing incentives – via advertising/marketing – for tourists to embrace low-impact environmental practices (e.g. Rewards Program; packaging = discounts on food, transport, attractions) (Sources 10-14)
recommended strategies for tourists visiting the Maldives, such as:
	restrictions on mass tourism (such as diving cruises), limiting the number of tourists allowed in activities (Sources 10-13)
	tourists participating in environmental management / protection programs
	tourists engaging in responsible tourism behaviours, by only participating in environmental practices with minimal impact (e.g. small-scale tours, not swimming within 10m of whale sharks, etc.) (Sources 10-14)
[bookmark: _Hlk216338539]The less successful responses commonly:
were brief or incomplete 
developed recommendations without referring to (at least some) sources provided as evidence
repeated the same or similar information in more than one recommendation
listed recommendations but did not provide substantiating evidence or an explanation 
did not clearly structure their response (in paragraphs or by numbering), making it difficult for markers to distinguish each recommendation
could not articulate exactly what the role of each stakeholder was, especially of the government.
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