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A B S T R A C T

Despite its recognised importance to tourism, very little is known about innovation and innovative practices
within the sub-sectors of tourism, such as adventure tourism. Further, despite the known benefits of innovation,
not all innovations are adopted and the ones that are do not always have a successful outcome. Through a
qualitative case study of the US aerial adventure industry, this paper highlights the advantages and dis-
advantages innovation may have on operational risk management as well as understanding why seemingly
critical innovations are not adopted. Unlike tourism in general, the industry is relying heavily on radical in-
novations as it continues to grow. Numerous benefits are highlighted, yet also indicate a resistance to adopt
innovations. The study demonstrates how adventure tourism, in its adaption and managerial processes, seeks
balance by using well-tested safety technologies and measures against the incentive to enhance such thrill effects
that will appeal to customer.
Management implications:

• This paper documents the advantages and disadvantages of innovation within adventure tourism, in parti-
cular the US aerial adventure industry, and it demonstrates the managerial ambiguities.

• The paper finds that whilst innovations have had positive implications upon the industry, they have also led
to further challenges in terms of changes in competitions.

• The adventure tourism industry seeks to balance its cycles of innovation, and safety is a contributing factor
that stimulates innovative activity, alongside the concern for customer thrill experiences.

1. Introduction

Innovation is considered essential to the growth and long-term
sustainability of organisations within and outside of tourism
(Christensen, 2013; Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Freel, 2000; Zach,
2012) as organisations seek to gain a competitive advantage (Zach &
Hill, 2017). This is particularly the case in notably competitive in-
dustries. In such industries, innovation is considered a critical coping
mechanism to deal with intense competition as well as an efficient re-
sponse to ever-changing demands, where tourists require an increasing
variety and novelty of products and experiences (Divisekera & Nguyen,
2018; Klepper & Malerba, 2010; OECD, 2008; Roper & Tapinos, 2016).
However, not all innovations are the response to changed customer
demands. Some innovations are technology-driven rather than demand-
driven, and can also be the results of regulatory forces, such as to in-
crease health, safety and the compliance with environmental targets
(Brooker & Joppe, 2014; Hjalager, 2015; Makkonen, Williams,

Weidenfeld, & Kaisto, 2018). The focus of this paper is on product
improvement and the creation of new products closely related to the
operational field of tourism. Much of the literature available today on
innovation in tourism lacks empirical research on operational matters,
and what does exist is particularly limited in scope (Divisekera &
Nguyen, 2018). Indeed, the literature on innovation in tourism has to a
certain extent neglected the positive as well as negative consequences
sometimes followed by introducing new products, particularly in re-
gards to operational risk management. Innovation brings change and
with change comes the unforeseen, the bane of risk management, po-
tentially exposing the organisation to additional risks (Madrid-Guijarro
et al., 2009; Hahn, 2012).

A qualitative case study of the US aerial adventure industry [AAI],
an emerging type of visitor attraction, provides the setting for this
paper. The focal point of this paper is centred on how innovations
adopted by organisations may or may not improve participant safety.
One particularly critical innovation provides the focus of this paper,
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namely the smart belays, perhaps the most influential innovation to
occur within the US AAI. The traditional belay system, often referred to
as lobster claws and consisting of two connectors to the belay cables,
has participants fully responsible for the movement of their belay
equipment, the equipment keeping them attached whilst on the course
and therefore preventing them from falling. However, smart belays only
allow for the movement of one connector at a time between belay
cables (Sweeney, 2016). Whereas the lobster claws are openly prone to
human error, the root cause of most failures and with often catastrophic
consequences, the smart belays have largely removed this element,
which is critical with an increasingly mainstream clientele for the in-
dustry (Slack, Chambers, & Johnston, 2010; Sweeney, 2016). Yet, an
adventurous element is still maintained with participants still being
engaged in the belay process (Oliver, 2018). However, not all stake-
holders have adopted the smart belays, despite them appearing in the
US around 2010 (Sweeney, 2016). Contributions to knowledge are
created by casting a light on the positive and the negative sides of
adopting technological innovations, and this paper casts a light on the
real impacts of innovation.

This paper also furthers the discussion on visitor attractions, an
under-researched field of study within tourism (Leask, 2016), as well as
innovation within tourism sub-sectors, a recognised need within the
literature, with a particular focus on commercial operations (Hjalager &
Flagestad, 2012; Thomas & Wood, 2015). Bearing this in mind, this
paper is guided by a number of research questions: Why do adventure
tourism organisations introduce innovations? How do they collaborate
with other stakeholders on safety and experiences? How can technology
improve an entire industry? What innovative effects have smart belays
had on the US AAI as a whole? Why do organisations hesitate to in-
corporate innovations? Answering these questions will not only provide
a better insight into the effects of introducing new innovations to ad-
venture tourism, but also further our understanding of tourism in-
novation in general.

2. Literature review

2.1. Aerial adventure parks

Aerial adventure parks are obstacle courses set between 10 and 60 ft
in the air and is also known as a ropes course (Treego, 2014). An aerial
adventure park consists of elements including, but not limited to, rope
bridges, tight ropes, ladders, cargo nets and zip lines (Jiminy Peak,
2013). As with tourism in general (Czernek, 2013), most organisations
within this industry are SMEs. As an activity it has become considerably
popular among both non-profit and for-profit organisations, with an
emphasis on providing educational, therapeutic and pay-to-play ex-
periences (Wagstaff, 2015). Indeed, traditionally, education was its
main purpose, with the pay-to-play experience having overtaken it
since. In the US, as well as many other parts of the world, the AAI has
today become a success story (Wagstaff, 2015). The industry has be-
come one of the fastest growing adventure tourism sectors since its
inception in 2008 (Hansen, Fyall, Spyriadis, Rogers, Brander-Brown,
2019). In a short space of time hundreds of parks have opened up and
other tourist attractions, such as ski resorts, have diversified to ac-
commodate the activity (Smith, 2015). Indeed, aerial adventure parks
themselves have offered tourist destinations an opportunity to combat
the issue of seasonality, with many ski-resorts having added these types
of visitor attractions to their portfolio (Cummings, 2018). Thus, as a
product in itself, the AAI represents a type of innovation to tourism. As
is the case with many other adventure tourism activities, participants of
aerial adventures demand thrilling experiences, delivering sensations of
risk taking, but do not wish to face actual risks, leading to a paradox
between safety and risk (Fletcher, 2010; Buckley, 2012; Pröbstl-Haider,
Dabrowska, & Haider, 2016; Hansen, Rogers, Fyall, Spyriadis, Brander-
Brown, 2019). As a result, the onus is on the industry to create an il-
lusion of risk in which the participant feels they are taking a risk, but

where possible, the actual risk has been diluted to such an extent it is a
mere illusion (Pomfret and Bramwell, 2016; Hansen, Rogers, et al.,
2019). This paradox does, however, make for a unique experience,
enabling self-expression, personal growth as well as skill development
for participants (Haegeli & Pröbstl-Haider, 2016). To satisfy the con-
stant demands for improved participant experiences, the stakeholders
within the industry have looked toward innovation, such as the smart
belays, which have, in turn, had positive and negative impacts on op-
erational risk management procedures. Interestingly, a majority of the
smart belays available in the US AAI are of European design, such as
Edelrid [German], Bornack [German] and CliC-iT [France] (Oliver,
2018).

2.2. Operational risk

Operational risk can be defined as the risk of negative impact on
operations from an operational failure (Samad-Khan, 2008). As a result,
the overall success of the organisation depends on reducing operational
risks (Jallow, Majeed, Vergidis, Tiwari, & Roy, 2007). It is experienced
by all types of organisations, regardless of the industry (Mitra,
Karathanasopoulos, Sermpinis, Dunis, & Hood, 2015). Hahn (2012)
argues that operational risk is caused by the uncertainty of future
events in the normal course of business. In many respects having a well-
developed operational risk management system in place can even lead
to a competitive advantage (Jallow et al., 2007; Slack et al., 2010).
Indeed, risk management has become an increasingly difficult prospect
in operations management due to the numerous sources of it, such as
suppliers going bankrupt, changes in demand as well changes to op-
erations (Andersen, 2010; Slack et al., 2010). The aerial adventure park
industry is particularly dynamic and with numerous personal protection
equipment (PPE) products being developed constantly (Mettler, 2016)
regular changes to operations are a given. This further leads to in-
creased risks.

Slack et al. (2010) argues that successful operational risk manage-
ment procedures involve four sets of activities: identification, preven-
tion, mitigation and recovery. Once the effects of a potential failure
have been determined, the organisation needs to attempt to prevent the
failure from actually occurring. Slack et al. (2010) argues this is
achieved through either redundancy or fail-safing. In this case, having a
redundancy refers to having a back-up system or component in place in
case of a failure. Fail-safing on the other hand is ingrained in operations
to prevent unintentional human error, which is the root cause of most
failures (Slack et al., 2010). The technological innovation taking place
in the AAI has enabled operators to maintain the illusion of risk whilst
reducing actual risk considerably (Sweeney, 2016). This is, for example,
achieved through the aforementioned smart belays, which has removed
some chances of human error occurring and thereby removed some of
the uncertainty in that regard (Annas, 2016). Seemingly, technology-
driven innovation plays a critical role in maintaining participant safety
whilst also improving the experience.

2.3. Innovation

For a number of years, innovation has been recognised as a critical
tool for competitiveness among tourism companies and destinations
(Camisón & Monfort-Mir, 2012; Hjalager, 2002, 2015; Ottenbacher,
2007). Like Weidenfeld, Williams, and Butler (2010), this paper clas-
sifies innovations under two categories: incremental and radical in-
novations. Weidenfeld et al. (2010) argue that new products or pro-
cesses adopted to improve existing processes and procedures are
incremental innovations, whereas radical innovations are processes or
products introduced. Roper and Tapinos (2016) argued the lifecycle of
radical innovations tend to be of longer and more unpredictable nature
than incremental innovations due to the uncertainty surrounding the
adaptation and usage of a new product. Traditionally, tourism in-
novation has been incremental (Brooker & Joppe, 2014; Hjalager, 2015;
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Makkonen et al., 2018). These include minor and major adaptations of
products and services, involving slight differentiation, product line
extension as well as changes to the cost/quality ratio of the product
(Brackenbury, 2006; Weidenfeld et al., 2010). Further, innovation often
occurs on a continuous basis in an effort to constantly satisfy the need
of the consumer (Hjalager, 2010; Williams & Soutar, 2009). The need
for continuous innovation has, for example, already been recognised in
adventure tourism, a particular dynamic and competitive sub-sector of
tourism (Williams and Soutar, 2009; Hansen, Fyall, et al., 2019).
Tourism has traditionally been quick to adopt various types of in-
novations to improve customer service, to improve marketing practices
and for product development among others (Hjalager, 2010; Camisón &
Monfort-Mir, 2012). Fuglsang, Sundbo & Sørensen (2011) found that
attractions in particular were more innovative than other tourism-re-
lated organisations.

Innovation is critical to the long-term sustainability of tourism op-
erators and particularly SMEs (Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Ruhanen &
Cooper, 2004), a relevant point, with adventure tourism having long
been recognised as being dominated by SMEs (Page, Bentley, & Walker,
2005). Further, experts argue that by embracing innovation, small or-
ganisations increase their likelihood of survival (Cefis & Marsili, 2006;
Ruhanen & Cooper, 2004). Further, innovation is recognised as pro-
viding organisations with a source of competitive advantage (Molina-
Morales & Mas-Verdu, 2008; Hjalager, 2015). Indeed, Freel (2000) ar-
gued that innovation is essential for competitiveness to satisfy demand
of an ever—changing consumer. This is particularly the case in ad-
venture tourism, where participants are likely to pursue different and
more challenging experiences each time (Williams & Soutar, 2009). As
such, demand and competition often encourages innovation in new
industries (Klepper & Malerba, 2010; Roper & Tapinos, 2016).

Yet, why do some organisations fail to adopt certain innovations?
Tourism, in general, has been quick to adopt new innovations, for ex-
ample, with most occurring through collaboration or through external
inspiration (Hjalager, 2015; Sevrani & Elmazi, 2008). Indeed,
Rønningen (2010) argued that the adoption of innovative ideas and
products is much reliant on a trickle-down effect from suppliers of
technology and materials, rather than being self-invented. However,
innovations are typically expensive and this, perhaps, offer an ex-
planation as to why it is mainly larger organisations within tourism
who are more likely to innovate (Soames, Brunker, & Talgaswatta,
2011). Indeed, despite having been acknowledged as the lifeblood of
the tourism industry, SMEs are also considered to be laggards pre-
venting innovation and growth (Thomas, Shaw, & Page, 2011). As such,
it is perhaps not surprising that the tourism industry is more defined by
the barriers and challenges than accelerators to innovation (Hjalager,
2002; Weidenfeld et al., 2010). These barriers and challenges are par-
ticularly due to the fragmented state of the industry, lack of resources
and trust, poor learning environments, the absorptive capacity of the
industry and low levels of education and training (Hjalager, 2002,
2015). In fact, existing organisations struggle to absorb new ideas,
meaning innovative ideas are having to rely on entrepreneurship and
recently formed organisations instead to be adopted (Hall & Williams,
2008; Rønningen, 2010). Further, Borgelt and Falk (2007) also found
that an emphasis on operational risk management will stifle innovation.
In turn, the spread of innovations within a market, also known as dif-
fusion of innovations, are hampered.

Rogers (2003) argued that the characteristics of an innovation de-
termine its rate of adoption within a social system. These characteristics
are: relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and ob-
servability (Rogers, 2003). Relative advantage refers to the extent a
particular innovation is considered better than the idea it precedes.
Compatibility refers to the extent an innovation is perceived as being
consistent with the existing values, past experiences and needs of po-
tential adopters. Complexity refers to the extent to which an innovation
is perceived as difficult to understand or use. Trialability is the degree
to which an innovation might be experimented with. Finally,

observability refers to the extent of which results of the innovation are
visible to others (Rogers, 2003). Rogers (2003) further argued that in-
novations considered to have greater relative advantage, compatibility,
trialability and observability and less complexity are more likely to
experience fast adaptation rates among organisations. Preventative in-
novations, innovations preventing future unwanted consequences may,
however, have a low relative advantage due to the benefits often being
delayed in time, somewhat intangible and the unwanted consequence
may not occur at all as a result of the innovation (Rogers, 1995). As
such, with relative advantage being key to the rate of adoption of in-
novations, it is perhaps not surprising that preventative innovations
lags in adoption rate.

As stated in this literature review, the innovation processes in
tourism enterprise are complex, and stimuli come from many sources.
This study focuses on specific safety operational measures and tech-
nologies, assuming that the adaption of such technologies and measure
and further innovative endeavour can lead to either positive or negative
developments, depending on the specific operational and managerial
style and culture.

3. Methodology

This article was guided by a qualitative research method and ana-
lysis, having been deemed the most appropriate approach to achieve
the aim. Qualitative research starts with assumptions, a world-view,
potentially using a theoretical lens and studying research problems
exploring the meaning individuals or groups impute to a certain pro-
blem (Creswell, 2007). Further, a single-case study approach was
chosen, with a focus on the US AAI and its key stakeholders. This al-
lowed the paper to deeply explore the current levels of innovation
within the industry. Case study research is the study of a problem set-
ting explored through single or multiple cases (Creswell, 2007).
Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007) argue that such an approach is re-
levant to research projects seeking to gain a deep understanding of the
issue being researched. Yin (2009) further argues that case study re-
search is one of the best methods to describe real-life as the researcher
is able to appreciate the richness of participants describing their ex-
periences in a certain context. Therefore, such a strategy goes hand-in-
hand with the chosen approach of this paper, particularly bearing in
mind the importance of the quality of the data gathering. Real-life re-
counts were indeed key in the effort to discovering the influence of
innovation within the AAI.

3.1. Sampling

The sampling was guided by Mitchell et al.’s (1997) theory of sta-
keholder identification and salience. A combination of convenience
sampling, snowball sampling and purposeful sampling techniques were
employed. Builders, operators, insurance providers, engineers, poten-
tial/actual regulators and standard writers were interviewed for this
study. Senior managers from the respective organisations were ap-
proached to participate due to their knowledge and influence in regards
to risk management procedures and industry collaboration. The states
with the most aerial adventure parks were given priority in the hope
that they would have more experience and understanding of collabor-
ating with the industry. States represented by the interview participants
included Florida, Colorado, North Carolina and Oklahoma. Further,
some operations were SMEs, whereas others were part of larger resorts.
However, one stakeholder group, the consumer, was left out. Whilst this
study does recognise their legitimacy, it was deemed they lack the re-
quired knowledge, experience and expertise on a complex matter, such
as innovation. Instead, a more knowledgeable stakeholder was deemed
more apt, the state. Bearing in mind the objective of the state is to
uphold public safety in this case, their participation and representation
of the consumer was deemed appropriate. In total, twenty interviews
took place. The data gathering was concluded upon reaching data
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saturation.

3.2. Data analysis

Accurate data analysis was key to the overall study, with the fol-
lowing interpretations developed as the authors made sense of the data
at hand as well as the lessons learned throughout the study (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985). Creswell (2007) argued that these interpretations may be
based on hunches, insight or intuition formed via the larger meanings
gathered from the data. As the case study focussed on an industry, but
gathered data through speaking to various stakeholders within it, an
embedded analysis was employed. This allowed the case study to focus
on the industry as a whole, whilst not forgetting the “sub-units”, or
stakeholders, that ultimately make up the industry (Yin, 2014).

3.3. Thematic analysis

Thematic analysis was used to carry out the analysis the data to
assist in this. According to Boyatzis (1998), thematic analysis is ‘a way
of seeing’. Qualitative research is particularly diverse and thematic
analysis provides the foundations to qualitative analysis (Braun &
Clarke, 2006). Using this approach, researchers are able to see what
others might not as patterns or themes are discovered within the data
collected (Boyatzis, 1998). Thematic analysis increases the accuracy
and sensitivity of the researcher's understanding and interpretation of
the data collected. Creswell (2003) points out that the themes showcase
numerous perspectives from participants that can further be supported
by the literature. For example, the themes developed for this paper
were supported by segments from the interviews (Creswell, 2007). The
thematic analysis process involved three stages: deciding on sampling
and design issues, developing themes and a code and finally validating
and using the code (Boyatzis, 1998). Creswell (2003) further argues
that this approach is ideal for designing useful descriptions for case
studies. For this paper, an abductive approach was chosen as this in-
volved developing thematic codes from the literature as well as the data
collected. Given the interview guides were guided by the literature, it
was inevitable that themes in the data collected would also reflect the
literature. The subsequent name for the code should relate to the pur-
pose of the research (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012). Bearing this
in mind, one code was devised, namely innovation. Two themes were
subsequently identified.

3.4. Results of the analysis

The study led to the identification of two distinctive themes:
“Innovation as a blessing” and “The curse of innovation”. Accordingly,
the study demonstrates the paradoxes, and provide an insight into the
stakeholders’ perception and their explanations of they choose to ad-
dress the challenges in their operational practice.

3.4.1. Theme one: innovation as a blessing?
During the process of gathering data it became clear that innovation

presents opportunities and challenges in regards to improving opera-
tional risk management procedures. For example, technological ad-
vances in areas such as belay systems have improved risk management
procedures by providing, essentially, a safer experience for the cus-
tomer. These newer products are called Smart Belays. These were often
the first reference point during interviews when discussing innovation
and risk management and have seemingly been critical to the point that
discounts on insurance premiums were offered to those who used smart
belays in their operations, as pointed out by participant 15, an in-
surance agent within the industry. Indeed, several discussions left the
interviewer with the impression of a very dynamic industry, ripe with
innovation. Participant 7, the director of a leading standard-writing
organisation within the industry, described the industry as:

“[…] a very dynamic industry that seems to be evolving and changing the
technology […] It's a rapidly changing environment”.

According to participant 1, the general manager of an operator, this
description is indeed the case:

“[…] equipment has changed so much and it's rapidly changing now.
[…] it's evolved to you have auto-locking lanyards. […] and there's
continuous belay systems, so there's never a transfer”.

Nevertheless, the industry is experiencing a constant demand for
“bigger, faster, longer and higher” experiences, meaning stakeholders
are finding that they're constantly having to improve. Participant 8, a
senior manager of an engineering company, developed a tool that has
enabled the company to design ziplines more efficiently. However, the
participant also commented:

“[…] every time somebody comes to us for something bigger and faster
we find some component of the calculator that we built, that now needs
to be upgraded”.

Further, participant 17, the COO of a major operator, mentioned
that:

“[…] there's also advances in the industry in terms of the equipment that
our clientele are using that we provide our participants. I can think of a
few different devices that are called smart belay”.

Participant 15 commented in a similar vein, when asked how in-
novation has affected risk management within the industry, whilst also
referring to the smart belays:

“In a positive way […] what I'm referring to there is the technology in the
smart belay systems. […] that is definitely innovation […] innovation
has made the industry safer”.

Indeed, according to participant 16, the CEO of a major operator,
the industry has undergone major changes, through innovation, during
the past few years, including specially designed tracks:

“[…] when I was first doing ropes courses, we were using two carabiners,
[…] Now, with our courses, we put the harness on, we put them on the
track […] back in the day, some manufacturers used to tie their har-
nesses out of webbing”.

Similarly, participant 12, the general manager of a major operator,
also commented on the effect of innovation on equipment in a quest to
make the activity safer:

“It [equipment] does constantly change. It changes in ways that can
simplify the job of our park monitors, […] changes are put in effect to
minimize risk or to reduce risk”.

Participant 9, operations and risk manager of an operator, com-
mented on how their collaborative efforts have led to innovations:

“We try to work closely with manufacturers […] I would say that a huge
number of technical innovations have come out from our collaborations
with vendors”.

Similarly, participant 4, director of training and operations of a
national builder, collaborated with other manufacturers to use equip-
ment in new innovative ways:

“We collaborate with them, because they built the helmet or the harness
or the trolley or the rescue system and we want to use it in this unique
way”.

Seemingly, innovation has made the industry safer, reducing risk
particularly through the smart belays. Essentially, it appears the smart
belays have taken a major focus off the shoulders of operators, allowing
staff to focus more on the overall operations. The introduction of this
equipment has also removed some of the risk of human error as parti-
cipants are no longer able to unhook themselves on the courses, an issue
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that has caused incidents in the past as mentioned in the literature
review. Yet, innovations do not simply improve risk management as-
pects of the operations, but also enables the industry to continuously
feed the demand for “bigger, faster, longer and higher”. When queried
about the innovation taking place in the industry participant 1, for
example, commented that:

“[…] that really is adding to the uniqueness of the industry. So, if
something new is coming out, they [the organisation] can have a really
unique and really awesome attraction”.

Similarly, participant 16 described how their company is constantly
adding new elements to their experiences to feed demand:

“[…] we're always under the gun to develop new elements. We developed
25 new ones last year, we've got 25 new ones this year, coming out”.

As such, innovation is improving the industry. However, innova-
tions, such as the smart belays, also come at a financial cost and not all
are willing to make this investment just yet. For example, participant
11, the owner of an operator, argued that:

“[…] I think that if the aerial adventure course becomes too technical
and too expensive, a family will just opt out and just go and do something
else”.

That type of mind-set is a concern to others within the industry.
Whilst innovative products that improve risk management procedures
may be available, it's of little help if people aren't buying into them.
Participant 1 pointed out:

“[…] there's still a bunch of courses who aren't making that investment in
[…] this smart belay technology […] are significantly more expensive
than just that traditional lobster claw […] I see that as really a danger to
the entire industry”.

3.4.2. Theme two: the curse of innovation
However, innovation also brings its challenges. Innovation brings

change and with change comes the unforeseen, the unknown, which is
one of the challenges to operational risk management. Given the con-
stant growth of the industry, stakeholders are doing their best to dif-
ferentiate themselves from their competitors and they look toward in-
novative products and ways of operating to achieve this competitive
advantage. Whilst this is undoubtedly an attempt to maintain in-
dividual short-term sustainability, it would appear that it also presents
the industry, as a whole, with long-term concerns over how to con-
tinuously achieve effective operational risk management, with in-
novation struggling to keep up with the growth of the industry. For
example, to differentiate themselves, stakeholders are demanding
“bigger and better, faster and crazier!” according to participant 8, who
described some of the challenges of achieving effective operational risk
management:

“Some of the key challenges we face are when [demand] takes you to the
edge of the engineering realm”.

Similarly, participant 4 pointed out that:

“[…] building these bigger, faster, more fun systems, also requires you to
somehow then manage those risks and that's a challenge when the in-
dustry is growing faster, sometimes, than the technology”.

Participant 15 spoke of the constant changes taking place in the
industry to create bigger and faster experiences, relying on innovative
new approaches to achieve this. As such, innovation is also presenting
the industry with challenges:

“I think the key challenges that the industry faces is the evolution of the
industry and the development of the industry. […] that brings new un-
known risks”.

Participant 15 further explained the challenges of innovation and

the ensuing change it brings when embraced:

“[…] any time you're having to learn a new procedure, there is a learning
curve there”.

Participant 5, a site and course designer of a builder, further
summed up the challenges that innovation and new technology can
bring:

“[…] as soon as you create technology, somebody finds a way around it
or it creates another issue in the industry”.

On the other hand, participant 10, a state regulator, commented on
the challenges of regulating an industry undergoing constant innova-
tion and how their relationship with the industry was critical in doing
so effectively:

“[…] that [constant innovation] is a challenge, just being able to make
sure that we're appropriately regulating the new device as they come on
the market”.

Participant 3, an operator and builder, provided an example of how
innovation can impact a visitor attraction when it goes wrong, referring
to a case where a major manufacturer had introduced a new trolley, the
piece of equipment that carries participants on ziplines, the new trolley
resulting in increased failure rates:

“[…] what they did was they created a Track Plus […] we had 80%
failure that year on our trolleys […] It just wasn't plugged to handling the
speed that it had always originally handled”.

Another case, described by participant 18, a state regulator, showed
how the good intentions of innovation can have dire consequences:

“They said [the manufacturer], “well, we have ziplines and you have to
disconnect, we have to have a patron or an operator up there to monitor
the disconnect, so why don't we put them on a rail-system that acts like a
zipline?” […] this one gentleman […] when he pulled back, the puck
assembly twisted and turned and came out the bottom, so he went off the
back. […] now they've redesigned it and we finally opened it”.

Similarly, participant 19, the owner of an operator, argued how
innovation is also providing changes and challenges to the industry:

“Sometimes [innovation] has caused accidents. […] it [the demand for
bigger, faster, longer] causes people to use products in a way that they
weren't intended to be used and hope that they work”.

On the other hand, participant 11 simply did not see the benefit in
adopting a new innovation, such as the smart-belay, seemingly of the
impression that there were more drawbacks to it than benefits:

“I think it [smart belay] changes the experience that our guests will have.
[…] one, it's very expensive and two, I think it will fundamentally change
the experience. Take away some of that perceived risk”.

Participant 15 made a similar point:

“[…] now with the increase in innovation and technology, it's not so
much built off human interaction, because you've got the smart belays”.

As such, innovation brings both solutions and challenges to the AAI.
Nevertheless, it would seem that the invention of the smart belay has
had a largely positive impact on the activity, though it has simulta-
neously presented the industry with dire warnings of how matters can
go wrong as well as created a bottle-neck or two. It also appeared not
everyone were able to take advantage of new innovative products due
to their costs, though the costs in some cases could be off-set against
savings elsewhere such as insurance. Perhaps somewhat ironically, the
issues caused by innovation seemed to have been solved through fur-
ther innovation. Indeed, innovation also appeared to present the in-
dustry with new unknown risks, thereby creating a never-ending cycle
of need for innovation. However, with demand growing at a rapid pace,
the industry seemed to struggle to keep up and perhaps seeking quick
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solutions as a result. Unfortunately, this in turn has caused issues as
products, at times, have been used in ways they were not intended
originally. Overall, though, according the data gathered, the activity is
safer with the smart belays than without it, though not everyone seems
to be in agreement.

4. Discussion

This paper has illustrated a particularly fast growing and dynamic
AAI constantly looking towards innovative products and approaches to
improve the activity by making it safer and more exciting undoubtedly
to improve long-term sustainability. As with adventure tourism, this
need for continuous innovation to satisfy increasingly changing con-
sumer demands has been recognised within the literature, knowing that
without it the industry would become saturated (Mei, Arcodia, &
Ruhanen, 2012; Williams & Soutar, 2009). Interestingly, unlike tourism
in general (Makkonen et al., 2018), these innovative products are often
created purely for the AAI, such as the smart belay (Oliver, 2018). As
such, innovation within the AAI is largely technology-driven, and even
so in radical ways. Seemingly, organisations within the industry are
developing innovative products to improve the experience as well as
safety, with the diffusion of innovations spreading throughout the in-
dustry via suppliers as a trickle-down effect, much like the argument
put forth by Rønningen (2010). Seemingly, smart belays have largely
improved safety measures within the US AAI. At the same time, in-
cremental innovation is also occurring, with the industry using existing
equipment from other industries, yet in slightly different ways. The
level of innovation is perhaps due to the unique nature of the activity as
well as the infancy of the industry overall. Rønningen (2010), for ex-
ample, argued that new enterprises were more innovative than existing
ones.

The data seemed to indicate that the aforementioned appetite for
more thrills, faster ziplines and bigger parks has led to a continuous
cycle of innovation within the industry, as well as a continuous learning
curve, as depicted in Fig. 1. One participant, for example, described
how they are under pressure to develop dozens of elements each year to
keep prospective and current clients interested. The literature supports
these notions arguing that demand and competition often encourages
innovation in new industries (Hjalager, 2002; Klepper & Malerba, 2010;
Roper & Tapinos, 2016). Further, Freel (2000) argued that innovation is
essential for competitiveness as well as to satisfy demand of an
ever—changing consumer. Indeed, experts argue that by embracing
innovation, small organisations increase their likelihood of survival
(Cefis & Marsili, 2006; Ruhanen & Cooper, 2004). However, such in-
novations also come at a financial cost, meaning some have yet to invest
in them, a common issue within the larger tourism literature as well
(Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Thomas et al., 2011). The data, for ex-
ample, indicated some SMEs were yet to adopt some innovations,
whereas the larger organisations taking part in this paper seemed at the

forefront of innovation within the industry. Putting Rogers’ (2003)
explanation for the rate of adoption of innovations within a social
system into the context of this paper, it would seem the individual
actors disagree on the need for the adoption of a preventative innova-
tion, such as smart belays. Clearly, some participants argued that smart
belays were a better and safer option (relative advantage and ob-
servability) to the previous choice of lobster claws, whereas others
thought the expense associated with the product made it unaffordable
and noted there was little evidence of them being a safer alternative
(observability), meaning there was little advantage to adopting it. Si-
milarly, an argument was also made in regards to smart belays re-
moving part of the human interaction and perceived risk (compat-
ibility) and thus perhaps changing the experience and the values
thereof. Nevertheless, in light of the disagreement, with smart belays
representing a radical innovation, their innovative life cycle is see-
mingly longer and more unpredictable, as argued by Roper and Tapinos
(2016). This was also noted in the data. Further, the literature also
acknowledges that some innovations may experience considerable de-
lays in being adopted (Hjalager, 2015). Evidently, some organisations
simply do not possess the required absorptive capacity to adopt in-
novations.

Whilst innovation has brought solutions to certain challenges within
the industry, it has also created new challenges as stakeholders attempt
to fit them into their existing operations. Innovation brings change and
with change comes the unforeseen, the bane of operational risk man-
agement, potentially exposing organisations to additional risks
(Madrid-Guijarro et al., 2009; Hahn, 2012). The constant demand for
bigger, faster and longer is pushing innovation-levels within the in-
dustry, yet ironically, also pushing some stakeholders to use products in
a way they were never intended to. Further, according to the data,
accidents have happened due to innovation, though the issues caused
by innovation appear to have been solved through further innovation.
Nevertheless, the data indicate significant changes to operations and
therefore resulting in some bottle-necks, such as new innovative
equipment being introduced, yet operating poorer than the equipment
it was meant to replace. One participant, for example, argued that
someone will always find a way around new technology or said tech-
nology will create new challenges. Somewhat paradoxically, innovation
is seemingly required to improve operational risk management proce-
dures, yet innovation also creates a need for improved operational risk
management procedures within the industry. One could argue that, to a
certain extent, the industry is a victim of its own success. Yet, the data
appeared to depict innovation with an overall positive impact, de-
picting an industry undergoing constant change as it seeks to con-
tinuously improve and remain competitive, which in turn will enhance
its long-term sustainability (Roper & Tapinos, 2016; Ruhanen & Cooper,
2004). Indeed, the arguments put forth by the interview participants
posit the relationship between operational risk management and in-
novation in a vastly different light to Borgelt and Falk (2007), for ex-
ample, who argued that emphasis on risk management will stifle in-
novation. In the case of the AAI, risk management and competition
appear to have put innovation into the fast-lane, as the industry con-
tinuously seek to improve. As such, the mind-set that innovation cannot
take place without taking risks (Wince-Smith, 2005) seems applicable
within the AAI with stakeholders, particularly builders and operators,
utilising incremental and radical innovations in an attempt to provide
safer and better visitor attractions.

5. Conclusion, limitations and future research

Much of the literature on innovation within the tourism industry
lacks empirical research. This paper has furthered our understanding of
innovation within tourism, adventure tourism, a sub-sector of tourism,
as well as our understanding of visitor attractions in general. This paper
has revealed an AAI growing at a considerable pace with continuous
innovation taking place to improve the participant experience andFig. 1. Cycle of innovation.
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safety. Unlike tourism in general, the type of innovation taking place in
the AAI is largely radical, which is perhaps due to the unique nature of
the activity and its infancy. Having undergone, and continuing to do so,
incredible growth and change in a short space of time, industry stake-
holders are under pressure to continuously deliver ever-changing and
improving experiences to provide more thrills, faster zip lines and
bigger parks in an effort to remain competitive, as is also the case with
adventure tourism in general. Yet, safety is still paramount. As a result,
the industry is looking toward innovation to solve this enigma. The
smart belays have, arguably, been the most critical innovation to the
AAI, though not all stakeholders have adopted this innovation yet. The
smart belays have, seemingly, simplified the operations of aerial ad-
venture parks and improved participant safety. Yet, some stakeholders
simply refused to adopt innovations due to a perceived lack of benefits
from doing so, be it the financial burden or for fear of the activity losing
some remaining authenticity by radically changing the participant ex-
perience in a negative way. This is, perhaps, somewhat ironic, if the
smart belays are indeed safer than the traditional lobster claws, as ar-
gued by most of the interview participants. It does, however, beg the
question as to whether the government needs to enforce this adoption.

Whilst innovation has improved safety measures it has also in-
troduced new challenges to operational risk management through the
introduction of radical innovations or using old products in new in-
novative ways, thus creating a never-ending circle in the pursuit of
perfection. As such, whilst innovation is clearly required to remain
sustainable, it is simultaneously testing the industry's level of sustain-
ability going forward, thus seemingly being a by-product of innovation.
Innovation is a critical element of improving operational risk manage-
ment procedures, and improving the participant experience in general
to ensure return visits, yet also creates a need for further improved risk
management procedures, thus presenting a paradox within the AAI.
This study shows that the collaboration with technology suppliers is
critical for innovation, but that collaboration and early adaptation may
also come at a price. The reluctance to step up technological to systems
of greater advancement is understandable, but in an innovation as well
as safety perspective critical. Such double and contradictory implica-
tions for managerial behaviours are important to have in mind in in-
novation studies in tourism.

As with any other research, this paper naturally has its limitations.
This is but a brief exploration into the US AAI and how it copes with
innovation. Further research adventure tourism innovation is needed,
especially with a focus on innovation at a micro level. Employing
Rogers' (2003) diffusion of innovations model within tourism in general
to explore how innovations are diffused would also be very beneficial.
More research, particularly longitudinal, is also warranted to further
explore the AAI's relationship with innovation. Indeed, the industry's
paradoxical relationship with innovation ought to be tested in other
sub-sectors of tourism.

References

Andersen, T. J. (2010). Combining central planning and decentralization to enhance ef-
fective risk management outcomes. Risk Management, 12(2), 101–115.

Annas, C. (2016). Mom's mechanisms of risk management. 8th April, 2016 . Retrieved from
https://adventureparkinsider.com/moms-mechanisms-of-risk-management/.

Borgelt, K., & Falk, I. (2007). The leadership/management conundrum: Innovation or risk
management? The Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 28(2), 122–136.

Boyatzis, R. E. (1998). Transforming qualitative information: Thematic analysis and code
development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Brackenbury, M. (2006). Has innovation become a routine practice that enables compa-
nies to stay ahead of the competition in the travel industry? Innovation and growth in
tourism, 73–83.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research
in Psychology, 3(2), 77–101.

Brooker, E., & Joppe, M. (2014). Developing a tourism innovation typology: Leveraging
liminal insights. Journal of Travel Research, 53(4), 500–508.

Buckley, R. (2012). Rush as a key motivation in skilled adventure tourism: Resolving the
risk recreation paradox. Tourism Management, 33(4), 961–970.

Camisón, C., & Monfort-Mir, V. M. (2012). Measuring innovation in tourism from the
Schumpeterian and the dynamic-capabilities perspectives. Tourism Management,

33(4), 776–789.
Cefis, E., & Marsili, O. (2006). Survivor: The role of innovation in firms' survival. Research

Policy, 35(5), 626–641.
Christensen, C. (2013). The innovator's dilemma: When new technologies cause great firms to

fail. Harvard Business Review Press.
Creswell, J. W. (2003). Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed method approaches. (Thousand

Oaks: California).
Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative enquiry and research design: Choosing among five ap-

proaches. SAGE.
Cummings, P. (2018). World of changes. Retrieved from https://adventureparkinsider.

com/world-of-changes/.
Czernek, K. (2013). Determinants of cooperation in a tourist region. Annals of Tourism

Research, 40, 83–104.
Divisekera, S., & Nguyen, V. K. (2018). Determinants of innovation in tourism evidence

from Australia. Tourism Management, 67, 157–167.
Eisenhardt, K. M., & Graebner, M. E. (2007). Theory building from cases: Opportunities

and challenges. Academy of Management Journal, 50(1), 25–32.
Fletcher, R. (2010). The emperor's new adventure: Public secrecy and the paradox of

adventure tourism. Journal of Contemporary Ethnography, 39(1), 6–33.
Fuglsang, L., Sundbo, J., & Sørensen, F. (2011). Dynamics of experience service innova-

tion: innovation as a guided activity–results from a Danish survey. The Service
Industries Journal, 31(5), 661–677.

Freel, M. S. (2000). Barriers to product innovation in small manufacturing firms.
International Small Business Journal, 18(2), 60–80.

Haegeli, P., & Pröbstl-Haider, U. (2016). Research on personal risk in outdoor recreation
and nature-based tourism. Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism, 13, 1–9.

Hahn, G. J.a. K., H. (2012). Value-based performance and risk management in supply
chains: A robust optimization approach. International Journal of Production Economics,
139(1), 135–144.

Hall, C. M., & Williams, A. (2008). Tourism and innovation. New York: Routledge.
Hansen, M., Fyall, A., Spyriadis, T., Rogers, D., & Brander‐Brown, J. (2019). Motivating

stakeholder collaboration within the aerial adventure industry. International Journal
of Tourism Research (in press).

Hansen, M., Rogers, D., Fyall, A., Spyriadis, T., & Brander-Brown, J. (2019). Collaborative
industry risk management in adventure tourism: A case study of the US aerial ad-
venture industry. Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism (in press).

Hjalager, A.-M. (2002). Repairing innovation defectiveness in tourism. Tourism
Management, 23(5), 465–474.

Hjalager, A.-M. (2010). A review of innovation research in tourism. Tourism Management,
31(1), 1–12.

Hjalager, A.-M. (2015). 100 innovations that transformed tourism. Journal of Travel
Research, 54(1), 3–21.

Hjalager, A.-M., & Flagestad, A. (2012). Innovations in well-being tourism in the Nordic
countries. Current Issues in Tourism, 15(8), 725–740.

Jallow, A. K., Majeed, B., Vergidis, K., Tiwari, A., & Roy, R. (2007). Operational risk
analysis in business processes. BT Technology Journal, 25(1), 168–177.

Klepper, S., & Malerba, F. (2010). Demand, innovation and industrial dynamics: An in-
troduction. Industrial and Corporate Change, 19(5), 1515–1520.

Leask, A. (2016). Visitor attraction management: A critical review of research 2009–2014.
Tourism Management, 57, 334–361. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.06.015.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry, Vol. 75. Sage.
Madrid‐Guijarro, A., Garcia, D., & Van Auken, H. (2009). Barriers to innovation among

Spanish manufacturing SMEs. Journal of Small Business Management, 47(4), 465–488.
Makkonen, T., Williams, A. M., Weidenfeld, A., & Kaisto, V. (2018). Cross-border

knowledge transfer and innovation in the European neighbourhood. Tourism
Management, 68, 140–151.

Mei, X. Y., Arcodia, C., & Ruhanen, L. (2012). Towards tourism innovation: A critical
review of public polices at the national level. Tourism management perspectives, 4,
92–105.

Mettler, L. (2016). New products: Fall 2016 issue. Adventure Park Insider. Retrieved from
https://adventureparkinsider.com/new-products-fall-2016-issue/.

Mitchell, R. K., Agle, B. R., & Wood, D. J. (1997). Toward a theory of stakeholder iden-
tification and salience. Academy of Management Review, 22(4), 853–886.

Mitra, S., Karathanasopoulos, A., Sermpinis, G., Dunis, C., & Hood, J. (2015). Operational
risk: Emerging markets, sectors and measurement. European Journal of Operational
Research, 241(1), 122–132.

Molina-Morales, F. X., & Mas-Verdu, F. (2008). Intended ties with local institutions as
factors in innovation: An application to Spanish manufacturing firms. European
Planning Studies, 16(6), 811–827.

OECD (2008). Tourism in OECD countries 2008: Trends and policies. Paris: OECD.
Oliver, P. (2018). Living on a lifeline. Adventure Park Insider. https://

adventureparkinsider.com/living-on-a-lifeline/, Accessed date: 20 May 2018.
Ottenbacher, M. C. (2007). Innovation management in the hospitality industry: Different

strategies for achieving success. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 31(4),
431–454.

Page, S. J., Bentley, T. A., & Walker, L. (2005). Scoping the nature and extent of adventure
tourism operations in scotland: How safe are they? Tourism Management, 26(3),
381–397.

Peak, J. (2013). Aerial adventure park. Retrieved from http://www.jiminypeak.com/
Summer/Attractions/Aerial-Adventure-Park.

Pomfret, G., & Bramwell, B. (2016). The characteristics and motivational decisions of
outdoor adventure tourists. Current Issues in Tourism, 19(14), 1447–1478.

Pröbstl-Haider, U., Dabrowska, K., & Haider, W. (2016). Risk perception and preferences
of mountain tourists in light of glacial retreat and permafrost degradation in the
Austrian Alps. Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism, 13, 66–78.

Rogers, E. M. (2003). Diffusion of innovations (5th ed.). New York: Simon & Schuster.

M. Hansen, et al. Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism xxx (xxxx) xxxx

7

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref1
https://adventureparkinsider.com/moms-mechanisms-of-risk-management/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref16
https://adventureparkinsider.com/world-of-changes/
https://adventureparkinsider.com/world-of-changes/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref33
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.06.015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref38
https://adventureparkinsider.com/new-products-fall-2016-issue/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref46
https://adventureparkinsider.com/living-on-a-lifeline/
https://adventureparkinsider.com/living-on-a-lifeline/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref48
http://www.jiminypeak.com/Summer/Attractions/Aerial-Adventure-Park
http://www.jiminypeak.com/Summer/Attractions/Aerial-Adventure-Park
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref52


Rønningen, M. (2010). Innovative processes in a nature‐based tourism case: The role of a
tour‐operator as the driver of innovation. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and
Tourism, 10(3), 190–206.

Rogers, E. M. (1995). Diffusion of innovations, 12 New York.
Roper, S., & Tapinos, E. (2016). Taking risks in the face of uncertainty: An exploratory

analysis of green innovation. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 112,
357–363.

Ruhanen, L., & Cooper, C. (2004). Applying a knowledge management framework to
tourism research. Tourism Recreation Research, 29(1), 83–88.

Samad-Khan, A. (2008). Modern operational risk management. Emphasis, 2, 26–29.
Saunders, M. N. K., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2012). Research methods for business stu-

dents. United States: Financial Times/Prentice Hall.
Sevrani, K., & Elmazi, L. (2008). ICT and the changing landscape of tourism distribution-a

new dimension of tourism in the global conditions. Revista de turism-studii si cercetari
in turism, (6), 22–29.

Slack, N., Chambers, S., & Johnston, R. (2010). Operations management. Pearson educa-
tion.

Smith, M.,R. (2015). Aerial Adventure Park - trends, statistics and leading practices.
Retrieved from http://www.slideshare.net/MichaelSmith351/2015-aerial-
adventure-park-trends-statistics-and-leading-practices-52820699.

Soames, L., Brunker, D., & Talgaswatta, T. (2011). Competition, innovation and pro-
ductivity in Australian businesses. Productivity commission and Australian bureau of
statistics joint research paper (pp. 1). .

Sweeney, T. (2016). On belay systems. Retrieved from https://adventureparkinsider.com/

on-belay-systems/.
Thomas, R., Shaw, G., & Page, S. J. (2011). Understanding small firms in tourism: A

perspective on research trends and challenges. Tourism Management, 32(5), 963–976.
Thomas, R., & Wood, E. (2015). The absorptive capacity of tourism organisations. Annals

of Tourism Research, 54, 84–99.
Treego (2014). What is Treego. Retrieved from http://www.treego.ca/.
Wagstaff, M. (2015). Challenge course programming - on the rise or in compromise? In B.

Humberstone, H. Prince, & K. A. Henderson (Eds.). Routledge international handbook of
outdoor studies (pp. 217–226). United Kingdom: Routledge.

Wince-Smith, D. (2005). Innovate America: Thriving in a world of challenge and change.
Global Innovation Ecosystem 2007 Symposium (pp. 1–12). .

Weidenfeld, A., Williams, A. M., & Butler, R. W. (2010). Knowledge transfer and in-
novation among attractions. Annals of Tourism Research, 37(3), 604–626.

Williams, P., & Soutar, G. N. (2009). Value, satisfaction and behavioral intentions in an
adventure tourism context. Annals of Tourism Research, 36(3), 413–438.

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research: Design and methods. Applied social research series (5th
ed.). London: Sage.

Yin, R. K. (2009). Case study research: Design and methods (applied social research methods).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Zach, F. (2012). Partners and innovation in American destination marketing organiza-
tions. Journal of Travel Research, 51(4), 412–425.

Zach, F. J., & Hill, T. (2017). Network, knowledge and relationship impacts on innovation
in tourism destinations. Tourism Management, 62, 196–207.

M. Hansen, et al. Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism xxx (xxxx) xxxx

8

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref58
http://www.slideshare.net/MichaelSmith351/2015-aerial-adventure-park-trends-statistics-and-leading-practices-52820699
http://www.slideshare.net/MichaelSmith351/2015-aerial-adventure-park-trends-statistics-and-leading-practices-52820699
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref60
https://adventureparkinsider.com/on-belay-systems/
https://adventureparkinsider.com/on-belay-systems/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref63
http://www.treego.ca/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2213-0780(19)30064-7/sref72

	Adventure tourism innovation: Benefitting or hampering operations?
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Aerial adventure parks
	Operational risk
	Innovation

	Methodology
	Sampling
	Data analysis
	Thematic analysis
	Results of the analysis
	Theme one: innovation as a blessing?
	Theme two: the curse of innovation


	Discussion
	Conclusion, limitations and future research
	References




