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ABSTRACT

While most ecotourist definitions and typologiesvdnaelied on concepts ingrained in
traveler behaviours or destinations, none has bieddirom a consideration of personal ethics.
The study of ecotourism has virtually ignored tetioal considerations of ethics, other than
making comparisons with the broader tourism se@aradditional shortcoming is the general
lack of methodological sophistication, where thékbof research concerning ecotourism has
remained exploratory and descriptive, and has owoglst to understand and explain the role that
ethics have played, or not, in ecotourist behavand developmental practices. Téd®sumption
that ecotourists possess a higher level of ethietiefs than mass tourists, and in fact exhibit
ethical behaviour, has not been contested to &muff degree. Consequently, this dissertation
addresses a need for more conceptually-based casearidentify core ethics underlying
ecotourist behaviour, with the potential to revedlere quite diverse groups, including those
with different cultural orientations, are positiohen these Western philosophical stances.

Upon building a conceptual understanding of ecaspuethics, | have developed a
conceptually-driven, multi-dimensional scale — Bmotourist Ethics ScaléEES) — based on a
conceptual framework that draws on classic theooie®thics (Deontology, Teleology, and
Existentialism) and on dominant components of awmidm definitions, frameworks, and
typologies (Nature, Culture, Education, and Constgon). This first phase of scale development
was followed by a second phase of testing the BE&S validity and reliability with a sample of
1,544 students, and additionally, testing its coreu validity in relation to four other
established scale measures conceptually relatecbtourist ethics.

The results of employing the EES indicate ethicsedaon Deontology and Teleology
define the prevalent ethical stances held by inldizis where the focus appears to be on rules or
principles and consequences, and not on the authendf the experience or activity. The
development of a profile of travelers based oncsthas opposed to typologies based simply on
settings, behaviours, or occasionally psychograptiould not only advance our understanding
of these travelers, but also provide a means fotoec companies to implement management
strategies for a more sustainable operation inomesp to the array of positive and negative
beliefs and behaviours driven by core ethics. Tissedtation concludes with a discussion of
findings and their implications from analyses of assortment of the factors related to the

sample’s travel and demographic characteristics.
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CHAPTER 1
THE “ETHIC-LESS” OR “ETHIC-FULL” SOUL OF ECOTOURISM  ?

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Tourism, and ecotourism especially, faces a genchiaienge in the near future as travel
to previously secluded, and thus little known, bhedions accelerates. Increasingly, it is
becoming more difficult to protect the natural,tauhl, and social environments of these soon-
to-be-popularised destinations from the powers efetbpment and globalisation. Herein lays
the paradox — tourism development and expansiosusethe protection of the destination’s
cultural and environmental riches. For ecotouriims is particularly challenging because the
very reason these resource-rich destinations drectie and draw increasing numbers of
tourists is because of the uniqueness of theirrabéund cultural environments. Even though the
philosophical standpoint of ecotourism is presumed to be morealtyodriven than the mass
tourism sector (Fennell, 2006; Fennell & Malloy 959 1999; Karwacki & Boyd, 1995; Malloy
& Fennell, 1998a, 1998b; Stark, 2002) — although gresumption is yet to be supported by
empirical data — developing those resources fotoeicism threatens their very integrity. Hence,
we rely on theethical development of those environments to help pratean and on the ethical
behaviour of tourists themselves to respect thos&ga@ments so as to minimise their impact.
We have tended tassumethat ecotourists, by their very definitioare ethical, and that they
have sensitivity to the environment and to the llecétures. But is this really the case? We need
to verify this because more recent evidence suggistt many ecotourism destinations are
increasingly drawing more and more mass touriste wiay not share this “ethic” (Lau &
Johnston, 2006; Lumsdon & Swift, 1998; Myles, 208®yvelli, Barnes & Humavindu, 2006;
Weaver, 2001b, 2002). Consequently, knowing traselevel of ethical beliefs and behaviours
would assist in the development of appropriate ddeds of practice, educational tools, and
management strategies to help protect the destirsatinder threat.

Besides the focus on travelers’ personal ethicschwhsee as the starting point, there
seems to exist an ethical paradox between the tee@dotect these unique and rich natural
environments used for ecotourism, and the desirgisio these locations. Such travel causes
various degrees of stress, disturbance and danesgecially by air travel pollution (Bartle,
2006; Colvile, Hutchinson, Mindell & Warren, 200and visitation. The inclusion of ethics in



the examination of various impacts by ecotourisswet is crucial as it connects and underlies all
mechanisms which operate in the social, politiealgd economic domains of human life. The
mechanism of globalization makes it more efficiant affordable to fly to locations of unique
natural beauty and wonder. The implications areifolah First, travelers become more aware of
such locations and instead of protecting thesesatha numbers of visitors continue to increase
dramatically, stimulating a number of other socoxm®mic processes, which eventually exhaust
the protected resource or at least place it in earfgecond, despite the current global economic
downturn, opportunities for accessible travel tmo& areas in the developed countries — also
now growing in the developing world — offer new opinities for the working class to travel
further and more frequently.

In contrast, the development afban ecotourism(see Joppe & Dodds, 2003; Lau &
Johnston, 2006) encourages all urban residentsito-\vif not create — green areas in their places
of residence, and in doing so, dramatically redubesnegative impact of air travel. Devoted
ecotourists may wish to support the protection erisgtive natural environments from afar —
either financially or by volunteering their skills while participating in similar ecotourism
experiences in their local geographic areas. Suabrdanization of ethical travel” may promote
a green movement in urban areas and urban planpaligies responsible for healthy
environments. These changes are likely due to asew focus on availability and quality of
green spaces at home, personal health issues,ttagal opportunities (cost, vacation time),
spirituality in connection to nature, and so onb€ain, Dodds, Joppe & Jamieson, 2003; Lawton
& Weaver, 2001).

In regards to my initial focus on personal ethitss of most significance to understand
whether people who are interested in ecotourismpamsdess “higher environmental ethics” also
hold related ethical values and express them tlrdaghaviours. Values are said to be most
important in influencing behaviour (Blamey & Braithite, 1997; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975;
Reisinger & Turner, 2003; Rokeach, 1973), and theld a moral dimension with a strong
affective component. Predispositions are more starld deeply ingrained character traits
responsible for directing visitor motivations andhhaviours (Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen,
1975; Lewis & Haviland-Jones, 2000). However, tlsgession of “higher ethics” is not the
same as being predisposed to and interested inwecah, but they are possibly related concepts

to ethics and values in influencing an ethical veha. In the scope of the global issues and



challenges related to travel and to local ecotoupsojects, the need to examine personal ethics
of potential travelers may be instrumental to eimgumore sustainable and equitable operation
of ecotourism projects. Whereas ecotourists arecaily defined on the basis of the ecotour
operator, the location, or the types of activittey partake in — all of which are deemed
ecotourism — the focus on personal or individublost may serve as a means of understanding
these people on a deeper level that is more unifamd stable. Ethics are likely linked
conceptually to other concepts, such as valuespaedispositions. Examining these concepts
alongside ethics may serve as additional means@érstanding ethics holistically, which may
lead to improved planning, management, ecotourtamdsirds and policies, and so on.

Achieving an understanding of travelers’ ethicsthie context of ecotourism faces a
number of challenges. Even though ecotourism reptesne of the most profitable and fastest
growing sectors of tourism (Hawkins & Lamoureux,02]) what distinguishes it from other
sectors of the industry is increasingly being kddrby the variety of newly-emergent forms of
mass tourism that share similar characteristicaa(@y1996; Lau & Johnston, 2006; Lumsdon &
Swift, 1998; Novelliet al, 2006; Weaver, 2002). Unfortunately, definitiorisootourism are so
many and so diverse (Blamey, 1997; Orams, 2004),tkey, too, suggest a broadly-based group
of travelers who simply share an interest in natemaironments. In an effort to better define this
niche market, a multitude of empirically-derivedsrist typologies have been developed (e.g.,
Fennell, 1999, 2002; Fennell & Eagles, 1990; Kysl&®1; Laarman & Durst, 1987; Lindberg,
1991), but most have relied on definitions baséahgrily on traveler behaviours or destinations.
Virtually no typology has been developed on deepeoretical insights drawn solely from
traveler motivations, values, or attitudes, andher, none has benefited from a consideration of
personal ethics. This is surprising given that eaosm typically presents itself as a form of
travel that respects the natural environment, leoahmunities, and indigenous peoples, all of
which imply a clear ethical stance. Indeed, thedytof ecotourism has virtually ignored a
theoretical consideration of ethics, other than img@kcomparisons with the broader tourism
sector (Fennell & Malloy, 1999). Thassumptionthat ecotourists possess a higher level of
ethical beliefs than mass tourists, and in facilekbthical behaviour, has not been contested to
a sufficient degree.

Ethics are especially important in balancing thedseof protecting the natural and

cultural heritage of ecotourism destinations (Fna899; Orams, 1995; Shores, 1992) with the



competing, and often confusing, demands of the allvaourism sector, which focuses
principally on the economics and marketing of ipe@tions (Weaver, 2001b). The danger for
the ecotourism industry lies in presuming thathares the same priorities of economic and
marketing outcomes with the overall tourism se¢see Lai & Shafer, 2005), as often it must to
compete and survive, or perhaps that it does natesthese priorities at all but still cannot
survive. In addition, the misunderstanding and egsgsentation of ecotourism by government
and industry in some countries has exacerbated pttential problems associated with
development unchecked by at least some ethicaldemasions (see Nowaczek & Fennell, 2002).
The before-mentioned gaps in ecotourism methodolkexpcerbate these issues. Essentially,
there are two different issues which are most elevo my dissertation: (1) the lack of
sophistication in ecotourism research, and (2)ablk of ecotourism ethics research. Through the
development of a means for measuring ethics é.ewlti-dimensional scale), | have uncovered
what constitutes ethical ecotourist beliefs, valesl behaviours; how to measure the degree to
which they are present; and ways to apply stangeddethical practices in ecotourism.

The development of a profile of travelers baseeithics, as opposed to typologies based
simply on settings, behaviours, or occasionallychsgraphics, would not only advance our
understanding of these travelers, but also prosigeeans for ecotour companies to implement
management strategies for a more sustainable aperatresponse to the array of positive and
negative beliefs and behaviours driven by corecsthiThe essential questions related to
ecotourist ethics beg examination and answerst &irall, what constitutes “ethics”? What then
are the ethics of ecotourists? How might we astem®? These questions lead to an array of
related questions. For instance, what are the damhitheories in ethics? Which theory is best
suited for a consideration of ethics in the contektecotourism? Are ecotourist ethics

conceptually related to other basic aspects obecsm?

1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT

Most definitions of ecotourism, indeed its sole Ipsophy, rely on aspects of
environmental ethics to describe its core elemebtsspite most definitions relying on
environmental ethics, there is little agreementamiversal definition. This may be due to the
fact that ecotourism is designed to combine botbiabcand ecological components in its

operation. Ecotourism definitions are many and igealthough they generally do overlap in
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their fundamental philosophy of the concept; tisathree components of ecotourism are almost
universally cited: nature-based, learning-centradd conservation-oriented (Blamey, 1997;
Diamantis, 1999; Orams, 2001). Also contributingtie difficulty in arriving at a universal
definition that distinguishes ecotourism, mass ismr and ecotourism are increasingly
overlapping. The mass tourism sector — at leasbme cases — is aiming for more sustainable
practices and infusing its repertoire with new eacosm activities (Diamantis, 2000; Johnson,
2006; Kontogeorgopoulos, 2004a, 2004b, 2006; LABK2; Weaver, 1999), while ecotourism is
slowly being transformed into hybridised new forms.

Among these new forms is consumptive ecotourismgchvkelies on hunting to control
successful animal populations while also benefitoagl residents and environments (Novetli
al., 2006). Mass ecotourism follows closely the massism industry with growing numbers of
travelers and softening of the market which matsfaa hybridised forms of ecotourism,
combining ecotourism activities with those of massrism, building unsustainable luxury
ecolodges, and partnering with global resort aneéltehains at shared destinations (Lumsdon &
Swift, 1998; Myles, 2003; Weaver, 2001b). Similariesort ecotourism, initiated by the
international resort industry, aims to develop eadasm opportunities through the development
of eco-resorts (Ayala, 1996). Conversely, urbart@aism — perhaps the most sustainable of all
— is a commercial, urban-based form of developnpeavided closer to urban residences of
tourists, thus limiting their direct impacts on $beareas and their indirect impacts of air travel
(Joppe & Dodds, 2003; Lau & Johnston, 2006). Fnall hybridized form of Asian ecotourism
is characterised by spatial concentration, ecataulinked to other forms of tourism, and critical
influence on the environment, such as the rainfoaesl reef region, the mountain trekking
region, and the blossom and waterfall region (We&@02a).

In addition to these several new forms of ecotouribat broaden and confound its
definition, a multitude of empirically-derived eooirist typologies have been developed based
on such indicators as: their concentrations in atlve, culture and ecotourism or ACE (Fennell,
1999); experience, setting and group dynamics @u4991); dedication and time, experiences,
places and modes of travel (Lindberg, 1991); tomrectivity spectrum (Fennell & Eagles,
1990); level of interest/expertise in natural higtand physical rigor/challenge (Fennell, 2002;
Laarman & Durst, 1987); number of participants (fism Queensland, 1999); and interaction

with the natural environment (Weiler & Richins, )9 However, virtually none of these



typologies were developed on deeper theoreticaghts drawn from traveler motivations,
values, attitudes or behaviours, and further, rmereefited from the inclusion of a consideration
of personal ethics.

Methodologically, the bulk of the research conasgnecotourism is exploratory and
descriptive, and generally lacks of a level of ssptation (Backman & Morais, 2001) that is
necessary to understand and explain the role thetsehave played, or not, in ecotourist
behaviours and beliefs. Consequently, there is ed nfer a more conceptually-based and
rigorously developed set of methods and analystsiigues to identify core ethics in ecotourism
that would ultimately generate valid and relial#suits, and be applicable across geographical
and political borders (Fennell, 1999, 2001a). leirthanalysis of leading edge ecotourism
research, Backman and Morais (2001) reported tmatmajority of studies do not advance
beyond frequencies distributions, with most adaptan exploratory approach. The relative
infancy of ecotourism as a field of inquiry may inepart responsible for this lack of academic
rigour and non-generalizability of findings (Weave2001d). More specifically, tourism,
including ecotourism, has relied too much on schtesowed from business and natural sciences
(Kotchen & Reiling, 2000; Roberts & Bacon, 1997)ieth while useful, are conceptually
different from the fundamentals of ecotourism. iFstance, the Ecotourism Interest Scale (Juric,
Cornwell & Mather, 2002), although designed primdiyp for the ecotourism sector, focuses on
assessing the interests of ecotourists as consypadisipating in their chosen activities, and as
such, illustrates its business focus rather tresdnsitivity to the components of ecotourism.

Pragmatically, there are as yet no objective asdyhtful means of evaluating travelers’
values and behaviours dictated by their persorratetwhich are manifested in the context of
ecotourism. The implications of developing athical profile of travelers- as opposed to
typologies based on geographical settings, aasjitor demographics — would mean ecotour
companies could more effectively respond to thayaof positive and negative behaviours by
implementing management strategies for a more isafile@ operation. Additionally, ecotourism
companies that utilise an ethical profile of ecoists may benefit from exploring on a deeper
level their client-base and tailoring their sergicespecially to those visitors who are most
ethically-inclined and complement a sustainablé@a@sm operation.

The first step of my research was to establishreceptual understanding of ecotourist

ethics out of which | derived thmeansto assess those ethics. In other words, upon aimgyve



the initial line of questions and building a conteegh framework of ecotourist ethics, the insights
gained provided the means to measure them thrdwgddvelopment of a conceptually-driven,
multi-dimensional scale. The resultant scale —Bbetourist Ethics ScalEES) — was based on
a well-grounded conceptual framework that drawslassic theories of ethics and on dominant
components of ecotourism definitions, frameworks] typologies. With the development of the
EES, the second line of questions concerns howcsetimight be related to other concepts
associated with ecotourism, such as values, presitsgns, motivational bases of leisure choice,
and other conceptualizations of ethics. Additionathis line of questioning may examine how
ethics are linked to presumed forms of behaviourd destination choices associated with
ecotourism. For instance, are ecotourist ethicatedl to other aspects of tourism that seem
conceptually linked? Are certain types of travehdaours representative of the ecotourist ethic
and superior to those of mass tourists? If so, they superior based on aspects of the
demographic (e.g., gender, age) and/or trip charatts (e.g., destination, activities) of the
respondents? What is the predominant ethics thguiding people who are predisposed for and

interested in ecotourism?

1.3 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

To advance our understanding of ethics within domtext of ecotourism, a well-
grounded conceptual framework must first be devisedthen provide the basis for a
methodologically sound means of assessing ethigiafb, values, and behaviours among my
sample. Further, this means of assessing ethicst fesexamined against fundamental
components of ecotourism to establish validity amdacity. This forms the basis for two
principal objectives guiding this study, namely) ¢b develop a conceptually-driven, multi-
dimensional scale to assess personal ethics widbus on ecotourism as a means of identifying
the ethical stance of travelers, and (2) to detaenwhether these ethics are related to other
concepts traditionally linked with ecotourism awdtthe demographic and trip characteristics of
the sample.

Following the critical review and the process oWidag a conceptual framework of
ecotourist ethics, here are the two main objectivesore detail:

1) The first objective in considering ethics withihe context of ecotourism was to critically

review and synthesise the literature on ethicsamedcotourism in order to identify dominant



2)

theories and themes. This step in the process cated in the development of a conceptual
framework organised around the emergent domaingrlyimalg the ethical beliefs, values,
and behaviours of individuals, especially as theytgin to ecotourism. Consequently, the
essential questions to answer in this stage were:

(a) What are the dominant theories in ethics?

(b) Which theory or theories are best suited for a iclamation of ethical beliefs, values
and behaviour in the context of ecotourism?

(c) What are the recurring themes underlying theserigs®

(d) How are the themes conceptually linked so as tanee& framework of ethics
relevant specifically to ecotourism?

Upon designing a conceptual ecotourist framewdrls dbjective was to develop a multi-
dimensional scale to measure ecotourist ethice-Ettourist Ethics Scal@EES) — and to
establish the following:

(@) To develop a scale comprised of those principal alosn emerging from the
conceptual framework of ecotourist ethics, whictierts ethical beliefs, values, and
behaviours of travelers.

(b) To establish and verify the validity and relialyiliof the scale overall and its
constituent domains.

With the development and validation of the EEf® second objective was to examine the
extent to which the domains of ecotourist ethies redated to other aspects of ecotourism
traditionally associated with nature travelers, vesll as their associated travel-related
behaviours. Consequently, issues addressed in guppthis study objective include the
following:

(a) Determine the extent to which people’s demogra@nd trip characteristics are
related to or have influence on the main dimensainsthics and ecotourism (EES),
and predispositions towards ecotourism (EPS).

(b) Explore the extent to which domains of ecotourikios are related to who people are
as travelers; that is, where they fall on the doftaard-path ecotourist continuum.

(c) Determine whether hard-path ecotourism perspectavegeflected in higher scores

on theories of ethics than are soft-path ecotougerspectives.



(d) Explore the extent to which domains of ecotourithios are related to other
fundamental aspects of ecotourism, such as peoptedtispositions towards nature-
travel, the values which guide traveler behavidhe, motivational bases for leisure

travel, and the ethics involved in travelers’ dems and behaviours.

1.4 IMPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH

There are a number of potential implications thatfindings of this study may have. As
a first goal, my comprehensive review and synthesdisthose ethics most applicable to
ecotourism has served the main role in bringing ttiiegral topic to the forefront of ecotourism
debate. As the preparatory stage for the scale/sldement, the resultant conceptual framework
combining ethics and ecotourism has served a ufefoletical function and provided a guiding
post capable of generating further debate on edstathics. As a second goal, the conceptually
groundedEcotourist Ethics Scalshould be of value both to academic inquiry inteaasm and
to professional practice. My scale and the findifrgen the second objective could serve to
advance our scholarly understanding of ecotourisi potential/nature-travelers and their
behaviours, and of ethics pertaining specificatlyetotourism. First, ethics could serve as the
unifying concept in defining ecotourism, thus addieg the limiting factor of disagreements on
what really constitutes ecotourism. Second, curtgmlogies of ecotourists could be deepened
in more meaningful ways by incorporating the eletrifrpersonal ethics as it pertains to travel
and ecotourism. Ethics are particularly importanthis regard, because they are conceptually
tied with values and emotions, and are as stableredispositions to influence individual
behaviours. Finally, the focus on ethics in theterhof ecotourism, particularly the focus on the
individual and his or her personal ethics pertarim ecotourism, could spark new debates and
offer new directions for research that has beeg lmrerdue. In understanding and reinforcing a
variety of ethical considerations, the initial fecan travelers should be followed by a research
program looking at the ethics of ecotourism opestand those of traditional local communities
participating in ecotourism projects.

In the latter case, the standardised measuremdnawdlers’ ethics could be especially
beneficial in understanding the means to promoge rtiost ethical and sustainable practices.
While my study focused on potential young travelassopposed to the ecotourism sector or the

host community, visitors do play a role in the depenent of ecotourism through their choices



and their own ethical standards. As such, theisqaal beliefs and values and the way they are
manifested in their behaviours, influence the eaa$on stakeholders — companies, operators,
owners and managers — or in other words, the edstousector (Singh, Slotkin & Vamosi,
2007). One of the strengths of my study is theaisgudents in my survey sample drawn from a
sector of the population (i.e., young educated [gopooking at these young potential/travelers
we get a clearer picture of people’s ethics regaraicotourism in general, from which we can
see if those people who do in fact visit naturalaarand/or participate in certain behaviours are
“ecotourists”by definition.The outcomes of my study have the added potenitiglading to the
development of better strategies for planning arahagement of ecotourism areas. Both the
conceptual framework of ecotourist ethics and ttadesto assess them are steps in a direction to
control harmful ecotourism operation through ethmractice. Consequently, the push for more
ethical practice should help protect ecologicalhd aulturally sensitive areas that are left to
compete amongst each other to the disadvantagestdéditravelers, the local ecosystems, and

their inhabitants.
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CHAPTER 2
THE UNION OF ECOTOURISM AND ETHICS

2.1 INTRODUCTION TO MAIN ETHICS TRADITIONS

The following is a presentation of the main intetgmns of theories of ethics and their
relationship to and implications for tourism andtecrism. A critical review of the literature on
ethics is a necessary first step in the processndérstanding the ethical beliefs, values, and
behaviours of ecotourist8elief can be defined as mental acceptance of and camviati the
truth, actuality, or validity of something believedaccepted as true, especially a particular view
accepted by a group or a nation; in short, it ¥ @gnitive content that is held as true (Trumble
& Brown, 2002). According to Lepp and Holland (20@®&d to arheory of Planned Behaviour
(Daigle, Hrubes & Ajzen, 2002), beliefs influenceople’s attitudesValuesare the ideals,
principles, and standards of individuals and sgdi@tvard which people have an affective regard
since this quality is considered worthwhile or dasie (Trumble & Brown, 2002). Since values
have an emotional investment, they are an extensidoeliefs. Attitudes are further said to
influence values (Champ, 2002; Fishbein & Ajzen73)9 whereas values are said to influence
behaviour (Blamey & Braithwaite, 1997; Pizam & Gudtane, 1987; Reisinger & Turner, 2003,
Rokeach, 1973). In fact, the most influential faston determining ethical behaviour are
personal ethics and values, because values haitbral dimension with a strong affective
component, that is, emotions. Whereaarality is concerned with the distinction between right
and wrong, or good and ewvéthicsis a system of moral principles adopted by a palgicgroup
or culture (Trumble & Brown, 2002).

A comprehensive understanding of various theorfestiics and traditions is crucial in
guiding the field of ecotourism in general as itslgsophy is ingrained in ethical behaviour.
Consequently, some theories of ethics may lend sbkmms much better to ecotourism than
others. There may be important recurring themeshvhnderline these theories and link them
conceptually to a framework of ecotourist ethiasctsa conceptual framework may be of great
value in verifying if and to what degree ecotowisbeliefs, values, and behaviours are
determined by their ethics, and whether these tnie related to who they are as travelers (i.e.,

on the soft- to hard-path ecotourism continuum).
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Within the Theoretical Ethics tradition, Metaethiemsd Normative Ethics are the major
dimensions, each offering a different approachxangning ethics (see Figure 2.1). Metaethics
seek toexplain what constitutes morality in various theories tftatus on what is regarded as
authentic or sincere behaviour, whereas Normatitreck seek tqustify a consideration of
morality by way of theories that focus on consegesn and others that focus on rules and
regulations. Metaethics is thus concerned with rthture, status, and meaning of morality,
alongside the nature and meaning of moral judgméntsontrast, Normative Ethics focus on
fundamental rules, principles, and values in jystd moral judgments, as well as on particular
moral practices and beliefs (Waluchow, 2003). Theymg moral positions within Normative
Ethics stem from further divisions between Teleglég.g., Hedonism) with its focus on duties
and obligations based on related consequencesPandtology with its focus on individual
rights and principles without considering conseaasn(or rights supported by social contracts
between relating parties).

Figure 2.1
Conceptual Framework of Main Traditions of Ethics

ETHICS
|
' R
U 4
Theoretical | .- i Applied
| e |
R S 1 |
Metaethics Normative Business Environmental Biomedical
1 ]
Existentialism|| Teleology Deontolog}y Tourism Ecotourism
Y~ N

Adapted from: Fennell (1999), Winkler & Coombs (899Waluchow (2003)

Applied Ethics are principally concerned with thgpkcation of Theoretical Ethics to
real-world moral dilemmas. This practical ethicition is often associated with a driving force

for critique and change. Applied Ethics are gemgrajrouped into Business Ethics,
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Environmental Ethics, and Biomedical Ethics. Thgamty of issues which arise in tourism and
ecotourism lend themselves very well to the Appl#ghics tradition as they typically have two
broadly opposing sides (e.g., tourism developersuge non-participating local communities,
hunters versus environmentalists, travelers intedesin unexplored lands versus
preservationists), and universal applicability, nast localised relevance (e.g., poverty,
exploitation, environmental destruction, women'ghts, global warming). Drawing on
environmental ethics as an example, a strict roéssed approach would not permit the
destruction of sensitive pristine natural environise whereas a consequences-based approach
would consider permitting some environmental desion as long as it would greatly benefit the
local community, or in other words, if the resulttbis degradation was good to those who are
most disadvantaged. This example clearly portrhgs supporters of various theories of ethics
can derive different solution to the same morardina.

Although research on ethics is still lacking inriem (D’Amore, 1993; Fennell, 1999,
2006; Payne & Dimanche, 1996), there is a growiegognition of its importance and
application within academia and in practice (Fehr2006; Fennell, Plummer & Marschke,
2008; Holden, 2003; Nowaczek, Moran-Cahusac & F&n2@07). Still, the interest in applying
ethics to tourism originated in hospitality managein firmly establishing this business and
service sector (Wheeller, 1994) while also medgasome prevalent community relations issues
(Hall, 1993). Consequently, Business Ethics areenudten associated with practices within the
tourism industry. Increasingly, interest in ethicas shifted to issues of sustainability and
impacts, particularly within specific forms of ta&m, such as ecotourism (Duenkel & Scott,
1994; Karwacki & Boyd, 1995; Kutay, 1989; Wight, 93&, 1993b). Consequently,
Environmental Ethics are more closely associated acotourism. Fennell (2006) even refers to
ecotourism as the barometer in tourism studiesusecd is considered one of the most ethical
forms of tourism (Fennell & Malloy, 1995, 1999; Kaacki & Boyd, 1995; Malloy & Fennell,
1998a, 1998b; Stark, 2002). An extension of Envirental Ethics and ecotourism is the concept
of environmental concern. Several authors emphakse&end of environmental concern among
travelers and the creation of new ethical travait¢Ber, 2003; Munt, 1994; Philipsen, 1995;
Wheeller, 1994). Others point to the degrees oteonfrom human-centred ethics to ecological
holism and competing human matters such as poaahAIDS (Elliot, 1991; Myers, 1980).
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Applied Ethics may have more impact in the fieldtofirism and ecotourism than do
Theoretical Ethics, which are useful as far as ttey offerdirectionin solving problems found
in Applied Ethics (Singer, 1986). However, the tethical traditions work together in informing
and extending each other in further understandmpleading to the resolution of practical moral
issues. In regards to Theoretical Ethics, theelitdsearch in tourism that is available has mainly
focused on Existentialism and especially Teleolagyit relates to businesses and institutions
(Fennell, 1999), and so there is still much to desi the field of ecotourism. These connections
are reflected in Figure 2.1 with links drawn betw@deoretical and Applied Ethics: Metaethics
and Normative Ethics informing Applied Ethics, whi\pplied Ethics offering a critique of the
Theoretical Ethics tradition and solutions to attuaral problems. Similarly within Applied
Ethics, both business and environmental ethics Haeet and indirect influences on and inform
both tourism and ecotourism. In striving to be mswstainable and appeal to the wider public,
tourism increasingly draws from environmental ethiwvhereas in order to remain competitive

and financially viable, ecotourism increasinglywsafrom business ethics.

2.1.1 THEORETICAL ETHICS

Theoretical Ethics are principle-based formal theof ethics largely concerned with
finding solutions to specific problems. This bramdiphilosophy would include such theoretical
guestions as the source and foundation of morahigystatus and justification of moral rules, the
nature of responsibilities and rights, and the ti@ship between various moral objectives.
Within Theoretical Ethics, Metaethics and Normatkzthics are the major dimensions, each
offering a particular view on the source of ethecsl ways to determine what is ethical. While
Metaethics seek to understand the nature of ett@galuations, Normative Ethics seek to
approve some ethical evaluations and reject otaecsrding to intrinsic values, principles of

right action, and virtues (Veatch, 2003).

2.1.1.1 Metaethics

The focus of explaining what constitutes moralibd ainderstanding ethical evaluations
belongs to the Metaethics dimension of Theoretthics tradition. Metaethics is characterised
by several theories, including: Moral Relativismjvibe Command, Natural Law, Social

Contract, and Existentialism. Most applicable totearism,Existentialismin simplest terms is
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concerned with the authenticity and sincerity didgour according to one’s intrinsic values and
motives. In other words, Existentialism providesgple with guidance through self-examination
and awareness of their beliefs, values, and motigesheir actions, outside of the extrinsic
consideration of rules and regulations, or consecgse of their actions. For instance, an
authentic and sincere behaviour of a female travel@y be to interact with men in the local

coffee shops, even though it may be against theralihorms and offensive to locals.

Existentialism

A broad theory of ethics within this major dimeorsiof Theoretical Ethics tradition is
Existentialism, which relies solely upon the autiwty or sincerity of choices in establishing
their morality (Hayry, 1994). Authenticity transtatinto the acceptance of one’s freedom and
moral responsibility, although interpretations betconcept vary among individual thinkers,
including Kierkegaard, Dostoevsky, Nietzsche, Hggir, Camus, and Sartre (Stewart, 1998).
Nonetheless, Existentialists believe that moral@ahccumulates with making choices, where
authenticity of such decisions is central to thaiament of the moral ideal. Therefore, the act of
choosing is more important than what is chosensueh, Existentialism is also referred to as the
ethics of authenticity. With its emphasis on indival freedom of choice, this theory typically
rejects the idea of God (although the first exisédist thinkers like Kierkegaard and Nietzsche
were believers), instead focusing on the individaatl his/her reaction to the oppression of
governments and later the church. Consequentlywthk of 17" century philosophers like John
Locke gave rise to individualist politics which datied individual moral right to freedom from
government restraint, the right to self-determimatiand to individual responsibility (Luper,
2000).

Although not political philosophers, both Kierkeghaand Nietzsche addressed the
invisibility or absence of the individual life frorpolitical affairs. They advocated for more
emphasis on individual identity and one’s life asinimportant (Luper, 2000). Both
philosophers were influenced by ™ Zentury writings of Pascal (as was the Existeistial
movement, in general) who reflected on the seizhdife by an individual (Luper, 2000).
According to Pascal, many people do not value k& tharge of their own existence and instead
they create diversions from close examination f(se., whether one’s life is worth living) and

thereby escape evaluation (i.e., life as such tswarth living) (Luper, 2000; Sartre, 1984).
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Interested in people’s concealment of the meanssgless of life (see also Sartre, 1984),
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche launched two of Pas@abgects: first investigating the clarifying
mechanisms that mislead people about their existeared second accurately portraying human
existence (Luper, 2000).

Representative of Existentialist thinking is Heideds concept of “Dasein”, or in other
words, the human subject and his/her existentigiee&nce of “being-in-the-world” at a
particular moment in time (Heidegger, 196Rpaseinis bounded by the uses and meanings of
surrounding objects, all of which are created keefus/her existence (Heidegger, 1962; Stewart,
1987). According to some scholars of Existentialisthics are confined to the individual and do
not strive to govern relations between people. Ashsa person who acts in good faith in
deciding to follow one moral principle instead aofother, makes a decision which cannot be
disputed on objective moral grounds (Hayry, 198#wever, following an Existentialist way of
thinking, the solution to making moral decisionsilcopotentially be undermined by extreme
subjectivism.

In its focus on the individual person, Existensialiis closely related to ancient virtue-
based theories of ethics indebted to the anciea¢ksmoral tradition developed by Aristotle and
Plato Macintyre,1981) As an example, Aristotle’s Virtue Ethics are cemed with pursuing
the virtuous life by focusing on the qualities dfacacter, who we strive to be, and why the
virtuous life is important. On the one hand, Exisiidism is closely related to the ancient virtue-
based theories of ethics as it focuses on virtuesrajects universal rules for moral actions,
while on the other hand, it conceptualizes virtaes vices very differently, and denies the
notion of natural good or human nature (Stewar§8)9In this context, the focus on the person
and his or her preferences takes precedence a/éigher-order rules and regulations; however,
Existentialism sees virtues as authenticity deteechi on an individual basis and not the
predetermined notion of virtuous human nature. #ehs Existentialism is important in helping
to assess thauthenticityof one’s travel behaviour to see if it is selfetatined, freely chosen,
and responsible (Fennell & Malloy, 1995).

Another way to understand Existentialism — in factonceptualization that | relied on to
guide my research — is to use a point of compaiigiween the individual and another entity or
an organization. According to Fennell (2006), “thastentialist makes ethical decisions not on

the basis of pre-existing...moral authorities, btihea on the basis of their own subjective value
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set” (p. 83). Nevertheless, such pre-existing mardhorities can serve naturally as points of
reference against which one can compare his ovdiees and ethics. In another example of this
conceptualization of Existentialism, Fennell, Pluemmand Marschke (2008) point to the

potentially restrictive nature of policies and rkgions (which are representative of the
Deontological stance) on the Existentialist freed@nd choices of the individual. Consequently,
in deciding whether to follow policies and lawshétindividual will...assess both their validity

and resonance by their own value set, and folle@mtif s/he can: (1) be true to her- or himself,
and (2) act as an agent of the body who has sttt hoese directives” (p. 72). In this example,
an individual would use the point of reference oliges and laws, as well as the organization or
body that set those guidelines, to compare to their values. Again, the point of reference is

important here.

2.1.1.2 Normative Ethics

Shifting to a more narrow focus of justifying morgldgments within this ethical
dimension of the Theoretical Ethics tradition, Native Ethics is characterised by two dominant
theories.Teleology in simplest terms, is concerned with good and litthviour on the basis of
the consequences of one’s action, wbieontologyis concerned with right and wrong behaviour
on the basis of rules or principles. Teleology pies people with a consideration of the
consequences of their actions, where bad behapmduces negative outcomes, such as the
environmental consequences of not following a tien& code of ethics. As such, Teleology is
ends-based. In contrast, Deontology provides pawspleguidance through rules and regulations
— such as through codes of ethics — where the bhghaviour means strict adherence to and
respect for these rules. Both theories are condewith obligation; however, Deontology is
concerned more with the rightness of actions rdgasd of their consequences, whereas
Teleology puts forward only one fundamental obigatto maximize the good consequences of
our conduct and to minimize the bad. To be ablgutiye which consequences are “good”,
Teleology’s notion of obligation presupposes a thed value (Waluchow, 2003).

Hence, a central aspect of moral theories suchetelbgy isConsequentialisjrwhich
asserts that the consequences of a person’s aatothe basis for moral judgment. In other
words, a morally good action has to produce goatsequences or results, thus the ends may

justify the means. Moreover, consequentialism istintt from other theories — such as
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Deontology, which focuses on the nature of the actVirtue Ethics, which focuses on the
character of the person — in the way it approachesl dilemmas as opposed to what moral

conclusions are reached.

Teleology

A very different theory within Teleology is Aristets Virtue Ethics which precedes the
others historically and had major influence on ttlesiolution Macintyre,1981) This theory is
concerned with the question, “who should | be?tead of “what should | do?” (Waluchow,
2003:202). In pursuing the virtuous life, we needsk ourselves who we strive to be and why
the virtuous life is important. Actions are not aliged from those who perform them and the
virtuous life requires a unity of thought, feeliregd action employed in making moral decisions.
For Aristotle, moral behaviour expresses virtuesqaalities of character instead of rules,
obligations, duties or rights (Aristotle, 2006). Mbty is internal and as such it is character-
oriented as opposed to rule-driven. Aristotle afteexemplars of virtues and vices instead of
rules, where virtue lies at the mean point betwibenextremes of the two vices of excess and
deficiency. He further distinguished between thegcaé and practical knowledge of virtue
(Aristotle, 2006). The “episteme”, or theoreticatokvledge, is acquired through teachings,
whereas the “phronesis”, or practical knowledgeadsjuired through practice and requires
training and habituation from early age (Aristot#06). This is why the practical wisdom of
“phronesis” can be seen as a master virtue. Howaeoene of the biggest criticisms of Virtue
Ethics address the lack of clear guidance on hoactaon specific circumstances and the lack of
clear answers to moral problems. In addition, therencertainty about deciding what the virtues
are, especially since the theory of Virtue Ethiegects all moral absolutes. There are also
problems surrounding the concept of human natureat\Ws natural for human beings is often
what is conventional or sanctioned by dominant gsoar cultures, potentially resulting in the
oppression of subordinate groups.

Within Teleology, a dominant theory of Utilitarimnn relies on the principle of utility
which serves as a universal and objective stanidardetermining our moral rights, obligations,
and duties in a rational and systematic way (Walugt2003). All actions are open to evaluation
on the basis of their usefulness. Within Utilitaigan, there are two basic forms of judging the

morality of actions: (1) value-based judgementsba®ed on personal and social valuation of the
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usefulness of the action in question, and (2) alilog-based judgements are based on the history
of relationships and personal obligations estabtisbetween the individual and other members
of family or society. These forms are further deddbetween (1) the monistic theories of value
which focus on happiness and pleasure as the splcaof value, and (2) pluralistic theories of
value which take into account other aspects oferéthat are equally important besides happiness
and pleasure.

Judgments of obligation depend and follow direfttyn judgments of value, either as in
monistic or pluralistic theories of value. Hedonisra monistic theory introduced by Bentham,
where the only thing of value or utility is happesebrought by pleasure and the absence of pain
(Bentham, 1983). Green (2003) refers to this aspektedonism as psychological egoism, and
raises concerns about its compatibility with Hedaai Utilitarianism which may promote the
pleasure of many rather than that of an individ@ad.the other hand, Moore’s pluralistic theory
of value views pleasure or happiness as one of rfangs of ultimate value, whereas modern
Utilitarians suggest we should satisfy people’soral preferences instead. While there are
problems with monistic theories of value, suchtesihability for interpersonal comparisons of
utility or no precise measure for distinguishingggdure and pain for individuals or among
society at large, pluralistic theories present [mois associated with competing values and a
self-centred approach. Clearly, since every uttdaynot be met all at once, they are often left to
compete according to their context and with vari@ssilts.

That being said, there are also problems with tbes€quentialist theory of obligation
where moral judgements are based on the consequehoge’s actions taken according to some
past arrangements and history of relationship dycamif one is to maximize the good
consequences of one’s actions, who is to benedin fthem? Further, there are various
interpretations of Consequentialism. For instatitéditarianism based on Bentham (1983) or on
Mill (1987) restricts the relevant consequenceshappiness and pleasure, while Preference
Utilitarianism rejects Hedonism. Utilitarianism et the only form of Consequentialist theory
(utility versus consequence), and not all Consetiests are Hedonists; some refer to rules,
principles, and traits of character (Waluchow, 2008 addition, there are two kinds of
Consequentialist theory — direct and indirect. ladi Consequentialism promotes maximizing
utility through adopting certain principles and aeristics, the goal of which is pursued
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indirectly. On the contrary, Direct Consequentialigims directly for good consequences by
determining on every occasion which action will mnaize utility.

Continuing with the theories of obligation, Actililarianism defines the morality of
actions according tgood or bad consequences of these actions; in other words, utikty or
disutility. In doing so, this theory promotes thinpiple of equality and impartiality in acting to
bring about the best consequences to all affectgtiep in deliberation of moral obligations
(Waluchow, 2003). However, this is a forward-loakitheory whereas moral reasons are often
grounded in the past, such as special relationshiths family and friends that challenge the
principle of impartiality. Consequently, becauseoaf close relationships grounded in years of
experiences, one is more likely to help his orfaarily member or friend than a stranger, even if
that stranger needed our help much more. Nonethelesmay still act impartially and equitably
to all strangers outside of our circle of familydaniends. Moreover, this theory does not address
the problem of “free riders” who may violate thetylof fair play by asking for help that is not
needed and taking advantage of people who succontbet false pleads for help. Instead, it
ignores the importance of intentions and does radtara distinction between what is required
and what lies beyond the call of duty. For exampl@npared to acts of supererogation by
Mother Theresa, one is always under the obligatoshare resources that will be put to the best
use by those who are most needy. The major fladabfUtilitarianism is that moral acts are
valuable because of their utility rather than beiatpable in and of themselves.

In contrast, Rule Utilitarianism judges the mdsabf any action not by its consequences,
but by the consequences of everyone adopting argenge under which the action falls. In
other words, if everyone chose an immoral actioraoy one issue it would result in disaster;
therefore, as a rule, no one should make such mechAccording to this theory, a moral act
should conform to a set of rules that maximizeitytiHowever, Waluchow (2003) points to
exceptions to this set of general rules on indialdaccasions, such as the “deserted island
promise case” (p. 163), a hypothetical story camséd for the purpose of debate. The story
describes two friends on a deserted island who mag®mise to one another, after which one
becomes terminally ill and dies. Now, the morakdima is whether the friend who made a
promise has a moral obligation to keep it, eveth& consequences have no bearing since his

companion is no longer alive. Problems associatéti whis theory include rule worship,
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inapplicability of idealistic codes to immoral reabrld scenarios, and lack of distinction
between right results and wrong reasons.

Consequently, by focusing too much on following thkes, we may fail to examine their
logic and applicability and possibly fail to dis@vthat they are not realistic in our every-day
social interactions, which typically require a eamtlevel of flexibility and moral reasoning.
Finally, doing the right thing for the wrong reasgoresents a moral problem of authenticity or
sincerity, such as described by the Existentidhstory. In other words, Rule Utilitarianism
introduces a blind spot among those who follow soates to guide the morality of their actions,
without consideration of the reasons for thesenastiand their sincerity. On the other hand, this
theory of Rule Utilitarianism addresses in part pinecipal criticism of Virtue Ethics theory —
the lack of guidance — by offering some generagih choosing a moral action.

In summary, the principal tenets of Teleology mgrained in the utility of actions and
their assessment — whether good or bad — accotdimgdividual’s duties and obligations, as
well as the consequences of those actions. Usmdgetis of Teleology, goodtravel behaviour
seeks to develop virtues, the greatest good fogitbatest number, and also the greatest good for
the individual (Fennell & Malloy, 1995).

Deontology

Within Deontology, there are several theories thlbw predetermined moral rules and
principles — each theory to a varying degree — Wwiserve as the standard for determining the
morality of our actions. All actions are then openevaluation and judged as right or wrong
based on their adherence to these moral rulesramdgbes.

Kant's Deontological Moral Theory stems from a metengent tradition of following
moral rules. This theory stresses the absolutereatumoral rules without exception and does
not acknowledge the relevance of consequencesbnds in assessing moral judgments (Kant,
1996). In this non-consequentialist theory where thasis for morality is reason, Kant's
“categorical imperative” — where one must do whtheos should do under similar circumstances
— is the fundamental basis for all moral judgmefiKant, 1996). Similar to Deontological
theorists like Rawls (1971) and Locke (1960), K&r896) emphasizes the distinction between
what isright and what iggood Essentially, an act can maximize the good, yktost wrong if it

violates some Deontological principle such as datymoral obligation, according to the
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categorical imperative. Kant’'s Theory is seemingjiyilar to the conceptualisation of morality
used in some Teleological theories, such as Ruiétddanism. However, the difference
between the two lies in the focus of Kant’'s Deoogatal Theory on the moratles following

the categorical imperative, whereas the focus dé Rlilitarianism lies in theonsequencesf
everyone adopting a general rule. The morality cdfoa is determined by its purpose (the
general principle “maxim”) regardless of the consates and irrespective of desires such as
pleasure, happiness, or preferences. A maxim snargl rule or principle which outlines what
oneshoulddo and the reason for doing it. Unless there fBcgent reason for immoral action,
such reasons and maxims become universally apfgdi¢alsimilar situations and governing all
persons. Therefore, the categorical imperativesatin three principles: universality, respect for
persons, and autonomy (Waluchow, 2003). Amongeéhgaming questions that should be asked
are the following: “Is the reason good enough?”’pWWHdoes one determine the relevance of
competing reasons?”, and “Who is affected?”

According to theuniversalityprinciple, personal maxims become universal lavenshs
immoral maxims and actions cannot pass the catajonnmperative test because they are
contradictory or logically inconsistent. Since eartactions are possible or conceivable even
though they might be undesirable, one should be &blaccept everyone acting on his/her
universalised maxim when deciding upon any actidms concept is reflected by the “golden
rule” of Hare (cited in Waluchow, 2003) which isetlethic of reciprocity, or in other words,
“treat others as you would like to be treated”. @k, the principle ofnterpersonal respect
places emphasis on the intrinsic worth and digoftyational beings. The reasoning behind this
principle is likely to add importance to how wedar@ne another, and how we make choices and
decisions, all of which eventually affects thoseour families or in the society at large. This
principle also places responsibility upon everysparto act as a moral agent, simply because
more is required of rational beings. Finally, adiog to the principle ohutonomy we should
treat others as autonomous and capable of selftdderational action (Waluchow, 2003). This
idea is linked to the principle of interpersonapect because the ability to act freely on thesbasi
of reason provides people with feelings of digmaityg worth.

Coming from a less rigorous rules-based approactothar major theory within
Deontology is Ross’s Pluralistic Theory. This thearose from the complexity of moral life

where multiple factors tied to obligation play deran our moral thinking, and from the
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dissatisfaction with attempts to reduce moralityatsingle question of maximised utility (Ross,
1965). This pluralistic theory of obligation recazgs several moral relationships, duties, and
principles, all of which are integral aspects & thoral life. Contrary to Utilitarianism and its
forward-looking approach, morality also requiresttiwe look backwards to the past. For
instance, “Promises, contracts, commitments,...agea&snloyalty, friendship...all have moral
significance, and all can give rise to obligati@rsl responsibilities independently of good or
bad consequences” (Waluchow, 2003:192). TherefRoss's Pluralistic Theory of obligation
acknowledges the plurality of ultimate principlesher than their consequences, as is the nature
of Teleology.

Each principle specifies a “prima facie” duty odighation, which we must fulfill unless
there is a competing prima facie duty of greateighte In fact, Ross would argue there can
never be an ethical dilemma because one of theapiaie obligations is always the weightiest
or absolute, and as such, overrules the otherss(R865). Ross lists six prima facie duties in
everyday moral thinking: (1) those resting on ocastpactions (e.g., duties of fidelity arising from
promises and duties of reparation requiring comgtms), (2) those of gratitude requiring the
return of favours (e.g., voluntary or outstandin@) duties of fair distribution of goods
promoting justice, (4) duties of beneficence to iaye others’ condition, (5) duties of self-
improvement, and (6) duties of non-malfeasanceréognt injury to others (Waluchow, 2003).
According to Ross, the existence of moral dutiesthe validity of principles are known through
“moral intuition” where self-evidence or truth ip@arent to an attentive mind, without evidence
or deduction (Ross, 1965). However, there mayyika conflicting self-evident claims made by
others, with no provision of guidelines on how &etmine which of the competing prima facie
duties has greater weight in a given case.

Offering a complementary perspective to both Erisédism and Teleology,
Deontological theory helps to assessrgét travel behaviour based on the universal principles
and duties, the cultural and ecological norms, @nedlaws, codes and regulations (Fennell &
Malloy, 1995). In summary of this major sectionmeoretical Ethics, there are several primary
distinguishing characteristics between the threeories of Existentialism, Teleology, and
Deontology. First, Existentialism is mainly conoednwith the authenticity or sincerity of one’s
behaviour on the basis of being true to onesethersociety at large. Existentialist Ethics are

driven by fundamentally sincere decisions whilecgng all universal rules and consequences.
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Teleology is concerned with good and bad behavauthe basis of consequences of one’s
actions. Teleological Ethics are driven by decisitimat are fundamentally good based on the
outcome. Finally, Deontology is concerned with tighd wrong behaviour based on rules and
principles, and driven by decisions that are funelataly right regardless of the outcome. Both
Teleology and Deontology contrast the charactesstif Existentialism and its focus on the
individual’'s sincerity and authenticity attached tbe moral action. Their attention to
consequences and rules leaves no place for thedeoason of individual meaning. On the other
hand, Existentialism and Deontology contrast tharatteristics of Teleological Theory and its
main focus on the outcome of actions and decisiGossequences of actions play no role here
as long as these actions are sincere and followepeemined rules. Finally, Teleology and
Deontology share their focus on the external fachordetermining the morality of actions, such
as consequences and universal rules. This chastictenakes these theories very different from

Existentialism and its main focus on a person’si@uoticity of actions.

2.1.2 APPLIED ETHICS

The Applied Ethics tradition is concerned with heting our understanding and
resolution of practical moral issues that arisesame domain of life or within a particular
profession (Dare, 1998; Winkler, 1998). One of thest fundamental concerns within Applied
Ethics is the usefulness of theories of ethicsanfronting common moral problems. Due to
scepticism about applying Normative Theory on gdascale and according to set principles,
pluralistic theories have been proposed within AggplEthics to conceptualise and solve
problems that arise. For example, Caplaksgineering Model of Applied Ethicapplies
scientific or ethical knowledge to situations iralréfe in a completely rational and impartial
style (cited in Hayry, 1994). However, not all Appliedhitts theories are devoid of emotion.
Essentially, Applied Ethics present new solutiom®td moral problems and to completely new
problems — such as “wicked problems” (e.g., glowarming), which cannot be solved in
traditional linear fashion — that were not antitguhor accounted for by older moral traditions.

Contextualism, as the main theory of practical ahatecision-making is increasingly
popular in resolving moral problems within the cdextty of real-life circumstances (Winkler,
1998; Winkler & Coombs, 1993). In doing so, Conteism relies primarily on a method of
comparative case analysis which generates pracidations to moral dilemmas by discursive
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triangulation from simple to more challenging casks other words, it uses an “inductive
process of seeking the most reasonable solutioa pooblem within a framework of shared
values” (Winkler, 1998:194). Consequently, Appliedthics bridges Deontology and
Utilitarianism via case-based reasoning or “casylisis it starts with the immediate facts of a
particular moral issue instead of a theory (Jon&ehoulmin, 1988). By focusing on a single
issue as opposed to a moral theory, Applied Etimcsease the possibility of agreement,
particularly by those who may disagree on the nessavhich support their individual positions.
While Applied Ethics uses ethics theory, it doesview it as the most important aspect of moral
reasoning (Jonsen & Toulmin, 1988). Therefore, fmactical understanding of everyday
problems in Applied Ethics is most relevant andfuise applying theories of ethics to their
resolution (Baier, and Wertheimer, both cited innWer & Coombs, 1993). In some cases,
Applied Ethics theory also challenges Metaethieoti by critiquing its applicability, revealing
its limitations, and offering new ways of solvingw and old moral problems, such as by
combining various theories of ethics.

Contrary to the notion of moral expertise, Contek#il theory recognizes the importance
of various skills (i.e., intellectual, creative, caremotional) and forms of knowledge (i.e.,
psychological, sociological, religious, legal, goalitical) beyond those of moral philosophers,
and thus it portrays Applied Ethics as multidisicipty (Winkler, 1998). Although discussing a
moral dilemma under a general principle is likelysave time and effort, some Applied Ethicists
support an anti-theorist version of Applied Ethicsocusing on the details of particular cases
rather than on general principles (Winkler & Coomb393). The latter view is closer to that of
Contextualist theory; however, it places greatemaleds on the skills and knowledge of the
investigator (Waluchow, 2003). As such, Applied iE$htheories are guiding frameworks and
not instructions for generating moral answers.

Within the Applied Ethics tradition, Environmentathics is the most commonly used
and relevant philosophy linked to nature-basedisouand ecotourism in particular, because it
shares the fundamental philosophy supporting thistltoand ecocentric relationship between
people and nature ingrained in ethics. Other pbpbges within Applied Ethics, such as
Business Ethics and Biomedical Ethics (in Figu® 2re not directly applicable to ecotourism,
but some strategies and practices developed innBssiEthics have been adopted for use.

Indirectly, ecotourism draws from theories and @éuiphies established in the area of tourism,
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including its foundation of Business Ethics. White overlap of ecotourism with general mass
tourism is due to the necessity of remaining ecaoalfy competitive and viable, another force
is the softening of the ecotourism sector and lhmandeof mass tourism which strives towards
more sustainable approaches. It is within thisdargality of an unethical global market system
(McMurtry, 1998; Nowaczek, Moran-Cahusac & Fenn2li07) that the value of incorporating
more effective and efficient business strategies haen recognized as a means to help

ecotourism be more successful in terms of its ecpnsurvival.

2.1.2.1 Environmental Ethics

Environmental Ethics is a branch of environmeptalosophy that addresses thidical
relationshipbetween humans and the rest of nature. Basica#ytends the approach of Human
Ecology by adding an element of ethics. As suchyirBnmental Ethics helps guide the
multitude of ethical decisions that we make witkpect to the natural environment. Housed
within the Environmental Movement, the field of Hmnmental Ethics addresses the
philosophical aspects of environmental problemd,tzas been reflected in works such as Garrett
Hardin’s The Tragedy of the Commoaisd Aldo Leopold’sThe Land Ethi¢Rolston, 2000). The
main idea expressed in these writings is the clmtraf our philosophical ethical stance in
directing the human relationship with the naturakid. Unfortunately, this relationship is often
based on people’s exploitive tendencies imposecd upaiure and resulting in an ecological
crisis. The common thread in ethical debates onremwental preservation is this guiding
ethical philosophy concerning the relation of husiattitudes towards other living organisms —
whether ecocentric or anthropocentric. Indeed, ®8ol$2000) envisions Leopoldiand ethic
could be extended to aBarth ethicbased on the realization of the complexity of gstem
integrity and its evolutionary dynamism (i.e., dyme stability of recurrent processes and
patterns over millennia). The Earth ethic is conedrwith respect for the intrinsic values of
nature and for humans’ responsibility for sustagrimese values, both in theory and practice.

Philosophical views within Environmental Ethicadeto take on one of two approaches.
First, thetraditional moral expansionisrapproach extends anthropocentric ethics to nonalum
sentient life with a future-oriented preservatiorastlook, similar to Ecofeminist ethics of care
(Salleh, 1997) or Buddhist compassion (Keown, 1998rond, thecologically informed moral
outlook approach relies on the objective, intrinsic vabfeall nature based on similarities
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common to all life-forms and interconnectednessalbflife (i.e., ecosystemic homeostasis)
(Rolston, 1993). Accordingly, these approacheslehgeé the rationality of elevating human life
above all other forms, especially considering olose linkage with the natural world.
Nevertheless, Rolston’s (1993) ideas about theteafi all life entail radical alterations to
traditional moral attitudes and beliefs, and magtcwe to be regarded as extremist for many
societies that continue to hold views that thereartd its resources are there for humans to use
for their own benefit. Applying a more instrumenggproach to nature conservation initiatives
may result in severe injustices and deprivatioas piace local communities at risk and sabotage
their survival (Butcher, 2003; Talbot, 1998). Faiample, some ecotourism projects and debt-
for-nature swaps where the external debt of dewadppr third-world countries is reduced by
swapping the preservation of natural areas witreld@ed countries is an instrumental approach.
The effects of such instrumental approaches onptieservation of the natural environment
further relate to the following issues: the envimamtal justice between past and future
generations who will need to use earth’s resou@dise; environmental justice between human
and animal species who will equally need to relyeamth’s resources for sustenance; future-
oriented thinking that will help guide more sustdile use and management of natural resources;
and full consideration of the biodiversity of odapet.

A more holistic approach to Environmental EthicsDisep Ecology, which involves a
deepening of our self-understanding and our ecokspi awareness of being one with nature,
reshaping the paradigms responsible for destructiod counteracting alienation from society
and nature (Fox & McAvoy, 2007; Miller, 2003; Nags#ted in Palmer, 1997). As a recent
branch of ecological philosophy (or “ecosophy”),epeEcology regards humans as an integral
part of the natural environment. Similar to Humaeolggy, the interconnectedness between
humans and other life forms is much deeper. Itiogdntric, or in other words life-centred, in
that it places intrinsic and equal value on allcsg®e and ecosystems, and all of their sustaining
processes. Consequently, Deep Ecology extendsepeds Environmental Ethics to give equal
consideration to all organisms, and as such, thiegophy is considered radical when compared
to other related approaches such as the Enviromin&fdvement and Human Ecology. The
foundational principle behind Deep Ecology as iathd by its founder, Arne Naess, is
“biospheric egalitarianism” which supports the tggbf all living things as equal (Palmer, 1997,

Singer, 1977). Most importantly, thdepth of Deep Ecology refers to its concerns with
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fundamental philosophical questions about the ebleumans as integral parts of the ecosphere,
as opposed to a narrow view of ecology without msnghat is expressed in Ultilitarian
Environmentalism (Palmer, 1997). To illustrate fhaint of interconnectedness and holistic
orientation to ecological issues, the Gaia hypash@diller, 2003) views the living and non-
living parts of Earth as a complex interacting sgsthat is inherently intelligent in being able to
self-regulate — a single organism resembling tfisd buman body. Similar to Gunderson and
Holling’s (2002) complex systems theory of panard®scribing non-hierarchical organising
principles, although at much smaller scale, thea®gpothesis postulates the regulatory effect of
all living and non-living components of Earth inrtfuer sustaining and promoting life. Along
with a host of other scientific theories, Deep Bgyirejects the extremes of both human-centred
and nature-centred views (Palmer, 1997).

A good example of Deep Ecology is Marietta’'s (19%4rand of Critical Holistic
Environmentalism, which he calls a “person-planetaerspective” of humans in nature,
recognizing the interrelatedness of humans witluineadnd the worth of individual people and
the human culture. His perspective is contextualatd pluralistic in theory (i.e., uses numerous
theories of ethics according to a particular coptexeministic and humanistic (i.e.,
acknowledging personal ethics, ethics of compassaod ethics of care), and biological (i.e.,
grounded in both scientific and human ecology pegspes). Whenever this interconnectedness
between humans and nature is denied, there ame nélgative consequences. As an example,
Bookchin’s (cited in Palmer, 1997) Human Ecologying® to human relations ingrained in
hierarchical levels of dominance and oppressiothassole cause of environmental problems,
where the abuse and exploitation of the naturalldvis but another expression of the
hierarchical nature of human affairs. Ecotourism tie potential to be another such domain of
human exploitation and one which remains ethicaliytroversial among environmentalists
because it could serve to both destroy and prdtextnatural environment, to broaden and
narrow the minds of tourists and host populatie@gromote selfishness and self-indulgence or
sensitivity and philanthropy (Palmer, 1997). Fastamce, Holden’s (2003) evaluation of tourism
stakeholders’ actions towards nature within thetedanof Environmental Ethics reveals that the
majority pursue an ethic of conservation guided thg instrumental use of nature (i.e.,

conservation for profit, such as in the case otaagsm). Not surprisingly, low desire to shift
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towards non-anthropocentric environmental ethigth&r supports the reality of little benefits
that can be derived from this approach by the soustakeholders.

To illustrate these positions within Environmerthics, Macbeth (2005) has taken the
work of several others — Duffy (2002), Hallen (2pO8iolden (2003), Hunter (1997) and
Shrader-Frechette (1981) — and developed an ireshmraodel of their viewpoints. Macbeth
presents four platforms along a spectrum of sushdlity applicable both to Environmental
Ethics, by incorporating an ethical element inteiemmmental issues, and to ecotourism, as one
means of sustainable development (see Table 2.1).

The first tourism scenario has very weak sustamalelelopment position, because this
approach fosters a growth-oriented and resourckigixp approach ingrained in the blue-green
political ideology of the free-market. This consurbased anthropocentric scenario aims to
satisfy tourists and operators as its main conataer. The second scenario is a product-led
tourism development with a weak sustainability posithat subordinates the environment to a
growth-managed development. This position is inggdiin the blue-green/red-green political
ideology where the conservation of resources igeglisolely by anthropocentric motives. The
third position represents environment-led tourissensrio concerned mainly with the natural
environment, and then focused on products whichdasggned to work in harmony and not
compete with other sectors. This strong sustaiitpbgosition ingrained in the red-green
environmental political ideology promotes zero pagon and economic growth. Finally, the
fourth scenario is one where tourism developmétgda very strong sustainability position and
deep-green environmental political stance in sugggshere are situations where tourists should
be excluded, human population reduced, and econgirowth curtailed. The deep or radical end
of the sustainable development spectrum presentddubnter (1997) is most applicable to the
holistic approach of Deep Ecology in Environmerihics. The very strong sustainability
position of an ecological non-anthropocentric egien advocates bathics equal rights of
nature based on its intrinsic value, and preseymatf nature balanced directly with anti-
economic growth and reduced human population. Gpresely, this is the only position that
incorporates ethics, intrinsic values, and limitgtowth into the sustainability debate.
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Table 2.1

Hunter's Sustainable Development Spectrum Compared

Holden’s Duffy’s Hunter's
Environmental Metaphors Merchant’'s Environmental Sustainability
Perspectives Taxonomy  Political Ideologies Position
Ethics of Frontier, Egocentric Blue green Very Weak
Instrumentalism overlaps with

Anthropocentric Lifeboat

Hunter's Defining  Anthropocentric and utilitarian; growth orientecdaresource exploitative; free-

Characteristics markets and consumerism; economic growth and téagical innovation
Conservation Ethic Lifeboat, Egocentric Blue green/ Weak
Anthropocentric overlaps with Red green

Spaceship

Hunter's Defining  Anthropocentric and utilitarian; resource conseorast; growth managed;

Characteristics concern for distribution of development costs,antind inter-generational;
rejection of infinite substitution of human andumal capital; some natural
system critical; sustainable development followiBrgndtland

Libertarian Spaceship, Homo-centric  Red green Strong
Extension overlaps with
Non-anthropocentric Living Earth

Hunter's Defining  (Eco)systems perspective; resource preservatigaistgnizes primary value of

Characteristics maintaining the functional integrity of ecosysteov&r and above secondary
value through human resource utilization; intere$tfie collective over the
individual; adherence to inter- and intra-generalaquity; zero population
and economic growth

Ecological Living Earth Ecocentric Deep green Very Strong
Extension
Non-anthropocentric

Hunter's Defining  Bioethicaland ecocentric; resource preservationist to tlet pdhere utilization

Characteristics of natural resources is minimised; nature’s rigitgtrinsic values in nature
encompassing nonhuman living organisms and everiakelements under
literal interpretation of Gaianism; anti-economriogth and reduced human
population

Adapted from: Duffy (2002), Hallen (2003), Holde&2003), and Shrader-Frechette (1981)
Source: Macbeth (2005)
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Another ethical direction for guiding tourism, pediarly for ecotourism as the new area
of environmental concern (Honey, 1999; Liu, 2008py be established through Habermas’s
discourse ethics. Habermas’s principle of “univizsility” (i.e., rational consensus on a
proposed norm to establish its validity) demands #il affected parties accept the anticipated
consequences of their decisions according to emerganterests. This principle is instrumental
in the development of ecotourism, yet because efptactical realities of local politics and
economics, this principle is rarely realised. Tdabee the rationalistic approach of Habermas,
Stark (2002) puts forth a concept borrowed from ifesh ethical and political theory of
constructing associational public spaces. This tcoason requires that participants create an
“enlarged mentality” where they understand eaclemthppreciate others’ points of view, and
learn to reason so that they collectively negotilitierent discourses (Stark, 2002). This process
is particularly applicable to discussions in ecoigma as these are characterised by immense
socio-cultural contrasts between stakeholders,noftem traditional aboriginal societies and
from developed countries, and their differing posis with respect to Environmental Ethics.
Consequently, this process of real exchange entmth technological (i.e., rational and
objective) and creative discourses (i.e., spiriara relational), while more practical remedies to
environmental issues within ecotourism entail tivead consideration of Environmental Ethics.
According to George Mombio (cited in Broddle, Kh&darth, 2006), travelers have new moral
obligation in the context of climate change whdrdravel would be considered unethical in any
moral system. Hence, ecotourism would be a cordtiadi in terms, unless it occurred close to
home (e.g., urban ecotourism) or did not rely antvel. In the attempt at changing public
attitudes, morality might be the only winning argemh(Broddle, Khoo & Barth, 2006).

In summary, Environmental Ethics bridge concepyuathe social notion of
environmentalism and ethics in the larger focuseontourism and provide its philosophical
foundation. In addition to contributing to the dission on ethics and ecotourism, Environmental
Ethics as a value-based philosophy also adds tadéfsate on the role of values and their

influence on behaviour.
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2.1.3 SUMMARY

The principal aspects of the Teleological, Deorgmal, and Existentialist theories of
ethics (i.e., good/bad, right/wrong, authentic/ene¢ chosen for my study are fundamental.
While there might be variations on these three #®emwithin each theory of Teleology,
Deontology, and Existentialism, those aspects astatively constant and dominant
characteristics of each theory of ethics.

An applicable ethics theory, Teleology, considezbdviour agjood or bad based on its
consequences. In the context of ecotourism, tl@srthis concerned with the effects of actions
on various parties, such as operators, travelecs| Ipopulations, or all living organisms. For
instance, a traveler may consider choosing a tiijh Whe most responsible operator that is
committed to sharing ecotourism profits with thesh@ommunities, stimulating the local
economy, and supporting conservation projects énattea. Another Teleological theory that is
very applicable to ecotourism is Aristotle’s Virtigthics, which use the personal ethics of
character as the lens through which all moral ssare assessed. Instead of focusing on moral
issues that are ever-changing, this theory, urikers, focuses on the individual's character as a
more fixed construct.

Another applicable theory of ethics is Deontologyiah distinguishes betweeight and
wrong behaviour based on established rules and princiglpplicable to ecotourism, Ross’s
Pluralistic Theory acknowledges the complexity afral choices and circumstances, while also
being a backward-looking theory, meaning it respepast commitments, promises, and
obligations. For instance, a new ecotourism devetyg in partnership with a native community
would certainly encounter many complex moral issk¢swever, the partners of this project
would need to stay committed to the past agreentbatsrespect the cultural and ecological
sensitivity of the area. This theory may also fagpplication in the interactions between travelers
and hosts, and the natural environment, partigulahen codes of conduct are considered. For
instance, the right behaviour is one that follohes ¢odes of ethics established by the ecotourism
operator and the host community.

The third relevant notion offered by Existentialissansiders arauthenticor sincere
behaviour as moral. The focus here is on the iddafi person and the choices he or she makes,
while rejecting the universal rules offered by soatker theories (e.g., Kant's Deontological
Moral Theory). Using codes of ethics as an exampleould not be sufficient to follow the
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established codes if the act itself was not sindereinstance, if travelers follow the codes as
part of group norms. Instead, a fully moral actuiegs that travelers choose to follow codes
guided by their authentic beliefs and values. Cquestly, Existentialist theory may be more
important in learning about visited environmentsl aualtures (authentic local information and
interpretation as opposed to staged experiencemt@rtain tourists), and less significant in
following established codes of conduct.

Several authors have commented on plurality otst{ibare, 1998; Winkler, 1998) and a
holistic view of ethics in the interplay betweenltiple traditions and theories of ethics (Malloy
& Fennell, 1998b; Marietta, 1994; Waluchow, 2008hile others see little room for ethics in
our current world systems (Duffy, 2002). Many betighat all theories within the Theoretical
and Applied Ethics traditions are related and irtgot For instance, Stewart (1998)
acknowledges both the distinction and overlap betwértue-based and rule-based theories of
ethics. The distinction between these two theaofesthics still lies in the focus on the moral
character of an individual versus the focus onguteguide individual’s choices. The overlap,
however, stems from the modern philosophy that ewes “moral life” differently, where
“ethics is considered not to be something whichceoms virtue alone but rather universal rules
for action” (Stewart, 1998:216). Stewart furtherlidbees each theory of ethics should be
understood in the context of the Western thougHthastory in which it was developed.

Similarly, Doppelt (2002) warns of the danger —tbpolitical and intellectual — of over-
simplifying and reducing various theories of ethic® a project of assimilation, which could
result in disempowering the Applied Ethics traditiand force a return to traditional Theoretical
Ethics. In other words, certain similarities betwehe theories of ethics do not warrant their
assimilation, especially since the Applied Ethiclition has built on these theories to devise
new ways of solving entirely different moral issu€kerefore, both traditions of Theoretical and
Applied Ethics are crucial for very different reaso As there is constant feedback between
Theoretical and Applied Ethics, there is room fothy informing new theories within Applied
Ethics — such as advocated by Klonoski (2003) — mtkinking past theories of Theoretical
Ethics. Waluchow (2003) cautions different framekgoof general normative theory may be
misleading if we focus on one and ignore the oth&he “conflicting doctrines, instead of one
being true and the other false, share the trutivdsst them, and the non-conforming opinion is
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needed to supply the remainder of the truth of withee [other] doctrine embodies only a part”
(Mill, cited in Waluchow, 2003:221).

Consequently, a careful consideration of all reté\theories of ethics should provide the
best combination of insights into the nature ofesthespecially as they pertain to ecotourism. To
that end, three distinct theories of ethics: Telgg] Deontology, and Existentialism, emerge as
the most relevant. This recognition of overlap aodtribution of various theories of ethics is
essential to developing an understanding and a sn&amoving forward in the development of
ecotourist ethics. In order to see where theserigtgeonight be ideally used in ecotourism, we

must first understand the basic philosophical fatioths of Ecotourism.

2.2 PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS OF ECOTOURISM

Before ethics can be incorporated into the disoasghe foundations of ecotourism — its
conceptual and definitional roots and philosophyust first be described and understood. Just
as the preceding section delved into the depthetto€al traditions and associated theories, so
too, the depths of ecotourism need to be exploeddre these two areas can be merged in a
meaningful way. The focus of this section is on de&nitional and conceptual foundations of
ecotourism, and includes a consideration of the wawhich certain practical issues have
reshaped the way we think about ecotourism. Fomei@ the increasing overlap between
ecotourism and mass tourism, where mass touristberoming more sustainable while
ecotourism is becoming softer and hybridised imons of consumptivemass resort, urban
andAsianecotourism, has altered the traditionally cleatidctions between these forms.

Based on the main components typically identified numerous definitions and
typologies, ecotourism can be described as predoitiinnature- and culture-based, learning-
centred, conservation-oriented (or sustainable),ethically-grounded (Boeger, 1991; Ceballos-
Lascurain, 1987; Fennell, 1999; Fennell & Eagle29Qt Orams, 2001). Traveler typologies
reflecting the polar opposites of hard-path, acteetourists and soft-path, passive ecotourists
also can be represented by an ecocentric perspeatitravelers who are devoted to helping
natural areas and local communities involved in@oasm (i.e., Restoration Ecotourism), either
through volunteering, doing research (e.g., Gallgylifton’s [2004] research on ecotourists), or
providing monetary support. Nonetheless, dependimghe authenticity or sincerity of their
motives (whether self-serving or altruistic), sualunteers and researchers might simply enjoy
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the exclusive access to wild spaces not accessiltigpical ecotourists. In this case, they may
gualify as soft-path or passive ecotourists. Contta the truly sincere ecocentric motives of
travelers, those holding an anthropocentric viewy rha motivated to visit these spectacular
areas of natural beauty simply for more selfishsoea of enjoyment and pleasure (i.e.,
Hedonism). Depending on their psychographic charestics, these travelers may include
organised tour groups, school trips, 3-S tourists, {hose seeking sun, sand, and sea), and ACE
tourists (i.e., those seeking adventure, culturd,ecotourism).

As a first step in my discussion on the philosophimderpinnings of ecotourism, | have
conducted an extensive review of prevalent de@ingiof ecotourism to provide the conceptual
foundations for the area of ecotourism. My revievaswbased on multitude of existing
definitions, conceptual frameworks, comparativedss, and ecotourist typologies, to draw out
the most dominant themes of ecotourism. Next, regudision focused on Environmentalism as a
particularly important influence on Ecotourism. Byxamining the philosophical roots of
ecotourism via Environmentalism, | have focusedhomv we can achieve the principles of
ecotourism, or perhaps why achieving them is irgiregly problematic. Finally, | have moved
the discussion from the philosophical level of dgibnal issues and influences of
environmentalism, to one of psychographics. Thigcdg area emerges as increasingly
important to understanding the individual travel®r examining associated psychographic

characteristics of visitors, such as the role ddi@s which ultimately drive their behaviours.

2.2.1 DEFINITIONAL ISSUES AND ECOTOURIST TYPOLOGI ES

Ecotourism definitions are many and diverse, diengh they are derived from the same
fundamental philosophy and share several key cosmgsrthought to be linked to ecotourism.
For example, one of the earliest and most widelgepted classical definitions generally
accepted as the first definition of ecotourism waisied by Ceballos-Lascurain in 1983 as:

Traveling to relatively undisturbed or uncontaméthtnatural areas with the
specific objective of studying, admiring, and enfmythe scenery and its wild
plants and animals, as well as any existing cultmanifestations (both past and
present) found in these areas. (1987:14)
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A recent definition of ecotourism by Fennell (1998forporates what he sees as the most
important aspects of ecotourism, including ethidscl is often overlooked, even if assumed.
According to this author:

Ecotourism is a sustainable form of natural resedased tourism that focuses

primarily on experiencing and learning about ngtuead which is ethically

managed to be low-impact, non-consumptive, and lljocariented (control,
benefits, and scale). It typically occurs in naltwaas, and should contribute to

the conservation or preservation of such areaé3)p.

According to some authors, most definitions agrpenuat least three components of
ecotourism: nature-based, learning-centred, and secwation-oriented (Blamey, 1997,
Diamantis, 1999; Orams, 2001). Some authors alse lientified an ethics component as key
(Fennell, 1999, 2000; 2006; Fennell & Malloy, 199999; Valentine, 1993; Weaver, 2001c;
Western, 1993; Wight, 1993a, 1993b). The naturedasd conservation-oriented components
of ecotourism definitions reflect the natural eowiment, while the learning-centred component
reflects the human aspect, whether expressed by doommmunities or visitors of different socio-
cultural backgrounds. The ethics component is nmdstlinked, bridging the natural and the
human aspect of human ecology, and linked closély ai other components of ecotourism. As
an example, links are evident through the ethiostinent of natural ecosystems and local
cultures, through codes of ethics and other legroentred and interpretive approaches, and
through ethical decision-making frameworks utilisbgl travelers, local populations, and
ecotourism operators.

A detailed study by Fennell (2001b) using contemdlygsis to examine 85 ecotourism
definitions revealed five characteristics which geited most frequently: natural areas, culture,
education, conservation, and benefits to localsnWMaf these ecotourism characteristics
identified by Fennell affirmed the connections tanfan ecology (e.g., ecocentric philosophy,
holistic view of humans in nature, interrelationshibetween all living and non-living
organisms), aspects of human cultures (e.g., sairisignificance of natural elements to
traditional cultures, equal control and participatiof locals in the ecotourism project) and
natural environments (e.g., ecological significanck biodiversity, experiential outdoor
education). Similarly, in an independent, updatedtent analysis of ecotourism definitions,
conceptual frameworks, and ecotourist typologiamébin the literature, | set out to identify

what aspects tended to be referred to most condist&ollowing this process, | found the core
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components of ecotourism to be: (1) Nature, (2)t@a] (3) Education, (4) Ethics, and (5)
Conservation (see Table 2.2). My review of therditere on ecotourism reveal&thtureto be
the most consistently cited aspect of ecotourisndi¢ated by 46 instances), followed by
Conservation(38 instances):thics (30 instances), anlducation(23 instances), whel@ulture

received the least amount of emphasis (15 instances

Table 2.2

Components of Ecotourism Emphasised in the Litegatu

Sources Components of Ecotourismi
NAT CULT EDUC ETH CONS
Laarman and Durst (1987)......cccccevvvvvviceeee. ¥ v
Ceballos-Lascurain (1987)..........cccovvevcemene. v v v v v
Halbertsma (1988) .......cccvovveeeeeeeeeeeeeeneenn, v v v
KULAY (1989) ... v v
ZIffer (1989).....cueieeeeeeeee et v v v
Fennell and Eagles (1990) ........cccccveveviveuremn v v v v
Boeger (1991) ......ccovveveveeeeeees oo, v v v
BOO (1991) ... e v v
KUSIEF (1991) ..o v v v
Lindberg (1991) ........ccoveveveeeeeeeeeeeesen e, v v
Canadian Environ. Advisory Council (1992). v v
Ecotourism Association of Australia (1992).. Y v v v v
Scace, Grifone, and Usher (1992)................ v v v v
Miller and Kaae (1993) ........covevevreeeermeenn. v v
Valenting (1993) ........ocoeeeereeeeeeeeeseneseeenans v v v
WesStern (1993).........cvvveveereeees s eeeenenae, v v v
Wight (1993D) ... v
Allcock et al (1994) ......ovoveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen v v v v
BUCKIEY (1994)......oeieeeeeeeeeeee e v v v v
NOITIS (1994) ..., v v v
Commonwealth Dept. of Tourism (1994)...... ¥ v v v
HLA/ARA (1994) ...oooiivieeeees e, v v
Pearce and Moscardo (1994)...........c.c.co....... v
Wearing (1994) ........cccveveveeeeereeeeeeereeeeeeen, v v
Chadwick (1995)........cccvvvreieeeeeieeeeeeee e, v



Sources Components of Ecotourisrf
NAT CULT EDUC ETH CONS

Chapman (1995)........cccovveerereeeeeeeeeneeenennn v

EAGIES (1995) ..o v v
Fennell and Malloy (1995)............uuuemeenm.
MCCo00I (1995)......ccoiiiiiiiiiiii e,
Orams (1995) ......uvvveviiiiiriiiiiniiimememeeenieinnes
Weiler and Richins (1995)........ccccevvivvicmeeee.
Brandon (1996) .........ccccevvvvivviiiiiieeeeeeeveeeeeee
GoodWIN (1996) ......cccvviviiiiiiiiiiieeeeeranieees
Obua and Harding (1996) .........ccoeeeeieies e
Wallace and Pierce (1996).........cccceevvvimmmnn
Blamey (1997) ..ooovviiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e,
Palacio and McCool (1997) ......ccoeeveieiiiinneee.
Blamey and Hatch (1998)..........cooeeiiiiiimeees
Ecotourism Society (1998) .......ccoeeviiiiiiiienns.
LeW (1998)...cccoiiiiiiiiiiii e
Diamantis (1999) .......cvvvvvivivirieieeriiememeeeerenenes
Fennell (1999).......ccviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e,
BJOrk (2000).......cuueieeiereeeeeeeeiieeee e
Diamantis (2000) .....c.eeeeeveeerieeiieeeiieeeeeeeeeenenes
Blamey (2001) ...ccovvvvieiieiiiiieiieeieieeeeee,
Orams (2001) .....cvvvvvereererrrrnreerimmmemsenennnennnnnes
Weaver (20018)........cuueeeerereririeirmeeeeeereeeeeenen
Weaver (2001D) .....oevveiveriieiiirieees e eeeeeenes
Weaver and Lawton (2002) ..........eeeeveeees s
Fennell (2002)........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee,

v
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TOTAL References to component................ 15 23 30

& NAT=Nature; CULT=Culture; EDUC=Education; ETH=EtkjcCONS=Conservation
* Based in part on comparative studies by Fennefi{),®Rahemtulla and
Wellstead (2001), and Weaver (2001a)

In respect to the most consistently cited companehNature and Conservation these
findings are not surprising. Pristine natural eorniments of high biodiversity and dramatic vistas

are the fundamentals of ecotourism to successfydgrate in practice. Conserving the integrity
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of these natural areas is the precondition to ecsim’'s success. More surprising, the theme of
Ethics is cited more consistently than the themesEdticationand Culture This finding is
particularly encouraging in that more attentiogiigen to aspects of ethical ecotourism operation
where ethics are openly addressed in definiticather than assumed by ecotourism philosophy.
Consequently, such definitions educate traveled @perators, alike, on the importance of
ethics. Additionally, there does not appear to e @ronological pattern to these components.
All of them appear at different points throughduw history of these definitions, from 1987 up to
2002, some more consistently than others. The coenge ofNature Culture andEducation
expressed in ecotourism definitions typically piert@ ecotourism attractions where they play a
major role, such as through nature explorationgratdtion with local cultures, and nature
interpretation programmes. On the other hand, dmponents oEthics and Conservationare
increasingly recognised by ecotourism definitiond &ed to ecotourism impacts on the natural
areas, the local populations, their cultures, tifies, and the local economy. Emphasis of these
themes may be due to some occurring problems wiloarism projects and the realisation that
ecotourism is not exempt from similar issues thagpe the general mass tourism.

In addition to the main themes or components oftaesm cited throughout the
literature, some authors tend to define ecotouirscomparison or opposition to other forms of
tourism, such as mass, alternative, sustainableposumptive tourism. For instance, Weaver
(2001b) believes ecotourism overlaps with massigousuch as “sea, sand, and sun tourism”
that could involve scuba diving and marine obseéovatSimilarly, Fennell (1999) portrays the
relationship between mass tourism and ecotourismowaslapping with sustainable and
unsustainable tourism practice. Whereas mass mussnostly unsustainable, ecotourism and
alternative tourism — including cultural tourismare sustainable tourism practices. In fact,
Weaver (2001c) has identified several overlaps witlotourism: with nature-based tourism,
adventure tourism, cultural tourism, alternativertem, mass tourism, sustainable tourism, non-
consumptive and consumptive tourism. Weaver seeo@ism as being largely subsumed by
sustainable tourism and mass tourism, where sadtlity can be maintained only when
ecotourism is extended into the mass tourism ateutaremains a subset of sustainable tourism.
Furthermore, Weaver (2001c) sees some convergimy sgmbiotic relationships between
ecotourism and mass tourism. While ecotourism itspsustainability and environmental ethos

to mainstream tourism, provides diversification ogipnities, and attracts increasingly “green”
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tourist market, mass tourism provides sufficientketand revenue flows to position ecotourism
as a major resource stakeholder with significaribying influence, and offers effective
environmental management systems (Weaver, 2001c).

Increasingly, many authors are commenting on thegbphical and practical overlap
between ecotourism and conventional mass tourisfiar{,) 2001; Jenkingt al, 2002), which
further complicates defining this concept. Thisteye between the two is most visible across the
sustainability continuum, where ecotourism is belognmore hybridised and softening towards
a form of mass ecotourism (Lau & Johnston, 2006n&don & Swift, 1998; Novellet al, 2006;
Weaver, 2002), while mass tourism is implementirggersustainable practices and adding some
complementary ecotourism trips to its resort- andgise-based repertoire (Diamantis, 2000;
Johnson, 2006; Kontogeorgopoulos, 2004a, 2004b6;200ck, 2002; Weaver, 1999, 2001b).
Additionally, the plethora of hybridised forms ofcatourism now includeconsumptive
ecotourismsuch as hunting and fishing (Novedi al, 2006);mass ecotourismrelying on large
numbers of travelers and triggered by popularitytleé area and related tourist demands
(Lumsdon & Swift, 1998; Myles, 2003; Weaver, 20Qlbgsort ecotourismdeveloping
ecotourism opportunities into eco-resorts (Ayal@9d); urban ecotourisnfocusing on nature-
related opportunities close to home (Joppe & Do@@8€3; Lau & Johnston, 2006); and even
distinct forms ofAsian ecotourisndefined by place, activity, and/or product rattien by the
principles of ecotourism (Weaver, 2002a).

Many ecotourism definitions also rely on varioutated conceptual frameworks (e.g.,
Edwardset al, 1999, cited in Fennell & Dowling, 2003; Fennél999, 2002; Laarman & Durst,
1987; Orams, 2001; Wearing, 1994; Wight, 1993a)ctvifiave been developed to describe the
ecotourism sector or to the travelers. As an exampénnell (1999) identified three specific
components of tourism (i.e., adventure, culturel aocotourism) that make up what he refers to
as ACE tourism and which interact according togpecific contexts in which they take place.
Fennell and Nowaczek (2003) have used the ACE fnarleto characterise three different
samples of domestic Polish ecotourists, Canadianoedsts in Costa Rica, and American
ecotourists in Mexico. In each context, the specmple identified with a different component
of ACE. Weaver (2001c) has referred to ACE tourissn“trekking”, which he defines as an
activity usually associated with mountainous veramas typically entailing all three components

of nature, adventure, and culture.
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Another conceptual model of ecotourism, specificht® Americas (i.e., Canada, United
States, Latin America, and Caribbean), was derbbgdEdwards (1999, cited in Fennell &
Dowling, 2003) from his qualitative analysis of 42otourism definitions identified by 119
government tourism agencies, in the literature, langracticing professionals (see Figure 2.4).
The essential components of this model that arerparated into ecotourism definitions, are: (1)
the stakeholders of ecotourismh(g), (2) the purpose of the ecotourism projeghy), (3) the
setting (vherg and activities Wha, (4) the delivery of ecotourism planning and ngeraent
(how), (5) the intended outcomeso( wha}, and (6) the guiding principlesvfiich). These
components interconnect in a dynamic, circular itashhat feed into each other at two levels:
the stakeholders and their chosen principles thiategecotourism, and the purpose and intended

outcomes of the ecotourism project.

Figure 2.2
Definitions-Based Model of Ecotourism for the Anuz$

Who
Hosts Where What
Visitors Pur ose
provideﬁ p Settmg Activities
Facilitators §
Delivery
Planning . Management
—P and design and operations

o :

(]

o

e . |

™ So what

(®)] H

i - Intended outcomes

=
< .
Q o B Community Economic Expgggnce Nature Social-cultural
§ benefits benefits awareness conservation | conservation

—

Source: Edwards, McLaughlin & Ham (1999), cited~annell & Dowling (2003)

41



This model (Figure 2.2) represents a practical @pgr to ecotourism as its elements
guide policy-makers through the types of questitreyy need to answer in order to develop
ecotourism policy. For example, policy-makers carereasily recognise who is to be involved
in policy development and what kinds of activitishould be offered by an ecotourism
destination or operator. An important implicatiof tbis model is that it clearly reveals the
underlying philosophy of ecotourism as one thaprisdominantly defined by the relationship
between western developed countries, which holdt miothe market demands for ecotourism,
and southern developing countries, which contaia tlatural resources and ecotourism
attractions desired by travelers (Wight, 2001). WMibe international market demands for
ecotourism centred in North America and Europe,v{@001) emphasizes the concentration of
western origins of ecotourists and ecotour opesatatich then tend to become translated
throughout other world regions. Consequently, gresdominantly western philosophy is played
out in the definitions and typologies of ecotourjsparticularly their focus on nature and
conservation which are characteristic of the Envimental Movement history of the Americas
(Guha, 1989). The western-centred approach of edeto is something to be aware of and it
might be the basis for the failure to arrive abasensus on a universal definition.

Additionally, ecotourism definitions focus on tyyifg travelers by distinguishing who is
considered an ecotourist and on what grounds. Bpstogies and definitions of ecotourists are
empirically-derived derived from data gathered &searchers, although a few studies have taken
an approach where participants self-identify ast@aoests (e.g., Tao, Eagles & Smith, 2004).
Accordingly, travelers to Taiwan’s Taroko Natiorark defined themselves as ecotourists based
on their expressions of environmental responsyhitiesire to learn, love of nature, participation
in ecotourism activities, and visitation to natul@ations (Tao, Eagles & Smith). While there
are many ecotourist typologies, they have beenldped independently without theoretical or
methodological consistency, and are typically ret&d to the data collected by and reflecting
the researcher’s point of view (Hvenegaard, 20QR)y rarely has a typology framework been
devised based on both a theoretical and methodalbfpundation. One example of such a
framework in the field of tourism is Cohen’s (19749pology of modes of tourist experience
which distinguishes between the centre consistfrtbeenvironment and the values of everyday

reality, and the centre-out-there which is situaiatside the culture of the home environment.
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Within ecotourism, typologies of travelers can begamised according to the core
components of ecotourism (see Table 2.2) or acegrth the psychographic characteristics of
these travelers. Essentially, there are two caiegoof traveler typologies based on
psychographics: (linteractional which is based on the interactions between theeters and
the destination area, and (2pgnitive-normative which focuses on motivations, benefits,
attitudes, and values (Murphy, 1985, cited in Hga@ed, 2002) (see Figure 2.3). Interactional
traveler typologies reflect travelers’ needs angeetations in regards to setting, experience,
activities, and group dynamics. As such, their seaad expectations range along a spectrum
anchored on one end by uncertainty and risk, advenauthenticity, independence, flexibility,
enjoyment, and even behavioural change, while atatiher end, their needs are reflected in
certainty and safety, organization, entertainmeependence, rigidity, satisfaction, and static
behaviours. In the discussion that follows, theayarof ecotourist typologies are described
according to these two approaches: (1) the corepoasnts of ecotourism, and (2) the

interactional and cognitive-normative psychograpthiaracteristics.

Figure 2.3

Organizational Framework for Ecotourist Typologies

1) CORE COMPONENTS OF ECOTOURISM:
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The majority of current definitions of the variotypes of ecotourists tend to fall between
two extremes: one where the contribution of ecasourto the natural environment portrays
humans as part of nature and actively responsdnid, another where the negative impacts of
ecotourism portray humans as separate from natuteeaploitive, and hence, ecotourism is
impossible in practice (Orams, 1995). Another aonim of ecotourism management objectives
portrays a range of possible effects on the ecwipuirom enjoyment and satisfaction to
behaviour and lifestyle change. Additionally, tlieeets on natural environment can range from
passive, in minimising disturbance, to active, anttibuting to environmental health (Orams,
1995). These continuums reflect components of eattwnservation, ethics, and education, as
well as interactive and cognitive-normative psyaiapdic characteristics including beliefs,
attitudes, and changes in behaviour. Laarman anmdt[P1087) refer to these opposing views of
ecotourism asactive or hard-path (e.g., longer trips, small groups or independeavelers,
minimal services, specialized travelers or eco-sgists in wilderness areas) apédssiveor soft-
path (e.g., short trips, large group tours, well sexdidrips, multi-purpose travelers or eco-
generalists in broader range of natural areasy basic typology reflects the nature component
of ecotourism as grounded in the context of intéwaal psychographics in relation to the
setting, experience, and group dynamics. As an phkaof the hard-path end of the ecotourism
spectrum, Restoration Ecotourism focuses on retetimh, incentive for efforts related to
conservation, and an opportunity for volunteeri@glley & Clifton, 2004; Weaver & Lawton,
2002).

Similar to his earlier study, Orams’s (2001) coatim between the hard and soft aspects
of ecotourism — after the model of Laarman and D{11887) — distinguishes between ecotourists
according to the level of challenge or physicafidifity being pursued and the degree of interest
or expertise in the natural attraction. He alsdfig® humans as having natural and unnatural
influences on nature, and ecotourism as being Ipleser impossible according to the types of
ecotourists ranging from exploitive to passive awctlve in their contribution to environmental
health. Likewise, Fennell (2002) offers an updafemimework of soft and hard ends of
ecotourism that describes the specialized hard-gattor as being relatively small compared to
the much larger soft-path sector, which is charasgd by lower specialization, expectations,
and devoted time. His framework conveys that thdpath ecotourist is mostly interested in the

natural history component, whereas the soft-patitoecist may be interested in a variety of
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other attractions and activities within the realheocotourism. Both of these frameworks portray
interactional psychographic characteristics ofétess and their settings, but whereas Fennell’s
(2002) framework touches on the nature and speatsdn components of ecotourism, Orams
(2001) incorporates the components of conservationtribution, and ethics. With the increase
of soft-path ecotourists, Fennell's (2002) framewsuggests there will also be an increase in the
reliance on built or modified environments. Thisnad towards more modified environments has
been explored previously by Wight (1997) in herteaasm accommodation spectrum, which
presents a range of accommodations from primitiveé aistic, to comfortable and luxurious.
Whereas Wight's framework implies that only nonen@®e situated accommodations — such as
in villages, cities, or resorts — tend to be in lnaury class, increasingly ecotourism projects are
developed with the intention of incorporating luxuor visitors who want the best of both
worlds, nature and technology (Ayala, 1996).

To help clarify the complexity of ecotourism defions and ecotourist typologies, Wylie
(1994) points out that ecotourism has been perdemgean activity, a business, a philosophy, a
marketing device, a symbol, and/or a set of priesimnd goals. Consequently, Orams (2001)
recommends considering a range of types of ecstourindeed, the various intra-group
ecotourist typologies that have been devised stuiggeyg are a heterogeneous group of tourists,
particularly based on certain of their psychograptharacteristics (Wight, 2001), which runs
contrary to many earlier studies that have classifecotourists on the basis of setting,
experience, and group dynamics (Fennell, 1999)aA®xample of the early studies, Kusler
(1991) typified ecotourists as: (Hpo-it-yourself ecotouristsvho are independent and highly
flexible travelers on organised tours, travelingetatively accessible locations and selecting a
range of accommodations from formal to informal) éotourists on toursvho are highly
organised, traveling to not easily accessible dastns, and selecting a range of
accommodation types; and (3thool groupsor scientific groupswho endure most rough
conditions including accommodations, and stay m dhea for extended period of time. Along
the same lines, Cohen (1972) grouped travelersdbaseheir desire for authentic experiences
and according to their relationship with the toubssiness establishment and the host country:
(1) organised mass tourist¢2) individual mass tourists(3) explorers and (4)drifters. The
search for authenticity is also reflected by Maa@ds (1989) typology portraying the social

structure of tourist space between the front regi@iourist-oriented) and back regions (non-
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tourist oriented). Based on their focus on tourisettings and experiences, these typologies
incorporate the nature component of ecotourismiwithe interactional characteristics between
travelers and settings.

A number of interactional typologies of ecotouriate based solely on their behaviour
(Kerstetter, Hou & Lin, 2004; Weaver & Lawton, 2002nd needs (Kibicho, 2006). In a
behaviourally-based typology, Kerstetter al. (2004) identified three types: (Bxperience
touristswho sought adventure and did not exhibit envirom@ebehaviour; (2)earning tourists
who sought education and were most willing to fellenvironmental policy of the resource; and
(3) ecotouristswho sought holistic experiences and education,veimal differed from the other
groups in their commitment to environmental qualigducation, active participation in
conservation, and opposition to disturbing flora &éauna. Likewise, Weaver and Lawton (2002)
list three types of ecotourist behaviour: {Brder ecotouristsvho demonstrate high level of
environmental commitment and affinity with wildessetypes experiences; (&)fter ecotourists
who are much less committed; and §Buctured ecotouristsvho are strongly committed, but
also desire interpretation, escorted tours, sesvérel facilities. Essentially, this typology follsw
the hard (active or deep) to soft (passive or shalecotourism spectrum, where tha&derand
softer ecotourist types fall at each end of the spectmhile thestructuredecotourists occupy
the middle ground. A needs-based approach used ibighd (2006) places importance on
satisfying certain needs, such as independenogyraent and authenticity, to distinguish among
his groups of (1environmentalists(2) want-it-all tourists and (3)independent tourist3/Nhile
the first group was most interested in environmeohservation,want-it-all tourists were
interested in a wide range of activities and opputtes (e.g., cultural activities), and
independent touristsvere determined to discover the destination byngedves while using
comfortable facilities — similar to Weaver and Lawts (2002)structured ecotouristsAll of
these typologies incorporate to some degree mattyeafomponents of ecotourism, yet they are
missing the ethics component.

Other interactional typologies emphasize the diférlevels of interest in and
commitment to ecotourism activities (Hvenegaard,020 Lumsdon & Swift, 1998),
specialization (Duffus & Dearden, 1990; Mowfortf99B), and the ecotourism product (Curtin
& Wilkes, 2005). According to the level of interestand commitment to ecotourism activities,

Lumsdon and Swift (1998) suggest the market segmefirecq adventure beach andculture
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are interrelated, and that each one consists ofiptaullevels. For instance, theco market
segment consists of: (Purists who hold little or no interest in other offering®) eco-phile
visitors who are firmly located within this segmdnit also have other interests, and €8p-
participantswho seek a multi-faceted holiday. These threel¢erapresent the visitors’ interest
in and commitment to ecotourism activities in aeén fashion, from the first level with the
highest interest and commitment, to the secondfiaatly the third. With a focus on activities,
Hvenegaard (2002) identified four ecotourist tygms: (1)researcher-basedvhich was based
on primary activities, and where the tourist typgere defined by the researcher before
collecting information, (2)respondent-basedwhere respondents categorised themselves by
choosing from a predetermined list of options, d8jivity-basedwhich included visited places
and tourist activities based on visiting (or naiting) selected sites in the park and particifgatin
(or not participating) in the selected activitiaad (4)motivation-basedwhere respondents were
asked about their main reason for visiting the paikiong these types, the most popular
activities for ecotourists and nature tourists wetlated to aspects of the natural environment,
birds, wildlife, and scenery, whereas for trekkaxdjvities related to culture and hill-tribes were
most popular.

Turning to typologies centred on specializatiorgsth may be conceptually linked to
ecotourists’ commitment and passion for their choaetivities. Duffus and Dearden (1990)
simply distinguish between (1) physically rigoragggecialistswho are the first to visit tourism
back regions and require little infrastructure, §2dgeneralistsvho tend to follow the trends of
the mass tourism. Likewise, based on the settirgergence, and group dynamics, Mowforth
(1993) distinguishes among the ¢bugh ecotouristwho is independent and on a low budget,
(2) the smooth ecotouristwho participates in organised tours and enjoysiryy and (3) the
specialist ecotouristwho is independent and on a mid- to high budgpecifically relating to
the ecotourism product, Curtin and Wilkes (2005¢10& wildlife product/tourist spectrum from
(1) dedicated/hard-core/specialigravelers to (2)interested holidaymaker/generalisTheir
tourist spectrum is conveniently placed alongsitie wildlife product spectrum listing:
expeditions, bird tours, general naturalist tourslomestic tours, safaris, and
adventure/exploration tours. These activities, ddpey on their emphasis, could characterise
either end of the spectrum (e.g., safaris for eitlelicated or interested travelers). According to

Curtin and Wilkes, with the exception of hard-cdeglicated bird tours, other categories were
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more fluid. For example, safari holidays were prag@antly in the interested holidaymaker
category, whereas some operators offered moreajsé/ciedicated safari tours and experiences.

The importance of dedication and time devoted tanpihg the trip, the on-site
experiences, and continued learning and partidpain ecotourism activities, also play an
important function in defining different types afaourists. They reflect what ecotourists wish
to experience, where they wish to travel, and hiosy twish to travel. Consequently, those who
consistently devote more time to each stage of thpimay be considered hard-path ecotourists.
For instance, Lindberg (1991) used these aspeathdmcterize ecotourists along a continuum
from: (1) hard-core nature touristsvho want to learn more about nature and activalyigpate
in conservation activities, (2)edicated nature touristwho choose their destinations specifically
for their natural significance and want to underdtdocal cultures, (3)nainstream nature
touristswho visit protected areas to experience somettifigrent, to (4)casual nature tourists
who experience nature as incidental. Similarly, Mfeand Richins (1995) typified ecotourists as
minimal and extremebased on their intensity of interaction with théunal environment, the
environmental impacts they incurred, and the l@fgbhysical difficulty or challenge. Looking
specifically at ecotourists in Africa, Chadwick @B) described them as ranging from fit3t-
time game connoisseuts (2) specialistswho have more knowledge, skill, and experiencé. Al
of the above typologies are interactional in natarel contain the nature component of
ecotourism. Additionally, Lindberg’'s (1991) typolp@lso addresses education, conservation,
and culture, while Weiler and Richins’ (1995) typgy incorporates the ethics component by
focusing on travelers’ level of environmental imisac

In regards to ecotourism travel characteristiceine# and Eagles (1990) in their tourism
activity spectrum describe ecotourism as rangimgmfradventure travel characterised by
uncertainty and risk, to tour travel characteribgccertainty and safety. In Fennell and Smale’s
(1992) study of Canadian ecotourists in Costa R&sed on data derived from tG@anadian
Tourism Attitudes and Motivation Stu@yTAMS), ecotourists sought benefits from newjwagt
and adventuresome involvements in the outdoorse®seiourists sought benefits from sedentary
and family-related activities in cities and resofgnilar to these typologies, a study conducted
in Queensland, Australia (Tourism Queensland, 199pified ecotourists into three groups
based primarily on their numbers: (48lf-reliant ecotourismnvolving groups of less than ten

and using non-motorised transportation in remogagr(2)popular ecotourismnvolving larger
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groups using motorised transportation in accessipleé serviced areas, and @yall group
ecotourismbeing an intermediate category of transitionaivéagt All three studies incorporate
interactional psychographic characteristics, wher€éannell and Smale (1992) additionally
focused on the cognitive-normative attributes dftiates and motivations, and the nature
component of ecotourism.

Several ecotourist typologies extend beyond thoseéh & focus on interactional
psychographic characteristics and integrate a t@gmormative element. For example, Blamey
and Braithwaite (1997) incorporated political artbieal ideology in their segmentation of the
potential ecotourism market in Australia based aciad values in developing the following four
types of ecotourists: (lijeological greensvho supported equality, harmony, and rights, but
were not supportive of development and control;n@yal relativistswho found it difficult to
endorse any value as a guiding principle; d@alistswho wanted social policies that brought
together the best of left and right politics; add l{pertarians who emphasized freedom for all
individuals without imposed social constraintsalspecific example of how these groups define
their relationship with nature, théeological greensvere significantly stronger in their support
of the environment than the remaining groups, anécated the strongest disagreement with the
anthropocentric valuation of nature.

Another cognitive-normative approach used by Palaod McCool (1997) was based on
the perceived benefits of: (1) escape, (2) learaimgut nature, (3) partaking in healthy activities,
and (4) sharing these experiences with family aiahdis. Accordingly, their typology consisted
of (1) nature escapistsvho were most appreciative of the domains of escéd) comfortable
naturalistswho were most motivated by group cohesivenesd83ive playersvho were little
motivated by any of the four benefit domains, afdecotouristswho were most interested in
learning about nature, but also scored high ooféathe other benefit domains. All four of these
segments of travelers were interested in learnoyanature.

In another approach combining interactional andniog-normative attributes, Wight
(2001) reviewed globally significant ecotourism dias, where she examined ecotourists’
preferences for activities, accommodations, andugrsize, as well as the purpose for and
satisfaction derived from their trips, and the ab@nd environmental values held by these
travelers. From this review, she devised the falhgninternational typology: (1YS adventure

and outdoor travelerswho are predominantly interested in camping alagel for fun and
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entertainment, (2NA general ecotouristsvho are interested in hiking and touring and who
travel to experience scenery and nature,NB) experienced ecotouriste’/ho are interested in
hiking and rafting and who travel to experiencengeg and nature, (/AU nature-based tourists
who are interested in national parks and travedxjperience the natural beauty of sites,U¥)
group frequent ecotouristsvho are interested in educational guided tourd @mavel to see
natural environment and experience local culture] ) UK occasional ecotouristsvho are
interested in admiring nature and observing aninaad who travel to experience new and
different lifestyle. These typologies above (iBlamey & Braithwaite, 1997; Palacio & McCool,
1997; Wight, 2001) focus more on social and envirental values, whereas some incorporate a
consideration of ethics. For instance, Blamey amditBwaite (1997) also incorporated ethics
into their typology based on the political and ethiideology representative of associated social
and environmental values.

Looking back on these various efforts, ethics hlagen largely overlooked in many of
the existing ecotourist typologies. Most of thenvéhan underlying or implied assumption of
travelers’ sensitivity to the various social, cudl) and environmental aspects of the destination,
but this sensitivity or predisposition is not exfily considered in the typologie¥et ironically,
ethics might be the driving force behind traveleliégfs and behaviours, and consequently, they
might play a major role in identifying who is — amdho isnot — an ecotourist by definition.
Further, ethics may have a role in influencing euotoperators and shaping the ecotourism
product by creating certain demands and expecttion at least marketing the ecotourism
product to travelers of the highest ethical stadd&@onsequently, ecotourism marketing can
focus entirely on attracting the optimal ethicaveler as the best consumer of its products and
services. Such a consumer-centred approach isctedlen the work by Juric, Cornwell and
Mather (2002) with the application of their Ecotisur Interest Scale which attempts to predict
travelers’ participation in selected activities, rtgaularly those that are eco-friendly or
sustainable. Similar notion of travelers’ interestecotourism activities is expressed in a later
study by Curtin and Wilkes (2005), who organiseeirtitypology based on the wildlife product
spectrum, including: expeditions, dedicated birdr$o general naturalist tours, domestic tours,
safaris, and adventure/exploration tours.

Only a few typologies incorporate the ethics congminof ecotourism. They include
those developed by Curtin and Wilkes (2005), Blaraag Braithwaite (1997), Orams (1995,
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2001), and Weiler and Richins (1995). Further, fetwdies incorporate cognitive-normative
psychographic characteristics, especially in refatio those values which are believed to be
instrumental in influencing ethical behaviour (Bleyn& Braithwaite, 1997; Pizam & Calantone,
1987). Those studies that have focused on the weesmormative attributes and/or values
include Blamey and Braithwaite’s (1997) typologyséd on social values, and Wight's (2001)
typology based on social and environmental valisst importantly, Orams’ (1995) focus on
the beliefs, behaviours, and lifestyles of ecotaribridges the interactional and cognitive-
normative attributes of psychographic charactessof travelers, demonstrating that they are
interrelated constructs which align with core cguseof ecotourism. Instead, most studies
stopped at the interactional psychographic chariatits and the most obvious nature
component of ecotourism.

In summary, the definitional similarities and theoturist typologies discussed above
further contribute to our understanding of whatually constitutes “ecotourism”. First, the
review of ecotourism definitions reveals the commponents of ecotourism to bilature
Culture, Education ConservationandEthics My review of ecotourist typologies confirms these
main themes also refer to defining the ecotoufise Naturecomponent of ecotourism was cited
most often amid the ecotourist typologies, followsdEducation andEthicsto a lesser degree.
The prevailing focus on thBlature dimension is consistent with the majority of ecotsm
definitions, whereas the exclusionEthicsfrom the majority of ecotourist typologies shows an
opposite trend. Second, the interactional psychpgcacharacteristics of travelers (i.e., the needs
and expectations according to the setting, expegieactivities, and group dynamics) were cited
most often by the majority of ecotourist typologieshereas the cognitive-normative
psychographic characteristics (i.e., motivationenddits, attitudes, beliefs, and values) were
much fewer. Within this higher-level type of psygnaphics only a couple of studies
incorporated values in their typologies. Yet, valugre most important in determining or

changing a person’s behaviour.
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2.2.2 ENVIRONMENTALISM AS A PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDAT ION OF

ECOTOURISM

Even though no universally accepted definition obteurism has been embraced, the
common themes and attributes frequently invokeddsgarchers and professionals point to its
philosophical origins rooted in environmentalismdeed, Honey (1999) states, “ecotourism
developed ‘within the womb’ of the environmental vement in the 1970s and 1980s” (p.19).
Moreover, the concepts of “sustainability” and “servation” can point to environmentalism
philosophy for their origins (Liu, 2003). Similarlgnvironmental education and eco-spirituality
also derive their principles from the environmeistal movement, and have equally strong
connections to the beliefs underlying ecotourism.

Modern Environmentalism has its roots in the e#olyate 1" century in the U.S., and
was popularised by important individuals such alpR&Valdo Emerson, who was the leader of
the Transcendentalist movement, in his essafatore; John Muir who set up the Sierra Club
and introduced the belief in nature’s inherent tigdenry David Thoreau who personally
explored and wrote about the intimate relationghimans have with nature, and Aldo Leopold
who promoted a moral respect for the environmemtt &xample, Emerson wrote, “The
foregoing generations beheld God and nature fadace we, through their eyes. Why should
not we also enjoy an original relation to the umse®” (cited in Gilman, 2003:181).
Environmentalism today is a scientific, social,ipodl, and ethical (even religious) movement
that aims to improve and protect the quality oregmity of the natural environment.
Environmentalism claims that all living things theamprise the environment deserve moral
consideration in human political, economic, andaqmolicies. Rachel Carson, in particular, has
made the concern for the environment into an idgobd movement with her publication of
Silent Springin 1962, which exposed the devastating effect®DTs and brought far greater
awareness of environmental issues into the maarstsociety.

In the context of ecotourism, Gray (2003) examirfesv the linkage between
environment and development is constructed in idiffe ecotourism discourses. For example,
the dominantglobal managerial discoursgiews environmentalism for nature and profit, and
values ecotourism since it provides an economieritice for conservation of natural spaces (see
Figure 2.4). Within this discourse, the main rofeegotourism is to derive profits from the

conservation of nature. Since ecotourism dependprmtine natural areas for its profits, it
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justifies the legal protection of these areas. Ddp® on the philosophical standpoint of the
operator, the ecological imperative within this cdisrse could be either ecocentric or
anthropocentric in its orientation. The alternafpapulist discourseiews environmentalism for
people and values ecotourism because it potentaifets local grassroots problems and meets
local needs (Gray, 2003). As in the economic imjpezaecotourism within this discourse takes
an anthropocentric approach as its main role is¢et human needs by protecting the natural
resourcesand not necessarily entieeosystemsConsequently, ecotourism can be incorporated
into various discourses simultaneously, yet foryvdifferent reasons. Indeed, the future of
ecotourism could depend largely on the power tandefenvironment” and “development”

across global discourses and local contexts.

Figure 2.4

Framework of Environmental Discourses
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Related to this discussion on differing discourseenvironmentalism, Acott, La Trobe,
and Howard (1998) used fundamental principles flmoth environmentalism and sustainable
development to distinguish between deep and shatlostourism. They selected fundamental
ideas from the environmentalism literature, whibhyt have used later to differentiate amongst
ideological positions, ranging from ecocentrism, ickh denotes nature-centred values
orientation, to technocentrism, which refers to htedogy-centred value system where
technology is able to control the natural environmé&or example, these authors distinguished
between ecocentrism representing strong sustaityabdnd deep ecotourism, versus
technocentrism representing weak sustainability simallow ecotourism (Acott, La Trobe &
Howard, 1998) (see Figure 2.5). In summary, shalkswironmental positions are concerned
with human welfare, health, and well-being abovetler living creatures because humans are
perceived as separate from nature and have imtringlue whereas nature is limited to
instrumental value alone. In contrast, the ecoaepgrspective of deep environmental positions
extends the rights of humans to the biotic comnyuinitrecognition of nature’s intrinsic values
(just as humans) and the interconnectedness betingaans and the rest of nature (Acott, La
Trobe & Howard, 1998).

Figure 2.5

Relationship between Typologies of Environmentalesrd Sustainable Development with
Deep/Shallow Ecotourism

Main Reference Deep Ecotourism Shallow Ecotourism Mass Tourism
O’'Riordan (1981), . .
Pepper (1984) Ecocentrism Technocentrism
Pepper (1996), - . . .
O'Riordan (1989) Gianism Communalism Accommodation Intervention
Pepper (1984) Deep Self-reliance, Environmental _

X soft Cornucopians
Ecologists . managers
technologists

Dunlap & Van
Liere (1978), New environmental paradigm Dominant social paradigm
Milbrath (1985)
Naess &
Rothenburg (1989) Deep ecology Shallow ecology
Pearce (1993), Very strong Strong S Very weak
Turneret al.(1994) sustainability | sustainability Weak sustainability sustainability

Source: Acott, La Trobe & Howard (1998)
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However, the array of ethical issues present inceesm is far more complex than this
orderly representation. For example, the restanatioAboriginal traditional rights of hunting is
fought by biocentric activists and environmentalisbsed on the aim of preserving nature and
species, while from a cultural studies perspecBueh a biocentric environmental vision may be
seen as eco-imperialistic (Kitossa, 2000). Indeedjronmentalists tend to place environmental
justice over social justice, rather than seeingéhsoncepts as interrelated and strive to achieve
balance between these two perspectives. Hill (2@@®)onstrates one way of accomplishing
such balance in her study of indigenous and noigé&mbus management “toolboxes” which are
the strategies for protected natural areas in tlee wopics of Queensland, Australia. Her
conceptual framework bridges the differing perspestof the indigenous people — grounded in
ceremonies, story places, customary law, many @ges; and indigenous knowledge — with
western approaches which rely more on plans, espststatutory law, English, maths, ecology,
and physics. These western approaches use sushatabreements, protocols, planning, native
title, and joint management, which are very differsom the indigenous tradition (Hill, 2006).
The concern for such complexity of ethical issusssent in ecotourism, only part of which is
discussed here, is tied to the definitional isst@msnd in ecotourism, beginning with an
agreement on a shared definition.

The competing goals of economy and conservatiadhdurcomplicate an agreement on a
shared perspective that would balance the neetdsimofins and nature. Today’'s environmental
economic theories assign ecological damage to these causes: system, growth, and behaviour
(Mihali¢, 2003). According to system theory, ecological dgeis accelerated by the inefficient
allocation of environmental resources, either dumnarket failure or state failure which perceive
nature as cost-free, a public good, or assign ptppights for nature among those who can pay.
Growth theory promotes environmental damage thropgpulation growth and economic
growth, both of which can be applied to the growtithe tourism industry. In environmental
economic theory focused on behavioural causespgical damage is purported to be due to the
absence of environmental social ethics, or simplyproduct of human ignorance (Mikali
2003). These theories focus on both the creatiom, (reasons for) and elimination of
environmental damage, thus each promotes an affrajifferent instruments necessary to
eradicate the damage (Mihgl2003). In other words, depending on the caug@etcological

damage that is the focus, the instruments usedrdfevelopment of new instruments related to
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environmental ethics and behaviour, in particutaay be most successful in the elimination of
environmental damage. These may include codes lo€sebr more holistic environmental
education that fosters a deep bond between hunmahsadure. Education at the individual level
would help to alleviate some of the behaviouralsesuof ecological damage, while education at
the institutional level might help to mitigate somkethe damage attributable to systemic and
growth causes. Such changes in reorientation tohmiimader range of human and
environmental needs and values, as well as thegehah paradigm in general, are best
summarised by Sachs (1999):

Both the crisis of justice and the crisis of natoeeessitate looking for forms of

prosperity that would not require permanent grovitin,the problem of poverty

lies not in poverty but in wealth. And equally, theblem of nature lies not in

nature but in overdevelopment (p.89).

The contribution of environmentalism to our undamnsting of the roots of ecotourism lies
in its conceptual link with ethics, behaviour, aradues (i.e., ethical visitor behaviour ingrained
in personal values), especially since its philosops value-based. On the one hand,
environmentalism suggests that some core valugsodeatially linked to ecotourism, and values
— albeit rarely — have been the focus of some @csto definitions and typologies. Indeed, the
role of values in ecotourists’ ethical behavioughtibe the main bridge between ecotourism and

ethics.

2.2.3 THE ROLE OF VALUES

Values fall within the realm of psychographics whéttle has been done to incorporate
this concept into the definitional approaches aymblbgies of ecotourists. However, there is a
need to look more closely at values because of taginection to ethics (i.e., the fundamental
values that guide our judgement of moral issuesnséquently, this section aims to build a
bridge between ecotourism and ethics by using salMest important to ecotourism, values and
beliefs are likely linked to behaviour. With ecotism so strongly rooted in environmentalism —
a set of beliefs and values — those values neby tmderstood, because they presumably lead to
certain behaviours that are consistent or possilslynsistent with the basic tenets of ecotourism.
This is why we may find conflicts in values betweedividual's expectations and the operator’s

expectations for a destination (i.e., the expepearersus the market).
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The concepts discussed in this section relate ¢ovidues presumed to be held by
ecotourists and how these values might furtheu@rfte their behaviours. This focus helps build
the bridge between values and beliefs and behavamar ultimately ethics, with ecotourism as a
form of tourism that is typically linked to spedcifi expected values and behaviours. The
unidirectional relationship between values and bigha is supported by numerous sources in
the literature (Blamey & Braithwaite, 1997; Pizam Galantone, 1987; Reisinger & Turner,
2003; Rokeach, 1973). Consequently, values areevwmzli to be instrumental in influencing
behaviour. Figure 2.6 portrays a framework for ustdding these connections and the
interplay between the psychographic characteristicsvalues (e.g., interactional and cognitive-
normative attributes) believed to be held by ecaostsi (part of their profile), and the behaviours
associated with those characteristics and valuedueg¢ are part of psychographics, and the

model positions “values” within; however, valuemgen the focus of this framework.

Figure 2.6
Interplay and Influences on Ecotourist Values aetid@iours
Traveler Psychographics
~ Psychological/Psycho-Social Characteristics
o ; ; Individual *
Cognm\_/e - J |VALUES<> Beliefs €5 Attitudes | <—— Moderators:
Normative 1. Ego strength
~ @ 2. Field dependence
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Situational Characteristics Situational *
Moderators:
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*Note: Adapted in part from Quinn (1997) and Trevi{1986)
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The outcome of the influence of values (psycholaigosycho-social characteristics) and
experience (situational characteristics) is behayievhich is the focus of the interactional
tradition where visitor needs and expectations rag, or not met, according to the setting,
experience, activities, and group dynamics. Thagpal influences on behaviour are: (1) the
psychographic characteristics, primarlalues of the individuals (which are part of the
cognitive-normative tradition), and (2) the sitoatl characteristics arontextthat they find
themselves in (i.e., ecotourism destination), sahhe core components of ecotourism (nature,
culture, education, and conservation), the domiedmts theories (Deontology, Teleology, and
Existentialism), and consequently various strategieecotourism ethics (i.e., codes of ethics,
ethical decision-making frameworks). There are sgts of moderators on these influences: (1)
individual, and (2) situational. Individual modeyeg of the ecotourist’s values are the strength of
one’s character across differing situations, thditalio readily perceive a rich social context,
and the attribution of events to one’s control. iginy, situational moderators of the ecotourist’s
experience include the immediate context or settgrgup culture, and characteristics of the
place (Quinn, 1997). These two moderators intenaitt each other. For example, how strong
someone’s values are interacts with how much thetegd affects his or her behaviour.
Essentially, this framework illustrates the inflaenof and interplay between ecotourist values
and behaviours, as well as the individual and 8dnal moderators of those values and
behaviours (Quinn, 1997).

My model further reveals how these influences ohab®ur do not necessarily lead to
“appropriate” behaviour in ecotourism, which is moeason to understand values and how they
are played out. There often seems to be a polemzdietween environmental values and
environmental behaviour, where individuals may hatlies supportive of preservation but lack
environmentally responsible behaviour, simply dwe dompeting values and livelihoods
(Fennell, 2006). Those with a more holistic vievarfirularly environmentalists) often lose
nothing personally whereas ecotourism businessgsraolved communities would ultimately
experience direct loss to economic viability whéaysg true to their pro-environmental values
(e.g., preserving ecosystems for non-use). Mast€t692) reflects this tendency in a study of
tour operators who held environmental values im@ple, but not in practice, as they were

guided more by the marketing potential of greenesymf tourism services. Consequently,
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differing values in tourism often reflect the matiwof self-interest and profit, if not simply a
survival in the local economy.

Further to playing the main role in shaping or egshg behaviours, values also possess a
broad cultural and normative element. They guide blehaviours of members of particular
cultures according to commonly shared values, afjhahere may be some variations between
individuals of the same culture (Reisinger & Turn2003; Yaman & Gurel, 2006). As an
example of cultural differences, Johns and Gyiméti{2002) study on market segmentation
according to visitors’ preferences and behavioutepas revealed one of the differentiating
factors between their clustersasitive (who display autonomy and value amenities) imadtive
vacationers (who display impassivity and pleaseekisg) was nationality. Similarly, in their
study of ethical ideologies and perceptions of @oasponsibility among tourism marketers in
Australia and Turkey, Yaman and Gurel (2006) fothnel variation between the two groups was
explained by cultural differences.

A value systems an enduring organization of beliefs regardingfg@rable behaviour
evaluated according to socio-cultural guidelinbastit is a stable construct (Reisinger & Turner,
2003). Values are superior in regards to otherhpsy@phic characteristics because of the power
that values have demonstrated in the literatungrédicting behaviour. For instance, based on a
study of travel behaviour and environmental conc@titlsson and Killer (2000) found the
intention for pro-environmental travel behavioupdeded more on pro-environmental attitudes
(i.e., environmental concern) than on factual kremlge. Similarly, Kotchen and Reiling (2000)
in their case study of endangered species revemteeénvironmental attitudes were associated
strongly with a reliance on ethical motives for gr®tection of species. Besides values having
the power to influence behaviour, values also havebility to assess and evaluate behaviour
(e.g., judging, praising, condemning). Consequendues hold a moral element with a strong
affective component (e.g., the role of emotionsnioral reasoning) (Smith, 1809; Frank, 1988).
Overall, the stability, generalizability, streng#ndurance, and number of values make them
much more reliable constructs than other psychducapharacteristics in understanding and
predicting behaviour. In sum, values are persomal aternal, they prescribe and rank
behaviour, provide a set of rules and norms forabetur, contribute to the development and

content of attitudes, refer to single beliefs flogus on general situations, determine perceptions,
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provide more information about a person, and areenstable over time (Reisinger & Turner,
2003).

There are several types of values and they arealyiclassified as eithenstrumental
values, which are broad modes of conducteaminal values, which are end-states of existence
(Reisinger & Turner, 2003). Instrumental valuesparticular, reflect the ethical scope of the
individual and in this respect they are much likestotle’s Virtue Ethics within Teleological
ethics theory. This person-centred theory offeogetéer way of moral assessment of people, their
actions, and their motivations for those actions. dther words, instrumental values
accommodate the degrees of morality. Consequéah#ylink between ethics and psychographic
characteristics of travelers (e.g., beliefs, afs; motivations, and values) is important in
shaping their behaviours and moral choices. Quiih%97) Interactionist Model of Ethical
Decision-Making in Organizationsuggests that an individual’s behaviour and hisher
personal ethics are moderated by both psychologidlsituational characteristics in a process
comprised of a judgmental stage and an action sTdgefirst stage of this process is influenced
primarily by personal valuesand they bring attention to the individual at tbeel of personal
character (i.e., Aristotle’s Virtue Ethics). Buihdj on the ideas of ethical scope and Quinn’s
(1997) individual and situational moderators, Col€2005) believes that personal ethics (e.g.,
trustworthiness and honesty) are the first levetafsideration in an ethical dilemma, overriding
levels of professional (e.g., impartiality, objedly, confidentiality) and global ethics (e.qg.,
global justice, social responsibility, environmdrggewardship). According to Kierkegaard and
Nietzsche, people can create and change their fomadkal values and beliefs which determine
their varying human natures and identities, andnaltely this leads to new behaviours (as noted
in Luper, 2000).

According to Rokeach (1973), there are 18 termuadlies and 60 to 72 instrumental
values that can be assessed using Rokeach’s Valwe\$ which is still considered the best
available instrument to measure human values (fRgsi& Turner, 2003). Rokeach (1973)
found the most important terminal values consistédworld peace, family security, and
freedom, while the most important instrumental wealuwere: honesty, ambition, and
responsibility. Using a slightly more ecocentricpagach, Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961)
identified three types of value orientations towarature, includingmastery(e.g., Western

societies),harmony (e.g., Eastern societies), amsdbjugation (e.g., Latin America), which
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reflected the dominant cultural perspectives oftiime. Schein (1992) confirmed Kluckhohn and
Strodtbeck’s three types of value orientationsesponding to nature when examining how eight
different cultures related to the environment. hother study by Stewart (1971), the author
offered three similar types of world value orierdas (i.e., control, harmony, and subjugation)
based on ways in which people relate to the spiritworld and nature (i.e., eco-spirituality).
These various studies provide further support t® itifluence of socio-cultural and political
human contexts in shaping personal values and \@ieatations, especially as they pertain to
the natural environment and our relationship welune.

Species valuation, as more focused approach aimgléo nature, may also depend on
one’s socio-economic status (Manfredo, Teel & Brid®003) and gender (Czech, Devers &
Krausman, 2001; Deruiter & Donnelly, 2002), amortigeo factors. For instance, some studies
propose women might have been socialised to be mameaeg and men to be more rational.
Moreover, the socio-economic characteristics ofluaffce, education, mobilization, and
urbanization are believed to inversely affect fatwildlife value orientations (Manfredo, Teel &
Bright, 2003). This is because they tend to be@asad with more instrumental values of nature
(i.e., those which facilitate human benefits) (Mal®88). Such values are said to be utilitarian
and irrational, and do not recognise the compleaitgt diversity of interactions between humans
and nature; instead, they are based on linearitigrdnd actions that are ingrained in short-term
solutions presented by most efficient economiesdas growth and profit (Mayr, 1988).

Other studies on broad cultural values describferiiig approaches to value orientations
of nature. For instance, Trompenaars (1993) andgdem Turner and Trompenaars (1993) used
inner-directed versus outer-directed value orientations to nature to differentiate lexw
cultures. An inner-directed value orientation tdauna consisted of internal motives that guide
behaviour to control nature, whereas an outer-ghtcewalue orientation to nature included
external motives that direct behaviour to go aloamigh nature (i.e., harmony). Similarly,
Schneider and Barsoux (1997) organized culturalimpsions according to their relationship
with the environment, including assumptions abauttiml and uncertainty, the nature of human
activity (i.e., doing versus being, achievementsusrascription), and the nature of truth and
reality, all of which are external adaptations. 3devalue orientations of nature might differ
according to broader societal values. For instaBaejovar, Porter and Stefani (1998), based on

the work of Vander Zanden (1965, cited in Reisingefurner, 2003), derived seven major
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values that guide behaviour in the U.S. These galuere: materialism, success, work and
activity, progress, rationality, democracy, and hnitarianism; however, there were no nature-
related values. Consequently, the implicationsuafhsnature-starved societal value orientation
might directly translate into a heavily dominatedhaopocentric perspective where the role of
nature is non-existent and where natural envirorinsemot valued.

Tourism and ecotourism are rarely considered isdhstudies on values, particularly in
relation to the influence of values on travelershaviours and lifestyles, not only during their
travels, but long after their return (Reisinger &riter, 2003). One theory with the potential to
fill this void is Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1979heory of Reasoned ActigmRA), which explains
and predicts a behavioural intention according (i): values and beliefs, (2) attitudes, (3)
subjective norms, (4) perceived behavioural controt (5) behavioural intention (Brigét al.,
1993). A person's voluntary behaviour is predidigchis or her attitude towards that behaviour
and how he or she thinks other people would viesvpg@rformed behaviour. A person’s attitude
combined with subjective norms and perceived behawsi control, forms his or her behavioural
intention, which at the root is ingrained in his lwer values. For example, if a visitor to a
National Park held ecocentric values and believedpacies were equally essential as humans,
that person might likely have preservationist adléts towards nature. Now, if in this example the
National Park had certain regulations to help preséhe wilderness, such as packing out own
garbage, that visitor would likely go beyond thesgulations in picking others’ garbage left on
the trail. This person will very likely act accondito the norms and controls set by the National
Park, and often will surpass these norms.

In an extension to the original theory, Ajzen depeld thelheory of Planned Behaviour
(TPB), which introduced the degree to which thenviailial feels in control of his or her intended
behaviour. Hence, the TPB guides one’s actions rdotp to beliefs about behavioural
consequences, normative expectations of others,pasgkbnce of factors that may influence
performance of the behaviour. Based on this thdoaygle et al. (2002) found hunters, wildlife
viewers, and other outdoor recreationists diffesgnificantly in their values of wildlife.
According to these authors, hunters displayed ncoreservative value orientations regarding
security, conformity, and tradition as comparedmtilife viewers and outdoor recreationists
who held more self-transcending value orientatidiisre specifically, hunters were concerned

with achievement and power as compared to wildlisavers and outdoor recreationists who
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were concerned with equality and held more globalrldv views. These two differing
fundamental value patterns on the specific valuentations of wildlife rights and hunting
behaviors may likely result in differences betwdaemters and wildlife viewers and outdoor
recreationists. Fennell (1999) also supports thgomance of values as effective predictors of
human behaviour, particularly in studies that défeiate ecotourists from other types of tourists
through the analysis of values. As an example, &eramd Nowaczek (2003) examined the
values and environmental attitudes of three inddpehsamples of ecotourists, including: (1)
Polish ecotourists, (2) Canadian ecotourists wgitCosta Rica, and (3) American ecotourists
visiting Mexico. Each of these samples represemeey different value orientations and attitudes
which shaped their specific interests within ecasia. In specific, Polish ecotourists held
interests in cultural tourism and ecotourism (ireatural history), compared to the Canadian
ecotourists visiting Costa Rica who were interesbety in ecotourism, while the American
group visiting Mexico showed much interest in allitural tourism, ecotourism, and adventure
tourism.

While previous studies have demonstrated the oslshiip of personal and social values
to environmental behaviour (e.g., Dunlap, Griene&kRokeach, 1983; Neuman, 1986), other
studies, such as that by Blamey and Braithwait®{),%ound that a majority of ecotourists do
not have particularly green values. Similarly, B&m (1995) examined a variety of
psychographic approaches related to ecotourism, (W@&ues, environmental concern and
knowledge, environmental involvement and respohipiand motives, such as reasons for
travel and benefits sought during travel) and fothratt a considerable proportion of ecotourists
do not have strong pro-environmental orientatioespecially when a choice between
environment and development is concerned. Blamggested these findings may be due to the
ecotourism market being very broad in terms of ghgchographic characteristics of travelers,
and so different ecotourist profiles ingrained e ttorresponding values and motives will be
related to a wide range of ecotourism opportunitéered by the operators. Given such
diversity in their profiles, Swarbrooke and Horn@999) contended there is no empirical
research to establish the existence of a markehesgigand set of characteristics for ecotourist
that is markedly different from the general massrigd. Further, according to Horner and
Swarbrooke (1996), consumers’ vested interest eénethvironment as a key determinant of the

guality of their holiday experience does not trateslinto their concern regarding the impact of
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tourism on destinations. However, even though nta@am tourists might be interested in the
natural environment at destination areas, ethicatoirists should be concerned about all
destinations, not only those they feel are perg¢pmelevant. In reality, however, who we define
as “ecotourists” might be very different in ternfsvalue orientations and ethics. In other words,
visitors to pre-defined ecotourism destinations démase participating in ecotourism-deemed
activities may in fact be unethical. For examplariér and Swarbrooke (1996) found most
ecotourists do not modify their behaviour or densaadd few make decisions based solely on
environmental concerns, such as choosing an gitliogcotting hotels, or campaigning against
tourism developments that destroy wildlife habi@bnversely, Frommer (1996) reported growth
among a nichelark greenor hard-path ecotourists revealed by the conservaand volunteer-
oriented holidays. After examining national diffeces in tourist attitudes towards
environmental issues, Frommer believes “green staigan only exist where there are already
green consumers” (p.206), such as in Germany, Swettel Netherlands. In these countries,
environmental concern is an accepted part of sbelahviour.

The importance of values and ethics and their gtinfluence on a person’s behaviour is
key to reshaping values towards ecocentric oriematand guiding more ethical behaviours.
Education emerges as one of the most powerful $arcéelping to shape travelers’ perceptions
of nature and living diversity, and ultimately, thbehaviour. The higher a person’s education,
the more likely that person is to express greatacern, affection, interest, and knowledge, and
less likely to express exploitive and authoritariatitudes towards wildlife (Kellert, 1996).
Unlike approaches that provide indirect environrakatiucation by relying on the mass media,
direct experiences in natural areas provide uridda¢éducational opportunities for nurturing a
deep appreciation for the natural world (Kelle8)milarly, direct experiences with wildlife can
play a key role in shaping wildlife value orientatts (Deruiter & Donnelly, 2002). The potential
of experiences with animals to extend to caringnfature was explored by Myers and Saunders
(2002) who asserted that human social tendencess dhildren to respond powerfully and
flexibly to individual animals, and their socialsponsiveness to them showed close links with
the children’s cognitive, emotional, amdoral development. Hence, it appears that caring for
animals leads to the development of values thanekbeyond animals to species, ecosystems,
and nature, and these positive attitudes toware®tivironment begin to develop very early in

children’s lives (Nilsson & Kiiller, 2000). Conseaquiy, education and direct experience, such
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as through an interpretation program in ecotourismght serve to awaken public awareness and
strive to develop a concern for preservation. EiWecinterpretation is closely tied to people’s
attitudes, beliefs, and ways of life (Dearden & IRg| 1993), and is greatly facilitated by the
small travel groups typical of most ecotourism @piens. Indeed, research has shown that small
groups of between three and eight people encourag#ibution (Kravitz & Martin, 1986),
increase individual effort (Karan & Williams, 199Bennington, 2002) and impact (Latané &
Nida, 1980), encourage individual motivation (Kar& Williams, 1993), affect overall
behaviour and individual aspects (Shaw, 1981),naoee efficient at decision-making (Shaw,
1981), are instrumental in building relationshipsd afacilitating effective communication
(Kephart, 1950), increase self-awareness and 8atysito appropriate behaviour (Mullen,
Chapman & Satas, 1989), increase individual mo(&err & Braun, 1981), and promote
equality (Napier & Gershenfeld, 1999).

As we have seen, beliefs and attitudes are tiedltges and their effect on behaviours, so
they, too, are important to consider (refer to FgQa.6). The examination of attitudes in the
context of ecotourism has been done almost exdlysithrough the application of the New
Environmental Paradigm (NEP) scale designed to uneageneral attitudes about society and
the natural environment among Americans (Dunlap & \lLiere, 1978). In their focus on
environmental attitudes, Kotchen and Reiling (20@ealed pro-environmental attitudes result
in higher willingness to pay, while Nilsson and kiil(2000) found environmental attitudes to
be more influential than factual knowledge in preimg pro-environmental travel behaviour.
Environmental attitudes also may be influencedhgylength of residency and an emotional and
spiritual attachment to the land (Wilson, 1996) katvAldo Leopold refers to as the “land ethic”
(Rolston, 2000). Jurowslet al. (1995) used the NEP scale to measure beliefs dinoumtan
dominance and harmony with the natural world tdedéntiate between ecotourists and tourists
visiting a destination. The authors found that teis with ecocentric views preferred an
allocation of national park resources towards thetgetion and preservation of the natural
environment, while those with anthropocentric inations favoured a transformation of the
natural environment. Brighet al. (1993) argued that only by attacking the deeplyramed
values and beliefs can we alter behaviour, espgeiddere the culturally-evolved value sets may
be very inappropriate to the travel destinationn(fedl, 1999; Reisinger & Turner, 2003).
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Unfortunately — or fortunately — there are no ehicalues that apply to all situations within
tourism and in particular, to the natural environine

Ehrenfeld (1981) has identified humanism as thé caase of the environmental crisis,
making specific reference to the “arrogance of misra”. Humanism elevates human reason to
resolve environmental crises, which remains blmthe deeper and more holistic understanding
needed for the complexities of human ecology. Emrirental concern has been conceptually
linked with ecocentric philosophy and the environtaism movement, and past research has
also linked environmental concern with ecotourifafney & Braithwaite, 1997). The value of
environmental concern also can be identified adogrdo different value orientations. For
instance, Stern and Dietz (1994) classified enviremtal concern on the basis of three distinct
value scales: (1¢goistic where environmental values have a direct effecpeople, through
such things as personal costs and benefitsd@gl-altruistic(Schwartz, 1970, cited in Fennell,
2006), which encompasses the personal, moral a@ioligéo prevent adverse affect on others;
and (3)biospheric realmwhich includes global concern for the costs andebits of action or
inaction to entire ecosystems and the planet. Afingrto Stern and Dietz (1994), then,
environmentalism is tied to certain values in th@spheric-altruistic orientation resulting from
both the socio-cultural and environmental influencevhile being inversely related to the
egoistic value orientation ingrained in strictlytlamopocentric ideology. The altruistic value
orientation weakens the strictly biospheric valugsere we are quick to demand the right to
equality, liberty, and property, yet we are not dening the most basic human right to a healthy
environment (Fennell, 2006).

Overall, the role and importance of values is n@dif First, values hold a moral
dimension that can be directly translated into @eat ethics held by individual travelers.
Second, values (and predispositions) are the ntabtespsychographic construct that is not
easily influenced by other factors, such as timesamial pressure. Third, values hold a strong
predictive power in influencing behaviour, thus doned with its stability values are an
exceptional psychographic measure. Only educatiaysa significant role in reshaping values
and related unethical behaviours that are antheagdc in their orientation, particularly in the
context of ecotourism where education is one of rtfteen philosophical foundations. Fourth,

values play a crucial role in Environmentalism hesga it is ingrained in a value-based
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philosophy. Finally, values are a key influenceeowironmental ethics and ethical behaviour in

natural settings, and as such they are inheranitgd to Ecotourist Ethics.

2.2.4 SUMMARY

The philosophical foundation of ecotourism is rabia Environmentalism, which is
linked to the political, economic, and socio-cudlumterrelationships in the field of Human
Ecology. Consequently, these two perspectives bmigh more than the environmental and
human/cultural components to the definition of ecotsm. Their socio-political and economic
interrelationships are reflected in the constructié ecotourism; that is, through western-centred
activities, definitions, traveler typologies, analues. In particular, western-based definitions of
ecotourism reflect activities which are: natured anlture-based, learning-centred, conservation-
oriented, and ethically-grounded. Various ecotautypologies are also based on these core
components of ecotourism, and to a lesser extamtthe psychographic characteristics of
travelers.

Most ecotourist typologies include the core ecasmrcomponent of nature, and to a
lesser degree education and ethics, both of whrehimportant in influencing behaviour.
Additionally, the few ecotourist typologies thatigixare based on interactional psychographic
characteristics, including the change of behaviadrgreas very few incorporate values (i.e., the
cognitive-normative psychographic characteristi@$)is observation is important as values are
instrumental in determining or changing behavidtor example, values directly influence and
shape ecotourist behaviours via individual psychicll moderators (i.e., ego strength, field
dependence, and locus of control). Values are wmldoectly linked to visitor experiences
through the individual and situational moderators.,(immediate context, group structure, and
characteristics of place). In particular, the ditwzal characteristics that influence the experenc
of visitors pertain to the core components of eaoson (whether nature, culture, education, and
conservation) and the dominant ethics theoriese@eyly, Deontology, and Existentialism).
Consequently, values serve as a conceptual brigiyeebn the areas of ethics and ecotourism.

By discussing the psychographic characteristicec#fy attributed to ecotourists, this
section sets the stage for a discussion of relatedourism ethics strategies, such as ethical
decision-making frameworks that help make mostcaththoices. The next section introduces
and embeds ethics into the discussion of ecotounigma focus on the individual traveler. The
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diversity in findings of ecotourists’ environmentalues and behaviours, possibly due to the
inconsistency among ecotourism definitions and @awdt typologies, provides further evidence
of the need for a deeper understanding of ecotsunigincorporating ethics which are arguably

at the root of these other concepts.

2.3 INTRODUCTION TO ECOTOURIST ETHICS

I can do no other than be reverent before evergtthiat is called life. | can do no

other than to have compassion for all that is ddile. That is the beginning and

the foundation of all ethics. (Author unknown)

The above quotation encompasses the deeper meamileglying this chapter. It nicely
bridges the philosophy of the Environmentalism nmgsat and the intricacy of human-nature
interrelationships, and in these interrelationshifpe principal role of values in influencing
behaviour. This is where ethics fit into a viewexiotourism that is defined by these principles.
The main rationale for this chapter is to bridge ttominant theories of ethics (i.e., Teleology,
Deontology, and Existentialism) with the main comegots of ecotourism (i.e., nature, culture,
education, and conservation) — a unison rootethenphilosophical foundations of ecotourism.
Each of these theories provides a different petsgemn informing ecotourist ethics. Teleology
assessegood or bad behaviour based on the consequences, whether mrgnhe effects of
actions on all parties or focusing on the persettats of character. Deontology assesggd or
wrong behaviour based on rules and principles, such agdngnizing the complexity of moral
life, some of which is ingrained in the past or kvaard-looking. Finally, Existentialism assesses
behaviour based on igithenticityor sincerity, whether it is dictated by actual sequences and
influenced by utility or character, or whetherstdictated by rules and principles. Consequently
the result of combining different theories of ethgives a more holistic view when examining
any one particular issue.

To assist with the synthesis of ethics and ecataurthis chapter examines strategies and
frameworks of ethical decision-making, to see hdalics are implemented in the field with a
focus on the individual traveler. In terms of preal strategies, codes of ethics tend to play a
regulatory role in guiding travelers’ behaviourdhereas ethical decision-making frameworks
play a preventive role in being future-orientedrésolving moral dilemmas. Consequently, in

adopting a strategy of ethical decision-makings thection focuses on the way in which one

68



might draw on theories of ethics to be adaptednterpreted within the context of ecotourist
ethics. Essentially, all of these theories of ethibe main components of ecotourism, and the
ecotourism ethics strategies help inform the afescotourist ethics and lead to the development

of a conceptual framework that draws these condegether.

2.3.1 ECOTOURISM ETHICS STRATEGIES

The implementation of practical ethics strategmesecotourism falls logically from
Environmentalism as the philosophical foundatioreobtourism. This foundation provided the
basis for the strategies implemented in ecotourisach as in the development of codes of
conduct or the choice and implementation of ancatidecision-making framework. Hence, the
discussion that follows on ethical decision-makifrgmeworks helps inform a deeper
understanding of where ethics may apply to indigldwavelers. Additionally, the way in which
ethics within ecotourism organizations might dramv\@rious theories could be adapted to or
interpreted within the context of individual ethipgertaining to the traveler. Ethical decision-
making frameworks can function as preventive messum guiding decisions of ecotourism

development and problem resolution, both amongetess and ecotourism operators.

2.3.1.1 Ethical Decision-Making Frameworks

The choice and implementation of an ethical denisi@king framework is dictated to
some degree by the organizational culture or theahwimate of the ecotourism company, or
the socio-political moral climate and group cultafethe traveler. A framework of this type —
that is, guiding decisions according to variousspectives of ethics — provides a moral standard
for the overall company and for individual emploget other words, ethical decision-making
frameworks have a unifying power for all levels tbk ecotourism company to ensure that
everyone acts according to the same moral standarde ecotourism company (or in
cooperation with the local community) typically &slishes the mission statement, objectives,
standards, and regulations for all employees, amdasly, the ethical standards and practices
that are encouraged. Consequently, the choieenath ethics theories to use (i.e., represented in
the decision-making framework) in assessing deassito resolve moral issues ahdw to
implement the chosen framework ultimately belormshie ecotourism company and the local
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community involved in the ecotourism project. Ferthore, the set ethical standards are then
communicated to and promoted to be followed by eyges and travelers, alike. Because
visitors are not employed by the ecotourism compdhgy do not need to subscribe to its
philosophy or values as long as they follow thealglsthed traveler regulations and codes of
ethics, if such exist. Consequently, travelers hawvee freedom in what aspects of these ethical
standards they wish to follow — which of these tihejieve in and which they have recently
embraced. Compared to the organizational cultuitors are much more influenced by the
socio-political moral climate of their communitysety or nation and by the moral culture of the
group with which they are traveling. In examinirge tuse of the decision-making frameworks
among both ecotour operators and travelers, sucangework is thought of as a real working
document for operators (e.g., codes of conduct)redsea framework for travelers might be
nothing more than an ethical stance, or a setiotiptes guiding their behaviour. Thus, ethical
decision-making frameworks are one tool used bytoegsm companies and travelers to
incorporate ethics into ecotourism services andetea experiences. Such frameworks serve an
educational function by guiding traveler behavidlmough established codes and policies, as
well as influencing the values and guiding beharsoaf ecotourism employees (especially
guides).

As an example, Fennell and Malloy (1995) advochgéeuse of an ethical framework to
guide researchers and practitioners in their utaleding of ecotourists, operators, and the local
population at any given destination. Their framedwportrays a triangulated ethical approach
based on the good behaviour of Teleology, the tgitaviour of Deontology, and the authentic
behaviour of Existentialism (see Figure 2.7). Fdénaed Malloy acknowledge that while the
three theories of ethics are radically differeriteyt are not mutually exclusive and offer
alternative perspectives on the same issue. Sucdarggulated approach corresponds to both
organizational and moral demands within the ecadouindustry and helps to arrive at ethically
good, right, and authentic solutions to problemsantourism. As ecotourism is inevitably part
of a profit-oriented tourism industry, ethical dgon-making frameworks such as this one may
become increasingly useful as a counterpoint tduteeof the profit motive (Fennell & Malloy).
This framework is used here to reflect travelethiaal behaviour in natural environments, and
in effect, further informs and guides the developtra& my conceptual framework of ecotourist

ethics.
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The bulleted points in Figure 2.7 are especiallgidative of each ethics theory. For
instance, according to Deontology thght travel behaviour follows: (1) universal principles
and/or duty, (2) cultural and ecological norms, af8) laws, codes, and regulations.
Alternatively, following the Teleological theorydlyoodtravel behaviour seeks: (1) to develop
virtues, (2) greatest good for the greatest numbed (3) greatest good for the individual.
Finally, Existentialism postulates that thathentictravel behaviour is: (1) self-determined, (2)
freely chosen, and (3) responsible. Therefore sdorimay select from these three perspectives
of ethics in informing his or her travel behaviolihe traveler may choose to be ethical not only
according to the rules and regulations pre-estaddisin the park, but also according to the
consequences of his/her actions, and the meaniagtbenticity of the travel experience.

Figure 2.7
Model of Ethical Triangulation for Travel Behaviowar Natural Environments

Comprehensive
Ethical
Travel Behaviour

« Self-determined  « Freely chosen + Responsible

Authentic travel behaviour is...

1:EXISTENTIALISMT

Source: Fennell & Malloy (1995)
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Another framework that incorporates the three tiesoof Deontology, Teleology, and
Existentialism is th€omprehensive Ethical Decision-Making Modeleloped by Malloy, Ross
and Zakus (2000). This complex model is multi-disienal in that it is composed of three
stages. The first points s8purcesof ethical decision-making, the second pointsite types of
moderatorsinfluencing this process, and the third preseertses steps in thdecision-making
process At the first stage, the decision-maker is urgedanhalyse an issue from the three
differing ethical perspectives of Deontological|@aogical, and Existentialist theories. Moving
on to the second stage, various moderators thatemde the decision-making process are
examined and accounted for. These moderatorsHrexternal such as the political system, (2)
organizationa) such as the ecotourism operator, g@ificant other including other travelers
and the scientific community, (4§sue-specificfor those issues related to transgressions,@nd (
individual (Malloy, Ross & Zakus). Individual moderators,particular, are critical in assessing
what is right or wrong according to the person. Thiel and final stage examines the process of
ethical decision-making and is composed of theofwilhg steps: (1) recognition of ethical
dilemma, (2) generation of alternative solutior®), évaluation of alternatives, (4) selection of
the ideal solution, (5) intention, (6) actual demis and (7) evaluation of actual decision. Once
again, each individual goes through the entire ggeavhen encountered with an ethical dilemma
to decide what is morally acceptable for him orsedr

In the general tourism literature, McDonald and BBeaidley (1994) report that the two
most often used theories in ethical decision-malkang Deontology and Teleology. Applied
Ethics and in particular ecotourism ethics are mgdrom the sustainable tourism literature
(Fennell, 1999, cited in Hudson & Miller, 2005). ¢taon and Miller (2005) found similar results
in their study of the ethical orientation and awe®s of tourism students in the U.K., Canada,
and Australia. They developed six scenarios basesdogial dilemmas, environmental matters,
and economic issues pertaining to challenges fégedhdustry practitioners for which four
theories of ethics (i.e., Justice, Relativism, Oetogy, and Utilitarianism) could potentially
provide solutions. Their results indicated thatlitdtiianism was used most to solve social
dilemmas, Deontology was used most consistenthgsolveenvironmental issuegnd Justice
was used to guide economic dilemmas (Hudson & Will&hey also commented on the
preference for Teleology in tourism when selecangecision that had the best moral outcomes;

however, they saw its application as dangerous Mieeconomic benefits disappeared or when
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tourism trends change, both of which contributedatdecline in preservation. To ensure this
potential problem does not occur, Deontology wan ses a better strategy for protecting against
market fluctuations and industry trends. Furtheemodfdudson and Miller pointed to the
influences that affected the individual’s ethicacion-making, such as nationality, type of
ethical dilemma, prior ethical education, and genBer instance, they found females were more
sensitive in their ethical intentions to scenamlving environmental dilemmas.

In another example, Schumann (2001) put forth apcehensive framework for judging
moral issues within human resource management ub@gzantage point of five normative
theories. The theories he used included: Utilitarigthics, Kant's Rights Ethics, Distributive
Justice Ethics, Care Ethics, and Virtue Ethics.cBigally related to individual ethical decision-
making, the theory of Virtue Ethics addresses peakoharacter and the Ethics of Care theory
speaks to the importance of relationships and emstiAlthough this study placed ethics in the
context of business, it offers an ethical decisimaking framework potentially applicable to
ecotourism because this sector of tourism functama type of business which contains an area
of human resources, like any other service-reldiaginess. Schumann believed these five
theories offer a variety of perspectives, all ofisthultimately offer a more complete view in
assessing variety of moral issues and in generatffegtive solutions on these matters.

Related to Aristotle’s Virtue Ethics, Ethics of €aand Teleology, Haidt's (2008pcial
Interactionist Modelis based upon one’s moral intuition — the uncanssiand emotions — in
deciding on what is right and wrong. The framewlkbased on the following six links: (1)
intuitive judgement, (2) post hoc reasoning, (3smned persuasion, (4) social persuasion, (5)
reasoned judgement, and (6) private reflection dtjaiAccordingly, people may use logic to
arrive at a judgement, but this only occurs wheairtimoral intuition is weak. Likewise,
Theerapappisit's (2003) framework of ethical demismaking in tourism, which relies on
Buddhist philosophy, is related to Aristotle’s Vit Ethics in its focus on the individual and his
or her self-development. The model consists ofelseales and six ethical principles. At the first
level of individual decision-making, the inward emtation of self-development and individual
learning incorporates the Buddhist ethical prireipf morality leading from greed to altruism,
and the principle of wisdom leading from bias tgartiality.

Within the business context, Quinn’s (1997) stuegarted a link between the personal

ethics of owners and managers of small businesaamble to ecotourism) and their attitudes
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towards ethical problems in business, or in otherds, business ethics. Previous models put
forth by other researchers, such as Trevino's (L98&son-Specific Interactionist Model
propose that the most influential factor deterngnbusiness behaviour of an ethical nature is
personal ethics. Quinn’'s (1997)nteractionist Model of Ethical Decision-Making in
Organizations which was adapted from Trevino, suggested thahdividual's behaviour and
his or her personal ethics are moderated by bogbhpsogical and situational characteristics.
The types of situational moderators that influebasiness ethics include: the immediate job
context (e.g., reinforcement, other pressures)araeggtional culture (e.g., normative structure,
referent others, obedience to authority, respoalitsidor consequences), and characteristics of
work (e.g., role taking, resolution of moral coaf)i More importantly, individual moderators
responsible for influencing business behaviour @go strength (i.e., the strength of one’s
character across differing situations), field defssrce (i.e., the ability to readily perceive rich
social context), and locus of control (i.e., thé&ilatition of events to one’s control) (Quinn).
According to Quinn and his review of other modéige process of ethical decision-making in
organizations comprises of two stages: (1) a judgateone that attempts to reconcile any
conflicts between personal ethics and businessstlaind (2) an action stage that draws a
balance between business ethics and business behags such, it is the first stage of this
process that is influenced most by personal vallies framework sheds light on factors that
influence ethical decision-making in a businesst@dn but more importantly, it brings attention
to the individual employee at the level of persociaracter. Colero (2005) also believes that
principles of personal ethics are the first levietensideration in an ethical dilemma, overriding
levels of professional ethics and global ethics.

In a more practical approach to decision-makinghwvi tourism, Mihal (2000)
described the value of th@algary Tourism Competitiveness Modehich served to inform
management decision-making in regards to the raemaironment. This model brings a
systematic approach to tourism competitivenessareBeusing the destination management
element (referring to managerial and marketingrefjoas a tool to link competitiveness with
environmental management. Although she does net tef ethics specifically, Mihalidraws
conclusions of an ethical nature instrumental & ¢nvironmental management of any tourism
destination. Consequently, environmental competitess within a destination can be increased

by managerial efforts related to environmental iot@and environmental quality management. In
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other words, the effective protection of the ndtuzavironment, as the main ecotourism
resource, and sustainable tourism maintenance |lgcteahances the attractiveness of the
destination. Therefore, managing the environmené iway to reduce negative impacts and
improve its quality is essentiallgthical managemenEnvironmental management is the sole
responsibility of decision-makers, owners, and ngans& whose moral values permeate the
company and influence their decisions, thus the oblpersonal ethics is also relevant here.

Also from the perspective of Applied Ethics, Feh(2000b) introduced &ramework of
Tourism Interactions, Ethics and Impadfsat conceptually linked tourism interactions with
ethics and impacts. His framework implies that amtity, person or group (e.g., natural
environment, ecotourism operators, and traveldrg) ts part of the tourism experience (or
situation) invariably interacts with others and twihe natural environment. The interaction
component is crucial because it defines each ®ituas ethical or unethical based on the
impacts caused by the chosen behaviour. These impatp reaffirm the initial assessment of
any given situation as right or wrong, and the daessare integrated into the personal set of
assumptions and beliefs held by the tourism stdlens on which they can draw to guide their
behaviour in the future. Fennell believes that AguplEthics are better equipped to address the
factors responsible for impacts, and as such, affeore proactive approach to addressing moral
issues that arise within the tourism industry. Aiddially, his portrayal of the relationship
between ethics and impacts in the framework ilates a Utilitarian theory. Specifically, the
utility of the chosen behaviour in tourism contéextuseful to the degree that is has a positive
impact on any aspect of the socio-cultural, pdaiticeconomic, spiritual, and environmental
components of tourism interactions.

While economic development through tourism and@a@tm involves the production of
goods and unavoidably some negative impacts, tiieoemental and social impacts are rarely
evident in how decisions are informed and accoufiedBoyce, 2005). In this regard, Boyce
provided a practical example of how incorporatiragial and environmental accounting to
supplement the established financial accounting ldvanform more ethical (i.e., visible,
debatable, and information-led) decision-making@tigh public discourse. He examined various
independently produced official reports leadingatmajor development proposal with potential
economic, social, and environmental impacts. Spmpatiy, Boyce examined both the

financial/economic factors and social/environmemaators considered in a decision, and how
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they were accounted for and reported. His examunatf the financially-based accounting
revealed it was limited to numbers and dollars faildd to give any accounting of non-financial
factors, such as social costs or environmentalitbgtys Consequently, Boyce advocated for a
role for social and environmental accounting inili@ting and informing public discourse,

debate, and decision-making by being more opent@mdparent, and creating new visibilities
for individuals formerly exempt from the processaatontested terrain.

The main message coming out of the discussion linat¢tdecision-making frameworks
is that by combining various theories of ethicsopposed to focusing only on one particular
theory, acknowledges the complexity of moral iss@sy by using the triangulated (or multi-
dimensional and multi-theoretical) approach, canreadly assess the various facets of moral
issues and hope to solve them successfully. Byodowing these various models and
frameworks, we can really appreciate the multitofl@pproaches to understanding, assessing,
and solving an assortment of moral issues. Howesame of these frameworks, more than
others, focus on the ethical stance of tfaeler to successfully guide through the process of
ethical decision-making along the variety of ethiosories. Fennell and Malloy’'s (1998fodel
of Ethical Triangulation for Travel Behaviour to N@&al Environmentsn Figure 2.7 is the best
example of such frameworks and my principal infleceenn going forward with my study on
ecotourist ethics.

2.3.2 ECOTOURIST ETHICS: INFLUENCES AND RESPONSES

Many authors are pessimistic about the coexistefeghics and the global market within
which tourism operates. While some suggest a rhdestructuring of the system is necessary,
others point to the “compromises of ethics” whicirt@lly operate within existing systems.
Specifically, McMurtry (1998) believes the approach the unregulated market system is
relatively amoral, and so it allows individualstie immoral. The ethical element is especially
important as the global market — and within it, therism sector — does not provide a sufficient
basis for the resolution of profound moral issuedgstent in practice (McMurtry). Not
surprisingly, Attfield (1998) blames the currengquitable international economic order for the
majority of environmental problems, which she bedis unlikely to respond to ethical issues
unless the economic system is radically restrudtugmilarly, Stone (cited in Palmer, 1997)
sees technology as a framework of possibility inatvbociety isable to do, whereas ethics
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provides a framework of morality pointing to whatgty oughtto do. Law, on the other hand,

enables societies to carry out their ethical denishaking in practice. Most likely, our choices

are dictated by the dominant economic imperativenséquently, ethical considerations are
deemed to be less critical and hence are not eredeiddlaw, so as to avoid interfering with

economic success.

Such is the realistic perspective of Duffy (2002)onsees ecotourism as part of bhee
greenstrand that lies at the weakest sustainability @rttie spectrum of environmental political
ideologies, versus th@eep greerstrand that remains at the strongest sustainaleilitl of the
continuum. The blue green position is further bagpdn an instrumental and anthropocentric
environmental orientation dependent on growth, uesmexploitation, free-market economy, and
consumerism, compared to the deep green positigraimed in bioethical and ecocentric
ideology. This blue green environmental perspectives not challenge the existing political,
economic, and social structures, but instead itaips within the current norms of the amoral
market system. Duffy believes this is the case withtourism because clearly, “community-
based ecotourism cannot be separated from broadEmal and global political factors that
impinge on its everyday management” (p.99). Hetlvese blue-green development strategies
will likely lead to a weak, business-oriented foahsustainability. Moreover, Duffy suggests
that ecotourism operates withgmeen capitalisnwhere individuals, and not governments or the
industry, take responsibility for environmental sequences. As such, the conceptseff-
reflexivityamong ecotourists who are thought to be more themss lost when housed within the
same amoral global framework. Once again, thisrobsen draws attention to personal ethics
as the most effective first step in targeting masalies in ecotourism.

Nonetheless, moral knowledge and obligation ardéuemiced by one’s worldview
(Marietta, 1994). Contrary to Duffy’s (2002) focos the moral responsibility of ecotourists,
Butcher (2003) criticizes the “new moral touriswhich is ethically-oriented sustainable travel
experiences outside of the mainstream of massltrave/hich ecotourism would be one form,
for over-moralizing an experience that was desigtede free from evaluation and other
demands, and should focus on one’s pleasure aaxhtein. Perhaps both Duffy and Butcher are
right, but in very different ways. Ecotourism isrjpaf a larger global system inescapably
connected to and operating within it and on itexgerPerhaps the moralisation of tourism would

not place such high demands on individual touriftshe system was more ethical and
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responsible in its planning and development ofisoor Smith and Duffy (2003) believe that
despite issues and problems with ethics in touriem industry, like no other, still offers
opportunities for ethical encounters in actual eatd. Whether these opportunities are realised is
a different question. To complicate matters, carteonditions are conducive to corruption.
Among them are an immoral environment with an irabaé of power or great inequalities of
wealth, the absence of accountability mechanismd, a lack of transparency (Millest al,
2005). In addition, diverse laws and regulatioms] dopsided power relationships increase the
potential for corruption to be extraordinarily higiMiller et al. (2005) suggest several
approaches to anti-corruption, among which a “ficlignti-corruption system” is the most
successful in integrating reactive (based on latji& framework) and preventive approaches in
promoting ethical behaviour.

Reflecting on the heading for this section — “Eewist Ethics: Influences and Responses”
— the title summarises both the influences on thie& ecotourism operation in practice, such as
the political-economic forces, and the responsethése forces such as the re-introduction of
policies and frameworks guided by a variety of &thheories. The main intent of this section
was to place ethics in the context of ecotourisrd how it operates in practice within the
broader context of the free-market economy andipaliideologies, with the added focus on the
traveler. By focusing on ecotourist ethics, thistem leads to the introduction of my framework

that combines these two areas of ethics and edshour

2.3.3 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING ECOT OURIST
ETHICS

Based on the preceding review of the literaturegraceptual framework is proposed that
brings together the principal theories of ethicd #re dominant components of ecotourism in an
effort to provide a deeper understanding emfotourist ethics The process leading to the
development of this understanding — and Matrix of Ethics Theories Concerning Major
Components of Ecotourisitsee Table 2.3) — has been guided by three peha@peas of
literature: (1) relevant theories of ethics: Tetgpyl, Deontology, and Existentialism (see Figure
2.7); (2) the main components of ecotourism: NatGudture, Education, and Conservation (see
Table 2.2); and to some degree (3) the foundatiapptoach of Environmental Ethics (Miller,
2003; Palmer, 1997). | drew on this major componeithin each area to devise this matrix
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which lends itself well to guiding my scale devetemt, and is further a natural outgrowth of
the preceding discussion about ethics and ecotoulMoreover, we might better understand the
interplay of ethics and ecotourism by isolatingirthreajor components and reflecting on how
different ethics theories might be played out icheaf the major components of ecotourism
before combining these two areas. The matrix, tleeadeviceto guide the understanding of the
interplay between each theory and each component.

The ethics theories of Teleology, Deontology, andstentialism are the dominant
theories used within the tourism and ecotourisrerdiiure, particularly in various ethical
decision-making frameworks that combine multipledhes of ethics in addressing moral issues.
Fennell and Malloy’s (1995Model of Ethical Triangulation and Malloy's et al. (2000)
Comprehensive Ethical Decision-Making Madelre both examples of frameworks that
incorporate these theories. Andersen (2001), t®an isupport of a multiple ethics approach,
advocating for neither unification between diffgritheories, nor separation of ideas presented
by each in a purist fashion. Indeed, much can beitoan effort to unify such theories into one
“grand vision” or to treat them separately, andoggising how they are interconnected and
serve to inform one another from a variety of pecsipes provides a more broadly-based view
of the role of ethics. Consequently, | have integtahese principal theories of ethics into the
matrix where their individual and collective applmlity to ecotourism can best be understood
(see Table 2.3). Specifically, Teleology evaluate®rality of actions based on their
consequences and considers the effects of actioradl arties involved in or affected by the
ecotourism project. For instance, Aristotle’s Vettthics (Aristotle, 2006; Waluchow, 2003) are
embedded within Teleology to emphasize personatstit character rather than one’s actions.
Within Deontology, the focus is on the ‘“rightnessf an individual's behaviour without
considering the consequences, whether in termsigbitsy duties, or social contracts that
acknowledge the complexity of moral life, both ermhs of past obligations and future results
(Fennell, Plummer & Marschke, 2008). Finally, Egrgialism is included to provide a context
for authentic and sincere behaviour according te’omwn moral standards and not to the
predefined socio-cultural norms, even if they reprgé the majority of societal norms
(Heidegger, 1962; Stewart, 1987).

In juxtaposition with the dominant theories of ethicomprising my conceptual

framework, | have incorporated the main componentscotourism. The componentsiture,
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culture, educationandconservation which were also identified by Blamey (1997), Daartis
(1999), and Orams (2001), are based on a comprigbkerasview of ecotourism definitions,
conceptual frameworks, ecotourist typologies, aridero content analysis studies. As the
philosophical backbone of ecotourism, Environmesnalprovides a values-based perspective to
our view of ecotourism, and forms direct links &pacts of the dominant theories of ethics. In
addition, the application of Applied Ethics as eeted broadly in the Environmental Ethics
tradition as well as more specifically in some loé tethical decision-making frameworks lent
guidance to the connection of these componenttheiapplication of Theoretical Ethics to real-
world moral dilemmas. The majority of issues whase in ecotourism lend themselves very
well to the Applied Ethics tradition as they tydlgahave two broadly opposing sides (e.g.,
tourism developers versus non-participating localbommunities, hunters versus
environmentalists, travelers interested in unexgadands versus preservationists), and universal
applicability and relevance (e.g., poverty, exg@ltdn, environmental destruction, women’s

rights, global warming).

Table 2.3

Matrix of Ethics Theories Concerning Major Compotsenf Ecotourism

. . Ecotourism Components

Ethics Theories P
Nature (a) Culture (b) Education (c) | Conservation (d)

TELEOLOGY (I) la Ib Ic I d
The good
DEONTOLOGY (II) Ila b Ilc Ihd
The right
EXISTENTIALISM (111) lla b lllc ld
The authentic

The two major features of the matrix — the threeotles of ethics and the four
components of ecotourism — offer a unique perspedaif looking at all combinations between

these two areas represented by twelve intersedongains. Each dimension of my matrix had a
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“guiding definition” as a means of summarising ti@jor tenets of each ethics theory (i.e.,
good/bad, right/wrong, authentic/inauthentic) amethe component of ecotourism (i.e., nature,
culture, education, conservation). For the purpolseny study and based on the literature in
ethics and in ecotourism, | have developed guidiefinitions of the dominant ethics theories

and of the main ecotourism components below:

GUIDING DEFINITIONS OF ETHICS THEORIES

I. Teleology:Concerned wittgood andbad behaviour on the basis of tltensequencesf
one’s actions, such as impacts on the environmem fpolluting, which provide
people with direction on how to behave. Therefoedsological ethics are driven by
decisions that are believed to be fundamentallydgbased on the outcome. A
consideration of the consequences of one’s actsassential to ethical behaviour.

II. Deontology:Concerned witlight andwrongbehaviour on the basis nflesor principles
such as justice or honesty, which provide peoplié \yuidance on how to behave.
Hence, deontological ethics are driven by decisidthat are perceived to be
fundamentally right, regardless of the outcome. adherence to rules or codes of
conduct is central to ethical behaviour.

lll. Existentialism: Concerned wittauthenticityor sincerityof one’s behaviour on the basis of
being trueto oneself and/or the society at large, such ddirigp on to one’s own
cultural norms while traveling, which assists peopl making choices on how to
behave. Thus, existentialist ethics are driven bgisions that are believed to be
fundamentally sincere, rejecting all universal sud consequences. Remaining true
to oneself and/or one’s society is essential teativehaviour.

GUIDING DEFINITIONS OF ECOTOURISM COMPONENTS

a) Nature Component:Natural environment acts as the main resource kdseh offers
opportunities for close encounters with flora aadrfa — whether for the purpose of
education, enjoyment, appreciation or spiritualityn unmodified wilderness settings that
are conserved or preserved for the purpose of@&burism (such as ecotourism).

b) Culture Component:Authentic cultural encounters with local commurstiend aboriginal
peoples, some of which host the ecotourism prejaghether local people participate in
any degree, derive benefits or control the opemafidly — offering opportunities for
authentic experience with local foods, arts andtgrand general way of life, as well as
some degree of interaction.

c) Education ComponentLearning and study-centred travel experience (iclg both formal
and informal education) which is intrinsically mated — whether guided by
professional interest or personal curiosity — thadters environmental and cultural
understanding specific of regions visited.
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d) Conservation ComponentConservation or preservation of natural spaces wifdlife —
whether in orientation or in practice — where thavél experience or destination have
elements of conservation that are apparent to tieckt éhe decisions made by travelers.

Some examples of what might be represented in efttre cells include the following:
(1) items representative of the intersection betw€eleology and nature might focus on the
consequences of unsustainable practices upon tia flora and fauna, (2) the intersection
between Teleology and culture might address visitanpacts on the local communities, (3) the
intersection of Teleology and education would tarte outcomes of learning-centred travel
experience, and (4) the intersection between Tetgobhnd conservation might speak to the
consequences of travel choices as they pertainrdsepring natural ecosystems. Similarly,
examples of what might be represented in cellshefdther two theories of ethics include: (1)
items representative of the intersection betweeonidogy and nature which might tackle
traveler codes of ethics pertaining to aspects haf matural environment, and (2) items
representative of the intersection between Exigtksih and culture which would attend to the
authenticity of one’s own moral standards irrespeatf those embraced by the host culture.

Based on this conceptual framework and the guidanoeided by the definitions of its
principal components, the means by which we carnbtbg process of developing a valid and
reliable measure of ecotourist ethics has beendawin. Throughout this review, my emphasis
has been primarily on thgersonalethics of the traveler as this reflects the méfsicdve means
of establishing the ethical stance of travelershwigspect to ecotourism. Consequently, in
developing a measure of ecotourist ethics — indeldt will become th&cotourist Ethics Scale
— | am guided, too, by Fennell and Malloy’'s (199&)del of Ethical Triangulation for Travel
Behaviour to Natural Environmentslhis new measure should further inform us of the
interconnections with other concepts, like valttudes, environmental concern, and so on.

Concepts drawn from the areas of ethics and edstouhat have been incorporated in
the development of my scale are supported by numsestudies, some of which focus on values
and their effect on behaviour. As an example obasnodating ethics theory, Aristotle’s Virtue
Ethics corresponds most closely to the individeadel of ethics in the promotion of action-
oriented ethical ecotourism. Reflected by Colef@0&), the principles of personal ethics are the
first level of consideration in an ethical dilemnoagerriding the higher levels of professional and

global ethics. As one example of practical persathics, volunteering is said to hold deeper
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personal meaning and is often based on personatdewderived from the activity (Frankl, 1985;
Galley & Clifton, 2004; Myers, 2003). AdditionallyQuinn’s (1997)Interactionist Model of
Ethical Decision-Making in Organizationdased on work by Trevino, 1986) suggests that a
person’s values are instrumental in determiningh@nging behaviour, whereas both behaviour
and personal ethics are moderated by psychologcal situational characteristics. The
situational characteristics refer to higher levels the ethical scope, including those of
interpersonal and global ethics. Jamal (2004) Isriatjention to the lack of Aristotle’s Virtue
Ethics in ecotourism, and advocates for integrathmg micro and macro theory of ethics by
situating thegood moral lifeof an individual within a larger socio-politicabtext, following
Aristotelian ethical philosophy.

Stern and Dietz (1994) in their classification a/eonmental concern address all levels of
the ethical scope. They classify environmental eomon the basis of three distinct value scales,
from egoisticvalues based on personal costs and benefits,ghsmgial-altruisticvalues which
encompass moral obligation to others, to lilesphericrealm which includes global concern to
the entire planet. The eco-centric values represeny the philosophies of ecological holism and
Deep Ecology — preservation and respect of ottierfirms (Holden, 2003) — recognize the
rights of nature based on the highest level of glahics. Additionally, moral values and ethical
ideologies (e.g., social responsibility) are inm#yetied to and result from cultural influences
(Stern & Dietz, 1994; Yaman & Gurel, 2006). Consatjly, the seemingly far-removed global
ethics derive from communities and organizationsndfviduals driving the process with their

personal sets of values and ethics.

2.4 CONCLUSION

The need to incorporate an ethics agenda into egsto theory-building and practice is
reflected by the dominant theories of ethics amdrttajor components of ecotourism highlighted
in my conceptual framework. This chapter has setwedcorporate ethics theories of Teleology,
Deontology, and Existentialism into ecotourism ersmgly a perfect philosophical fit — towards
building an understanding of the influences of eegponses to ecotourist ethics. In addition, the
approach of Environmental Ethics being closelyteglaand applicable to ecotourism offers more
depth to self-understanding and to one’s relatignstwith nature. Furthermore,

Environmentalism as the groundwork philosophicainidation of ecotourism that is value-based
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provides a strong conceptual bridge between theangas of ethics and ecotourism, especially
as it pertains to individual travelers. Consequerttie abovementioned ethics theories further
inform and supplement the ethics strategies cuyreised in ecotourism, such as codes of ethics
and decision-making frameworks. NWatrix of Ethics Theories Concerning Major Compatsen
of Ecotourism(Table 2.3) brings together in a conceptual fashioe areas of ethics and
ecotourism and their inherent dimensions to helptise stage for the study to come - the

development of the scale and field testing of ti@® instrument.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of my dissertation is to bridge theasref ethics and ecotourism in a
conceptually meaningful way to provide the contextvisitors’ ethics displayed in ecotourism
settings. Mymethods that is, the procedures | have followed throughay study, aim to
achieve my purpose and the two primary objectiyEsto develop a scale capable of assessing
ecotourist ethics, and (2) to test this scale’sditg| reliability and concurrent validity in relfan
to other related aspects and instruments. The wewieliterature in both areas of ethics and
ecotourism provided the conceptual framework tg lehieve the first objective (creating the
scale). This set the stage for addressing the igusstaised in the second objective (seeing if
ecotourist ethics are indeed linked to other colgsrassociated with ecotourists).

To this end, my study consists of two principal $¢® each of which is logically linked
to my primary objectives. The first phase is detldtethe development of thHecotourist Ethics
Scale(EES), which was guided by the conceptual framé&vaor traveler ethics (see Figure 2.7),
and a content analysis of ecotourism definitiomsceptual frameworks, ecotourist typologies,
and definition analysis studies (see Table 2.2)p&s of the development of the scale, this first
phase includes scale validation and testing foabgity through the administration of a survey
to a convenience sample of undergraduate studedtsha conduction of various data analysis
procedures to refine the scale in preparation tloisiubsequent use in the second phase of the
study.

The second phase of my research involves the ashmation of the EES to an
independent sample of undergraduate students,dier do verify the reliability of the refined
EES and to establish its concurrent validity byrexang the relationship of the scale overall and
its dimensions to other foundational concepts, sashhe predisposition of travelers towards
nature-based tourism, the values which guide temvibEhaviour, the motivational bases for
leisure travel, and the ethics involved in evaluatof ecologically-oriented problem. Assessing
the predisposition of travelers to be ecotouristgarticular, helps establish the degree to which
travelers qualify as ecotourists and how the domafreach scale are related. The second phase

also provides an opportunity to examine whethenatr these foundational characteristics of
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travelers — their ethics and predisposition — gasoeiated with the travel and activity behaviours
typically associated with ecotourists.

3.2 PHASE 1: SCALE DEVELOPMENT

This section contains detailed information on theps taken to create a conceptually-
driven scale to measure ecotourist ethics. By drgvan the lessons learned in the literature
review and content analysis of ethics and ecotoyres conceptual framework was created that
identified the essential 12 domains reflectingititersection of the three foundational theories of
ethics (i.e., Existentialism, Teleology, and Dedwogy) and the four major components of
ecotourism (i.e, Nature, Culture, Education, anchg@ovation). This matrix provided direction
for the initial stage of scale development, theegation of items. This was followed by an
expert review process, and an empirical refinenodérthe scale based on a survey conducted
with a convenience sample of undergraduate stud&htsdata analysis procedures in this last
stage were focused on reducing the length of tlae smstrument while maintaining high
reliability and validity.

The development of the scale followed several stage recommended by DeVellis
(2003) and Netemeyer, Bearden and Sharma (2003)n@rathers. The literature review on
ethics and ecotourism also served an importantedethgical step by providing the conceptual
link between these two areas. Guided by this fraomkwthe development and constant
assessment of the scale was based on its stroogetical and conceptual foundation and is the
most important part of this process for two reaséinst, the framework determines the quality
of the content of the instrument by guiding the egation of relevant items and providing a
conceptual basis for assessing their suitabiligcdBd, it was a constant presence in establishing
the scale’s validity and reliability, especially &h the evolving scale was field tested with

sample participants.

3.2.1 GENERATION AND REVIEW OF ITEMS

In the initial stage of scale development to meagaotourist ethicsfour basic steps
were taken. These steps involved essentially: (Draadly-based generation of statements

reflecting ecotourist ethics; (2) an initial revi@fthose statements; (3) an expert review of the
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statements; and (4) a final review of the statesenpreparation for empirical testing. The first
step was basically brainstorming to generate aelangmber of statements, ibems reflecting
the 12 different domains comprising the intersectid the three dominant ethics theories of
Teleology, Deontology and Existentialism, and tloeirf components of ecotourism: Nature,
Culture, Education, and Conservation, which coneptige guiding conceptual framework (see
Table 2.3). Specifically, many statements were gerd that reflected personal values and
behaviours reflected in Teleology (i.egpod and bad behaviour based on consequences),
Deontology (i.e.right andwrong behaviour based on rules and principles), andté&xiglism
(i.e., authenticor sincere behaviour), as they related to eacth@ffour main components of
ecotourism. The definitions associated with thee¢hethics theories and with the four main
components of ecotourism arising from the concégdtaanework provided a guiding point of
reference for the extensive list of statements tiias originally generated. These definitions
provided guidance by reflecting an ethical stanneeach component of ecotourism, and are
presented again below.

GUIDING DEFINITIONS OF ETHICS THEORIES

IV. Teleology:Concerned witlgood andbad behaviour on the basis of tikensequences
of one’s actions, such as impacts on the environfnem polluting, which provide
people with direction on how to behave. Thereftekeological ethics are driven by
decisions that are believed to be fundamentallydgbased on the outcome. A
consideration of the consequences of one’s actiessential to ethical behaviour.

V. Deontology: Concerned withright and wrong behaviour on the basis ofiles or
principles such as justice or honesty, which provide pewaplke guidance on how
to behave. Hence, deontological ethics are driyeddeisions that are perceived to
be fundamentally right, regardless of the outcoAreadherence to rules or codes
of conduct is central to ethical behaviour.

VI. Existentialism: Concerned withauthenticity or sincerity of one’s behaviour on the
basis ofbeing trueto oneself and/or the society at large, such &lifgpon to one’s
own cultural norms while traveling, which assiseé®ple in making choices on how
to behave. Thus, existentialist ethics are drivemdcisions that are believed to be
fundamentally sincere, rejecting all universal sund consequences. Remaining
true to oneself and/or one’s society is esserdiathical behaviour.
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GUIDING DEFINITIONS OF ECOTOURISM COMPONENTS

e) Nature Component:Natural environment acts as the main resource dseh offers
opportunities for close encounters with flora aadrfa — whether for the purpose of
education, enjoyment, appreciation or spiritualityn unmodified wilderness settings
that are conserved or preserved for the purposenatfire tourism (such as
ecotourism).

f) Culture Component: Authentic cultural encounters with local commurstiend
aboriginal peoples, some of which host the ecasauproject — whether local people
participate in any degree, derive benefits or a@ntne operation fully — offering
opportunities for authentic experience with locabds, arts and crafts, and general
way of life, as well as some degree of interaction.

g) Education Component:Learning and study-centred travel experience (otiog both
formal and informal education) which is intrinsigamotivated — whether guided by
professional interest or personal curiosity — tlusters environmental and cultural
understanding specific of regions visited.

h) Conservation ComponentConservation or preservation of natural spacesnaluttife —
whether in orientation or in practice — where ttaél experience or destination have
elements of conservation that are apparent to diettathe decisions made by
travelers.

As an example, a statement reflecting the domaithatintersection of Deontology with the
ecotourism component of nature might be, “It is amant to follow environmental laws and
regulations at travel destinations, regardlessnefopersonal beliefs”. Similarly, an example of
a statement reflecting Teleology and culture miggt “Interactions between travelers and local
peoples usually have a negative impact on theselggo Finally, an example of statement
reflecting Existentialism and education might beorily learn during my travels when | choose
to do so”. In this initial step, approximately 28Bms were set as a target for the generation of
items for each of the 12 domains, resulting intaltof about 300 items.

In the second step, following the generation of thiéial list of items, they were
subjected to an initial review to remove statemeimés were redundant, awkwardly worded, or
upon reflection, were simply not suitable. Whilastistep in the process was not expected to
reduce the initial list by a substantial amountjid serve to prepare the list for the subsequent
and critical third step, expert review.

In the third step, the list of items was screengdabpanel of three academics with
expertise in ethics and ecotourism/tourism to hedfine the item pool (DeVellis, 2003).
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Instructions were provided to the experts explarineir task of reviewing the statements for
clarity and for content or face validity (see Apdgenl.A). The conceptual definitions above
were provided to give focus to the experts’ judgeta®f the items for their consistency with the
conceptual definitions for each ethics theory amunpgonent of ecotourism. The experts
essentially undertook a critical review, checkingr fclarity (i.e., jargon, spelling and
orthographic errors, double-barrelled statemerggjording), “social desirability” (DeVellis,
2003), and especially, content validity. Contentidity reflects the extent to which items
associated with each domain adequately reflectliiteensionality, especially in ensuring that
each item was focused on a specific domain an didowerlap with others (Churchill &
lacobucci, 2002; DeVellis, 2003; Nunnally & Berngtel994). This third step was critical in
significantly reducing the item list and ensurihgttthe remaining items were among the best at
measuring ecotourist ethics.

In the fourth and final step, the remaining iteroBofving expert review were subjected
to a final critical assessment that was guidedviny éssential questions: (1) is the statement
focused on théraveler’s ethical beliefs or behaviour (not on an industoge or rule)?; and (2)
is the statement focused on the travelettical stanceand not on another cognitive state such
as predisposition or motive? With the reduced nunabetems, this critical review included a
final consideration of the items’ clarity, conterlidity, and dimensionality, in part to derive a
number of items that could reasonably be includethé next stage. Following this step, a final
list of items was retained for subsequent empirieating based on a survey undertaken in the
second stage of the scale’s development.

Following these steps of scale development prpoasgecommended by DeVellis (2003)
and others, the next section describes in detaikdtond stage of the process where the initial
draft of the scale is subjected to empirical tegtio refine the scale to its final form. In this
section, | describe the sample selection, the adtration of the survey, and the empirical

testing of data used to derive the final versiothefecotourist ethics scale.

3.2.2 PARTICIPANT SAMPLE AND THE SURVEY INSTRUMEN T

Empirical testing of the items comprising the itdraft of the scale was conducted
using a convenience sample consisting of undergtadstudents from a variety of disciplines
and from all years of academic study at two larg&ersities in south-western Ontario. The
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instructors of 15 different classes with a totatoément of 1,869 students were approached to
request the student’s participation in the empiiritzda collection phase of the study. Instructors
were provided with detailed information about ttegune of the survey (see Appendix 1.B) and
asked for permission to enter the class on a coeneday. Following a brief introduction that
described the survey’s intent to capture their gper8ves on nature travel as well as some
selected demographic and trip characteristicsstingents were invited to participate voluntarily
in the survey. They also were told that the questare was expected to take between 15 and 20
minutes to complete.

Based on the remaining number of items following thrst stage of the scale’s
development, the scale included in the questioana@eded a minimum sample of at least five
respondents per scale item to ensure reliabilitgsting (DeVellis, 2003; Netemeyer, Bearden &
Sharma2003). The large survey population identified foiststage (i.e., 15 classes with almost
2,000 potential participants) ensured that thisimim criterion was well exceeded. The items
comprising the scale were randomly ordered in Raskhinistered questionnaire with response
options measured on a 7-point, Likert scale, rajpd@iom “very strongly disagree” (value=1) to
“very strongly agree” (value=7) (see Appendix 1.C).

Although some have suggseted that reliance orntypes of sample can produce a biased
response, Riddick and Russell (1999) contend tipsaach is helpful in preliminary inquiries or
pilot studies. Further, by conducting this survedifferent universities, in classes with different
disciplinary foci, and across all years of studgreater degree of reliability in the results can b
expected (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1993). Beyond convasege this survey sample was deemed
acceptable for testing the scale for two reasomst, Rhese students represented potential
travelers who may or may not reflect @medisposition towards ecotourism rather than
demonstrated behaviour or self-identification. S$eoas several authors have argued (e.g.,
Calder, Phillips, & Tybout, 1982; Mitchell & Batesl998) and has been empirically
demonstrated by Peterson (2001), using a relatihelmogeneous sample such as students
allows for testing of scales and for outcomes Hrat less subject to confounding factors that

could introduce variance unrelated to the scataste
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3.2.3 DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES

Following data collection, the final stage of sca&nement was undertaken by blending
empirical testing of the scale with ongoing conoepi&nalysis; in other words, tlenceptual
integrity of the items comprising the final scalasaprivileged over arbitrary statistical outcomes
when decisions had to be made. To ensure a compmiekereview of all of the items in the
scale, empirical analysis was done on differentlmaations of items and in a number of ways.
First, the simple distributions of each item werarained to ensure that they were acceptably
discriminating and were not severely skewed. Sec@ndgeries of simple correlations and
exploratory factor analyses were conducted onth@)items within each of the 12 domains, (2)
the items within the four major components of eaatm, and finally, (3) the items comprising
the three ethics theories. Conceptual and empititawere assessed comparing the results of
these analyses in an iterative process of reviet amalysis to select the “best” items. By
examining every combination of items based on tbaceptual framework, the dominant
structure of ecotourist ethics was revealed, lgatina composite measure that would be based
on an optimal set of underlying dimensions (ilee 12 domains, the components of ecotourism,
or the theories of ethics).

Inter-item correlations were examined for relatlips between items within the 12
domains, the four components of ecotourism, andhite2 theories of ethics with the expectation
of positive, statistically significant correlatiormmong all of the items. Given the rigorous
process of item selection to reach this point, iteens ultimately used in the survey should
collectively measure the same construct within @oast ethics. When items failed to meet the
minimum requirements (i.e., weak, non-significalationships), they were carefully scrutinised
for conceptual fit. Concurrently, groups of itemsres submitted to exploratory factor analysis
with the expectation that all of the items woulé@dohighly on a single factor reflecting, for
example, the nature component of ecotourism, oeolegical ethics. Items with low
communalities were scrutinised for fit (if lessih@&40) or were discarded (if less than 0.20). In
addition, item-to-total correlations were considketieroughout the process and each set of items
was assessed for internal consistency (i.e., ietigbby calculating Cronbach’s coefficient
alpha @) in order to identify a parsimonious number ofmige defining the domain that
maximised its reliability. The minimum acceptablaterion of 0.70 as recommended by
Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) was used.
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This process was repeated in a cyclical fashioorder to eliminate weak items, moving
between conceptual analysis and empirical testmoggulures such as the artist moves from
larger to smaller tools when carving a sculptu@frthe stone. This refinement process is
crucial in producing a shorter, yet equally validdareliable scale, and was conceptually-
grounded anguidedby the empirical procedures rather than dictatethbm. Some researchers
argue that “no factoring method produces a uniquelgrect solution, [and] with all factor
analytic approaches, common sense is needed to timakeest decisions” (DeVellis, 2003:132).
Instead, the approach to these analyses offeredide dor decision-making throughout the
process and provided evidence as support for migides. Ultimately, the goal was to derive a
final scale — thé=cotourist Ethics Scale that was based on a sound conceptual foundatidn
rigorous empirical testing, had clear dimensiogakind pragmatically, was relatively short yet

comprehensive.

3.3 PHASE 2: FIELD TESTING OF ECOTOURIST ETHICS SCALE

The purpose of the second phase was two-fold: q1)est the final version of the
Ecotourist Ethics ScaléEES) scale for stability and concurrent validépd (2) to examine the
relationship of the EES with other core concepts laghaviours typically ascribed to ecotourists.
The field testing establishes the stability anddbecurrent validity of the scale overall and sf it
constituent domains by using a different partictpgample, and provides insights on the extent
to which ecotourist ethics are related to who they as travelers (i.e., their activities and travel
behaviour, whether they are soft- or hard-path@atdts) and how strongly other key concepts
related to ecotourism might also be related tocstliie., predispositions, values, motives). For
example, is there a relationship between adhereaca particular theory of ethics (i.e.,
Teleology, Deontology, or Existentialism) and thertigipants’ pro-environmental behaviour?
Similar insights can be gained concerning the imiahips between respondents’ ethics and their
travel behaviour and travel characteristics, tlodioice of outdoor recreation activities, their
motives for engagement with natural environments] their predispositions towards nature

travel.
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3.3.1 PARTICIPANT SAMPLE

Field testing was conducted using another converiesample consisting of
undergraduate students again from a variety offises and years of academic study at a large
university in south-western Ontario. Twice as mamstructors than in the first phase were
approached for the participation of students takhregr classes. Thirty different classes with a
total enrolment of 2,605 students were approachegdrticipation in the second phase of data
collection. Instructors of classes selected forstugly were again informed about the nature and
importance of the survey (see Appendix 2.A) andé¢hioterested were also given a copy of the
guestionnaire. Several procedures were employeshsare that students from a broad array of
disciplines were represented in the sample, anavtad entering courses where many of the
same students might be encountered. All Facultiesevincluded in sampling and only large
courses with a minimum enrolment of 100 studentsewdentified as first choice, whereas
enrolments of about 50 to 60 students were a secloide. Only required courses within each
department were selected, and further, at leasiyeaebuffer was left between courses to avoid
approaching the same students; that is, only setecburses at either the first-year and third-
year levels, or the second-year and fourth-yeael¢efrom within any one department.
Additionally, the disciplinary gaps between thefeliént fields of study were maintained by
selecting all faculties and large departments,ltieguin a balanced approach between the social
and natural sciences.

Most importantly, selecting a convenience sampl@rafersity students as opposed to
sampling a more typical survey population of gepbreally-defined or operator-defined
ecotourists eliminated those external factors imde these participants. Many previous studies
have tended to draw samples from among visitorataral areas (e.g., parks or nature reserves)
or from among participants on ecotours, and corsety) so are inherently biased. Instead, |
sought to draw a survey sample out of a sectohefpbpulation (i.e., educated young people)
who were not pre-defined as ecotourists. This gstippossessed a wide range of behavioural
and perceptual characteristics, which would allow to assess the fullest range of ethical
perspectives with respect to ecotourism. This idiqdarly important in view of people’s
predispositions which are held regardless of oppaties to express them through various travel
and recreation choices. Therefore, the advantagsiof the student sample is likely to capture a

broadrange of potential nature-based travelers.
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Students from selected classes were informed atheutvvalue of my study and their
participation in the survey which aimed to capttlreir perspectives on aspects of nature travel
alongside their trip and demographic charactegsfitiey were also informed that completion of
the survey should take 15-20 minutes, and wereadduo participate in the survey on voluntary
basis.

Again, all scales and measures used in the quesii@nin the second phase needed a
minimum sample of at least five respondents pelestam to ensure reliability was maintained
throughout testing (DeVellis, 2003; Netemeyer, Bear & Sharma2003). The large survey
population approached for participation in thisgstai.e., 30 classes with 2,605 potential
participants) and the short length of the scale$ iastruments guaranteed that this minimum
standard was well exceeded. The items comprisiegsttales and measures were randomly
ordered in a self-administered questionnaire wésponse options measured on: (1) 7-point,
Likert scale, ranging from “very strongly disagrdealue=1) to “very strongly agree” (value=7),
(2) 7-point, Likert-type scale, ranging from “extrely unimportant” (value=1) to “extremely

important” (value=7), or (3) 7-point bipolar form@ee Appendix 2.B).

3.3.2 SURVEY INSTRUMENT

The questionnaire completed by the participantiidex] the neviecotourist Ethics Scale
(EES) as well as a number of other measures sdléziga) assess the concurrent validity by
comparing the EES with other core ecotourism conttr and (b) determine if the participants’
ecotourist ethics varied by their travel charasters and behaviours, as well as selected
demographic characteristics (see Appendix 2.B).

The principal section of the questionnaire was Heetourist Ethics ScaléEES). The
final set of items derived from Phase 1 compristhg EES were randomly ordered with
response options measured on a 7-point, Likertes@ahere 1="very strongly disagree” and
7="very strongly agree”). Participants’ overall se® on the EES were determined by calculating
the mean of all of the items in the scale, and lanyi, mean scores were calculated for those
items comprising each of its dimensions.

To assess the concurrent validity of the EES, fadudlitional scales were included in
separate sections of the questionnaire. These ssoadte selected because they measure

constructs frequently linked conceptually to ecatu and have been widely used with
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demonstrated validity and reliability. As such,ytheere selected to help determine whether the
EES exhibits theoretical dimensionality and showrlence of reliability (Netemeyeet al,
2003). While there are a number of concepts anocadsed measures available with the potential
to explore for their links to ecotourist ethicsdéntified four constructs that are potentially tnos
strongly linked theoretically to the EES: (1) theotourist predispositiononstruct, (2) a list of
basic valuesthat serve as guiding principles, (Bjotivationsspecific to nature-based travel
and/or activities, and (4) athicsbased scenario. The specific measures to be asegpresent
these different constructs are, respectivelyHbetourist Predisposition Sca(&PS) (Nowaczek

& Smale, 2009), thd.ist of Values(LOV) scale (Madrigal & Kahle, 1994), thiRecreation
Experience Preference Scal@EPS) (Driver, Tinsley & Malfredo, 1991; Manfredoriver &
Tarrant, 1996), and the ecological orientation adenfrom theMultidimensional Ethics Scale
(MES) (Fennell & Malloy, 1999; adapted from Reidaob & Robin, 1990) (see Table 3.1). All
of these measures were modified slightly by seigabinly the relevant components of each scale
rather than unduly burden the survey participahte specific components retained from each

scale are shown in the Table below.

Table 3.1

Core Ecotourism Constructs and Corresponding Scales

Core Constructs Corresponding Scales and Sources
in Ecotourism
Predisposition Ecotourist Predisposition Sca(&PS)
Ethics (Nowaczek & Smale, 2009)
Nature
Education
Values List of Values Scal@d.OV)
(Kahle, Beatty & Homer, 1986; Madrigal & Kahle, )9
Motivations Recreation Experience Preference ScéRiEPS)
Nature (Driver, Tinsley & Manfredo, 1991; Manfredo, Driv&rTarrant,
Education 1996)
Values
Ethics Multidimensional Ethics Scal@ES)
Nature (Fennell & Malloy, 1999, adapted from ReidenbacR@&bin, 1988,
1990; Hyman, 1996)
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The use of th&cotourist Predisposition Scal&PS), which reflects the extent to which
individuals possess the inherent traits typicaflyaxiated with ecotourism, is particularly helpful
in sorting through the hard- to soft-path ecotauriontinuum. The EPS establishes the degree
to which travelers qualify as (i.e., goeedisposedo be) ecotourists, and identify which themes
or dimensions of the EPS are most influential iapshg their orientation. Most importantly, this
scale targets people’s latent predispositions tdsvacotourism regardless of where they are and
what activities they choose, as opposed to beitecteel and defined solely on the basis of
participating in typical ecotourism activities amd popular geographical locations. Unlike
existing ecotourist typologies, the EPS was dewsopo help identify types of travelers
according to their latent predispositions in relatito the main components of ecotourism.
Accordingly, members of the general public may hgldte diverse predispositions and could
qualify as either hard-path or soft-path ecotosrisif at all — as opposed to the assumption that
ecotourists are found in strictly ecotourism-taldidestinations. The EPS is a 31-item scale with
six dimensions reflecting the major components abteurism: Nature, Culture, Education,
Ethics, Contribution, and Specialization, each cosegl of five items except for Specialization
which is comprised of six items. Each item is meadwalong a 7-point Likert scale, where 1
indicates “very strongly disagree” and 7 indicatesry strongly agree” (see Appendix 2.B).
Summary measures are based on the mean of thedemising each dimension. Based on the
conceptual framework guiding the development ofEeetourist Ethics Scajehree of the EP
scale’s six dimensions have been included in tlestipnnaire: Ethics, Nature and Education.

As personal values are strong predictors of belayviohave incorporated thieist of
Values(LOV) scale developed by Madrigal and Kahle (1994)e LOV scale is based on the
established measure of Rokeach’s (1968) Value $Ui¥S) used frequently in values-based
approaches to understand tourist behaviour. Atctireeeptual base of the LOV scale lies an
assessment of one’s adaptation to the various tbtesigh value fulfilment, and these closely
relate to the values of life’s major roles, suchhasriage, parenting, or work (Kahle, Beatty &
Homer, 1986). The LOV also targets consumer beliavie.g., choices on travel destinations
and services) and allows for separate demographdigtions to identify the source of influence.
Further, the scale is practical in being short singple to administer. In comparison with other
similar scales, such as the Values and Life StylaLS) measure, the LOV has a greater

predictive utility in consumer behaviour trends aoffers evidence of its validity based on
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research using a number of important psychologaral social measures (Kahle, Beatty &
Homer). Madrigal and Kahle derived nine terminaluea (i.e., ideal end-states of existence)
from the RVS, which also includes instrumental eslui.e., ideal modes of behaviour).
Instrumental values are means of achieving termiadles that operate at a greater level of
abstraction, thus they can be assessed accordingetaal and external orientations (i.e., locus
of control) (Madrigal & Kahle). These terminal vahiinclude: (1) sense of belonging, (2)
excitement, (3) fun and enjoyment in life, (4) delfillment, (5) being well-respected, (6) warm
relationships with others, (7) security, (8) acctisipnent, and (9) self-respect. Respondents
were asked to rate all nine values according tarttportance of these values in their daily lives
(see Appendix 2.B). Their responses were measwsid) & 7-point, Likert-type scale ranging
from “extremely unimportant” (value=1) to “extremgelimportant” (value=7). Summary
measures were based on the means of each value.

The Recreation Experience PreferenSealesS(REPS) developed by Driver, Tinsley and
Manfredo (1991) assess the motives underlying deisinoices, and the personal and social
values driving these motives to some degree. A$,stie selected measures are potentially
directly related to the Education and Nature conapts of ecotourism. Understanding the
motives underlying travelers’ destination choiceaynprovide further insight into ecotourist
ethics. For instance, a hard-path eco-specialcdt ag a birdwatcher may be solely motivated to
visit a sensitive ecotourism destination in oraeview a particular species of bird, as opposed to
other basic motives such as “to be with others why the same things” or “to discover
something new”. The complete REPS inventory cossigt 19 scales of general recreation
experience preference, e.g., “Enjoy Nature”, andd#8ensions with few items each, e.g.,
“Scenery” and “General Nature Experience”. Eachitgas measured on a 7-point, Likert-type
scale from “not at all important” (value=1) to “eanely important” (value=7). Five of the
scales and their associated dimensions were sgldotethe questionnaire based on their
presumed conceptual connection to the core concédtsee EES: (1Enjoy Nature— scenery,
general nature experience; (Rgarning — exploration, learn more about nature; @inilar
People— being with similar people; (4htrospection— spiritual, introspection; and (Bscape
Physical Pressure tranquility, privacy (see Appendix 2.B). Altobet, 27 items were used and
incorporated in a separate section of the questiceanSummary measures were based on the

means of the five preference scale domains.
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Finally, an alternative measure of ethics was itetubased on a variation to the scenario
developed by Fennell and Malloy (1999) in theirsien of theMultidimensional Ethics Scale
(MES) developed initially by Reidenbach and Robit®§8, 1990). Fennell and Malloy
transformed the original instrument into one tisaburism-specific in content, while keeping the
original format. The three original scenarios depeld by Reidenbach and Robin (1990) were
applied strictly within a business context (i.ait@ sales, and retail scenarios) whereas Fennell
and Malloy’s tourism-specific scenarios addresse@@nomic issue, a social dilemma, and an
ecologically-orientated problem. Only the latteersario is used in the questionnaire for Phase 2.
The measure presents each scenario to the pantioig#o then assesses it according to eight
evaluative criteria organised into three dimensig¢h¥ a broadly-based moral equity dimension
comprised of four evaluative criteria (i.e., fanfair, just/unjust, acceptable/unacceptable to my
family, and morally/not morally right), (2) a relastic dimension comprised of two evaluative
criteria (i.e., traditionally acceptable/ unaccéptaculturally acceptable/unacceptable), and (3) a
contractualist/deontological dimension comprisedvad evaluative criteria (i.e., violates/does
not violate an unspoken promise; violates/doesviadate an unwritten contract). The scenarios
of the MES are evaluated using a 7-point bipolaleséormat. Only the third scenario with an
ecological orientation was incorporated into thegjionnaire as it was most closely linked to the
ethics and nature components of ecotourism. Intiaddithe original scenario was slightly
modified from its original focus on a community argzation that operates a private nature
reserve to focus on the publicly-owned reserve n@anSummary measures were based on the
mean of the criteria used to assess each of the #ubscales for the ecological scenario.

Two other sections of the questionnaire addresdmsl trip and demographic
characteristics of the sample. In particular, fipstrt of the questionnaire regarding the trip
characteristics addressed thehavioural measures: visitation patterns to natural areagy pa
size, and outdoor recreation activity participati®articipants were asked whether they visit
natural areas, and if so, how often they typicaifit these places, and how long they typically
stay. Respondents were also asked about theicipation in thirteen typical outdoor recreation
activities that address different aspects of natumgel, e.g., “Wildlife viewing”, “Cultural/
aboriginal activities”, “Swimming”, and “Drawing/As”. These measures on visitation to natural
environments were included to help determine ifgbpularly held belief that those who go to

parks and/or engage in certain kinds of actividiessindeed ecotourists.
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The last part of the questionnaire addressed theifspdemographic characteristiosf
the sample, such as age, gender, current finasitugtion, country of origin, permanent place of
residence (City and Province), and area of studypdrticular, respondents’ financial situation
was measured conceptually by asking whether thedd were sufficient to address their needs
rather than referring to levels of income that migé used very differently by respondents based
on their different needs and situations. This qarstonsisted of five different options, from *I
have barely enough to make ends meet” to “I havéhal | need and more”. These measures on
the personal profile of visitors to natural areayevincluded to help determine if other factors,
such as gender, may play a role in determiningamdnts’ perspectives on the different ethics
and aspects of ecotourism. As an example, thessure=acould help determine whether women
are in fact more ethical nature travelers than roeif, the typical ecotourist is indeed older and
financially affluent.

3.3.3 DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES

Following the initial description of the samplegtfirst step in the second phase consisted
of calculating Cronbach’s coefficient alpha) (to establish the EES stability and reliability in
this independent sample. Subsequently, the EEStamimensions were assessed against each
of the other relevant measures of core ecotouriemsteucts to test the scale’s concurrent
validity; that is, “the extent to which a measusehaves’ the way that the construct it purports to
measure should behave with regard to establisheasumes of other constructs” (DeVellis,
2003:53). Quite likely, the core ethical positicared values held by participants in this phase 2
sample may be strongly related to other core coatsty such as the motives for visiting nature.
The analyses undertaken here should demonstratgetiree to which this is the case. Finally,
summary measures of the EES and its dimensions examined for selected demographic and
trip characteristics of the participants. These gansons not only establish whether the
participants share features often attributed inliteeature to ecotourists — whether or not they
report behaving in “expected” ways — but they bet $tage for a whole new set of questions

about who ecotouristgally are.
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CHAPTER 4
PHASE 1 RESULTS:
THE FINAL ECOTOURIST ETHICS SCALEREVEALED

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the results of the firshsghof my research concerning the
development of my scale instrument. Here, | brieigcribe the sample characteristics, followed
by a brief summary of the results from each stefhendevelopment process, and then a more
detailed description of the results associated thi¢hitems included in the phase 1 questionnaire.
Specifically, | describe the “fit” of the items bgxamining their face validity based on the
conceptualisation and definition of each of thedbPnains representing the intersection of each
ethics theory and major component of ecotourism,résponse distributions for each item, the
inter-item correlations for the 12 domains, and tekability analyses, which reveal internal
consistency of items within each domain. Finallffeasorting through the statistical analyses
and grounding my decisions in the conceptual fraotkvand its associated definitions, the final
version of the 24-itercotourist Ethics Scales revealed for inclusion in the second phase pf m

study.

4.2 ITEM GENERATION AND REFINEMENT

The first step in the development of the ecotowetkics scale was the generation of a
large number of items. Guided by the conceptuah&aork, a total of 306 items were generated
in the initial step of scale development with appmmately 25 items within each of the 12
domains representing each combination of ethiasryh@nd component of ecotourism (see Table
4.1). Following an initial review of these itemsr fredundancy, face validity, and potential
overlaps between domains, 41 items were droppedniga®71 items to be included in the
subsequent expert review process. An example okgmmblematic items that were dropped
following this initial review were: (1) an item regsentative of a Teleological perspective of
nature, “l think about the amount of pollution niptwould generate before deciding to go”, (2)
an item representative of a Deontological perspeatif culture, “Local foods should be made
according to strict health regulations to be safevfsitors” and (3) an item representative of an

Existentialist perspective of education, “My traeelcounters with other cultures are personally
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unrewarding unless | have grown as a person”. Bradlpertaining to the omission of these
items were a lack of or a weak link to either tpedfic theory of ethics or the given component
of ecotourism.

Table 4.1

Item Generation and Refinement in Phase 1

Number of Iltems

Domain Originally After initial After expert  Included in
(Ethics — Component) generated review review Phase 1
Survey
Teleology — Nature 22 21 11 6
Teleology — Culture 26 20 10 6
Teleology — Education 31 28 10 5
Teleology — Conservation 26 25 9 6
‘Deontology — Nature 27 24 12 6
Deontology — Culture 26 14 12 5
Deontology — Education 27 18 8 5
Deontology — Conservation 24 17 8 5
Existentialism — Nature 24 21 g8 6
Existentialism — Culture 26 30 7 6
Existentialism — Education 25 22 6 5
Existentialism — Conservation 22 25 7 5
TOTAL 306 271 108 66

Three expert reviewers then examined the remai@ifl items using the instructions
provided to them as well as the definitions of theee ethics theories and the four major
components of ecotourism to guide their assessnise¢sAppendix 1.A). The experts operated
under a very basic principle at this point in thregess — to remove those items that failed to
meet the basic criteria of clarity, specificity dosingle dimension, and most importantly, face
validity. In other words, the experts addressedegsential question, “does the item measure the
intended concept?”. Only those items that did samlriguously were retained. In addition to
evaluating the 271 items for retention, the expeftsred suggestions for modifying and/or

rewording items to add clarity; in fact, new itemgre introduced that were better able to
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capture the essence of a concept related to ontheofdimensions. For example, some
problematic items that were dropped following theest review process were: (1) an item
representative of a Teleological perspective otural “Traditional societies should not be
influenced by the expectations of western tourj{8) an item representative of a Deontological
perspective of education, “Traveling to other cost presents an opportunity to learn that
should not be wasted” and (3) an item represemtaifvan Existentialist perspective of nature,
“My personal feelings about wildlife do not changkeen | visit natural areas in other countries”.
Similar to the initial review process, these itewsre omitted because they did not represent
either the particular theory of ethics or the givaamponent of ecotourism. Finally, from a
purely pragmatic standpoint, the expert review séno seriously reduce the number of items to
a manageable number that would be suitable fousnmh in a questionnaire to gather data for
subsequent empirical testing in the last step ®@ptiocess.

The expert review resulted in 163 of the items da&lropped from further consideration,
leaving 108 items eligible for inclusion in the Bhal survey. Given the desire to create a
comprehensive yet manageable questionnaire forreralptesting, the items were subjected to
one final critical review ensuring that each itewcused ontravelers’ ethical beliefs or
behaviours and on travelemsthical stanceln addition, to ensure adequate coverage asasell
the intent of retaining the “best” items for eadhtlee domains, five or six items were retained
representing each major component of ecotouristhinviéach of the three ethics theories. As a
result, a total of 66 items were included in tha$thl survey with 23 items reflectimgleology

21 items reflectindpeontology and 22 items reflectingxistentialism(see Table 4.2).
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Table 4.2

Final Set of Items Comprising the Phase 1 Survey

ETHICS THEORY

Ecotourism Component

TELEOLOGY
Nature

e Nature tourism is beneficial for the environment
e My encounters with nature during my travel haveitpasconsequences for the environment

e | value the natural component of my travel foralkslity to invoke in me feelings of compassion
for all forms of life

| make travel choices that are good for the natmalronment

Avoiding activities during my travel that might inathe environment takes away from my
positive experience

e | value the natural component of travel for the ynhenefits it provides to humans

Culture

e Interactions between travelers and local peoplaallyshave a negative impact on these peoples

e \When travelers interact with local communitiedatilitates mutual awareness and
understanding

Selling culture as a travel attraction provides ynlaanefits to local communities

| believe local peoples should not share theinealtvith visitors if their customs and traditions
diminish as a result

e When travelers adjust their behaviours to fit lansdtoms, they show respect to the local peoples
e Travelers who maintain the superiority of their oguiture create divisions and discrimination

Education

e To make travel a positive experience, travelersighiearn as much as possible about the places
and people they visit

e Learning while traveling reduces the quality of experience

e |t is adequate for tour agencies to teach me abeyplaces | visit

e Both travelers and local peoples should engageutuahlearning to better understand one
another

e Sharing knowledge with local peoples during my étaeduces inequality, discrimination, and
poverty
Conservation

e [t is unacceptable to choose forms of travel thatpmlluting

Supporting conservation through my travel makesaretter citizen

Traveling to environmentally sensitive areas witimiately contribute to their conservation

Conservation efforts usually restrict the outdaamrsvities | want to participate in during my
travel

e Ecological systems at tourist destinations shoelddnserved for their own sake

e | consider what impacts my activities will have @mservation at my destination when making
trip decisions



DEONTOLOGY

Nature

e Environmental norms provide people with guidancbdbave appropriately in the natural
environment at their travel destinations

e Environmental policy falls short by promoting thghts of humans above those of animals

e It is important to follow environmental laws andjutations at travel destinations, regardless of
one’s personal beliefs

e Environmental rules and regulations interfere wpitisitive travel experiences
e It is my personal duty to strictly adhere to alVieanmental regulations at my travel destination
e The environmental regulations at some travel dastins are excessive and unnecessary

Culture

It should be legal for local communities to sedittculture in any way they choose
All countries and traditional communities shoultidev universal travel regulations
| believe in following local cultural customs whileaveling in a different country

Traditions practiced by people in different cougdrare right in principle, even if they are
unacceptable to me

| believe local peoples should equally respect oiyucal customs and traditions
Education

Travelers should learn about their destination teeforiving

All tour operators should educate visitors aboatdbstinations they take them to
Traveling to other countries presents an oppongunitearn that should not be wasted
Traveling and learning about new and different ¢nes should be regarded as a privilege
| feel obliged to learn about the people and pldcesit

Conservation

Travelers should choose destinations that practioservation in their natural environments

Helping to conserve a destination’s natural envitent is every visitor's responsibility

| feel obliged to respect and follow the environta¢guidelines and regulations of the places |
visit

| follow all environmental regulations of visitedriservation areas, without questioning them

My behaviour in conservation areas of the countrigsit is guided by the rights of nature above
the individual rights of humans

EXISTENTIALISM
Nature

e | visit natural environments in my travels to siytisiy spiritual needs

e During my travels, my main interest in the natumavironment lies in its ability to satisfy my
personal needs

| choose travel destinations that conform to myspral views on nature and wildlife

| would expect to engage in the same activitieslviag wildlife at my travel destinations as |
do at home

My interactions with nature during my travels arerenmeaningful than activities organised by a
tour operator

The way | conduct myself in the natural settings\tee appropriate than travel operators
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Culture

e | visit places with different cultural experiendessatisfy my personal needs

e During my travel, my personal values remain unattewhen interacting with people of other
cultures

| will engage in local customs and traditional piees on my travels only if they make me feel
good about myself

| do not travel to countries with cultures thainkf offensive to my personal beliefs

My interpretation of culture during my travels i@ meaningful to me than the one offered by
a tour operator

During my travels, my interactions with traditionmoples are more appropriate than those
promoted by a tour operator

Education

| only learn during my travels when | choose tosdo

Travel to different countries should be about peasulfillment, not education

My travel experiences do not need to involve amynfof learning to be successful

What | learn myself when | travel is more meanihgiian what | learn from a tour operator
What tour operators tell tourists about a destimaits not always appropriate

Conservation

e My travel choices are influenced by the extent hicl a destination practices conservation

| value the quality of my travel experiences muatrerthan the conservation efforts

Whatever | personally believe about protectingrthtural places | visit, their conservation is the
responsibility of the government and the tourisauistry

During my travels, | deliberately seek out experemnthat challenge my conservation beliefs and
customs

® My approach to conservation is usually superiahta put forth by a tour operator

4.3 RESULTS OF ANALYSES SHAPING THE FINAL ECOTOURIST ETHICS SCALE

Fifteen different undergraduate classes were aht@rePhase 1 with a total class
enrolment of 1,869 students potentially compridimgsurvey population. A total of 1,213 usable
guestionnaires were returned for a response ra6l.86 based on the 1,869 students in total
enrolled in the classes in which the survey wasiaidiered. With attendance on any given day
typically between 75 and 80% of the numbers erdpliee response rate was arguably as high as
87%. Among those who responded, there were 820lésni@3.0%) and 386 males (32.0%) with
an average age of 20.2 years (SD=2.80), with alimalteither 19 or 20 years of age (45.2%).
Most of the participants were in a program of stwdih a social science orientation (59.8%).
With the 66 items included in the questionnaire amdr 1,200 survey participants, there were

approximately 18 respondents per scale item, faeeding the minimum of five recommended
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by DeVellis (2003) and Netemeyer, Bearden and S&q@003) to ensure reliability in the
subsequent analyses.

The initial step in the empirical analysis involvad examination of the response patterns
to the 66 items, which showed all of them to besdffely discriminating with relatively
normalized distributions. All of the items had \@artces close to 1.0, which reflects an expected
and desirable amount of variation in response ant rwere severely skewed, which ensured
that each item had allowed for both agreement @&abceement (i.e., none of the distributions of
responses were concentrated at one end of thenagméscale).

Next, the inter-item correlations within each oé th2 domains were examined to assess
consistency of response with high correlations etqukamong items presumed to measure the
same construct. This step revealed certain ite@sappeared to be somewhat independent of
other items within the domain by virtue of havingnesignificant correlations (p>.05), thereby
flagging them as potentially weak conceptual #s.example of an item that was weak in this
regard was one representing the Existentialistpeetsse of culture, “During my travel, my
personal values remain unaltered when interactitly people of other cultures”. When inter-
item correlations were examined for all of the isecomprising each of the four 4 ecotourism
components (e.g., all 18 of the items within thattme” component), the same items with weak
connections to the component again appeared, suggekat they were not only potentially
poor fits to the domain, but were also not goasl fiir the broader ecotourism component. When
the correlations for all of the items comprisingle®f the three ethics theories were examined
(e.g., all 23 items reflecting Teleology), itemsmgrising a Deontological dimension were the
most conceptually consistent with all items posityv and significantly related. The items
reflecting an Existentialist dimension generated tomparatively weakest results with the
largest number of non-significant inter-item caoatgns both overall and within each domain.
Another example of an item that was weak in thgard was, “My concern about polluting the
natural environment changes when | visit other teesi. While none of these initial analyses
were decisive in determining the composition of fmal ecotourist ethics scale, they were
instructive in providing insights into the naturfetioe emerging conceptual structure of the scale.

Subsequent reliability analyses of the items witgch of the 12 domains, as well as for
the items comprising the ethics theories and tlwtoecism components, were conducted and

further served to reveal which items possessedjtbéatest internal consistency. Similar to the
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findings for the inter-item correlations, thosemte that failed to show good fit within each
domain were identified, and upon closer scrutibjpeicame apparent whycenceptually- they
could be excluded. For example, an item that wagppmkd for the reason above was one
representative of the Deontological perspectivecolture, “All countries and traditional
communities should follow universal travel reguwas”. Items, such as this one, were included
in phase 1 survey initially, but after flaggingbkcause of weak empirical results, | considered
and realised why it might be problematic.

When reliability analyses were undertaken on ed¢heofour components of ecotourism,
the internal consistency of the items in measurifigy, example conservation, were
underwhelming, frequently resulting in coefficiertelow 0.60, which are only marginally
acceptable (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Howevkese results revealed where the strength of
the scale in measuring its underlying constructsadly lay. Consistent with the intent to create a
scale focused oathics when reliability analyses were conducted on thtesas within each of
the ethics theories of Teleology, Deontology, anxistentialism, the results were much more
promising. Upon reflection, it became increasinglgar that the ultimate scale would be
sensitive to theethical stanceof respondents irrespective of the component otaecism on
which that stance was focused. In other words, oifneone adhered to a Deontological
perspective of nature-based travel, that viewpeis consistently applied across aspects within
all major components of ecotourism. Hence, distisigng between components of ecotourism
became less important in the retention of scatestthan maintaining the integrity of each of the
theoretical perspectives grounded in ethics. Theireal evidence reinforced the conceptual
basis for Teleology's focus on benefits to selfens, and the environment, Deontology’s focus
on personal responsibility and obligation in foliog rules or guidelines, and finally,
Existentialism’s focus on ethical comparisons betwveneself and the operator.

The final steps in the refinement of the scale ddeha consideration of the empirical
evidence, which had revealed an optimal structame, more importantly, the conceptual fit of
the items to the ethics theories. | continued toenoetween considerations of the validity of the
items and the empirical analyses of them to refityescale, just like a sculptor uses larger and
then much smaller tools to carve an image from aclblof stone. The culmination of this
iterative and cyclical process resulted in a fimatsion of theEcotourist Ethics Scal¢EES)

consisting of 24 items (see Table 4.3).
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Table 4.3
Iltem Refinement of the Fin®IESfor Inclusion in Phase 2

Number of Statements

Domain Phase 1 Phase 2
(Ethics — Component) Survey Survey
Teleology — Nature 6 4
Teleology — Culture 6 1
Teleology — Education 5 3
Teleology — Conservation 6 2

Deontology — Nature 6 2
Deontology — Culture 5 1
Deontology — Education 5 1
Deontology — Conservation 5 4

Existentialism — Nature 6 2
Existentialism — Culture 6 2
Existentialism — Education 5 1
Existentialism — Conservation 5 1
TOTAL 66 24

As a final check on the structure of the scale msuee its integrity and internal
consistency, several analyses were repeated adtiiems emerging from the previous steps in
the process. Inter-item correlations for each efttiree ethics theories revealed all positive and
significant relationships (p<.001). Similarly, wdhility analyses of the overall EES and within
the three ethics theories revealed high internabistency (see Table 4.4). The results showed
promise as each of the three constituent ethicsembions generated acceptable levels of
reliability, and as did the overall, shortened sq&@ES,a=.850). Again, these results illustrated
that the independent components of ecotourism n@ras important as maintaining a consistent
ethical stance overall. Furthermore, although ahigvidence suggested that Existentialism
(a=.682) may be the least internally consistent efdthical perspectives based on the empirical
evidence, a careful examination of its items onceptual grounds revealed that the dimension’s
strength comes from respondent’'s comparisons df aghinst tour operators, rather than
judgements against one’s own ethical standardswiNwtanding this insight, Deontology
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(a=.753) and TeleologyoE.750) still appear to be the predominant ethiosoties most

consistently understood by people and reflectetentems comprising the final scale.

Table 4.4
Items Comprising FindEESfrom Phase 1
DOMAIN Mean® SD  Cronbach’s
Component of Ecotourism Alpha
ltems
DEONTOLOGY ..iiiiiiiieeeiiiiiiiiie e immmntee e e e e e e immaneeees 5.03 .69 .753
Nature:
It is important to follow environmental laws andyuéations
at travel destinations, regardless of one’s petdosigefs..... 5.73 1.06
It is my personal duty to strictly adhere to alVeanmental
regulations at my travel destination........cceccco.occoeeceeee... 5.02 1.05
Culture:
| believe in following local cultural customs whillaveling
in a different CoOUNLIY.......ccooooiiiiiiii e 5.05 1.09
Education:
| feel obliged to learn about the people and pldcesit......... 4.77 1.24
Conservation:
Travelers should choose destinations that practice
conservation in their natural environments................... 4.56 1.18
Helping to conserve a destination’s natural envitent is
every Visitor's reSponSIbIlity................wumeeeercevevivininnnnnn. 5.09 1.17
| feel obliged to respect and follow the environma¢n
guidelines and regulations of the places I visit............... 5.28 1.02
| follow all environmental regulations of visitedmservation
areas, without questioning them ...........ccoeeveeeiivieeicinnnns 4.77 1.22
TELEOLOGY ...ttt 4.75 .58 .750
Nature:
My encounters with nature during my travel haveitpes
consequences for the environment...........ccceceeevevieeennnn. 4.36 .97
| value the natural component of my travel forakslity to
invoke in me feelings of compassion for all forniidife ...... 4.88 1.08
I make travel choices that are good for the natural
ENVIFONMENT ...t e 4.25 1.04
| value the natural component of travel for the ynbanefits
it provides t0 NUMANS............uvvviviiiiiireememeeeieeenens 491 91
Culture:
When travelers interact with local communitiedattilitates
mutual awareness and understanding ........ccceeeeeevvvvin...  4.93 .88
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Education:
To make travel a positive experience, travelersishiearn

as much as possible about the places and people®idie... 5.23 1.15
Both travelers and local peoples should engageuituah
learning to better understand one anather..................... 5.05 1.03
Sharing knowledge with local peoples during my ¢étav
reduces inequality, discrimination, and poverty.............. 4.68 1.14
Conservation:
Supporting conservation through my travel makesame
better CItIZEN ... 4.88 .97
| consider what impacts my activities will have on
conservation at my destination when making tripslens.. 4.31 1.19
EXISTENTIALISM ..ot 4.44 .67 .682
Nature:
My interactions with nature during my travels areren
meaningful than activities organised by a tour apr....... 4.58 1.17
The way | conduct myself in the natural settingswe
appropriate than travel operators ...........ccoeeeeiiiiiimnennnnnns 4.20 .90
Culture:
My interpretation of culture during my travels i®ra
meaningful to me than the one offered by a touraipe..... 4.67 1.14
During my travels, my interactions with traditionmdoples
are more appropriate than those promoted by a tour 4.43 .94
(0] 1T =1 0] SO PP TOPPPTPPPP
Education:
What | learn myself when | travel is more meanimhdgjian 4.77 1.27
what | learn from a tour operator...........ccccceeeeeeeeimee e,
Conservation:
My approach to conservation is usually superidhtd put 4.00 .95
forth by a tour operator.........cccoooviiiiieemeeee e,
Overall for Three DOMAINS ..........uuuurmmmmminimmmeemiriiieieeneeeneneeenen 4.77 51 .850

@Based on a 7-point, Likert scale where 1="veryrajiy disagree” and 7="very strongly agree”

As noted, the findings suggest that ethics baseBemntology and Teleology define the
prevalent ethical stances held by these individuansequently, a consideration of rules or
principles and of the consequences of one’s aci®mise basis upon which participant beliefs
and subsequent behaviours are drawn. The initiabikty analyses of each ethical perspective
for all ecotourism components suggest a consistémdyeliefs and values that cut across all
aspects of ecotourism and do not discriminate enbidisis of those components. Potentially,

therefore, the blending of Deontology and Teleologgy be more appropriate in the context of
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ecotourism than Existentialism, although Existdisim does play an important role for

establishing a comparative stance to the practtesghers, notably tour operators. This insight
was in part a result of examining the correlatiansong the three ethics theories. Majority of
correlations within Existentialism wereomparativelyweaker, especially judgments against
one’s own ethical standards as opposed to comparisbd self with the tour operator. For

example, a weak item (r=.002, p>0.5) representativthe Existentialist perspective of nature
was, “l visit natural environments in my travels satisfy my spiritual needs”. However,

Existentialism is an important dimension becauggavides an important balance to the overall
measure of ethics while itedependenceactually adds to the measure (see Fennell, Plumdmer
Marschke, 2008 for the value of a triangulated appin).
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CHAPTER 5
PHASE 2 RESULTS:
DEEPER INSIGHTS REVEALED BY THE ECOTOURIST ETHICS SCALEAND
RELATED CONSTRUCTS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the results of the sechadgyof my study, which implements and
tests the newly-developed EES, and extending istasother related constructs in hopes of
revealing deeper insights about ecotourist ethia$ laehaviour. First, | describe the sample
characteristics, followed by response distributimisthe 24 items of the EES and further
empirical testing at the level of ethics theorieshere they have demonstrated strong
relationships in phase one. In particular, | comim@nthe inter-item correlations and item-to-
total correlations where | examine the internalststency (i.e., reliability) of items within each
ethics theory and then the entire EES measure.tidddlly, | report here on the relationship
between the EES and various established and religidychological measures (i.e.,
predispositions, ethics, values, and motivationsgdtablish the concurrent validity of the EES.
Upon determining the reliability of the EES, | dese the demographic and trip characteristics
of my sample and examine them in relation to aspetthe EES. Of particular interest is the
extent to which differences exist between peopléhéir ethical stance based on their frequency
and duration of nature-based travel and their gipgtion in nature-related activities; in other
words, do people who engage in activities typicakgociated with ecotourism also possess an

ethical stance consistent with the definition andgiples underlying ecotourism?

5.2 PHASE 2 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

Thirty undergraduate classes at a major univeisitgouth western Ontario with a total
enrolment of over 2,600 students were accessedglualass time and all students in attendance
were invited to participate in the phase 2 survApproximately 1,745 students were in
attendance and a total of 1,544 usable questi@mauere returned, representing a 88.5%
response rate. Some of the returned questionnares discarded if they were missing large
portions of data or had clearly been filled oufpipeopriately. This ensured that the data provided
by the 1,544 respondents included in this stagehef study could be examined with full

confidence in the results.
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Table 5.1
Demographic Characteristics of Sample (n=1,544)

Characteristic Attribute n Pct.
Age
17 10 19 years of g€ ......cccovvnmvmniimemras 482 31.7
20 years Of @ge .....ccoovvvvviiiiiii e eeeeeeee e 406 26.7
21to22yearsof age ... 413 27.2
23 and older........cooooiiiiiiii s 219 14.4
Gender
Female.....cooo i, 656 43.1
MalE ... s 867 56.9
Current Financial Situation
“Barely enough to make ends meet’...................... 128 8.5
“Enoughtogetby”.......ccccii 438 29.1
“Little left over after all obligations are met'............ 368 24.4
“Quite comfortable”...........ccooov i, 488 32.4
“All I need and MOre”.........cccoveviveiev v 85 5.6
Region of Origin
Western Developed.........ccooooeivvveieescmmmmmm e e eeeeeevennns 911 61.0
Eastern Developed .............uvevivvveves sememmesnnnnnnnnnnnnnns 273 18.3
Eastern Developing........coooooiviiiiiii e 183 12.2
Southern Developing ............ueeeveeieiiiimmmmenneeeeeeeeeenns 34 2.3
Third WOrld .......oeoei e o 93 6.2
Permanent Province of Residence
British Columbia.........c.cccoooiiiiiiiiiiimm e 40 2.9
PraIMIES cooviiiiiiiiiiiieieieeeeeee et s 1 39 2.9
(@] 01 7= 1 [0 USRI 1,259 92.4
QUEDEC ..., 9 0.7
ALANTIC. ... e 13 1.0
TeITIEONIES .ciiiiiiiei ettt 2 0.1
Permanent City of Residence
Rural Areas (below 1,000)..........cccoooiiiiiiiiiciiinn. 34 2.5
Urban Areas (1,000 to 99,999) ............ccceemeemvveeeen.. 265 19.7
Metropolitan (100,0004).......ccccvviiiiiiiiimeeameeeeeeeeeaen, 1,011 75.0
NOt LIStEd.....ee i 38 2.8
Areas of Study
ArtS/HUMANILIES ...o.oevveviieiiveeeeeeeeeeee 466 30.2
SOCial SCIENCES......ccevviiiiiie e eeeeeeee e 125 8.1
Natural SCIENCES.........cvvviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeens 247 16.0
Technical SCIENCES..............vveiiiiii s ceeeemne e 706 45.7

Note Not all attributes add up to 1,544 due to noipoese
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Overall, the sample consisted of majority of ma(&6.9%) and over half of the
participants were between 17 and 20 years of a@d¥%. Most of the participants were in a
program of study with a technical science orientat{45.7%) followed by the social science
orientation (30.2%). Respondents generally perceitreir financial situation as good with
32.4% who were “quite comfortable” and only 8.5%owhad “barely enough to make ends
meet”, even though all were undergraduate stud@&tds.surprisingly, the majority of students
reported their origin as a western developed cguffl.0%), with Ontario (92.4%) and
metropolitan areas with a population of 100,000 abadve (75.0%) as their permanent province
and city of residence (see Table 5.1).

Perhaps most surprising of this student samplggritaof respondents (80.7%) has
visited some type of natural area in the past {s&d#e 5.2). This was unexpected according to
my own biases because these students are preddiyimathe technical sciences area of study,
and generally, undergraduate students tend to bg Wwith school, have part-time jobs, limited
financial and time resources, and be more intedeistesocial activities close to their place of
residence. Among those whlo visit natural areas, visitation is almost everoasrall frequency
categories. The most obvious observation is that 80% of the visitors stay a week or less,
with most staying a couple of days, while very feay longer (12.5%).

To organise respondents into groupings baseti@nihtensity of visitation to natural
areas, | have devised an indicator of thiensity of visitationby combining the measures of
frequency and duration of visits to natural ardassentially, the indicator groups responses to
the two questions by combining high, medium, amwd toeasures of the frequency of visitation
with the duration of the respondent’s visits tounak areas to create four groups of visitors: those
who visit frequently and stay long (6%), those wihsit with medium frequency and duration
(27.8%), those who visit infrequently and stay tyi€20.9%), and finally, those who are rare-
visitors (45.3%). Most interesting, the group tiethighest in both frequency and duration of
visits to natural areas is the smallest in sizealy, the majority of respondents (47.1%) visits
natural areas in small groups of three to four,ilamto the typical profile of hard-path
ecotourists (Fennell, 1999). While no one visitsnal and only 7.4% does so in couples, an even
smaller percentage (5.8%) of respondents visitpaas of a large group or tour comprised of
anywhere from 11 to 100 people (see Table 5.2).
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Table 5.2

Travel Characteristics of Sample (n=1,544)

Characteristic Attribute n Pct.

Visitation to Natural Areas

Y S ettt ————— e mmn e e e as 1,239 80.7
o PSR 296 19.3
Frequency of Visits to Natural Areas
Once in a lifetime to every 10 years.......coeeeeeeeee. 275 22.2
EVery 210 4 YearsS. ... 319 25.8
EVEIY YEAI ... e 285 23.1
Couple times per year or more...........ccoeeeeeeveeenennn. 357 28.9
Duration of Visits in Natural Areas
Fora few hours. ... 257 26.9
For an entire day...........c.eeueeueeiieiiemmeieeiiiiiiiieiiiiieneens 254 26.5
For a couple of days or a weekend.........coevveve. 326 34.1
For up to a week or more ..........cceevvvv e eeeeeeeeenen. 120 12.5
Intensity of Visitation to Natural Areas?
Frequent and Lengthy ...........cccoooiiiiiismmmmemiie 39 6.0
Mid-Frequent and Mid-Lengthy ... 182 27.8
Infrequent and Brief ... 137 20.9
Rare VISitors ... 296 45.3
Visitor Party Size
COUPIES....e e 90 7.4
Small Group (310 4) ...uueeeieiiieiiiiiiiiiieeee e 570 47.1
Medium Group (510 10) ..ccoevviiiiiiiiiiieee e, 481 39.7
Large Group and Tours (11 t0 100) .....ccevvmeeeaeeennnn. 70 5.8

Note Not all attributes add up to 1,544 due to noipoese
2 Visitation intensity combines measures of the disstpy
and duration of people’s visits to natural areas

Another aspect of people’s behaviour that is linkedature-based travel is the types of
outdoor recreation activities in which one chooseparticipate. From among the 13 activities
that the respondents indicated participating, tlgbdst percentage of respondents was found in
the lowest categories of participation — those Wiever” participate in such activities or who do

so “sometimes” (shown in bold in Table 5.3). Intmadar, activities which are more closely
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associated with ecotourism, such as photographglifgiviewing, nature study/exploration, and
birdwatching also show this pattern, with 70.5% poeglents who never participate in
birdwatching and 52.4% who never take part in reaudy or exploration. Perhaps this pattern

is not surprising when considering this is a stidample.

Table 5.3

Participation in Outdoor Recreation Activities

Participation in Outdoor Never Sometimes Regularly Very often
Recreation Activities®

n Pct. n Pct. n Pct. n Pct.

SWIMMING......ccviiiiiiieeieeeeee e, 237 157 669 442 405 268 201 133
HIKING .o 328 216 684 451 338 223 168 11.1
Camping ...ccceveeeeieeeeee e 402 265 671 443 280 185 163 10.8
Adventure Activities.................. 864 57.2 466 30.8 119 7.9 62 4.1
Photography..........ccccvviiiiiiieiicn, 557 36.8 561 37.1 278 184 116 7.7

Wildlife viewing..........ccccceevennne 432 285 845 558 166 11.0 71 4.7

Canoeing/Kayaking.................. 631 417 632 418 179 11.8 70 4.6

Nature study/Exploratian.......... 792 524 518 343 148 9.8 54 3.6
Guided tours .......cccevveeeveiereiiies 694 458 691 456 106 7.0 24 1.6
Drawing/Arts ........cccvvveveeeeeninnnns 864 57.2 466 30.8 119 7.9 62 4.1
Cultural/Aboriginal activities..... 1,020 67.8 423 28.1 49 3.3 13 0.9
Birdwatching ........ccccccevviiiinnen 1,066 70.5 358 23.7 65 4.3 24 1.6
Meditation.............cccccceevviunnnnnn, 1,111 73.7 292 194 74 4.9 31 2.1

Note Not all attributes add up to 1,544 due to noipoese
& Activities listed in rank order based on highermaierate of participation

5.3 RELIABILITY ANALYSES OF ECOTOURIST ETHICS SCALE

Initial examination of the response patterns of 2Beitems of EES showed them to be
effectively discriminating with relatively normaéd distributions (i.e., almost all of the items
had variances close to 1.0 and none were sevetelyesl). Based on EES analyses conducted
earlier in phase 1 of my study, all examinationshef inter-item correlations in this phase were
conducted at a higher level of the three ethicsorihe of Teleology, Deontology, and

Existentialism (see Table 5.4). Inter-item coriiela within each of the three ethics theories
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revealed all positive and significant relationshijps.001). Looking first at the items reflecting a
Deontological stance, they appeared to be highlgceptually consistent with all items
positively and significantly related. The items it the Deontological ethical stance with the
strongest positive relationship was found betwestiine and conservation (r=.751, p<.001) and
the weakest between education and conservatio22@=.p<.001). While the relationship
between nature and conservation is not surprisiregtd strong nature conservation efforts in our
society, the weak relationship between educati@hcamservation has much to say about these
efforts. At least on the surface, education is sehaving a major role in nature conservation
and in developing an ethical stance. However, ghihbe that in the context of Deontology,
which is grounded in following rules and regulagplearning about conservation issues does not
come into play simply because visitors follow tlegulations without concerning themselves

with reasons and background information.

Table 5.4

Relationship between Items and Dimensions of Ethitsin EES

Items in the Teleology Dimension of EE3(10 items)
Tedl Tnal Tna2  Tna3 Tcul Ted2 Tcol Tnad  Ted3

Tnal 413
(<.001)
Tna2 .239 413
(<.001) (<.001)
Tna3 .282 347 441
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Tcul .399 347 .305 291
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Ted2 .282 367  .327(<. .300(<. .436
(<.001) (<.001) 0021) 001) (<.001)
Tcol 321(<.  .402 .343(<. .382 327 .336
001) (<.001) 001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Tna4 .360 491 .393 407 375 332 .584
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Ted3 .382 379 .293 .262 .485 .458 431 439
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Tco2 313 440 .364 479 .258 .352 435 .466 331
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
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Items in the Deontology Dimension of EE$8 items)

Dnal Dcol Dcul Dco?2 Dna? Dco3 Dco4

Dcol .409
(<.001)
Dcul 459 291
(<.001) (<.001)
Dco2 .536 342 479
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Dna2 .560 376 454 .627
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Dco3 .603 396 .465(<. .626(<. .751
(<.001) (<.001) 0021) 001) (<.001)
Dco4 536(<. .465 .416(<. .454 519 .564
001) (<.001) 001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Ded1 237 .343 375 .225 .309 .333 342
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)

Items in the Existentialism Dimension of EES6 items)

Eedl Ecol Ecul Ecu2 Enal

Ecol 426
(<.001)
Ecul .500 .460
(<.001) (<.001)
Ecu2 .361 .455 476
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Enal .509 .488 542 475
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Ena2 .358 507  .426(<. .488(<. .499
(<.001) (<.001) 001) 001) (<.001)

Note:Pearson correlation coefficients shown with proliighin parentheses
& EES evaluated on 7-point scale where 1 = “velyrgfiy disagree” and 7 = “very strongly agree”
Key: T: Teleology, D: Deontology, E: Existentialism
na: nature, ed: education, co: conservation, dtureu

Turning to those items reflecting the Teleologicsthnce, they too were highly
conceptually consistent with all items positivetydasignificantly related (see Table 5.4). When
examining the items representing the four companentecotourism within the Teleological
ethical stance, the strongest positive relationsivps found again between nature and

conservation (r=.584, p<.001) and the weakest bmtweulture and conservation (r=.258,
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p<.001). Compared to Deontology, items within tleeblogical dimension generated inter-item
correlations with less extreme ends of polaritydasn the strongest and weakest relationships.

Finally, items reflecting the Existentialist dimé&ns were also conceptually consistent,
like those within Deontology and Teleology, wheteitems were positively and significantly
related (see Table 5.4). Despite the earlier corscetbout the items within Existentialism
following the analyses conducted in the first phakeny research, these results suggest that the
dimension does stand up to scrutiny. Looking clagehe items comprising the four components
of ecotourism within this ethics theory, the stresigpositive relationship was found between
nature and culture (r=.542, p<.001) and the weakestveen nature and education (r=.358,
p<.001). Compared to Deontology and Teleology, Ehastentialist dimension addresses
different components of ecotourism; excluding covestgon which was prevalent in the strongest
and weakest relationships in both ethics theoaed,including both culture and education which
were found in the weakest relationships in Teleplagd Deontology, respectively. At least
when examining one’s ethical stance attached toadicplar component of ecotourism,
Existentialism appears to be somewhat unique flarother two dimensions.

Finally, the correlations between the compositerexcon the three ethics theories
revealed all positive and significant relationsh{ps.001) (see Table 5.5). Consistent with my
discussion above, the ethics theories of Teleoky)Deontology were most strongly correlated
(r=.749, p<.001), followed by Teleology and Exidtalism (r=.644, p<.001), while the
relationship between Existentialism and Deontolexgs comparatively the weakest (r=.469,
p<.001), but still highly statistically significantThese results confirm the conceptual
understanding of the three theories of EES; in i@ddr, ethics based on regulations
(Deontology) and consequences (Teleology) are lsloskated. This relationship is often evident
in codes of ethics listing the consequences ofkimgaa particular rule. Ethics based on rules
and regulations (Deontology) are somewhat lessiglyarelated to those based on authenticity
(Existentialism). This may be due to the visitopgrception of rules and regulations as
impersonal, authoritative, and inauthentic. It neakere sense conceptually that ethics based on
authenticity (Existentialism) are more closely teth to those ingrained in consequences
(Teleology). In such contexts visitors might fiictasier to understand, personalize, and relate to
various regulations by weighing their action ordtan to these rules solely based on the

consequences.
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Table 5.5

Relationship Among Dimensions of Ethics Compriddaptourist Ethics Scale

EES Dimensions
Teleology Deontology
Deontology .749
(<.001)
Existentialism .644 469
(<.001) (<.001)

Note:Pearson correlation coefficients shown with proliighin parentheses

Consistent with the intent to create a scale fotumeethics the subsequent reliability
analyses revealed high internal consistency oftdmes within each of the ethics dimensions of
Deontology, Teleology, and Existentialism and o thverall EES (see Table 5.6). The results
showed similar results to phase 1 as each of thetitwent ethics dimensions generated high
levels of reliability and as did the overall sclEES,0=.826). Results in phase 2 revealed high
levels of reliability for Deontology (phase 2=.862; phaselp=.753), Teleology (phase 2,
0=.855; phase 1g=.750), and Existentialism (phase®;.838; phase 1g=.682). Importantly,

the high levels of reliability lend support to thiability of my scale across samples.

Table 5.6
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability of Ethicsni@nsions ComprisinBESin Phase 2

Dimensions Cronbach’s
Items Mean®  SD alpha
[D]=T0] 0110] (o VA0SO 5.05 .85 .862
It is important to follow environmental laws andyutations at
travel destinations, regardless of one’s persoelfs.......... 5.58 1.14
| feel obliged to respect and follow the environma¢n
guidelines and regulations of the places | visit................. 5.24 1.13
Helping to conserve a destination’s natural envirent is
every Visitor's responsibility .............oooeievieee 5.24 1.18
| believe in following local cultural customs whilveling in
a different CoUNtIY ..........uveuieiiiiiiimmmeme e 5.08 1.11
It is my personal duty to strictly adhere to alVeanmental
regulations at my travel destination.........cccceceeeeeeeiieeneenee. 5.07 1.15
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| follow all environmental regulations of visitedrservation

areas, without questioning them .............cceeeeiiiiiciiiinnnene. 4.97 1.23
| feel obliged to learn about the people and pldegsit........... 4.66 1.31
Travelers should choose destinations that practice
______Conservation in their natural environments.................... 4.5 122
TeleologY oo 4.60 74 .855
Both travelers and local peoples should engageuituiah
learning to better understand one another... e 490 1.05
When travelers interact with local communltleéamlltates
mutual awareness and understanding........cccceeeee.... . 4.87 1.04

To make travel a positive experience, travelersulshtezarn as
much as possible about the places and people thigy. v..... 4.84 1.23

Supporting conservation through my travel makesarbetter

CIIZEN o, 4.82 1.13
| value the natural component of travel for the ynbanefits

it provides to humans ... 4.76 1.06
Sharing knowledge with local peoples during my étav

reduces inequality, discrimination, and poverty................ 4.48 1.22
| value the natural component of my travel foralslity to

invoke in me feelings of compassion for all fornfidife ....... 4.43 1.24

| consider what impacts my activities will have on
conservation at my destination when making tripisiens.... 4.31 1.18
My encounters with nature during my travel haveitpges

consequences for the environment...........cccceeeivviceninnnnnns 4.29 .99

I make travel choices that are good for the natural
_______e_n\_/_irgnm_e_nt__'_'1'_'_'_'_'_'1'_'_'_'_'_'_'1'_'_'_'_'_'11'_'_'_'_'_'1'_'_'"_"_“_"_"_'_'1'_'_'_'_'_'_'1'_'_'_'_"_"1'_'_'_'1'_'_'_'_' ____ 4__2__9_ _______ :! _;l._? ___________________
EXistentialiSm ... 4.34 .83 .838

What | learn myself when | travel is more meanimdhan

what | learn from a tour operator ............coeeeeennrmmnevenennnn, 4.60 1.23
My interpretation of culture during my travels i®rm

meaningful to me than the one offered by a tourape...... 4.38 1.15

During my travels, my interactions with traditionmdoples
are more appropriate than those promoted by acjperator. 4.37 1.06

My interactions with nature during my travels areren

meaningful than activities organised by a tour af®r......... 4.35 1.13
The way | conduct myself in the natural settingsi@e
appropriate than travel operators...........cccoeeeiiirimneeeennene. 4.26 1.04
My approach to conservation is usually superidhtd put
forth by a tour Operator ............cuuvveevi oo 4.08 1.06
Overall for Three DIMENSIONS...........ccuvvirieemiiiieiiieiieeee e 4.66 .69 .826

@Based on a 7-point, Likert-type scale where 1=h\strongly disagree” and 7="very strongly agree”

121



5.4 ANALYSES OF DEMOGRAPHIC AND TRIP CHARACTERIST ICS IN
RELATION TO ECOTOURIST ETHICS AND PREDISPOSITION

Upon describing the sample characteristics, anst ingportantly, having determined the
reliability of my scale, | pondered whether anytleé demographic and trip characteristics of my
sample might be related to aspects of ecotoutistetind ecotourist predisposition. In addition
to focusing on ethics using the new scale, | sawelers’ predisposition towards ecotourism, as
measured by the Ecotourist Predisposition Scal&)YE®s a closely related concept, one which
might further reveal people’s hidden or subconsgimgclinations towards key components of
ecotourism. Consequently, | have approached théyses by examining each noteworthy
characteristic of my sample in a systematic fashiiost within each of the three ethics and four
ecotourism dimensions of the EES, followed by therall EES, and similarly within the three
dimensions of EPS followed by the overall Ecotduf3edisposition Scale. The sample
characteristics examined include: gender, partg, siisitors versus non-visitors, frequency and
duration of visits (separately and combined), pguéition in various outdoor recreation

activities, and participation in typical ecotourigmented activities.

5.4.1 RELATIONSHIP OF GENDER

Gender can be seen as the most basic determihatifferences when it comes to
people’s ethics and predispositions. The literaturethics as well as environmentalism is full of
such examples (e.g., Adams, 1993; Birkeland, 1828ch, Devers & Krausman, 2001; Deruiter
& Donnelly, 2002). To examine whether gender playsle here, that is, whether there is a
significant difference between men and women orr ttiavel perspectives within the three
ethics dimensions (Teleology, Deontology, and Exigalism) of the EES, | have conducted
independent samples t-tests (see Table 5.7). Tastd-demonstrated significant differences
between men and women on their travel perspectivgsn both Teleology (t=-7.578, p<.001)
and Deontology dimensions of the EES (t=-7.92200%), but not within the Existentialism
dimension (t=-1.308, p=.191). Women agreed mowngty on average than men on all aspects
within all three ethics dimensions of the EES. &rtigular, women agreed more strongly with
Deontological ethics statements on average (M=525;.80) than the men (M=4.90, SD=.86),
followed by Teleological ethics statements (M=4.BR)=.71) compared with men (M=4.47,
SD=.76).
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Table 5.7

Differences among men and women on their travedgeatives within the dimensions of the
Ecotourist Ethics Scal@EES) and th&cotourist Predisposition Sca(&PS)

Gender
Scale Dimension% Males Females
n Mean SD n Mean SD t p

EES - Ethics

Teleology 832 4.47 .76 642 476 .71 -7.578 <.001

Deontology 841 490 .86 646 525 .80 -7.922 <.001

Existentialism 843 431 .83 645 437 .83 -1.308 191
EES — Ecotourism

Nature 850 452 .74 651 477 69 -6.704 <.001

Culture 843 459 .82 648 478 .79 -4.673 <.001

Education 851 4.61 .85 650 4.81 .80 -4.801 <.001

Conservation 849 4.61 .83 650 492 .76 -7.324 <.001
EES Overall 832 456 .70 640 479 .67 -6.392 <.001
EPS

Nature 865 4.321.13 656 4.62 1.09 -5.129 <.001

Education 865 3.941.10 656 4.30 1.07 -6.379 <.001

Ethics 864 5.45 .93 655 5.78 .89 -6.850 <.001
EPS Overall 864 4.57 .85 655 490 .84 -7.347 <.001

#EES and EPS evaluated on 7-point scale where
1 ="“very strongly disagree” and 7 = “very stronglgree”

Next, | examined whether there is a significarfitedence between men and women on
their travel perspectives within the four ecotomrisomponents (i.e., nature, culture, education,
and conservation) of the EES. Similar to test teswithin the three ethics dimensions, all tests
revealed significant differences between men anthevoon their travel perspectives within all
four ecotourism dimensions of the EES (see Tabig @and in all of the tests, women agreed
more strongly with these perspectives than didnttem. The tests suggest that women agree
more strongly with Conservation travel statememswerage (M=4.92, SD=.762) than the men
(M=4.61, SD=.83), followed by Education (M=4.81, $B0), Culture (M=4.78, SD=.79), and
Nature (M=4.77, SD=.69), although just slightlyidtsomewhat surprising to see the dimensions
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of Conservation and Nature on the opposite endth@fspectrum, if only because they are
conceptually related. Looking at the overall EEBe tt-test revealed another significant
difference between men and women on their travespsetives within the scale (t=-6.392,
p<.001). Like at the lower levels of the scale’midnsions, the test suggests women agree more
strongly with the EES travel statements on aveldde4.79, SD=.67) than the men (M=4.56,
SD=.70).

A similar series of t-tests were conducted wittie three dimensions (i.e., nature,
education, and ethics) of the Ecotourist PredigposiScale to determine whether there is a
significant difference between men and women ornr ttravel perspectives. Following the
pattern of the EES, all tests revealed signifiddifferences between men and women on their
travel perspectives within the three dimensionE®S, with women agreeing more strongly with
these statements than the men (see Table 5.7arficiar, the tests suggest that women agree
more strongly with Ethics travel statements on ager (M=5.78, SD=.85) than the men
(M=5.45, SD=.93), followed by Nature (M=4.62, SD89), and Education (M=4.30, SD=1.07).
The order of agreement strength with statementsesepting these dimensions seems more in
line with the conceptual link between ethics and tiatural aspect of travel. Looking at the
overall EPS, the test revealed a significant déifee between men and women on their travel
perspectives within the scale (t=-7.374, p<.001he Test suggests that women agree more
strongly with the EPS travel statements on ave(Mye4.90, SD=.84) than the men (M=4.57,
SD=.86).

Overall, all tests revealed significant differemcbetween men and women on all
dimensions of EES and EPS, except for the Existhsitn dimension of the EES. Again, this
may be due to much lesser understanding of thisadtetance by people whose sociological
upbringing is ingrained in a culture of sociallyeaptable and expected behaviour as opposed to
being authentic to oneself above being concerndld ethers. Perhaps not surprisingly, women
agreed more strongly than men with travel statesmeithin all dimensions of EES and EPS,
which may further strengthen the ecofeminist plfds/. In summary, travel statements within
the Deontology dimension of EES and Ethics dimensib EPS received most agreement by
women of this sample. The highest variation in oeses for both men and women was found

within the Nature and Education dimensions of B S Jower within the Ethics dimension.
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5.4.2 RELATIONSHIP OF TRAVEL PARTY SIZE AMONG VISIT ORSTO

NATURAL AREAS

Another factor | considered may be related to pesmthics and predispositions towards
travel was their travel party size when they viiteatural areas. According to the ecotourism
literature, most hard-path ecotourists travel imigroups whereas the generic traveler might be
found in large tour groups of 20 and above (Fendé&®9, 2002). Consequently, | distinguished
between four sizes of travel groups from couplesnmll groups of 3 to 4 people, to medium
groups of 5 to 10 people, and finally, large groapsours of 11 to 100 people. My thinking was
guided by the soft- to hard-path ecotourist contmuwvhere a more ethical approach would be
more strongly supported by those who travel in gngkoups.

To this end, | was interested to find out whetlerée is a significant difference between
participants who traveled to natural areas in gsaofpdifferent sizes (i.e., couples, small groups,
medium groups, and large groups) in their perspestwithin the three ethics dimensions. Tests
indicated no significant difference between thetipigmants’ four groups of travel party size on
their travel perspectives within any of the thrédges dimensions of EES (see Table 5.8). When
these groups were compared on their perspectivescofourism dimensions (i.e., Nature,
Culture, Education, and Conservation) of the EESsignificant differences were found except
for the Conservation dimension of EES (F=2.6410p8) albeit marginally so (see Table 5.9).

Table 5.8

Differences among participants of various travetypsize on their travel perspectives within the
ethics dimensions dEcotourist Ethics ScalgEES)

Ecotourist Ethics Scalé

Teleology Deontology Existentialism
Travel Party Size n MeanSD n Mean SD n Mean SD
Couples 89 4.78.79 89 530 .93 88 4.47 .82

Small Group (3 to 4) 548  4.61.76 554 512 .85 556  4.35 .86

Medium Group (5 to 10)461  4.65 .73 467 5.07 .84 469 4.39 .81

Large Group & Tours
(11 to 100) 68 4.56 .70 69 5.00 .78 69 4.29 .75
F 1.477 2.201 798
P 219 .086 495

2 EES evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very sfodisagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
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Looking at the Ecotourist Predisposition Scaleisteasvealed a significant difference
between the four groups of travel party size ongasdicipants’ travel perspectives within the
Nature (F=4.330, p=.005) and Education (F=3.292028) dimensions (see Table 5.10). There
was no significant difference (F=2.135, p=.094)hwitthe Ethicddimension of EPS. Responses
on travel perspectives within Nature by people wimically travel in couples were significantly
different (p=.049) from those who typically travelsmall groups of 3 to 4, those who travel in
medium groups of 5 to 10 (p=.018), and those whedlrin large groups or tours of 11 to 100
(p=.014). Responses on travel perspectives witlincEtionby people who typically travel in
couples were significantly different (p=.047) frahose who typically travel in medium groups
of 5 to 10.

In summary, the ANOVA tests generated significaiffecences between participants
who traveled in groups of different sizes in theavel perspectives only within the Conservation
ecotourism dimension of EES and the Nature and &drc dimensions of EPS. People who
travel in smaller groups or in couples may be nmsupportive of conservation than those who
are part of larger tour groups and who might benama of their impacts. In line with my initial
hypothesis, it is couples (the smallest travelyparte) who agreed most strongly with Nature
travel statements of the EPS, followed by travaieshents in the Education dimension of EPS. It
is surprising not to find the Ethics dimension d?Erepresented by the participants’ travel
statements, having anticipated that people wheetriavcouples or small groups would be more
supportive of travel statements addressing ethosiever, results demonstrate that people in all
travel groups regardless of their size stronglypsupethics in their views on travel, and all of
the mean scores are in fact higher (from M=5.58te6.88) than even those in the ethics
dimension of Deontology in EES (from M=5.00 to M36).
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Table 5.9

Differences among participants of various travetypsize on their travel perspectives within thetearism dimensions of
Ecotourist Ethics Scal@EES)

Ecotourist Ethics Scalé

Nature Culture Education Conservation
Travel Party Size n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD
Couples 90 4.85 .76 89 4.80 .86 90 4.78 .86 90 5.01 .91
Small Group (3 to 4) 560 4.67 .73 556 4.70 .82 560 4.69 .85 560 4.79 .79

Medium Group (5to 10) 474  4.68 .72 470 4.70 .80 473 4.74 .85 473 479 .81
Large Group & Tours

(11 to 100) 70 459 .63 70 465 .70 70 465 .74 70 467 .79
F 2.079 544 .562 2.641
p 101 .652 .640 .048

2 EES evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very styodigagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
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Table 5.10

Differences among participants of various travetypsize on their travel perspectives within the
dimensions oEcotourist Predisposition Sca(&PS)

Ecotourist Predisposition Scalé

Nature Education Ethics
Travel Party Size n Mean SD n Mean SD n MeanSD
Couples 90 4.91 1.14 90 4.4% 1.18 90 5.88 .99

Small Group (3 to 4) 569 4.561.10 569 4.17%° 1.09 569 5.63 .89

Medium Group (5t0 10)480 452 1.05 480 4.08 1.12 479 564 .91

Large Group & Tours

b
(11 to 100) 70 432 1.19 70 4.06° 1.10 70 5.58 .91

F 4.330 3.292 2.135
p .005 .020 .094

#EPS evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very gtyodisagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
Note Superscripts indicate groups that are signifigadifferent based on Scheffé post hoc test (p<.05)

5.4.3 RELATIONSHIP OF VISITATION TO NATURAL AREAS

My next question led me to investigate the inflleeo€ visitation to natural areas; that is,
the difference between visitors and non-visitons, people’s ecotourism predispositions and
ethics. In much of the ecotourism literature, eaasi profiles are based on those who are
already participating in ecotourism experienceshase natural locations, namely the visitors.
However, it would be very interesting to see whetian-visitors would hold similar views on
aspects of nature travel and ethics, and whetheyr Would be equally predisposed towards
ecotourism. | really questioned the assumption tbially visitors to specific ecotourism
destinations were the hard-path travelers portrdyedhe literature, and wanted to expose to
some degree this predominant trend when examinirtgsts.

As a result, | set out to determine whether thera significant difference between
visitors and non-visitors on the three ethics disi@ms and four ecotourism dimensions of the
Ecotourist Ethics Scale, as well as the three d&oss of the Ecotourist Predisposition Scale. At
the first level of ethics dimensions of EES, th&tidedemonstrated significant difference between

visitors and non-visitors on their travel perspessdi within Teleology (t=3.649, p<.001),
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Deontology (t=3.918, p<.001), and Existentialism2(¥85, p=.005) (see Table 5.11). In all
cases, the tests suggested that visitors agree stmegly with travel statements within
Teleology (M=4.63, SD=.749), Deontology (M=5.10, -§845), and Existentialism (M=4.37,
SD=.832) than non-visitors. These results sugdgedtthose who visit natural areas do, indeed,

hold stronger ethical stances with respect to radnd ecotourism.

Table 5.11

Differences among visitors and non-visitors ontrttr@vel perspectives within
the dimensions of EES and EPS

Scale Dimensiors Visitors Non-Visitors
n M SD n M SD t p

EESEthics Dimensions:

Teleology 1,193 4.63 75 281 445 73 3.649 <.001

Deontology 1,207 5.10 .84 285 488 .85 3.918 <.001

Existentialism 1,210 4.37 .83 284 422 81 2.785 .005
EES Ecotourism Dimensions:

Nature 1,222 4.68 72 288 445 71 4.878 <.001

Culture 1,213 4.70 .81 285 458 .80 2.134 .033

Education 1,221 4.71 .84 289 465 .81 1.097 .273

Conservation 1,221 4.79 .81 287 455 .82 4.655 <.001
EES Overall 1,192 4.70 .69 280 451 .70 4.061 <.001
EPS Dimensions:

Nature 1,237 455 1.10 296 4.05 112 6.994 <.001

Education 1,237 4.13 1.11 296 396 1.06 2370 .018

Ethics 1,236 5.64 91 295 537 .97 4551 <.001
EPS Overall 1,236 4.77 .86 295 446 85 5.696 <.001

#EES and EPS evaluated on 7-point scales whereefy:$trongly disagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
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The tests revealed similar results when comparig@me made at the level of ecotourism
components of the EES. There was a significanewdifice between visitors and non-visitors on
their travel perspectives within the componentdNafure (t=4.878, p<.001), Culture (t=2.134,
p=.033), and Conservation (t=4.655, p<.001), bitamoEducation (t=1.097, p=.273). Similar to
the ethics dimensions of EES, visitors generallyeagmore strongly with travel statements
representative of all four dimensions of ecotourfran non-visitors (see Table 5.11). Not
surprisingly, analyses for the overall EES revedtszl same pattern — there was a significant
difference between visitors and non-visitors (t64.0p<.001) with visitors reporting a stronger
ethical stance with respect to ecotourism ovemalheerage (M=4.70, SD=.692) when compared
to non-visitors (M=4.51, SD=.696).

Subsequent examination of visitors and non-visiteithin the EPS revealed very similar
results. Significant differences between visitard aon-visitors on their travel perspectives were
found for all three EPS dimensions of Nature (t88,90<.001), Education (t=2.370, p=.018),
and Ethics (t=4.551, p<.001). As in the previousesavisitors’ agreement with travel statements
within Nature (M=4.55, SD=1.099), Education (M=4.183D=1.113), and Ethics (M=4.64,
SD=.908) was stronger than non-visitors’. There a0 a significant difference between
visitors and non-visitors on their travel perspeesi within the overall EPS (t=5.696, p<.001),
with visitors agreeing more strongly with thesdaeatzents (M=4.77, SD=.856) than non-visitors
(M=4.46, SD=.853).

In summary, all tests revealed significant diffexes between visitors and non-visitors on
their travel perspectives within all dimensiond=s#S and EPS, and for the overall scores on the
scales. The results provide rather stark evidelnaethose people who have ever visited natural
areas hold stronger ethical stances towards edstouand are more strongly predisposed
towards aspects of ecotourism than those peoplehate not visited a natural area. While these
differences appear to support the idea that vsitornatural areas are indeed “ecotourists” as
many researchers have assumed in their sampliaiggies, the results do not reveal how strong
the ecotourist ethic is among visitors and whethlervisitors can be considered ecotourists.
Certainly, differences in ethical stance might vemll, and likely do, exist among those who
visit natural areas. Hence, if visitation is in tfaelated to holding certain ethical views and
ecotourism predispositions, then | was interestesee whether frequency or duration of visits to

natural areas, or both, may be related as well.
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5.4.4 RELATIONSHIP OF FREQUENCY OF VISITS TO NATURA L AREAS

Based on the ecotourism literature, more hard-gatbtourists are expected to visit
natural areas of interest more frequently. Consatfjyefrequency of visitation to nature areas
(i.e., once every 5 years or less often, every 2 {@ars, every year, couple times per year or
more) was examined to see if it is related to thdents’ perspectives on the EES dimensions of
ethics and ecotourism, and the three dimensiorsR8. The results demonstrated significant
differences between the four levels of frequencyalbthree ethics dimensions of the EES (see
Table 5.12) — for the Teleological (F=7.265, p<))@eontological (F=14.189, p<.001), and
Existentialist (F=6.555, p<.001) ethics dimensidhsppears that those participants who agree
more strongly with the ethical stances reflectedthini Teleology, Deontology, and
Existentialism also visit natural areas a coupldimies per year or more, which is the group
visiting most frequently. Those who visit naturedéa@s most often agreed more strongly with the
Deontological ethical stance (M=5.31, SD=.855))dwkd by Teleology (M=4.79, SD=.738)
and Existentialism (M=4.52, SD=.840).

Table 5.12

Differences among people according to their fregyeaf participation in nature travel on their
travel perspectives within the ethics dimensionEadtourist Ethics Scal@EES)

Ecotourist Ethics Scalé

Frequency of Participation  Teleology Deontology Existentialism
in Nature Travel n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD
Once every 5 years or les861  4.53 .77 265 488 .85 265 4.38 85
Every 2 to 4 years 304 4%0.70 308 5.08 .80 311 4.38 .82
Every year 275 459 .78 277 5.08° .80 277 428 .80
Couple oftimes peryear s5 478 74 354 53t .85 354 459 .84
or more
F 7.265 14.189 6.555
P <.001 <.001 <.001

# EES evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very gfodisagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
Note Superscripts indicate groups that are signifigadifferent based on Scheffé post hoc test (p<.05)

131



The results demonstrated a similar pattern forfthe EES components of ecotourism
(see Table 5.13). Based on their frequency of atisih to natural areas, the four groups of
people differed in their ethical stances with resge the Nature (F=11.100, p<.001), Culture
(F=3.484, p=.015), Education (F=6.785, p<.001), aBdnservation (F=12.846, p<.001)
ecotourism components of the EES. Generally, tipasgcipants who agree more strongly with
the statements concerning Nature, Culture, Edutadind Conservation also tend to visit natural
areas a couple of times per year or more. These ifinequent visitors tended to agree more
strongly with the statements concerning the Coraem (M=5.00, SD=.825), followed by
Education (M=4.88, SD=.845), Nature (M=4.85, SD€)70and Culture (M=4.81, SD=.821)
ecotourism components of the EES.

Finally, looking at the three dimensions of the EB§nificant differences were revealed
among groups of people based on their frequencyisithtion to natural areas on their travel
perspectives concerning the Nature (F=26.486, [d9,0Bducation (F=9.747, p<.001), and
Ethics (F=20.519, p<.001) dimensions (see Tablé)53imilar to the results for the EES, those
participants who agreed more strongly with tratatesments within these three dimensions also
tended to visit natural areas a couple of timesyear or more. These frequent visitors agreed
most strongly with travel statements representhmgy Ethics dimension of the EPS (M=5.93,
SD=.818), followed by Nature (M=4.92, SD=1.039)d &ducation (M=4.36, SD=1.105).

On the whole, all tests revealed significant défezes among the four groups of people
based on their frequency of visiting natural arad their perspectives on all aspects of the EES
and the EPS. In almost all cases, those who visiggdral areas a couple of times per year or
more tended to agree more strongly with statemepiesenting all dimensions of the EES and
EPS, but in particular, with a Deontological stanod the Conservation component of the EES,
and with the Ethics dimension of the EPS.
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Table 5.13

Differences among people according to their freqyeaf participation in nature travel on their traperspectives within the
ecotourism dimensions &cotourist Ethics Scal(EES)

Ecotourist Ethics Scalé

Frequency of Participatic Nature Culture Education Conservation
in Nature Travel n Mean SD n Mean SD n  Mea8D n Mean SD
Once every 5 years or les869 454 .72 265 4.66° .85 269 4.62 .86 269 4.62 .79
Every 2 to 4 years 313 4%6 .71 311 4.68> .78 313 465 .81 313 476 .74
Every year 282 462 .74 279 4.62 .79 281 4.64 .83 281 478 .80
grom'fe“mes Peryear 55 488 70 355 48% 82 355 488 84 355 508 .82

F 11.100 3.484 6.785 12.846

p <.001 .015 <.001 <.001

#EES evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very styodigagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
Note Superscripts indicate groups that are signifigatifferent based on Scheffé post hoc test (p<.05)
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Table 5.14

Differences among people according to their freqyeaf participation in nature travel on their
travel perspectives within the dimensiongEabtourist Predisposition Sca(&PS)

Ecotourist Predisposition Scal&

Frequency of
Participation

in Nature Travel n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD

Nature Education Ethics

once everySyearsof 75 417 1.09 275 396 116 275 539 .93

less
Every 2 to 4 years 318  4261.00 318 4.07 1.05 318 557 .89
Every year 284 4%61.15 284 4.18° 1.08 284 562 .92
Couple MESPEryear 357 492 1.04 357 438 110 356 593 82
F 26.486 9.747 20.519
D <.001 <.001 <.001

2 EPS evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very gtyodisagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
Note Superscripts indicate groups that are signifiyadifferent based on Scheffé post hoc test (p<.05)

5.4.5 RELATIONSHIP OF PARTICIPANTS’ DURATION OF VIS ITS

Closely tied to the frequency of visitation toural areas is the length of time or duration
of the stay at a natural area. Similar to frequemeymerous studies in ecotourism portray the
hard-path ecotourist as someone who not only fregusatural areas often, but who remains in
these areas for longer periods of time. The questlten, was whether there was a significant
difference between people according to the duraifaheir visits of natural areas (i.e., for a few
hours, for an entire day, for a couple days or akead, or for up to a week or more) in their
ethical stances with respect to the EES dimensainsthics and ecotourism, and the three
dimensions of EPS (see Table 5.15). The resultsated no significant differences among the
four groups of people’s duration of stay on thergpectives within Teleology (F=.356, p=.785),
Deontology (F=.676, p=.567), or Existentialism @20, p=.882). Similarly, no significant
differences were found for the EES ecotourism camepts of Nature (F=.861, p=.461), Culture
(F=.880, p=.451), Education (F=1.226, p=.299), ons&&rvation (F=1.764, p=.152) (see Table

5.16). Nor were any differences revealed basedemplp’s duration of stay at natural areas for
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the three dimensions of the EPS on their perspestiwithin Nature (F=1.139, p=.332),
Education (F=.942, p=.420), or Ethics (F=1.4722@%) (see Table 5.17).

Table 5.15

Differences among people according to their duratibparticipation in nature travel on their
travel perspectives within the ethics dimensionEadtourist Ethics Scal@EES)

Ecotourist Ethics Scalé

Duration of Participation Teleology Deontology xigentialism
in Nature Travel n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD
Few hours 246  4.60.77 248 5.04 .88 249 436 .81
Entire day 246  4.60.73 247 5.08 .86 249  4.39 .80
Couple days or a weeken®12 4.65 .76 319 5.13 .80 319 4.41 .83
Up to a week or more 112 4.6573 115 5.15 .93 115 4.39 .85

F .357 .676 220

p .785 567 .882

2 EES evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very gfiyodisagree” and 7="very strongly agree”

These results did appear to suggest that thoserggid/ho reported more frequent visits
to natural areas generally had significantly highevels of agreement with statements
representing various ethics and predispositionstds/ ecotourism. However, these results did
not support the general expectation that visitorsdtural areas who had longer durations of
visits, as typically portrayed in the literaturee(iell, 1999, 2002), would necessarily exhibit
attributes associated with ecotourists. | foundutzling why differences in frequency of visits
to natural areas, and not their duration, would @laole in people’s ethics and predispositions
towards ecotourism. In other words, one might hexected that people who visit these areas
more often would also more strongly agree with pecsives reflective of various ethical stances
and ecotourism predispositions, and those who remaihese areas for longer periods of time
would also agree with these perspectives. Howeegiardless of how long visitors stayed in
these areas appears to be surprisingly unrelatdtbwo strongly they support these various
perspectives on ecotourism. | would have thoughtptittern would be similar for duration as it
was for frequency of visitation.
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Table 5.16

Differences among people according to their duratibparticipation in nature travel on their trapekspectives within the
ecotourism dimensions &cotourist Ethics ScalEES)

Ecotourist Ethics Scalé

Duration of Participation Nature Culture Eduoati Conservation
in Nature Travel n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD
Few hours 253 4.64 .72 250 4.74 81 252  4.67 .84 252 471 .79
Entire day 251 4.66 .71 250 4.65 .81 251 4.73 .87 251 4.78 .80

Couple days or a weeken@21  4.69 .72 319 473 .81 321 477 .85 321 483 .77
Up to a week or more 117  4.77.76 115 4.64 .85 117 4.62 .83 117 490 .88

F .861 .880 1.226 1.764
p 461 451 299 152

#EES evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very styodigagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
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Table 5.17

Differences among people according to their duratibparticipation in nature travel on their
travel perspectives within the dimensiongEabtourist Predisposition Sca(&PS)

Ecotourist Predisposition Scal&

Duration of Participation Nature Education Ethics
in Nature Travel n Mean SD n  MeanSD n Mean SD
Few hours 257 4.491.02 257  4.14 1.08 257 5.60 .90
Entire day 254 4.601.06 254  4.22 1.05 254 5.64 .96
Gouple days or a 324 451 110 324 407 110 324 567 .83
Up to a week or more 120 4.64.19 120 4,12 1.17 119 5.81 .93
F 1.139 .942 1.472
p .332 420 221

#EPS evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very gtyodisagree” and 7="very strongly agree”

5.4.6 RELATIONSHIP OF PARTICIPANTS FREQUENCY AND D URATION OF

VISITS

To further investigate what seemed like a puzzlimgling, | speculated whether
frequency and duration of visitation to naturaleasevhen considered together, was related to the
participants’ travel perspectives of the EES dinmms of ethics and ecotourism, the three
dimensions of EPS, and the overall EES and EPS&ther words, | was curious to see if there
was an interaction effect between frequency anctdaur that would more clearly reveal the
relationship these two variables had with peopgbeélispositions and ethics.

At the level of ethics dimensions of the EES, thsults were overwhelmingly uniform.
Only the main effect of frequency appeared to berajng within TeleologyF=4.413, p=.004),
Deontology (F=10.949, p<.001), and Existentialisf=3.835, p=.010). Duration was not
significantly related to participants’ travel pegesfives within any of the EES ethics dimensions
and no interaction effects were evident. Thus, dfeeqy of visits to natural areas operates
independently in its influence on participants’ gmctives within the EES dimensions of
Teleology, Deontology, and Existentialism. Based d@scriptive statistics, respondents who

typically visit natural areas a couple of times pear or more and stay for few hours (SD=.828)
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or for a couple of days or a weekend (SD=.736) egmost strongly with Teleological
perspectives (M=4.81). Those who typically visitural areas a couple of times per year or
more and stay for up to a week or more (SD=.965n other words, those who travel often and
stay long, agree most strongly with a Deontologmaispective (M=5.36). Finally, those who
typically visit natural areas a couple of times pear or more and stay for few hours (SD=.880),
or in other words those who travel often and do siaty long, agree most strongly with
Existentialist ethical stance (M=4.65). The unifyinend between the three dimensions of ethics
is the high frequency of visits to these naturabharof couple times per year or more.

At the level of ecotourism dimensions of EES, ayv@milar trend was observed except
for the Nature and Culture dimensions, which haghiicant interaction effects. Only the main
effect of frequency appeared to be operating withenNaturedimension of the EES (F=7.819,
p<.001), but duration was not significantly relategarticipants’ perspectives (F=.241, p=.867).
However, there was a significant interaction effémt the two factors (F=2.269, p=.016).
Frequency and duration of visits to natural argaeyate in their joint influence on participants’
perspectives within the Nature dimension of EESeBleon the descriptive statistics, respondents
who typically visit natural areas a couple of timeesr year or more and stay for few hours
(SD=.736), or in other words, those who travel mféed do not stay long, agree most strongly
with Nature travel perspectives (M=4.93).

Frequency of visits to natural areas shows thatgse difference between people who
stay there for an entire day and visit only oncerg\b years or less, but the gap lessens with
higher frequency of visits (see Figure 5.1). Coragdpo the other three groups of duration, these
participants agree most strongly with statementthen Nature dimension of EES. Within the
next highest frequency of visits (i.e., every 2 4oyears) the level of agreement drops
significantly for those who remain in these areaisthe entire day, while it increases for the
other three groups of duration. Additionally, thegeo visit these areas for few hours or a couple
of days or weekend seem to share the lowest |é\agreement with these Nature statements. As
the frequency of visits increase to every year, liwel of agreement continues to drop
dramatically for those who stay an entire day apdaia week or more, while it continues to
steadily and gradually increase for those who staly few hours and a couple of days or a
weekend. The highest frequency of visits (i.e.,ptedimes per year or more) is most prevalent

among all groups of duration. Regardless of thexigth of stay, all respondents who visit natural
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areas a couple of times per year or more seem tan bd@gh agreement with statements
representative of the Nature component of the E&Barticular, those who stay for a few hours
and those who stay for up to a week or more shharéighest level of agreement with statements

within Nature.

Figure 5.1

Relationship of frequency and duration of visits&tural areas with the
Nature dimension of the EES
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With respect to the Culture component of the EBESrg was neither a main effect of
frequency (F=1.931, p=.123) or of duration (F=1,268.284) appearing to operate. However,
there was a significant interaction effect (F=1.896.050) (see Figure 5.2). Based on the
descriptive statistics, respondents who typicalgited natural areas a couple of times per year
or more and stayed for a few hours (SD=.845), astirer words, those who traveled often and
stayed a short amount of time, agreed most stromgtih Culture perspectives (M=4.97).
Frequency of visits to natural areas showed thatgsé difference between people who stay
there for an entire day and visit only once eveneé&rs or less and those who stay for up to a
week or more, but the gap lessens with higher #aqu of visits. Those who stay for an entire

day seem to agree most strongly with statementsecnimg Culture, contrary to those who stay
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for up to a week or more. The next level of frequefi.e., every 2 to 4 years) brings people

closer in agreement irrespective of the duratiortheir visits. The level of agreement drops

significantly for those who remain in these areastlie entire day, while it increases most for

those who stay for up to a week or more. As thgqueacy of visits increase to every year, the
level of agreement continues to drop dramaticallythose who stay an entire day and up to a
week or more, while it continues to steadily anddgrally increase for those who stay only few

hours and a couple of days or a weekend, and wdwssdem to share the same level of high
agreement. The highest frequency of visits (i.ecoaple of times per year or more) is most

prevalent among all groups of duration. Regardidgbeir length of stay, all respondents who

visit natural areas a couple of times per year oremseem to agree the most with statements
representative of the Culture dimension of the EES.

Figure 5.2

Relationship of frequency and duration of visits&dural areas with the
Culture dimension of the EES
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In regards to the remaining EES ecotourism compmneonly the main effect of
frequency of visitation appears to be operatinghwitEducation (F=3.844, p=.009) and
Conservation (F=8.505, p<.001). Duration was najnificantly related to participants’
perspectives concerning Education (F=1.495, p=.2t4onservation (F=.941, p=.420), and no
interaction effects were evident. As such, freqyemé visits to natural areas operates
independently in its influence on participants’ gpeEctives within the Education and
Conservation components of the EES. It appearsrésggondents who visit the natural areas
frequently (i.e., a couple of times per year or éoagree most strongly with perspectives
representative of these components. Finally, ahtgkest level of the overall EES, again only
the main effect of frequency of visitation appearedbe operating (F=6.706, p<.001). Duration
was not significantly related to participants’ pestives within the EES (F=.235, p=.872) and
no interaction effect was evident (F=1.846, p=.09% in the previous analyses, respondents
who typically visit natural areas a couple of tinpes year or more and stay for a few hours, or
in other words, those who travel often but staharistime, agree most strongly with the various
EES perspectives (M=4.93).

Very similar patterns were observed for the threemedsions of EPS, where all
subgroups based on the frequency and durationsgatiton showed main effects for frequency
concerning perspectives on all three dimensiondNafure (F=18.887, p<.001), Education
(F=5.939, p=.001), and Ethics (F=10.279, p<.00lyraflon was not significantly related to
participants’ perspectives within any of these disiens and no interaction effects were evident.
In all cases, respondents who typically visit tla¢unal areas a couple of times per year or more
agree most strongly with EPS perspectives in Et{lis6.02), followed by Nature (M=4.91),
and Education (M=4.47). For the overall EPS, ohlg tmain effect of frequency of visitation
again appeared to be operating (F=17.335, p<.Ddjation was not significantly related to
participants’ overall perspectives on the EPS (B&,4=.731) and no interaction effect was
evident (F=1.535, p=.131). Again, respondents wipically visited natural areas a couple of
times per year or more agreed most strongly witB ERvel perspectives (M=5.26).

In summary, these analyses revealed that acrosinainsions of the EES and the EPS,
and both scales overall, the frequency of visitatis much more strongly related to the
participants’ perspectives than the duration ofrthisitation. Those who participated in nature

travel most often (i.e., a couple of times per y@amore) showed the highest level of agreement
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with statements concerning all of the dimensionshef EES and EPS, while their duration of
visits played little to no role. In fact, respontewith the highest frequency and lowest duration
of visits were most prevalent across all dimensioh&£ES and EPS! The important finding
revealed by these tests is that frequency of tigitaand not duration, might matter most in

people’s travel ethics and predispositions towasourism.

5.4.7 RELATIONSHIP OF VISITORS' PARTICIPATION IN VA RIOUS OUTDOOR

RECREATION ACTIVITIES

At my next point of investigation, | considered \ilher people’s participation in outdoor
recreation activities might be related to theiriethand predispositions towards ecotourism.
While several of the activities to which the studeresponded were oriented around sports,
adventure, culture, arts, and relaxation, all @nthcan take place in natural environments and
some are clearly more strongly linked to ecotourikamn others. My expectation was that people
who often participate in typical ecotourism actestsuch as wildlife viewing, birdwatching, and
nature study/exploration, also would have the HagHevel of agreement with statements
concerning the dimensions of the EES and the EPS.

Looking first at the EES dimensions, the analyse®aled an overwhelmingly uniform
pattern across all 13 outdoor recreation activitiesig considered. In all cases except one, there
was a significant difference between all three e people’s frequency of participation with
respect to their perspectives within Teleology, mietngy, and Existentialism (see Table 5.18).
Those who agreed more strongly with the statemegeesenting the three ethics dimensions
also participated more often in all 13 outdoor eation activities. In particular, respondents who
often participated in the 13 activities agreed nstgingly with travel statements representative
of the Deontological ethical stance (all means ab8W0). In all of the analyses, only the
frequency of participation iswimmingwas not significantly related to perspectives imitthe
Existentialism(F=.006, p=.994) dimension of the EES. As with tiker activities, however,
people who participated more often in swimming aBgreed more strongly with the
perspectives associated with Teleology and Deogyolo
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Table 5.18

Differences among people according to their pgréitton in various outdoor recreation activities
on their travel perspectives within the ethics disiens ofEcotourist Ethics Scal@EES)

Ecotourist Ethics Scalé

Outdoor Rec. Activity Teleology Deontology Existentialism
Participation n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD
Wildlife Viewing
NEVEL......oereeeereeeenn. 415 4.36 .77 420 4.84 .87 420 4.16 .84
Sometimes............... 809 4.62 .70 821 5.08 .79 823 4.39 .78
OfteN..veeeeeeeeeen 230 4.9ZF .73 231 5.4 .89 231 4.6F .89
F 46.537 34.400 23.401
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Cultural/Aboriginal Activities
NEVEL......oereeeereeeenn. 974 4.49 74 991 4.97 .86 992 4.25 .82
Sometimes............... 414 480 67 414 519 .77 415 452 .79
OfteN..veveeeeeeeenn 59 4.92 97 60 5.38 1.03 60 4.70 .94
F 32.726 14.512 21.530
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Canoeing/Kayaking
NEVEL.....oeeeeeerreenn. 603 452 .77 611 497 .86 613 4.27 .80
Sometimes............... 606 4.60 .69 614 510 .81 613 4.33 .82
OfteN..eeeeeeeeeeeeen. 243 4.77P .78 245 52F .86 246 454 .88
F 9.655 17.181 9.645
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Hiking
NEVEL......oeeeeeereeean. 313 444 78 317 479 .86 317 4.26 .83
Sometimes............... 655 4.53 .72 664 5.00 .82 665 4.27 .79
OfteN..veeeeeeeeenn 490 4.78 74 495 529 .82 496 4.49 86
F 25.121 37.230 12.471
D <.001 <.001 <.001
Camping
NEVEL......oeeeeeerrennn. 388 447 .75 392 4.8F¢ .86 393 425 .76
Sometimes............... 638 457 .72 648 5.04 .83 649 4.34° 83
OfteN..eeeeeeeeeeeeen. 430 4.76 .76 434 52 85 435 4.4 87
F 16.378 15.233 4.701
p <.001 <.001 .009
Birdwatching
NEVEL......oereeeereeeenn. 1,017 4.49 74 1,032 498 .84 1,034 4.268 .82
Sometimes............... 348 479 .69 351 5.19 .83 351 451 .79
OftEN..veveeeeeeeeee, 88 5.0 .81 88 5.3 .92 88 4.63 .95
F 36.993 13.104 17.561
p <.001 <.001 <.001
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Meditation

NEVEL......oereeeereeeeean. 1,064 45¥ .72 1,078 5.0% .82 1,080 4.268 .81
Sometimes.............. 280 4.8 .79 284 513° 91 284 458 .86
OfteN..veeeeeeeeeen 105 4.98 .76 105 5.3 .92 105 4.64 .86
F 30.622 7.727 21.820
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Swimming
NEVEL......oereeeereeeeen. 232 449 .76 233 4.9G¢ .89 233 434 .78
Sometimes............... 640 457° 72 646 5.0°* .82 648 4.34 .82
OftEN..veveeeeeeeeeee, 581 4.67 .77 592 5.15 .86 592 4.34 .86
F 5.483 8.221 .006
p .004 <.001 .994
Drawing/Arts
NEVEL......ovreeeeseeeenn. 829 45F 76 839 5.00 .87 841 427 .85
Sometimes............... 447 468 72 453 511 .83 453 439 .80
OftEN..veveeeeeeeeeee, 176 473 72 178 5.12 .82 178 4548 .80
F 10.920 3.210 9.302
D <.001 041 <.001
Adventure Activities
NEVEL......oeereeeereeeaen, 449 443 83 453 490 .92 453 420 .83
Sometimes............... 662 4.62 .65 670 5.08 .78 672 4.3% .76
OfteN..veeeeeeeeeen 337 476 .77 343 52F 86 343 45F 92
F 19.934 13.693 15.011
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Photography
NEVEL......oeeeeeereenne. 532 438 .75 537 487 .89 538 4.14 .83
Sometimes............... 536 4.6 .71 546 5.07 .80 548 4.3% .77
OfteN..veeeeeeeeenn 384 488 .69 387 529 80 386 456 .86
F 53.658 28.693 31.148
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Nature Study/Exploration
NEVET ..o, 757 4.4 73 768 487 85 768 4.1 .81
Sometimes.................495 468 .66 502 5.18 .76 504 4.4 .76
OfteN...eeeeeeeeeeeee. 200 5.0 .79 200 548 .87 200 4.7 .96
F 64.087 48.968 38.231
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Guided Tours
NEVET ..o, 667 450 .77 675 499 90 677 432 .86
Sometimes........c......... 662 464 .69 671 5.08° .77 671 4.3 .80
(0]11=70 FOVURUURURURURR 127 490 .82 128 5.28 .94 128 4.6 .85
F 17.478 5.866 7.625
D <.001 .003 .001

# EES evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very sfodisagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
Note Superscripts indicate groups that are signifigadifferent based on Scheffé post hoc test (p<.05)
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Turning to the ecotourism components of the EES®, dhalyses demonstrated very
similar results as above. In all cases except sigmificant differences were found between the
levels of people’s frequency of participation inta@aor recreation activities on their perspectives
within Nature, Culture, Education, and Conservatisee Table 5.19). It seems that those
respondents who participated more often in thegdoow recreation activities agreed more
strongly with statements representing the four@aatgm components. Only two non-significant
relationships were found: for people’s frequencypafticipation inswimmingand their travel
perspectives within the Culture (F=1.511, p=.2219d &ducation (F=.690, p=.502pmponents
of the EES. The common finding in the analyses othbthe ethics dimensions and the
ecotourism components of the EES was that partioipan swimming was unrelated to the
respondents perspectives on these aspects of esbtethics. Regardless of people whether
never engaged in swimming, engaged sometimes,ten,athey held similarly lower levels of
agreement with Existentialist statements (M=4.aa)] comparatively stronger agreement within
perspectives of Culture (M=4.60 to M=4.71) and Edion (M=4.65 to M=4.72). Upon
reflection, outdoor swimming is an activity thatist within the exclusive domain of ecotourism
since it could be undertaken as a sport, for rélexaadventure, or exploration.

Finally, results based on the three dimensionshef Ecotourist Predisposition Scale
(EPS) reveal similar patterns between people’suiagies of participation in the 13 outdoor
recreation activities (see Table 5.20). In all sasecept one, significant differences were found
between the three levels of participation in alldilBdoor recreation activities reported by the
respondents with respect to their perspectiveshendimensions of Nature, Education, and
Ethics. It appears that those individuals who adym@ere strongly with statements representing
the three dimensions of the EPS also participatee roften in the outdoor recreation activities.
Only one non-significant relationship was foundfiequency of participation iguided tourson
their travel perspectives within the Eth{¢s=1.553, p=.212) dimension of the EPS. Even though
participation in guided tours was not related teirtiperspective on Ethics, the respondents were
similarly strong in their perspectives on this ditsiens of the EPS (M=5.54 to M=5.63). It is
possible that participation in guided tours, retgssl of the frequency, might most strongly
influence people’s ethical values since they likede and experience these values demonstrated

in practice by the guides while on their tours.
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Table 5.19

Differences among people according to their pgréitton in various outdoor recreation activitiestioair travel perspectives within
the ecotourism dimensions Btotourist Ethics ScalEES)

Ecotourist Ethics Scalé

Outdoor Rec. Activity Nature Culture Education Conservation
Participation n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD n amMe SD
Wildlife Viewing
NEVEL.....evreeeereeenn, 423 437 .72 420 456 .83 423 453 .87 423 449 .83
Sometimes............... 831 4.66 .68 826 4.67 .77 831 4.7P 81 830 476 .74
OfteN...veeveeeeeeeeeen, 235 5.0 .73 231 490 .84 235 497 84 234 516 .84
F 65.779 13.002 16.470 55.079
D <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
Cultural/Aboriginal Activities
NEVET....cr oo, 1004 454 .72 993 458 .80 1003 4.59 .83 1003 466 .82
Sometimes......cccceevee.... 417 4.8% .67 416 4.88 .75 418 489 .78 416 489 .74
OFtEN v, 60 4.99 .88 60 5.0 .92 60 4.93 .98 60 51¢ 1.00
F 30.875 22.984 22.170 18.536
p <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
Canoeing/Kayaking
NEVET....creeeeeeeeeeeeeeen, 620 4.558 .74 614 460 .80 621 4.63 .86 619 462 .83
Sometimes......ccceevee... 619 4.63 .68 615 4.70° .79 618 4.70° .80 618 477 .75
OfteN e, 248 4.86 .76 246 4.8 85 248 484 .88 248 500 .85
F 16.506 6.169 5.495 20.369
p <.001 .002 .004 <.001
Hiking
NEVET....ceeeeeeeeeeeeeen, 323 4.46 .74 318 456 .78 322 455 .86 321 453 .85
Sometimes........oceee.... 670 4.55 .69 666 4.64 .80 671 4.66 .81 670 467 .77
OFtN .o, 500 4.8 .71 497 480 .83 500 4.84 .85 500 499 .79
F 38.711 10.178 13.091 38.507
D <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
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Table 5.22 (continued)

Ecotourist Ethics Scalé

Outdoor Rec. Activity Nature Culture Education Conservation
Participation n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean amMe SD
Camping
NEVET....ctieeeeeeeeereeren, 396 4.5 .72 393 456 .79 396 456 .82 395 458 81
SOMEtimes........oeveee... 656 4.600 .71 652 470 .81 657 4.7 .83 656 4.7 .78
OFtN .o, 439 4.79 .73 434 473 .82 438 4.80F .85 438 493 .82
F 16.464 5.509 8.603 20.776
D <.001 .004 <.001 <.001
Birdwatching
NEVET....cveeeeeeeeeeeeenen, 1043 453 .71 1036 4.6F 81 1044 4.6F .84 1042 465 .81
SoMetimes........coevveeen.., 356 4.83 .68 352 482 .77 356 4.83 .80 356 492 75
OFtEN e, 89 5.0 .83 88 489 .86 88 5.0F .82 88 51° .93
F 36.418 12.621 15.215 23.598
D <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
Meditation
NEVET ..ot e, 1089 456 .69 1080 4.60 .77 1089 4.60° .82 1088 46F .79
Sometimes......cccceeveu.... 289 4.79 .80 286 4.8% .90 289 4.9 84 288 486 .87
OfteN .o 105 4.98 .76 105 4.96 .87 105 5.00 .85 105 508 .84
F 22.801 17.341 24.913 13.495
p <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
Swimming
NEVET....cseeeeeeeeeeeeeeen, 235 453 .74 233 460 .81 235 465 .86 235 462 .83
Sometimes.........cu........ 6554.60° .71 648 4.67 .78 656  4.68 .81 654 4786 .78
OFtEN .o, 598 4.7 .73 505 471 .84 597 472 .86 597 4848 .83
F 5.267 1511 .690 7.890
p .005 221 502 <.001
Drawing/Arts
NEVET....cr e, 847 456 .74 840 4.60 .81 848 4.6 .86 846 470 .83
Sometimes......ccceeveu.... 460 4.7 .69 457 479 .78 460 477 .80 460 480 .79
OfteN e, 179 4.7 .72 178 484 82 178 4.89 .80 178 481 .79
F 8.541 8.682 10.327 3.252
p <.001 <.001 <.001 .039
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Table 5.22 (continued)

Ecotourist Ethics Scalé

Outdoor Rec. Activity Nature Culture Education Conservation
Participation n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD n amMe SD
Adventure Activities
NEVET....cvieveeeeeeeeeeeereenn 458 4.48 .79 453 455 .82 458 457 .89 457 459 91
SOMEtimesS.......cceveee... 677 4.66 .64 674 470 .74 677 4.6F .76 676 4.7 71
OFtEN .o, 348 4.8° .75 344 479 .89 348 4.8 .89 348 493 .83
F 24.943 9.952 11.827 17.578
D <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
Photography
NEVET.....veoveeeeeeeereeeseenns 544 4.43 73 538 4.49 .82 545 450 .89 543 458 84
SOMetimes........coevveeen.., 553 4.64 .68 550 4.7F .76 553 474 .76 553 478 .76
OfteN v, 390 4.9¢ .69 387 4.8 .80 389 4.9 .80 389 501 .78
F 51.709 29.602 28.801 38.826
D <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
Nature Study/Exploration
NEVET.....eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaenn, 776 4.458 72 768 455 81 776 454 84 774 456 .80
Sometimes......ccoceevee... 509 4.74 .63 506 4.7% .74 509 4.8F° .76 509 482 72
OfteN e, 202 5.0 .75 201 499 .85 202 5.0 .89 202 525 .86
F 74.832 27.694 35.280 67.202
p <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
Guided Tours
NEVET.....veeeeeeeeeeeeeeanann, 681 457 .76 676 4.67 .83 682 4.62 .88 681 467 .86
Sometimes........ocee..... 681 4.64 .66 675 4.68 .76 680 4.73° .78 679 ATF 74
OFtEN .o, 129 4.9¢ .82 128 4.99 .88 129 4.9 .87 129 498 .92
F 11.620 9.356 7.948 8.454
D <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001

#EES evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very styodigagree” and 7="very strongly agree”

Note Superscripts indicate groups that are signifigadifferent based on Scheffé post hoc test (p<.05)
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Overall, my initial expectation to see people vditen participate in typical ecotourism

activities also having most agreement with travatesnents within the dimensions of EES and

EPS was partially supported by the above resuéésple who more often participated in these

outdoor recreation activities did in fact agree enstrongly with the majority of statements

within the dimensions of EES and EPS; however,rtipairticipation in typical ecotourism

activities did not necessarily generate higher @ment with these statements.

Table 5.20

Differences among people according to their pgréitton in various outdoor recreation activities
on their travel perspectives on dimensiongcdtourist Predisposition Sca(&PS)

Ecotourist Predisposition Scalé

Activity Nature Education Ethics
Participation n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD
Wildlife Viewing
Never 431 3.8 1.08 431 3.74 1.10 431 5.39% .97
Sometimes 844 452 1.02 844 414 1.02 843 5589 .88
Often 237 5.15 1.05 237 45F 1.21 236 5.96 .90
F 122.546 47.701 29.594
D <.001 <.001 <.001
Cultural/Aboriginal Activities
Never 1018 427 111 1018 3.9 1.09 1017 55F .95
Sometimes 423 4.80¢ 1.01 423 447 1.02 422 579 .82
Often 62 4.8F° 1.32 62 459 1.16 62 584 1.17
F 37.880 45.706 12.530
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Canoeing/Kayaking
Never 630 4.28 1.13 630 4.0 1.11 630 5.46 .97
Sometimes 631 4.44 1.09 631 4.09¢ 1.09 629 5.60 .90
Often 249 4.8F 1.07 249 429 1.15 249 588 .84
F 25.595 5.465 18.078
p <.001 .004 <.001
Hiking
Never 328 4.03 1.19 328 3.8° 1.16 328 5.2¢ .98
Sometimes 682 4.35 1.03 682 4.080 1.02 681 5.55 .89
Often 506 4.8 1.06 506 4.3 1.14 505 5.8 .87
F 61.457 21.542 38.632
D <.001 <.001 <.001
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Camping

Never 402 4.1% 1.18 402 3.93 1.07 402 5.39 .98
Sometimes 670 4.458 1.02 670 4.12 1.11 669 557 .01
Often 442 47T 1.15 442 420 1.13 441 579 .87
F 27.368 6.593 19.600
p <.001 .001 <.001
Birdwatching
Never 1064 424 1.09 1064 3.9F¥ 1.09 1063 55° .93
Sometimes 358 4.84 1.03 358 4.42 1.02 358 572 .93
Often 89 5.26 1.09 89 4.8¢ 1.08 88 5.9 .83
F 68.535 55.953 12.519
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Meditation
Never 1109 4.3F 1.09 1109 397 1.11 1108 554 .91
Sometimes 292 4.8 1.09 292 439 .99 291 567" .95
Often 105 4.9 1.20 105 4.60 1.14 105 5.89 .95
F 35.483 29.378 8.065
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Swimming
Never 237 425 1.11 237 3.96 1.08 237 5.44 1.00
Sometimes 668 4.38 1.12 668 4.07° 1.05 668 5.55 .88
Often 605 4.60 1.11 605 4.18 1.17 603 5.69 .94
F 10.167 3.833 7.802
p <.001 .022 <.001
Drawing/Arts
Never 863 4.34 1.14 863 3.96¢ 1.11 863 5.53 .93
Sometimes 465 4548 1.06 465 421 1.05 463 5.64° .92
Often 181 4.69 1.15 181 445 1.14 181 5.72 91
F 9.714 18.617 4.362
p <.001 <.001 .013
Adventure Activities
Never 465 4.09 1.16 465 3.84 1.10 465 5.38 1.01
Sometimes 691 4.5 1.00 691 4.1 1.01 690 5.6 .86
Often 350 4.7 1.13 350 4.28 1.23 349 58F .90
F 44.025 18.649 22.275
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Photography
Never 556 4.07 1.14 556 3.74 1.10 556 5.38 .99
Sometimes 560 4.53 1.05 560 4.17 1.02 559 564 .85
Often 394 4.86 1.02 394 4.4 1.09 393 5.80 .89
F 64.611 57.988 25.581
p <.001 <.001 <.001
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Nature Study/Exploration

Never 791 412 1.10 791 3.8¢ 1.06 791 542 94
Sometimes 517 4.64 .97 517 429 1.02 516 5.69 .84
Often 202 520 1.10 202 4.76 1.14 201 5.96 .93
F 97.568 80.971 32.893
p <.001 <.001 <.001
Guided Tours
Never 693 4.26 1.12 693 3.8 1.12 691 554 .98
Sometimes 690 4.59 1.08 690 4.25 1.05 690 5.63 .86
Often 130 4.8 1.15 130 453 1.06 130 5.62 1.00
F 22.132 34.777 1.553
p <.001 <.001 212

#EPS evaluated on 7-point scale where 1="very gtyodisagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
Note Superscripts indicate groups that are signifigatifferent based on Scheffé post hoc test (p<.05)

5.4.8 RELATIONSHIP OF VISITORS’ PARTICIPATION IN TY PICAL

ECOTOURISM ACTIVITIES

As my last step of investigation, | was curiouguxiher explore the possible influence of
typical ecotourism activities, such adédlife viewingandnature study/exploratigron people’s
ethics and predispositions towards ecotourismahtiqular, | was interested to see whether these
activities might have influence in their combinatigperhaps interacting together to strengthen
their influence. Initially, | have approached thagdoor recreation activities (wildlife viewing,
birdwatching, and nature study/exploration) thapesgyed closely associated with ecotourism,
based on the literature. However, due to the lombers in each sub-group, birdwatching was
discarded from the analyses. Additionally, the sabgs within each variable were below 20,
ranging between 11 and 12; however, | decidedgorteghe results because of their predominant
trends that span across all dimensions and botlesscéo that end, | have conducted 3x3
Factorial ANOVA tests to determine whether wildliffeewing or nature study/exploration, or
both, have an influence on participants’ travelspectives within the ethics and ecotourism
dimensions of EES, and the three dimensions of BB %ell as both scales overall.

At the level of ethics dimensions of EES, the testgealed uniform results across
Teleology, Deontology and Existentialism. Both maifiects of wildlife viewing and nature
study/exploration appear to be operating withinséhéhree ethics dimensions of EES, but no
interaction effect between these two factors waglezw in Teleology (F=.182, p=.948),
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Deontology (F=.377, p=.825), or Existentialism #42, p=.850). Consequently, participation in
wildlife viewing and nature study/exploration adis both operate independently in their
influence on participants’ travel perspectives witthe three ethics dimensions of EES. Very
similar results were evident across the four eattou dimensions of EES, except for the
Culture and Education dimensions. Again, both meffiects of wildlife viewing and nature
study/exploration were operating within the Natarel Conservation dimensions, whereas only
the main effect of nature study/exploration wasrafpeg within the Culture and Education
dimensions of EES. Based on these results, patioip in nature study/exploration was most
important as it operates independently in its iafice on participants’ travel perspectives within
all ecotourism dimensions of EES. No interactiofectfbetween these two factors was evident
within Nature (F=.313, p=.869), Culture (F=.590,.%/), Education (F=.189, p=.944), or
Conservation (F=.301, p=.878). Looking at the olNdfeotourist Ethics Scale, both main effects
of wildlife viewing (F=8.061, p<.001) and natureidy/exploration (F=16.329, p<.001) appeared
to be operating. No interaction effect was evid@gnt.155, p=.961) between these two factors,
thus participation in wildlife viewing and naturéudy/exploration activities both operate
independently in their influence on participantavel perspectives within the EES.

Again, same trends were evident when examininghtee dimensions of the Ecotourist
Predisposition Scale. Across all three dimensidnmth main effects of wildlife viewing and
nature study/exploration were operating, and neradtion effect between these two factors was
evident within Nature (F=.428, p=.789), Educatibr.766, p=.547), or Ethics (F=.907, p=.459).
Consequently, participation in both activities @tes independently in their influence on
respondents’ travel perspectives. Also within therall EPS, both main effects of wildlife
viewing (F=20.593, p<.001) and nature study/expiona (F=25.068, p<.001) appear to be
operating, and no interaction effect between theseactors was evident (F=.233, p=.920).

Interestingly, | have observed several trends ss&ciadl dimensions and both EES and
EPS. Participants in all of my tests above agreestsirongly (means close to and above 5.00)
with travel perspectives within the Deontology dite®n of EES and Ethics dimension of EPS,
which further supports the universality and strangf ethics, and the dominance of the
Deontological ethical stance. In other words, mgjarsf respondents who participated in these
outdoor recreation activities, demonstrated thensgest agreement with travel statements that

addressed their predisposition to ethics, but @aetrly ethics ingrained in rules and regulations.
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Additionally, participants showed the highest véoia of responses across all tests within the
Ecotourist Predisposition Scale, with the Ethiasehsion consistently showing lower variation
of responses than the other dimensions of NatudeEatucation. These results might indicate
that ethics are more stable factors than predigpnsj particularly in the context of nature
tourism or ecotourism. Similarly, among the 13 @atdrecreation activities the highest variation
in responses was within the EPS with lower varregion its Ethics dimension. Across both EES
and EPS, “cultural/aboriginal activities” showedlest variation in responses among those who
participated often, and one highest variation (SB2)Lin the Nature dimension of EPS. Within
the ethics (Existentialism and Deontology) and eeosm (Culture, Education, and
Conservation) dimensions of EES, only “swimmingdafdrawing/arts” generated responses
that were not significantly different from each ethbased on the Scheffé post hoc test (<.05).
Within the Ethics dimension of EPS, only “guidedins activity generated responses without
significant differences between those who partteigaften or sometimes, or never took part. It
is interesting that both Deontology and Ethics disiens show the highest agreement of
participants with the corresponding travel stateiieyet at least among the outdoor recreation
activities, they show no significant differencestvieen those who never participate in
“drawing/arts” and “guided tours”, and those whosdosometimes or often.

In summary, the predominant trend in these anslysas that participation in both
outdoor recreation activities (wildlife viewing améture study/exploration) had an influence on
participants’ travel perspectives within all dimems of EPS, and all dimensions of EES except
for Culture and Education where only “nature stedploration” played a role. However, my
initial guess that these typical ecotourism aa#@gitmight be interacting together to strengthen
their influence on people’s ethics and predisposgiwas not supported by these results as there

were no interaction effects in any of the dimensionoverall scales.

5.5 RELATIONSHIP OF THE EESWITH OTHER CONSTRUCTS
In order to confirm the concurrent and construadtdity of my Ecotourist Ethics Scale, |
have compared it with four established and religisigchological measures (i.e., predispositions
in Ecotourist Predisposition Scale, ethics in Mliitiensional Ethics Scale, values in List of
Values scale, and motivations in Recreation ExpegaePreference Scales) that are conceptually
related to the EES. | used a theoretical modekefleat the possible relationships among the
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dimensions of all scales and used it as a guidiaghéwork. Figure 5.3 represents well the

hypothesized relationships among these five measune their particular dimensions.

Figure 5.3
Hypothesized relationships among the five scalesomes and their particular dimensions

EES ™ EPS ™ REPS ™—> LOov —> MES

Nature (+) —® Nature (+) —® Enjoy Nature (+)~ Enjoyment/ — Ecological
Conservation (+) Excitement (+) Scenario (+)

Education (+) —> Education (+}» Learning (+) — Achievement (+)

Culture (+) > Similar People (+)® External (+)

Introspection (+) ’ Egocentrism (+)

Escape Physical
Pressure (0)

Ethics (+) —— Ethics (+) — Ethics (+)
Teleology (+) > Justice (+)
Deontology (+) » Deontology (+)

Existentialism (+) Relativism (+)

Besides examining the relationship among the olvérxed scales, | was interested to uncover
more detail at the level of their dimensions aradrieabout possible relationships. Consequently,
| verified the following dimensions across mosttbése scale measures: Nature, Education,
Culture, and Ethics. | named two unrelated dimersiof REPS (Introspection) and LOV
(Egocentrism) as “personal’, and | did not use ammension of REPS (Escape physical
pressure) as it did not correspond with others. tNtoportantly, | was interested in the ethics
dimensions shared by the EES, EPS and MES. Iniaddd examining the relationship between

the overall ethics dimensions of these three schlesked closer at the Teleology, Deontology,
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and Existentialism ethics dimensions of EES cowedmg with those of Justice, Deontology,
and Relativism in the Multidimensional Ethics Scdle that end, | have carried out a series of
Pearson correlation tests to determine the natlutkeoabove relationships. However, my first
step in this process began with confirming therimdeconsistency (i.e., reliability) of these scale

measures.

5.5.1 ESTABLISHING RELIABILITY OF THE 5 SCALE MEASU RES

Prior to examining the relationships of my choseslesinstruments, | have assessed each
set of items within their corresponding dimensiand the overall five scales (EES, EPS, REPS,
LOV, and MES) for their internal consistency (i.eeliability) by calculating Cronbach’s
coefficient alphad). Looking at my Ecotourist Ethics Scale, relidlyilanalyses revealed high
internal consistency of the items within each & éthics dimensions of Deontology, Teleology,
and Existentialism, and of the overall scale. Sebld 5.6 for the descriptive statistics and
reliability of ethics dimensions comprising the EESphase 2. Deontology generated highest
levels of reliability ¢=.862), followed by TeleologyafE.855) and ExistentialismaE.838).
Although reliability levels were slightly lower fahe overall EESA=.826) than for each ethics
dimension, they were still very high. Subsequeliabdity analyses of a closely related measure,
the Ecotourist Predisposition Scale, also revehlgh internal consistency of items within each
of its Ethics, Nature, and Education dimensions| ahthe overall scale. See Table 5.21 below
for the descriptive statistics and reliability afreénsions comprising the EPS. Very appropriate
to the design of this scale, Nature dimensi@n.901), and not Ethics, generated highest levels
of reliability, followed by Educationo=.877), and Ethicso=.858). Again, reliability levels
were lower for the overall EP$£.757) than for each dimension and with more déifee than
the EES, although the reliability level was stiklwabove the minimum acceptable criterion of
0.70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

Likewise, my examination of the Recreation ExpereeRreference Scales revealed high
internal consistency and reliability of items witheach of its dimensions and of the overall
scale. See Table 5.22 below for the descriptivisssitzs and reliability of dimensions comprising
REPS. Perhaps not surprisingly when you considefsomotivations and reasons for visiting

natural areas, Introspectiom=.919) generated highest levels of reliability. €equently,
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aspects of self-discovery and spirituality play iegral part in this process. Since the
Introspection dimension of REPS is conceptuallkdoh with the Existentialism dimension of
EES (or Existentialism in general) and represergatif thinking authentically, it is somewhat
surprising that Existentialism generated the lovegtl of reliability in EES while Introspection
generated highest level in REPS. The differencehtrlig in the focus on self-discovery and
spirituality versus comparisons of self with a tayerator. This dimension was followed by
Escaping Physical Pressur@=(874), and Enjoying Naturen£.862) which is still very high.
Once more, reliability levels were lower for theeoall REPS @=.800) than for each of its
dimensions with levels still well above the minimawceptable criterion.

Additional reliability analyses of the List of Vaa Scale also revealed high internal
consistency of items within each of its dimensiand of the overall scale. See Table 5.23 below
for the descriptive statistics and reliability afrgénsions comprising the LOV. Unfortunately,
only one dimension of LOV had big enough pool atetents to conduct reliability analysis. Its
External dimensiono(=.728), which focuses on respect, security, andrigghg, generated high
levels of reliability, followed by the overall LO¥cale ¢=.865). Although not able to rely on
reliability analysis, the scale’s Egocentrism digien concerned with self-respect and
relationships showed people’s strongest suppotthiese statements (M=5.99). The Egocentrism
dimension of LOV scale is also conceptually linkeith the Introspection dimension of REPS
(0=.919) and both are representative of Existenti#thimking with emphasis on authenticity of
motivations, preferences, and values. However, evpégople’s support for statements in the
Egocentrism dimension of LOV scale is highest (M), their agreement with statements in
the Introspection dimension of REPS is lowest (N6€3. Contrary to the formerly discussed
EES, EPS, and REPS, reliability levels were higberthe overall LOV scale than for the one
dimension available for analysis. It is therefoadesto conclude that any of the remaining three
dimensions must have a higher level of reliabitlign the External dimension to raise it from
0=.728 toa=.865 for the overall LOV scale. Consequently, igint likely be the Egocentrism
dimension whose related concepts generated higkislef reliability in REPS. Additionally,
judging from the conceptual content of the states)eihe External dimension may be directly

opposite to the Egocentrism and its internal focus.
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Table 5.21

Descriptive statistics and reliability of dimenssocomprising
Ecotourist Predisposition Scale (EPS)

Dimensions Mear? Std. Cronbach’s
Items Dev. alpha
B NS o ettt aaeas 5.54 .93 .858
The natural environment should be treated witheetsp............. 591 111
| always show much respect to the local peopledtrna my 555 1.08
TrAVEIS ..ot s
| always try to behave ethically on my travels whemeet
: 554 1.17
people of different cultures ..........ccoooviceceee v
Fragile natural areas should be protected evémigans |
- 548 1.28
CaNNOL VISIt tNEM ... e
| always try to behave in an ethical way when vétdo natural 546 1.16
L= LSRR
NN E= 0] = SRR 445 1.12 901
| think nature is an essential component of anyelrexperience.. 4.87  1.27
| want to experience the serenity of a wildernetrgy in the 460 125
1 F= Tt 2SR I £ | PP
Being in the natural environment is essential tp taavel 453 136
EXPEIIBNCE ..evviiiiieeee ettt e e e e e eernre e e e e e e s ermr e e e e e e e e e e annes
Experiencing the natural environment is an impdrpamt of all 446 137
MY TFAVEIS ... e
Nature is the main attraction in all my travels........................... 3.79 1.36
EAUCALION ... 409 1.10 877
| have a passion for learning when | travel .. cevvernrnnenenmene 447 1.37
| travel to new and different places to learn ahbatr natural 410 1.34
RISTONY ..
My travels are often centred around learning .............cccccvvw. 4.08  1.30
| save my money to travel to places that interesfon their 397 137
Natural NISTONY .......vuiiiiii i ree e
| select my travel destination based on what lleam from 386 1.34
VISITING Tt e e e e
Overall for Three DIMENSIONS........ccoeeiiiiiiie e eeeieieiiieieeiieieiieeaes 4.71 .86 157

@Based on a 7-point, Likert-type scale where 1="\&rpngly disagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
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Table 5.22

Descriptive statistics and reliability of dimenssocomprising
Recreation Experience Preference Scales

Dimensions Std. Cronbach’s

Items Mean?” Dev. alpha
ENJOY NALUIE ..ot 5.05 1.03 .862

To view the scenic beauty.............oooviieeee e, 5.54 1.20

TO View the SCENEIY .....ccoiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 5.32 1.20

To enjoy the smells and sounds of nature.....cccc.............. 4.96 1.32

To be where things are natural..............cccccevvieneiiieiennnn. 4.79 1.34

TO be CloSe 10 NALUIE .........viviiiiiiiee e e 4.63 1.34
LEAMMING ...iiiiiiiiiiiie ittt e e e ae e 4.68 .98 .849

To explore the area.............coooooeoiiisiviiiiviiieiiiiiiiiees. 9,20 1.21

To experience new and different things......ccccccvvvvvvnnnee. 5.19 1.14

To discover SOMething NEW ................u..mmmeeeeeeeeeeeeeenee. 4.81 1.26

To gain a better appreciation of nature .........ccccccccceeeeeee. 4.62 1.34

To learn more about NATUIe ..........eveeeiiiieiiam e 4.25 1.39

TO StUdY NATUIE ..., 4.03 1.44
SiMIlar PEOPIE. ... . 4.68 1.11 N/A

To be with others who enjoy the same things l.do.......... 4.99 1.15

To be with people having similar values ........cccc..c.cc........ 4.38 1.37
Escape Physical Pressure ...............eeeeiiceeemeeeeeee e 4.24 1.02 .874

To experience the peace andcalm..........cccceeceevvveeneeeee.. 5,14 1.19

To be where itis qQUIet..........cuviiiiiiiiicceeee e 4.88 1.25

To experience tranqUIlity .................ees o eeveeeeeieeeieeenee, 4.48 1.33

To get away from other people ............... s eveeieeneenn. 411 1.56

TODE ON MY OWN oo, 3.97 1.48

To experience SONUAE ...........uuuivieierteammmn s 3.89 1.42

To have more privacy than | have back home................. 3.84 1.43

To feel iSolated........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiee e 3.64 1.57
INErOSPECHION ... s 3.59 1.24 919

To learn about myself ............ooueiiiiiiii 3.90 1.38

To think about my personal values...........cccceeevvvviieree... 3.84 1.42

To think about Who | am...........eeiiiime e, 3.80 1.47

To grow and develop spiritually ..., 3,42 1.52

To develop personal spiritual values........ccccccevviiiieennnns 3.40 1.50

To reflect on my religious or other spiritual vadue........... 3.18 1.53
Overall for Five DIMENSIONS ........eviviieiiiiiimmmeiiia e 4.45 .80 .800

@Based on a 7-point, Likert-type scale where 1=h\strongly disagree” and 7="very strongly agree”
158



Table 5.23

Descriptive statistics and reliability of dimenssocomprising List of Values Scale

Dimensions Mear? Std.  Cronbach’s
ltems Dev. alpha
Egocentrism.........cccooiiiiiiiie, 5.99 .94 N/A
Self-respect ......ouvvvvvviviiiiiiiiiiieneeenen 6.09 1.04
Warm relationships with others......... 5.89 1.11
Achievement .........ccccccceeiie e, 5.90 .92 N/A
Self-fulfillment...........ccccooeeiiiiiiiii e, 5.95 1.02
Accomplishment .............cooeeei. 5.85 1.07
Enjoyment/Excitement........................... 5.85 .89 N/A
Fun and enjoyment in life.................. 6.10 .94
EXcitement ... 5.59 1.01
EXternal........cccccevviiiiiei 5.57 .93 .728
Being well-respected............cccceuueees 5.71 1.13
SECUNLY .o 5.63 1.14
Sense of belonging.........cccccceiiiiiiimnnns 5.36 1.20
Overall for Four Dimensions.................. 5.83 T7 .865

#Based on a 7-point, Likert-type scale where 1="\&rgngly disagree” and 7="very strongly agree”

Finally, my examination of the Multidimensional kith Scale revealed high internal
consistency and reliability of items within eachisf dimensions and of the overall scale. See
Table 5.24 below for the descriptive statistics aelkiability of dimensions comprising MES.
Similar to the EES, the Deontological scales=.f60) of MES generated highest levels of
reliability, followed by Relativist scalesi£.751), while Justice scales had too few itemseo b
used in reliability analysis. Again, this dominasthical stance might be most understood by
respondents and most socially applicable. Religbiévels of the overall MESoE.752) were
lower than its Deontological scales and slightightar than its Relativist scales, unlike the other

four scales, although all levels were still welbab the minimum acceptable criterion.
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Table 5.24

Descriptive statistics and reliability of dimenssocomprising Multidimensional Ethics Scale

Dimensions Mean? Std.  Cronbach’s
Items Dev. alpha
Deontological SCales..........ccoovviiiiiiii i, 4.30 1.24 .760
Morally right / Not morally right..............eemveeimmmmeniienininnn 4.39 1.43
Violates unspoken promise / Does not violate unspok
PIOMISE .. uuitiiiiitiiiiitietatanetnneaess s s e e e e e e e s e e neeaaeaaeaaaeaaeas 4.30 1.55
Violates unwritten contract / Does not violate uitten
(070 011 - Tox S PSR 421 1.56
JUSLICE SCAIES .....ccoveeeiiici e eeeeee e e e e 3.90 141 N/A
JUSE/ UNJUSE. .o 3.97 1.44
Fair [ UNfail.......coooieiiiiecee et 3.83 1.50
RelatiVist SCalesS..........ccviiiiiiiie e 3.75 1.20 751
Traditionally acceptable / traditionally unaccep¢ab............ 3.82 1.51
Culturally acceptable / Culturally unacceptable.................. 3.75 1.49
Acceptable to my family / Unacceptable to my family........ 3.66 1.40
Overall for Three DImenSsIiONS.......coooeevvvvivieeee e 3.98 1.05 752

@ Based on evaluations using a 7-point bipolar farma

5.5.2 ESTABLISHING RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE 5 SCALE MEASURES

At the first step in my investigation of the natwkpossible relationships among the
chosen scale measures, | carried out a seriesavfdtecorrelation tests according to the main
four related dimensions discussed earlier in myritecal model (Figure 5.3). Accordingly, |
examined separately the dimensions of Nature, EaucaCulture, Ethics, and Personal
dimensions of REPS and LOV which did not belongvamgre else. See Table 5.25 below for the
relationship between similar dimensions of the figkated scale measures. The tests confirmed
my theoretical model by demonstrating statisticadignificant and positive relationships
between all similar dimensions of the five scatesin other words, all similar dimensions were
related and supportive of each other across thiescéhe strongest positive relationship was
found between the Ethics dimensions of EES and ER$37, p<.001), followed by a
relationship between the Nature dimensions of BMBSEPS (r=.622, p<.001), and the Education
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dimensions of EES and EPS (r=.583, p<.001). Oveth# tests revealed strongest positive

relationships between the two scales of EES and E@8rdless of their constituent dimensions.

Table 5.25

Relationship between similar dimensions of the felated scale measures

Related Scale Measures & Dimensions

Nature Dimensions EES*Na EESCo EPS REPS LOV?
EES Conservation...........ccccceeeeue.. .853
(<.001)
EPS Nature.......ccoovveviveiiieiiieeennn, 622 553
(<.001) (<.001)
REPS Enjoy Nature...........ccccvvvee. .509 A74 579
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
LOV Enjoyment/Excitement ........ 211 195 182 201
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Education Dimensions EES Ed EPS REPS LOV
EPS Education ..........cccooevviviiinnnnn. .583
(<.001)
REPS Learning...........ccccceveviinnenn. 421 524
(<.001) (<.001)
LOV Achievement.........ccoeeeevnnnnns .229 181 178
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Culture Dimensions EES Cu REPS LOV
REPS Similar People ................... 232
(<.001)
LOV External.......c.cccovvvevviiennnennnn. 234 .206
(<.001) (<.001)
Personal Dimensions REPS LOV
LOV Egocentrism..........ccceeeeeennnn. .095
(<.001)
Ethics Dimensions EES Eth EPS MES®
EPS EthiCS.....coiiiiiiiiiiieeeceiiee .637
(<.001)
MES EthiCS .....cvvvviiiiiiiieiiiieeeee, .300 292

(<.001)  (<.001)

Note Pearson correlation shown above with probalititgarentheses
2EES, EPS, and REPS measured on a 7-point scate Whe“very strongly disagree” and
7 = “very strongly agree”
® LOV evaluated on a 7-point scale where 1 = “exggminimportant” and 7 = “extremely important”
° MES evaluated on several 7-point bipolar scales
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In addition to these two scales, the strongestipegielationship was found between the Nature
dimensions of EPS and REPS (r=.579, p<.001) anddest EES and REPS (r=.509, p<.001),
followed by a relationship between the Educatianafisions of EPS and REPS (r=.524, p<.001)
and between EES and REPS (r=.421, p<.001), andethies dimensions of EES and MES
(r=.300, p<.001). Again, both EES and EPS seeneteelated to similar aspects of the REPS
and also to a smaller degree to ethics of the MES.

It is encouraging to see strongest relationshipad®n the Ethics and Nature dimensions
of EES and EPS, respectively as both scales relthese dominant conceptual constructs that
are representative of the ecotourism philosophgslancouraging and somewhat surprising was
the weak relationship between the Ethics dimensioh€£ES and MES (r=.300, p<.001),
however; the inconsistencies may be due to theasiceformat of the Multidimensional Ethics
Scale addressing any number of factors that ppatits were responding to, without exactly
isolating the ethics. The Education dimensions ve¢se strongly related between EES, EPS, and
REPS, suggesting that ethics, predispositions aativations are more strongly related than
values, at least when it comes to education. | doitrsomewhat surprising that the weakest
relationships were found between the Culture dineeissof EES, REPS, and LOV, especially
since it is one of the central components of eawdouas is frequently reported in the literature.
Finally, my choice of placing together the Persahalensions of REPS and LOV was supported
by the results which demonstrated these conceptsimarffact significantly related (r=.095,
p<.001), although the relationship is very weak.

5.5.3 CLOSER LOOK AT EES ETHICS DIMENSIONS
Subsequent steps in my investigation of relatigmsifocused entirely on the EES Ethics

dimensions of Teleology, Deontology, and Existdistia. | was interested in their relationships

with other dimensions (i.e., Nature, Education,t@wal, and Ethics), as well as with the Ethics
dimensions of MES, and overall with the four rethseale measures. Looking at the first level
between the ethics dimensions of EES and the rengaitimensions of other scales, the series of
Pearson correlation tests demonstrated all posisigaificant relationships between these

constructs. See Table 5.26 for detailed resultsighe strongest relationships with Teleology,
Deontology and Existentialism were found most obslyg between the EES dimensions of

Ethics, Nature, Education, and Culture, in thateordlhich resembles results at the previous
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stage. More importantly, the Ecotourist Ethics 8aalated most strongly with the Teleological
stance across most of its dimensions, except ®iCihliture dimension which had the strongest
relationship with Existentialism (r=.778, p<.001yurprisingly, even the overall Ethics
dimension of EES was most strongly related withedkdgy (r=.916, p<.001), whereas most
previous tests demonstrated an overwhelming sugporDeontology by participants of this
sample. However, the dominance of Deontology esaesn people’sagreementwith these
travel statements might be still relevant, wherdggsfocus here lies on Teleology as the most

relatedethics construct among the three dimensions.

Table 5.26
Relationship between EES ethics dimensions amdiraknsions of the four related scale measures

EES Ethics Dimensions

Nature Dimensions Teleology Deontology  Existentiaim
EES NatUre.....cooveeeeeeeeeeees e, .901 .801 .735
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
EES Conservation ...........c.co........ .826 .905 591
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
EPS NAtUr€......ceeeeveeeeeeeeeeeeee, .621 A72 462
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
REPS Enjoy Nature..................... 521 449 .304
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
LOV® Enjoyment/Excitement ...... 197 216 128
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Education Dimensions Teleology Deontology  Existemtism
EES Education ..........ccoeeeevviiiinnnnns .839 .660 .668
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
EPS Education..............ccoeeveervnnnn.. 591 440 409
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
REPS Learning..........ccooeeeeeeeeeennn. 521 418 294
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
LOV Achievement.........cc.c.cc....... .246 .248 147
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Culture Dimensions Teleology Deontology  Existentisdm
EES Culture......ccoccovvveeeiiiviieeiennn. 715 .666 778
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
REPS Similar People.................... .380 297 .209
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
LOV External ..........ccovveeeviinnnnnnns .330 312 .145
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
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Ethics Dimensions Teleology Deontology  Existentiglin

EES Ethics......ccccviiiiei 916 .860 .817
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
EPS EthiCS....oovvvviiiiiiiiie, 572 712 .364
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
MES® EthiCS ....oovvvevieviieciecie .268 .287 221
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Personal Dimensions Teleology Deontology  Existenlism
REPS Introspection .............cc....... 409 215 301
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
LOV EgocentrisSm ..............eeeeeeeee .306 .303 119
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Other Teleology Deontology  Existentialism
REPS Escape Physical Pressure... .317 .240 270
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)

Note Pearson correlations shown above with probabilifyarentheses
2EES, EPS, and REPS evaluated on a 7-point scaeevith= “very strongly disagree” and
7 = “very strongly agree”
® LOV evaluated on a 7-point scale where 1 = “exglgmnimportant” and 7 = “extremely important”
¢ MES evaluated on a 7-point bipolar scale

In comparison, the Ecotourist Predisposition Sdaléowed suit and related most
strongly with Teleology across most of its dimensi@xcept for Ethics which had the strongest
relationship with Deontology (r=.712, p<.001). TRecreation Experience Preference Scales
construct was also related most strongly with tieéedlogy dimension of EES across all of its
dimensions, but most with its Nature and Educatimnensions (both r=.521, p<.001). The List
of Values scale was most strongly related with bitkeology and Deontology across all of its
dimensions, but most with its Culture dimension ddeology (r=.330, p<.001). Finally, the
Multidimensional Ethics Scale generated the weake#tionships overall, but was most
strongly related with the Deontology dimension &3(r=.287, p<.001).

Looking separately at the three EES ethics dimessiacross all scales and other
dimensions, Teleology generated most and strorrgéstionships overall (n=12), followed by
Deontology (n=5), and Existentialism (n=2). Agdimese results demonstrate the flexibility and
wide applicability of this ethical stance to othmmncepts related to ecotourism. It seems that
compared with rules and authenticity, the concéptomsequences is most easily applicable to
ethics, predispositions, motivations, and valueso@ated with ecotourism, and perhaps much
beyond this field of study and a type of travel.
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At the next stage of my inquiry, | examined thetieinship between ethics dimensions of
the two related scales, which focus particularlyethics; the Ecotourist Ethics Scale and the
Multidimensional Ethics Scale. A series of Pearsomrelation tests revealed all significant
positive, albeit weak, relationships between th&Elinensions of Teleology, Deontology, and
Existentialism, and the MES dimensions of Justidepntology, and Relativism. See Table 5.27
below for details on results. While the EES and M&8 constructed very differently, | have
treated the MES Justice scales @mceptually similar to the Teleology and Deontology
dimensions based on the Normative Ethics, whicht@gistify the status of morality, and the
Relativism scales conceptually alike with the Eemgialism dimension based on the authenticity
of ethics, predispositions, motivations, and vakatative to self.

Not surprisingly, Deontology scales of MES were tmefongly related with the
Deontology dimension of EES (r=.260, p<.001), bsbawith Teleology (r=.247, p<.001) and
Existentialism (r=.196, p<.001). Additionally, tHeeontology dimension of EES was most
strongly related with MES scales of Justice (r=,28%.001) and Relativism (r=.210, p<.001).
The dominance of Deontology in all relationshipsween the ethics dimensions of EES and
MES adds further support to all former findings. &ihlooking separately at the ethics
dimensions of MES, the strongest relationship vas between Relativism and Justice (r=.590,
p<.001), which provides additional support for mitial decision to include Existentialism in
my Ecotourist Ethics Scale, as these two concep&uthenticity and rules/consequences are
strongly related. Similarly, when examining onlyetEES ethics dimensions, much more is
revealed at this stage than in all previous analy¥¢hereas Pearson correlation tests at the
previous stage (Table 5.26) revealed the strongdetionship between the overall EES ethics
dimension and Teleology (r=.916, p<.001), a cldsek at this stage reveals this strongest
relationship among the three ethics dimensions BF Hs in fact between Teleology and
Deontology (r=.749, p<.001)! Consequently, my puezddilemma has been resolved by getting
closer to the particulars of and slight differenbetween these ethics dimensions. Again, the
Teleology dimension of EES demonstrated most aglplity in relating to other ethical stances,
whereas Deontology is least related to Existestiali(r=.469, p<.001); and similarly the

Relativist scales in MES are least related to #emology scales (r=.364, p<.001).
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Table 5.27

Relationship between dimensions of the two relatbits scales

Ethics Dimensions MES MES MES
Justice Deontology Relativism
EES® Ethics Dimensions
EES Teleology ........ccooeviiiiiinen. 217 247 198
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
EES Deontology..........ccceeeeeeeeennn. 235 .260 210
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
EES Existentialism...........cccc......... .187 .196 156
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
MESP Ethics Dimensions MES MES
Justice Deontology
MES Deontology ........cccccevvvveeneenn. .550
(<.001)
MES Relativism..........ccccccvvvvenenn. .590 .364
(<.001) (<.001)
EES Ethics Dimensions EES EES
Teleology Deontology
EES Deontology...........ccoeeeeeeeeen. 749
(<.001)
EES Existentialism........................ .644 469
(<.001) (<.001)

Note Pearson correlations shown above with probabilifyarentheses
® EES evaluated on a 7-point scale where 1 = “veongly disagree” and 7 = “very strongly agree”
® MES evaluated on a 7-point bipolar scale

Finally, at the level of overall scale measure® tbsts demonstrated all significant
positive differences between the ethics dimensanSES and the four related scale measures.
See Table 5.28 for detailed results. Supportiveaofier results, Teleology demonstrated its wide
applicability yet again and was most strongly ediatvith all scales, starting with EPS (r=.725,
p<.001), and followed by REPS (r=.571, p<.001), LQ¥.322, p<.001), and MES (r=.271,
p<.001). Deontology was the second most relateidsetiimension, followed by Existentialism.
Again, the List of Values scale and the Multidimensl Ethics Scale generated the weakest
relationships with the ethics dimensions of EESthBaf these scales can be interpreted in very
different ways since the MES format addresses nfiactprs all at once, while the LOV scale
lists complex personal values often with only onardy therefore it is unknown which aspects

are really addressed by the respondents. Additignahly MES generated the strongest
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relationship between its overall measure and th&kS, whereas among the remaining scales

the relationships with Teleology and Deontology evaruch stronger than with the overall EES.

Table 5.28

Relationship between EES ethics dimensions anch\ssiale measures with other overall
construct measures

Related Scale Measures

EES® Ethics Dimensions EPS REPS LOVP MES®
Teleology .....ccoovvvvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee, 725 571 322 271
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Deontology.........uevvvevirmnininininninnnnns .646 425 .320 .289
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Existentialism.........ccccccevveeeerinnnnnn.. .506 .369 .159 .220
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Overall EES ..o, 721 526 311 .299

(<.001)  (<.001)  (<.001)  (<.001)

Note Pearson correlations shown above with probabilifyarentheses
®EES, EPS, and REPS evaluated on a 7-point scaeevith= “very strongly disagree” and
7 = “very strongly agree”
® LOV evaluated on a 7-point scale where 1 = “exglgminimportant” and 7 = “extremely important”
° MES evaluated on a 7-point bipolar scale
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CHAPTER 6
REFLECTIONS FROM FIELD TESTING PHASE

6.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS REVISITED

In this section of my dissertation | revisit amitleess my research questions/objectives
from Chapter 1, bringing in and tying together fimal results of my data analyses from both
phases. The initial questions addressed aspectetlofs theories and their conceptual
relationship to ecotourism, before | consideredgestrategies for developing and field-testing
my scale.

(@8  What are the dominant theories in ethics?

According to my review of the literature, the doamh theories of ethics are Deontology,
Teleology, and Existentialism, in no particular @rdThese theories are expressed in various
conceptual frameworks associated with travel ardcat decision-making (Fennell, 2000b;
Fennell & Malloy, 1995; Haidt, 2001; Malloy, Ross &akus, 2000; Theerapappisit, 2003), in
general tourism literature (McDonald & Beck-Dudlé@94; Hudson & Miller, 2005), in human
resources management (Schumann, 2001), in busioassxt (Trevino, 1986; Quinn, 1997), and
overall in the context of professional and globtiies (Colero, 2005). According to my data
analyses, the dominant ethics theories are Deayydiollowed by Teleology, and to a lesser
degree Existentialism which is unrelated to thenkr two approaches. This trend is evident in
both phases. The results from phase 2 are much mygrertant because the questionnaire
employed the revised scale which was shortened f6@mto 24 items that were more
conceptually consistent within each dimension.

With this in mind, correlation analyses from ph&seevealed Deontology was the most
conceptually consistent dimension of ethics (r=,7p4.001) between items representing the
Nature and Conservation dimensions of ecotourisikeviise, Hudson and Miller (2005) state
Deontology is used most consistently to sa@wwironmental issuegeleology (r=.584, p<.001)
and Existentialism (r=.542, p<.001) are less cotua|y consistent than Deontology, however,
Deontology and Teleology are most strongly relatedceptually (r=.749, p<.001). Similar
results were revealed by reliability analyses vid#ontology in the leadoE.862), followed by
Teleology (=.855), and Existentialismag.838). Furthermore, results from analyses of the

demographic and trip characteristics of participacdnfirm Deontology to be most dominant
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among the three ethics dimensions (Means closer tabove 5.00), followed by Teleology
(Means close to 5.00) and Existentialism (Mearghtly above 4.00).

(b)  Which theory or theories are best suited for a iclmnation of ethical beliefs,
values and behaviour in the context of ecotourism?

Similar to the previous question, in the contexeobtourism the best suited theories of
ethics based on the literature in tourism, ecosmoriand business ethics are still Deontology,
Teleology and Existentialism. According to data lgses overall, the order of strength or
dominance of these three theories remains the daemntology is the most conceptually related
dimension, generates most reliable responses aghkesti agreement among participants,
followed by Teleology and Existentialism. Both Démlogy and Teleology are most strongly
correlated (r=.749, p<.001), followed by Teleologyd Existentialism (r=.644, p<.001), while
Deontology and Existentialism are only weakly ctated (r=.469, p<.001).

(c) What are the recurring themes underlying theseritb&d

The recurring themes of the three ethics theorieeevbased on my literature review
which was incorporated into the guiding definitiorsf Deontology, Teleology and
Existentialism, which in turn helped in the devetegmt of my conceptual framewordatrix of
Ethics Theories Concerning Major Components of &woasm (Table 2.3) which was
instrumental in developing my scale. Essentiallgledlogy was concerned with good and bad
behaviour on the basis obnsequencesf one’s actions; Deontology was concerned witltrig
and wrong behaviour on the basis mifles or principles such as justice or honesty; and
Existentialism was concerned with thethenticityor sincerityof one’s behaviour on the basis of
being true to oneself and/or the society at lafgeese themes were later confirmed by results
from data analyses in both phases. In addition @oribology being concerned with rules and
regulations and Teleology concerned with consecesermth of these ethical stances were seen
as socially desirable and acceptable, whereasdsialism concerned with authentic behaviour,
was often perceived as selfish, thus socially unglgle and unacceptable, unless it was
compared with tour operator.

(d) How are the themes conceptually linked so as tmeef framework of ethics
relevant specifically to ecotourism?

The conceptual consistency between items within nB#ogy was maintained by
focusing on personal responsibility and obligationfollowing rules or guidelines. Within
Teleology, conceptual consistency was based onfibemne self, others, and the environment.
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Conceptual consistency within Existentialism waacheed by selecting only those items that
made comparisons between oneself and a tour oper&athermore, the themes of
consequences (Teleology) of behaviour along witlesruand principles (Deontology) are
conceptually linked in thesocial desirability and can successfully guide ecotourism as the two
dominant ethics theories by focusing on these tsesech as in ecotourism development, visitor
management, or staff training. Specific to ecotwmrithe themes of consequences (Teleology),
rules/principles (Deontology), and authenticity iEentialism) were conceptually linked to the
recurring themes in ecotourism, thus combiningliteeature of ethics and ecotourism. Table 2.3
of the Matrix of Ethics Theories Concerning Major Compatsenf Ecotourisndisplays the
intersection between the dominant components ofoadsm (Nature, Culture, Education, and
Conservation) and the dominant theories of etHiEn(tology, Teleology, and Existentialism).
Figure 6.1 below further portrays the representatod the interplay between ethics and
ecotourism at the level of personal ethics of thedler.

Figure 6.1

Representation of the interplay between variougg#nd components of ecotourism
at the level of personal ethics of the traveler

What do |
value about
ecotourism? \.

What do | Do | examine

Do | tread
softly?
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6.1.1 MEETING RESEARCH OBJECTIVES OF PHASE 1

Following the critical review of the literature amloe process of devising a conceptual
framework of ecotourist ethics, the primary objeetof the first phase of my research was to
develop a multi-dimensional scale to measure ecistoathics — the Ecotourist Ethics Scale
(EES) — and to establish its validity and relidiili

(@8 To develop a scale comprised of those principalalosiemerging from
the conceptual framework of ecotourist ethics, Whigflects ethical beliefs,
values, and behaviours of travelers.

Accordingly, the Ecotourist Ethics Scale (EES) waseloped at the end of phase one. Table 4.1
displays the statement refinement process of thal fEES for inclusion in phase 2. See
Appendix 1.D for final scale items to be employadphase 2. Its final version consisted of 24
items: 10 in Teleology, 8 in Deontology, and 6 ixidentialism, or in the ecotourism
dimensions: 8 items in Nature, 4 in Culture, 5 gu&ation, and 7 in Conservation. All items in
each ethics/ecotourism domain were generated wiithagce from my conceptual framework
(Table 2.3), and based on the conceptual defirstafreach dimension of ethics and ecotourism.
Additionally, all items were worded in the conteat participants’ level of agreement or
disagreement with travel statements representieg tthical beliefs, values, and behaviours
related to various aspects of ecotourism, suclaase culture, education, and conservation.

(b) To establish and verify the validity and relialyildf the scale
overall and its constituent domains.

Throughout the entire process of developing andiref my Ecotourist Ethics Scale
(from the initial 306 items to the final 24 items$)have followed a cyclical process of face
validity ingrained in my conceptually-driven undarsding of the items and the three ethics
dimensions within which they are housed, in additto empirical assessments of inter-item
correlations and reliability analyses. Consequerthave followed these steps, respectively: 1)
review of literature in ethics and ecotourism; 2velopment of a conceptual framework (Table
2.3); 3) development of guiding conceptual defons separately for the three ethics dimensions
and four ecotourism dimensions of my EES; and 4)tipte item reviews and revisions,
including input from the “expert panel”. Additiomgl based on data analyses of the final 24
items of the EES, inter-item correlations withircleaof the ethics and ecotourism dimensions
revealed all significant (p<.001) and positive tie@laships, demonstrating a conceptual

consistency between items in each of the 7 dimessiélowever, my first examination of
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response patterns to the 66 original items in itéen correlations within each of the 12 domains
and the 4 dimensions of ecotourism revealed ceitams to be independent of others (p>.05).
Tests at the level of ethics revealed most coned¢monsistency with items significantly and
positively related. Similarly, reliability analysed the 12 domains and the 4 dimensions of
ecotourism among the original 66 items showed weallts overall. Consistent with the intent
to create a scale focused on ethics, my subsegnahises considered items within each of the
ethics dimensions with much stronger results. Réiig analyses of the overall EE®.850)
and within the three ethics dimensions (Deontolagy753, Teleologya=.750, Existentialism

0=.682) revealed high internal consistency of théirzdl items.

6.1.2 DELIVERING RESEARCH SUPPORT FROM PHASE 2

Cont'd (b)  To establish and verify the valydand reliability of the scale
overall and its constituent domains.

In addition to the validity and reliability of thinal EES developed in phase 1, which
essentially reduced the scale from 66 to 24 itamwme testing was necessary to also establish
the validity and reliability of the shortened EE&sbd on participants’ responses. Consequently,
validity was maintained during this phase by refgrrto the conceptual framework, to my
guiding conceptual definitions of each dimensiond @& the conceptual themes of the three
ethics dimensions (i.e., consequences, rules/ptasias socially desirable versus authenticity
being socially undesirable since perceived as stglfunless comparing oneself with tour
operator) discovered through analyses conductdideatirst phase. Inter-item correlations were
conducted at the higher level of ethics dimensi@eontology, Teleology, and Existentialism),
and all revealed significant and positive relatlops (p<.001). Deontology was again most
conceptually consistent dimension (r=.751, p<.0fdlpwed by Teleology (r=.584, p<.001) and
Existentialism (r=.542, p<.001). Again, Deontolognd Teleology were most related
conceptually (r=.749, p<.001), followed by Teleolognd Existentialism (r=.644, p<.001) and
finally Deontology and Existentialism (r=.469, p@1). Reliability analyses also revealed high
internal consistency of the items within each of #thics dimensions (Deontology=.862,

Teleologya=.855, Existentialisnw=.838) and the overall EE&%.826).

172



(a) Determine the extent to which people’s dgraphic and trip
characteristics are related to or have influencethermain dimensions of ethics
and ecotourism (EES), and predispositions towacdsoerism (EPS).

With the development and validation of the EES, sheond and final objective was to
examine the extent to which participants’ demogi@gpimd trip characteristics are related to or
have influence on other aspects of ecotourismttoandilly associated with nature travelers, such
as their ethics and predispositions. Consequehtigve incorporated number of demographic
and trip characteristics of my sample into analyfsesising on their relationship with the main
dimensions of ethics and ecotourism of my newlyaligyed scale, and also dimensions of the
EPS seeing that ethics and predispositions areelglased conceptually. All tests on the
influence of participants’ gender revealed sigmificdifferences between men and women on all
dimensions of EES and EPS, except one non-signtfidéference within the Existentialist
dimension of EES. Women agreed more strongly ant less variation than men with travel
statements within all dimensions of EES and EP8igodarly within the Deontology dimension
of EES and Ethics dimension of EPS. My findings emesistent with conclusions drawn by
Hudson and Miller (2005) who point to the influeno& nationality and gender in ethical
dilemmas; for instance, that females are more Be&sn their ethical intention to scenarios
involving environmental dilemmas.

Subsequent tests on the influence of participamas’el party size generated significant
differences between participants from various grei@ps on their travel perspectives only within
the Conservation dimension of EES and the NatuckEducation dimensions of EPS. It was
couples (the smallest group) who agreed most dyowgh travel statements within these
dimensions. All travel groups, without an exceptand regardless of their size, most strongly
supported ethics in their views on travel (Ethit€PS from M=5.58 to M=5.88; Deontology in
EES from M=5.00 to M=5.30). All tests on the infhoe of participants’ visitation or non-
visitation to natural areas revealed significarftedences between visitors and non-visitors on
their travel perspectives within dimensions of E&®l EPS, and within each of the scales,
overall. Visitors agreed more strongly with tragetements representing all dimensions of EES
and EPS, and overall each of these two scalesmEjerity of students actually do visit natural
areas and moreover they do subscribe to the etbibak of ecotourism. Related to visitation,
tests on the influence of participants’ frequentyisits revealed significant differences between
the four groups of people’s frequency of partidipatn nature travel on their travel perspectives
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within all dimensions of the EES and EPS. Those wikited natural areas most often (couple
times per year or more often), agreed more stromgly statements representing all dimensions
of EES and EPS, but most strongly with Deontologgt €onservation dimensions of EES, and
Ethics dimensions of EPS. Again, these resultscarsistent with Hudson and Miller (2005)
who suggest Deontology is used most consistentiggolve environmental issues. In contrast to
the frequency, tests on the influence of participaduration of visits revealed no significant
differences between their duration of participatiomature travel on their travel perspectives
within any of the dimensions of EES or EPS. Regmsllof people’s duration of stay in these
areas, descriptive statistics demonstrated higbkldeaf agreement with travel statements across
all dimensions of EES and EPS, therefore this égiawas not important. When considering the
influence of both the frequency and duration ofitgjsthe tests revealed that across all
dimensions of EES and EPS, and both scales, ovémallfrequency of visits has much more
influence on participants’ travel perspectives thi@nduration. Those who participated in nature
travel most often (couple times per year or mohewsed the highest level of agreement with
travel statements representative of all dimensairiSES and EPS, while their duration of visits
played no role.

Remaining tests considered the influence of visitparticipation in various outdoor
recreation activities. Not surprisingly, people wdften participated in the 13 outdoor recreation
activities did agree most strongly with the majordf travel statements in EES and EPS;
however, their participation in théypical ecotourism activities did not generate higher
agreement with these statements. Subsequent teske onfluence of visitors’ participation in
these typical ecotourism activities revealed thattipipation in both “wildlife viewing” and
“nature study/exploration” had influence on pagamts’ travel perspectives within all
dimensions of EPS and all dimensions of EES ex&mpCulture and Education where only
“nature study/exploration” played a role. Howewéese two activities did not interact with each
other to have an effect on any of the dimensiorsverall scales.

Overall trends from all analyses revealed that igpents’ demographic and trip
characteristics really do have an influence on dsians of EES and EPS, in particular on their
ethics. Participants in all tests agreed most gtyofM>5.00) with travel perspectives within the
Deontology dimension of EES and Ethics dimensiokBS, further demonstrating the strength

and influence of ethics ingrained in rules and glis. The demographic variable of gender did
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have an influence on travel statements within EBE& BPS, as did the trip variables of party
size, visitation, frequency, and participation utdoor recreation activities. Respondents showed
the highest variation of responses across all testsin the EPS; the Ethics dimension
consistently showing lower variation of responskeantits other dimensions of Nature and
Education. What this finding reveals is that ethi@sd to be more stable than predispositions, or
at least predispositions towards travel perspestivgrained in ethics.

(b)  Explore the extent to which domains ofteaaist ethics are related
to who people are as travelers; that is, where talépn the
soft- to hard-path ecotourist continuum.

The visitor profile of my sample — their demograpland trip characteristics — did
resemble the hard-path ecotourists portrayed iditdr@ature. Accordingly, although my sample
consisted of students, most of them were financ@imfortable (32.4%), and all were in a post-
secondary education pursuing their BA degrees (300%e majority of them visited natural
areas (80.7%) a couple times per year or more ¢2819%) and traveled in small groups of 3 to
4 (47.1%). Visitors of my sample agreed most stipmgth travel statements ingrained in ethics,
whereas most frequent visitors agreed strongly waithravel perspectives. On the other hand,
there were other demographic and trip charactesistf my sample which did not resemble the
typical hard-path ecotourist profile. Most studemtsny sample were very young, between 17
and 20 years of age (58.4%). Additionally, most evémon-visitors” when considering both
frequency and duration of visits (45.3%) or the dstvfrequent and lengthy group (6%), most
stayed only for a couple of days or a weekend @%.4dnd seldom participated in the 13 outdoor
recreation activities. Additionally, their partiafion in the typical ecotourism activities did not
generate higher agreement with travel statemeritsodgh my sample consisted entirely of
undergraduate students and as such it does netctrefie typical ecotourist based on the
literature, majority of my student respondents dib én the hard-path end of the ecotourism
continuum based on some of their demographic angd tharacteristics, and their
psychographics, but most importantly based on thigh agreement with ethical stances on
nature travel.

(c) Determine whether hard-path ecotourisnspestives are reflected in higher scores
on theories of ethics than are soft-path ecotougerspectives.

Results of analyses on the EPS were most signifiteanswering the above question

since the scale is particularly helpful in sortifgough the hard- to soft-path ecotourism
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continuum, that is, in helping to establish therdego which travelers qualify as ecotourists, and
in identifying which dimensions are most influehtia shaping their orientation. Accordingly,
the sample demonstrated highest agreement witleltstatements within the Ethics (M=5.54,
SD=.93) and Nature (M=4.45, SD=1.12) dimensionsh& Ecotourist Predisposition Scale.
Although the highest variation of responses wasidowithin this scale, it was lowest within its
Ethics dimension. Additionally, participants agrewdst strongly with travel statements within
the Enjoyment of Nature dimension of Recreation dfigmce Preference Scales (M=5.05,
SD=1.03), Deontology scales of the Multidimensioiahics Scale (M=4.30, SD=1.24), and
Deontology (M=5.05, SD=.85) and Teleology (M=4.8@D=.74) dimensions of the Ecotourist
Ethics Scale. Both Deontology£.862) and TeleologyoE.855) dimensions of EES also
revealed highest reliability among their items. Himve results with strong focus on the ethics
and nature dimensions of EPS, EES, MES, and RER®grate my sample should in fact be
considered hard-path. To answer the research queste may need to consider first how we
define hard-path and soft-path ecotourists. Theeefib my student sample was considered soft-
path based on its demographic profile, then thevands no; people who hold hard-path
ecotourism perspectives do not score higher onrigeoof ethics because my sample
demonstrates otherwise. On other hand, if my samwale considered hard-path based on all
results of their demographic and trip charactesstand theipsychographic profilethen the
answer is yes; people who hold hard-path ecotougsmpectives do indeed score higher on
theories of ethics consistently across differensoees. Personally, | subscribe to the latter
perspective since my sample is not at all typiaat yet it strongly portrays the value of deeply-
held ethics and hidden predispositions.

(d)  Explore the extent to which domains ofteaadist ethics are related to other
fundamental aspects of ecotourism, such as peqpietispositions towards nature-travel,
the values which guide traveler behaviour, the wadional bases for leisure travel,

and the ethics involved in travelers’ decisions hadaviours.

My last research question addressed the relatiprisdtiveen ecotourist ethics and other
aspects of ecotourism traditionally associated wéture travelers, such as their predispositions,
motivations, and values. Figure 6.2 portrays tHatignship between these concepts, although
the direction of arrows is only conceptual and statistically investigated or confirmed. Values
and personal ethics are grouped together becaegeath most influential in determining ethical

behaviour of visitors. This is because values lelohoral dimension with a strong emotional
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component (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Blamey & Braitdite, 1997; Pizam & Calantone, 1987,
Reisinger & Turner, 2003; Rokeach, 1973). The mfice on behaviour, according to Fishbein
and Ajzen (1975), works through intervening vamablof beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and
subjective norms. However, based on the resultsfanalyses, visitors’ predispositions and
motivations also play a significant role in infle@mg travel behaviour. In terms of statistical
analysis, all related scale measures and dimensiers significantly and positively correlated,
following my framework of hypothesized relationship Figure 5.3. Consequently, the strongest
positive relationships were found between ethicESEand predispositions (EPS) (r=.721,
p<.001), followed by ethics (EES) and motivatioREPS) (r=.526, p<.001), and ethics (EES)
and values (LOV) (r=.311, p<.001). The weakestti@ghip with the LOV scale may be due to
problems with interpretation of the complex perdmadues each of which is phrased in only one

word.

Figure 6.2

Relationship between values, ethics, predisposfiand motivations

Values
& Ethics

Motivations Predispositions

In terms of the ethics dimensions of EES, Teleolggyerated the most (n=12) and
strongest positive relationships overall acrosssedlles and their dimensions; it was the most
compatible and flexible ethics dimension. See T#&blebelow. It was most closely related with
Nature dimensions of EPS (r=.621, p<.001) and RERPS21, p<.001), and also with its overall
EES Ethics dimension (r=.916, p<.001). AccordingHiedson and Miller (2005), Teleology is
used most agreeably to solgecial dilemmasand ethics may certainly qualify since social

problems often involve a consideration of ethiceobtology generated the five strongest
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positive relationships overall, and it was mostselyg correlated with Ethics dimension of EPS

(r=.712, p<.001) and Nature dimensions of REP34€.. p<.001) and EES (r=.905, p<.001).

Again, the strong relationship between Deontology &lature dimension of EES and REPS
reflects findings by Hudson and Miller (2005) whate Deontology is used most consistently to
resolve environmental issues. Finally, Existergrali generated only two semi-strong

relationships with Nature dimensions of EPS (r=,462001) and REPS (r=.304, p<.001), and
its overall EES Ethics dimension (r=.817, p<.00Ihis dimension generated the weakest
correlations overall, likely due to its unique mooatlook. The common trend, however, is the

overwhelming focus on ethics and nature (4 out e€&les/dimensions) evident across all three
dimensions of Teleology, Deontology, and Existdistia (Table 6.1).

Table 6.1

Strongest correlations between EES dimensionshafseaind other scales

EES Ethics Dimensions

Teleology Deontology Existentialism

EPS Nature r=.621, p<.00. EPS Ethics r=.712, p<.00: EPS Nature r=.462, p<.001
REPS Nature r=.521, p<.00: REPS Nature r=.449, p<.00. REPS Nature r=.304, p<.001
LOV Culture r=.330, p<.00: LOV Culture r=.312, p<.00: MES Ethics r=.221, p<.001
MES Ethics r=.268, p<.00. MES Ethics r=.287, p<.00: LOV Educat. r=.147, p<.001
EES Ethics  r=.916, p<.00. EES Nature r=.905, p<.00: EES Ethics r=.817, p<.001

In terms of the ecotourism dimensions of EES, thengest positive relationships were
found in Nature between EES and EPS (r=.622, p3J,G0llowed by Education also between
EES and EPS (r=.583, p<.001), Conservation betwees and EPS (r=.553, p<.001), and
Culture between EES and LOV (r=.234, p<.001). Tineng relationship between EES and EPS
is not surprising, nor the dominance of Naturdyalgh | was somewhat surprised by Education
and not Conservation taking a second position. @onto the importance of culture component
in the ecotourism literature and in ecotourism apen on-ground, it generated the weakest
correlations overall in comparisons with the renragrthree dimensions of ecotourism (Nature,
Education, and Conservation).
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6.2 LESSONS LEARNED

In this section of my dissertation | consider tbeerall meaning of my findings,
comparing them with recent studies in the ecotaurigerature, and considering the top
priorities and implications, such as the influencesvisitors’ behaviour — whether attitudes,
values, or ethics, or some combination. In sumnmayimost valid lessons, | focus on the three
approaches of ecotourist ethics (Deontology, Telppl and Existentialism) and other related
aspects of personality that may influence visittweshaviour, the link between nature and ethics,
the demographic and trip characteristics and tinfliience on aspects of the soft- to hard-path
ecotourist continuum, and other constructs and emtscrelated to ecotourist ethics, such as
motivations and predispositions.

The need to focus on the traveler and on ethicsinderstand visitor behaviour is
gradually considered in the ecotourism literatuvly. own research aimed to gain a deeper
understanding of travelers to natural areas in whgs were not conceptualised by previous
studies, that is, by including the general studeygulation not on-location, and incorporating
constructs of their ethics and hidden predispasstimwards ecotourism. At the most basic level,
Fennell (2006) places great emphasis on who wasie species (and on our behaviour) in the
context of tourism ethics, supplementing the areanwvironmental ethics with integration of
knowledge bases from more established disciplifidsabogy, anthropology, psychology, and
business. Hunter (1995) and Bjork (2000) echoe wWiBsw believing that ecotourism
sustainability can only be achieved by focusingaurists and their behaviour. Similarly, Ajzen
(2001) states the largest number of studies wasedaout on the topic of attitude-behaviour
relationship in which attitudes are generally regegd for predicting social behaviour.

Overall, the role and strength of attitudes, valaesl ethics to influence behaviour — and
other constructs, such as motivations and predispas — is increasingly recognised as central
in any context, and tourism is certainly not exenhptboth theTheory of Reasoned Acti@md
the Theory of Planned BehaviguAjzen and Fishbein (Ajzen, 1991, 2001; Ajzen &lihein,
1980; Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000) suggest attitudestlaeemost direct predictor of behaviours, and
like values and ethics, they hold an evaluative antbtive component. Values may hold a
central function in relation to both attitudes @whaviour. According to the expectancy-value
model, the “evaluative meaning arises spontaneoushs we form beliefs about the object ...

and a person’s overall attitude toward an objedetermined by theubjective valueeemphasis
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added] of the object’s attributes in interactiorthMhe strength of the associations.” (Ajzen,
2001: 30). In other words, once general valuesaatvated, they are believed to influence a
person’s evaluation of specific objects and eveAs.an example of Fishbein and Ajzen’s
(1975) model of the theory of reasoned action, efatyy (2006) used place attachment,
conceptualised as attitude, which proved to be adgeredictor of pro-environmental
behavioural intentions, especially those place-fipec

Study by Hansleet al. (2008) also incorporates additional concepts aofirenmental
concern and awareness of consequences in distmiggisgoistic (self), social-altruistic (others),
and biospheric (biosphere) value orientations. Thesults provide empirical support for these
three value orientations and their positive relship with the awareness-of-consequences
beliefs and environmental concerns, and their spoeding value types of power, benevolence,
and universalism. As a practical example of sotidlues, Rollinset al. (2009) provide a case
study of Pinery Provincial Park, which demonstratesv changes in society’'s attitudes and
values towards recreation and the environment enfted priorities of park management and
planning policy in response to these value shitsthe individual level, Bushelkt al. (2007)
address the personal values of visitors to parkisttaa benefits gained by their participation. The
authors present a ‘virtuous circle’ which is driviey visitors’ positive attitudes towards parks
(natural and cultural resources), their desire &n goenefits, and their appreciation of and
satisfaction from the visit and from gained bemsefivhich further strengthens their positive
attitudes. Furthermore, Reinius and Fredman (2@@&monstrate in their study on protected
areas and their function as attractions that thellaf a National Park, more than any other, has a
strong influence on the tourists’ behaviour in deiaing whether to visit the park. The name of
the natural site affects the visitors’ percepti@msl associations, influencing their decision to
visit. Tourists’ motivations in this study weredaperience nature, peacefulness and silence, and
to hike and backpack; whereas they were most familith the National Park label compared to
newer labels of world heritage site and biosphesenve (Reinius & Fredman, 2007).

Yet, the abovementioned studies lack a considerasfoethics in the behaviour-based
discussion. Among examples of the attitude-behavlok in the context of environmental
ethics, Prislin and Oullette (1996) found highly sdded attitudes towards environmental
preservation were strongly related to behaviourgéntions, whereas Schultz and Oskamp

(1996) established a relationship between enviroaheoncern and recycling behaviour. Sears
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(1997) also points to the symbolic aspects ofuatés, such as ideology and values, which carry
much greater weight in the public arena as oppdsdtie relatively small impact of personal
interest. Numerous other studies have also denatedtthe direct influence of values on pro-
environmental attitudes (Norlund & Garvill, 20003; Oreg & Gerro, 2006; Steg, Dreijerink
& Abrahamse, 2005). Notwithstanding the consideratf all ecotourism stakeholders, Stronza
and Gordillo (2008) point to the important functiohattitudes held by the local communities
engaged in ecotourism, which in turn influence s$kebility of their local institutions and the
capacity to successfully manage the ecotourismept@nd conserve their natural resources.

The incorporation of ethics into studies in ecotsmris gaining momentum, in particular
the dominance of Deontology, its links with Telegpjp and the importance of holistic ethics
approaches. Deontology was used predominantly Wicipants of my study who demonstrated
the strongest agreement with travel statementsmwiths ethics dimension. The Deontological
notion of ‘distributive justice’ is of particularignificance. Smith and Duffy (2003) believe
provision of more sustainable alternatives by emaséon could provide more ethical possibilities
for tourism as a whole. The authors advocate fonroanity-based ecotourism to maximise the
participation of local people at every stage, othee applying the principle of ‘distributive
justice’ for economically marginalised groups i tBouth. As a practical example, Stronza and
Gordillo’'s (2008) study of community views from #& Amazon ecotourism projects
demonstrates various positive and negative chaimgdsese participating communities, which
affect the stability of local institutions and ppests for long-term conservation efforts. Rawls
(1971) introduced the concept of social justicetres basic structure of society and a major
concept in Deontology, which later spilled over ttee areas of environmental justice and
business ethics (Fennell, 2006). According to Rathsory, those in the most disadvantaged
position, including the environment, should bendfadm ecotourism development, but this
requires strong institutions capable of managingmex businesses while local communities in
the developing countries often lack the experiaare®education that is required.

Deontology and Teleology were also most conceptualhted across all measures in my
research, and generated strong and consistentnsesspmverall. However, the dominance of
Deontology (its focus on rules and regulations) rbaythe reason for unethical behaviour in
otherwise ethical ecotourism locations possibly tluea lack of integration of consequences

(Teleology) and personal meaning (Existentialisntp ithe overall experience. Consequently,
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researchers begin to see the value of the triategligoproach as evidenced by the growing body
of literature which favours the holistic approachethics (see Fennell, Plummer & Marschke,
2008). As an example of a triangulated approactthas, Schumann’s (2001) moral principles
framework for human resource management incorporate ethics theories: utilitarianism,
rights, distributive justice, ethics of care, arnidue ethics. Another example by Malloy, Ross
and Zakus (2000) involves a comprehensive modetto€al decision-making based on the three
theories of Deontology, Teleology, and Existengialj which directly supports my inclusion of
these ethics theories in my research. This model ebnsiders various individual and external
moderators which influence the decision processtladesulting ethical or unethical behaviour.
Finally, Fennell and Malloy's (1995) model of ethlctriangulation was used as a guiding
framework in developing my scale, as it too advesdir the combination of Deontology,
Teleology, and Existentialism in guiding all sta&kters of ecotourism in the ethical decision-
making process.

Another important finding from my research is theminance of ethics and nature
dimensions of the EES as the most consistent agtesi in agreement across different
measures. Numerous studies in the ecotourism tliteraand in related areas support my
observation. For instance, Dutcher al's (2007) study demonstrated that a high level of
connectivity with nature is strongly and positivetglated to environmental concern and
environmental behaviour. Additionally, connectivitynature accounted for 17% of variation in
environmental concern and 10% variation in envirental behaviour (Dutcheet al). The
authors conceptualise ‘connectivity with naturesd on the principle of interdependence which
does not arise from the typical knowledge, butaadt“from an intuitive sense of sameness with
the world around (and within) us” (Dutchet al: 479). Similar to the intention behind my EPS
and EES instruments, Dutchefral question the effectiveness of conservation effdominated
by the “utilitarian appeal of human survival” (@), and include an emotive component in their
scale instrument in addition to the inquiries afughts and beliefs. In addition, Fennell (2000a)
strongly believes that certain characteristics,(respect for nature, intentions of participants,
full consideration of animals’ pain, and non-congtion) are required for activities to be
considered ethical and to classify as ecotourism.

On the same notion, Mayer and McPherson-Frantz42@0nducted five studies to

assess the validity and reliability of the Conndntss to Nature Scale (CNS), which taps into
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people’s feelings of emotional connectedness tonderal world. The authors’ final study
demonstrated that connection to nature is an irapbmpredictor of ecological behaviour and
subjective well-being (Mayer & McPherson-Frantz,02) Interestingly, although the CNS
relates to other conceptually similar instrumestsgsh as the New Environmental Paradigm, it
does not relate to social desirability and as siiclhesembles the conceptual stance of
Existentialism which is based on authenticity agaged to some external factors. In considering
the relationship between children and nature, L{2Q08) lists a plethora of studies on the
benefits and predictors of physical, mental, anditspl health, intelligence, and creativity,
similar to that of Mayer and McPherson-Frantz (20@dthough much more extensive. Louv
(2008) was initially struck by a significant qudtem a 4" grader in San Diego (one of his many
participants), which was the embodiment of the humisconnect from nature, “I like to play
indoors better 'cause that’'s where all the eleatriutlets are” (p. i). On the spiritual necessity
nature for the young, Louv (2008) recalls his sajuestion at age four, asking, “Are God and
Mother Nature married, or just good friends?” (p1p

Although often dismissed as insignificant, dempgia and trip characteristics do have
an influence on aspects of travel and on visitboetaviour. This finding was very apparent in
my research where a majority of the demographictapd/ariables influenced the type of ethics
and/or the main components of ecotourism. Howetlexir meaningfulness lies in advanced
statistical procedures that expose a deeper meafdiimgng the numerous studies in support of
my finding, Luo and Deng’'s (2008) study on the N&Rl nature-based tourism motivation
exposed the demographic and trip characteristieggef gender, education, and types of outdoor
recreation activities, all of which had a signifitaeffect on people’s attitudes and motivations
related to the natural environment. Similar to nmdings on women and their high agreement
with statements in the ethics and nature dimensbbériee EES, Uysaét al. (1994) also found
that females had stronger opposition to the antiweptric view of the environment compared to
males. More recent study by Deng, Walker and Swinne(2006) demonstrates females more
so than males supported biospheric values. Otherodephic characteristics of age and
education were also supported by a study by Varelaead Dunlap (1980) where these variables
were consistently related to the NEP. Another stogyang and O’Leary (1997) revealed the
link between age and the type of activities oneoskes to engage in. Their findings indicate most

of the youngest travelers (35 years on averagd) aee are motivated by physical challenge in

183



their activities. Similarly, in Luo and Deng's (Z)0study age is significantly related to the
novelty/self-development subscale of the naturetasurism motivation, where the younger
travelers are more likely than the old to seek thitse motivators in their travels. Previous
studies by Dunlap and Heffernan (1975), JacksoB87{L%nd Noe, Wellman and Buhyoff (1982)
found that people who seek passive or appreciatiddoor recreation activities differ in their
motivations and are more environmentally concerrtkdn the active or adventurous
recreationists. For example, the motivators of mmterised visitors in a study by N al.
(1982) included learning and discovery, escape frpersonal or social pressures, and
introspection and scenery, whereas motivators d¥ Aiers included action or excitement and
social contact with others.

Even more promising and having predictive powericJet al. (2002) demonstrate that
both demographic (i.e., age and gender) and trgracieristics (i.e., party composition and
organization of travel) influenced tourists’ deoiss to participate in a given activity, whereas
ecotourism interest played a consistent role indipteag behaviour. Similarly, the
Connectedness to Nature Scale (CNS) was used eejpeat different studies to test personality
characteristics (Mayer & McPherson-Frantz, 2004)erEsomething as trivial as a label of the
National Park (NP) has shown to influence touriskshaviour. Reinius and Fredman’s (2007)
study on protected areas demonstrated that thedabeNP and the level of familiarity with this
label influence visitation much more than the nevedrels of protected natural areas. This is
especially true among the first-time and foreiguarigts who are attracted to the NP status as a
must-see protected area. Reinius and Fredman (2@@7)he label of protected areas having a
complex effect on the tourists’ behaviour dependingheir mental associations and information
from the media. Consequently, “through a desigmatia protected area gets a label that
functions as a marker, which shapes perceptiomefatea and ultimately triggers visits to the
specific place” (Reinius & Fredman, 2007:851).

Political stance was not considered in my reseaatthpugh it may hold an important
role. For instance, Dutchext al (2007) discovered connectivity with nature wasipeely
related with liberal political views. Additionallythe socio-demographic characteristics of
gender, income, political views, and connectivibgdther accounted for 22% of variation in
environmental concern, while political views, edima and connectivity accounted for 20%

variation in environmental behaviour (Dutchetr al, 2007). Essentially, there needs to be a
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balance between the demographic analysis of edstewho are very heterogeneous, and the
classification of their social and psychographituea (Blamey & Braithwaite, 1997).

My aim to assess visitors on the soft- to hard-gatbtourism continuum is also echoed
by numerous studies in the ecotourism literatureonF the philosophical and practical
perspectives, Fennell (2000a) makes a clear distmbetween ecotourism activities that range
along a continuum from soft- to hard-path versuseotactivities like billfish angling which
incorporate non-ecotourism variables of imposed,paitent of sport, and consumptiveness.
Higham and Luck, (2007) draw from previous studiésBryan (1997), Butler (1980), Plog
(1991), and Orams (1999) to distinguish betweentipes of nature travelers in the context of
recreational succession and displacement. Firgt igypeferred to by any of these terms: ‘expert
specialist’, ‘eco-purist’, ‘opinion leader’, or latentric’. These travelers are low in numbers,
show good knowledge about the area, are motivajeddnuine interest, and have minimal
negative impacts (Higham & Lick, 2007). Consequgritiey fall on the hard-path end of the
ecotourism continuum. They are easily displacedheysecond type of traveler when the site
becomes too developed and too popular, at whichtgbe values of the hard-path travelers
might be sabotaged. The second less experiencedfypature traveler is referred to as ‘novice
generalist’, ‘mass tourist’, ‘follower’, or ‘psyclkentric’, and falls on the soft-path end of the
ecotourism continuum. This process of continualcession takes place in all ecotourism
destinations as various types of travelers vigiséhareas according to changes in their popularity
(Higham & Lick, 2007).

According to Juric, Cornwell, and Mather (2002) aheir Ecotourism Interest Scale
(EIS), empirical results demonstrate their instrotme useful in identifying if tourists will select
eco-friendly activities and thus be distinguisheteen soft- and hard-path ecotourists or those
in low and high interest segments. In essence, P$ Bnd EES instruments reach deeper to
uncover the travelers’ predispositions and persettats, and as a result they help distinguish
between the soft- and hard-path ecotourists basedthe strength and type of their
predispositions and personal ethics in the cont#xthe main components of ecotourism.
Consistent in part with my aim for this researclioland Deng (2008) advocate for more
effective studies on identifying and segmentingtegosts to focus on environmental attitudes
and values which are more stable situational areural constructs and closely related to

nature-based travel motivation.
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In addition to my main focus on ethics, | have aiscorporated other constructs of
predispositions and motivations into my researckthag can create complex relationships with
ethics and influence one another. As an examplep lamd Deng (2008) discovered
environmental attitudes (measured by the NEP seald)nature-based tourism motivations are
closely and positively related. More specificaltile authors report that participants who are
more supportive of limits to growth and more coneer about eco-crisis had a desire to be close
to nature, to learn about it, and to escape cifeslitionally, ‘return to nature’ subscale in the
nature-based tourism motivation was the most ingmbrinotivator for travelers (Luo & Deng,
2008). Juricat al. (2002) also target motivations for traveling anterest in specific activities
(e.g., eco-friendly) with the use of their Ecoteumi Interest Scale. Again, these findings touch
on the importance of being connected to natureudssd earlier in this section, and are
consistent with other recent studies by Li and J@@0D5), Tao, Eagles and Smith (2004), and
Weaver (2002b). In considering billfish angling @s ecotourism activity, Fennell’s (2000a)
comment addresses the differing value sets and vatmins between ecotourists and
hunters/anglers. In a previous study by Fennell\&edver (1995) hunters were willing to revisit
a vacation farm as ecotourists at another time redseecotourists were unwilling to return as
hunters. Consequently, Fennell (2000a) poses alasimguestion applied to anglers and
ecotourists, and suggests fundamental differentaslue sets and motivations between these
two groups of consumptive/anthropocentric and nammsamptive/ecocentric travelers. In
discussing the differences in philosophical fourutet of these two activities — their intent,
imposed pain, and consumptiveness — Fennell (2086g)hasizes the element of ethics in
ecotourism philosophy which “is founded upon respecplants and animals” (p. 345).

My concept of predispositions targeted by the HRRBument is expressed as “potential”
ecotourists by Juriet al. (2002), therefore highlighting the notion of caveharacteristics of
travelers. Similar to the concept of predisposgidowards ecotourism expressed in my EPS

1

instrument, Luo and Deng (2008) speak of two segsneh the ecotourism market: “born

ecotourists,” who were born to be nature loversl, ‘amde ecotourists,” who are general tourists
but who can be transformed to be ecotourists” §d).3This transformation into ecotourists can
be achieved via the central role of nature-basedahn and hands-on experience which should

positively influence people’s satisfaction and gnjent, leading to an appreciation of natural
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environments, formation of positive environmenttitades, motivation and intention to have

more ecotourism experiences, and finally actuahgka in behaviour (Orams, 1997).

6.3 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The central aim of my research was to develop aesmstrument able to assess
ecotourist ethics and by doing so, deepen our gtaieling of ecotourists’ psychographic
characteristics responsible for complex interplaghwand influence on ethics. A secondary goal
was to examine the relationship of ecotourist stlwth other psychographic constructs such as
predispositions, motivations, and values. The dvertgentions of my research were to employ
advanced statistical methods, advance the thealgily and philosophical debates in
ecotourism ethics, and provide practical means d¥faacing the field by focusing on the
ecotourist. Consequently, this section lists meeent support for the conceptualisation of my
EES ecotourism dimensions and for using a studempke, and concludes with implications of
my findings in the context of current global trenaisd events. Finally, the last sub-section
addresses my recommendations for future use of B$ Estrument, and various gaps and
guestions to be addressed by future studies.

In addition to the numerous literature sourcesqressl in Table 2.2, | found more recent
support for the conceptualization of my ecotouridmensions.Among the most extensive,
Donohoe and Needham (2006) reviewed two sampl@® @ficademic and 42 Canadian applied
definitions of ecotourism to identify the main coomgnts of: nature-based,
preservation/conservation, education, sustaingbitifstribution of benefits (e.g., distributive
justice), and ethics/responsibility/awareness. ifgel from their Canadian sample closely
resemble my own in that the nature-based and etlicgponents are among the most frequent,
and more so than in the academic sample. Additiprell of the EES dimensions of ecotourism
are also found among the themes identified in ésearch by Donohoe and Needham (2006). In
another example, Bjork (2007) draws on studies bynEll (2003), Diamantis (1999), and
Sirakayaet al. (1999) to identify, among others, the ecotourisomponents found in my
research: nature, conservation, ethics, educasiod,culture. Additionally, the components of
sustainable development (i.e., EES Conservatiormison) and cooperation between all actors
(i.,e., EES Culture and Ethics dimensions) are ifledtas crucial by Stronza and Gordillo
(2008) and by Bjork (2000) who also lists naturd aalture.
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The choice of the student sample in my researgharalleled by Mayer and McPherson-
Frantz (2004) who used both student and communéisnpées in their study on the
Connectedness to Nature Scale. Reinius and Fred2@Y) also surveyed tourists and non-
tourists in their study of protected areas, usimpgart a general population methodology. Ajzen’s
(2001) study on attitudes indirectly supports mgict of the student sample. According to the
author, the strength of attitudes reaches its pealoung adulthood which nicely corresponds
with the demographic profile of my sample. Simjarhere is a trend of younger ecotourists
increasingly reported in the ecotourism literatdfer instance, 50 % of Westwood and Boyd’s
(2005) sample participating in mountain scenichfiigwere below 44 years of age. Patterson
(2007) also lists number of ecotourism studies whik trend — a study by Tourism Canada with
participants between 20 and 44 years of age, dtydire American Birding Association with a
majority in the 40 to 49 age group, study by VHEibrida with majority of 25 to 49-year-olds,
and study by Travel Industry of America with 37%bafd and wildlife viewers between the ages
of 18 to 34.

The importance and implications of my findings g@&ticularly crucial in times of
ecological (i.e., climate change, biodiversity d&e) and financial (i.e., stock market crash)
crises that occur at a global scale. Since touhiasia unique penetrating quality, and since all
activities are driven by humans, it follows tha¢ tmain drivers of human behaviour — such as
personal ethics and predispositions — will be urstentiny. If visitors to natural areas are found
to be unethical, then the implications are expaaéyntserious in the context of global warming,
decline of biodiversity, and animal extinctions.nary to the ecotourism philosophy, we might
be making available the most ecologically sensitimd most biologically diverse natural areas
of the world without the sufficient protective maess. These areas need strong management,
policy, and legal measures — now more than everprdtect, regulate, and enforce them.

TheLiving Planet Report 2006NVWF et al,, 2008) provides an empirical evidence of the
epidemic of extinctions (25% in land species, 28%narine life, and 29% in freshwater species)
and a drastic decrease of global biodiversity di/éfa/3 over 35 years), while numerous studies
point to the increase of participation in ecotouriand doubling of the human world population.
Already, the human footprint exceeds by close & 2be Earth’s ability to regenerate (WVEE
al., 2008), without jeopardising most vulnerable amodiversity-rich hotspots demanded by

ecotourists. This is particularly troubling as ttlecimation of species is occurring at a rate
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unparalleled since the extinction of dinosaurs {@0,times faster than recorded in the human
history) (WWF et al, 2008). The report lists human behaviour as thenmause of species
decline, and as such, future studies should makiatehe understanding of all possible aspects
of the human behaviour on a deeper level and wghdn predictive power. Compared to eleven
other countries, Canada lists"ih ecological footprint, %t in bio-capacity, and™ after Brazil

in ecological reserve; whereas U.S. and China &rénltheir ecological footprints and the
remaining ten countries all have ecological dedicit

Whereas my student sample demonstrated strongpguigp ethics and nature in their
ecotourism pursuits, Luo and Deng (2008) reportemmoblematic findings of their young
participants. The authors discovered that younggtors sought ‘novelty/self-development’ and
were most supportive of ‘humans over nature’ perspe, which was associated with
adventurous tourism activities. Having an anthr@pdcc value system of human dominance
over the rest of nature may stand in likely opposito the type of ethics and values necessary
for effective conservation efforts and symbiotiariet behaviour on site. Consequently, the
combination of young visitors and National Parksyrha particularly troubling in view of these
findings. According to Reinius and Fredman’s (20@f)dy on protected areas serving as
attractions, the label of a National Park is pattidy successful at attracting visitors by actasy
a visitation marker. However, the compatibility Wween protected areas and visitors who are
guided by anthropocentric values may be particylantessful on both accounts. The goals of
conserving the National Parks and the visitors’ivadion for a positive experience may likely
be compromised.

Luo and Deng (2008) emphasize that sustainabdftyecotourism is dependent on
travelers with high environmental concern and kmalgke, and they point to the primary
motivation of closeness to nature. Mayer and Mc&eiFrantz (2004) introduce a similar
concept of connection to nature as an importantigi@ of ecological behaviour, whereas
Dutcheret al. (2007) state that connectivity with nature is aaswge of environmental values.
The authors believe it is crucial to re-/establesid foster connectivity with nature in all
generations, but especially in children and yodat¢heret al, 2007). On that note, several
authors emphasize the role of education in influepattitudes, opinions, and behaviour changes
among tourists, but also among children via outdoegreation programs and innovative

curricula (Luo & Deng, 2008; Reinius & Fredman, 2R0Juricet al. (2002) also believe in
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education as a solution to the problem of increpsinmbers of new ecotourists who have not
yet fully developed the necessary ethic. Notwithdilag the focus on visitors, community views
of ecotourism and the stability of local institut®are crucial to conservation efforts (Stronza &
Gordillo, 2008). The success of conservation gedeent on the level of engagement of local
communities in ecotourism projects and their r@sgltattitudes and behaviours (Stronza &
Gordillo, 2008), as is cooperation between all statders (Bjork, 2000).

6.3.1 EXTERNAL VALIDITY, FUTURE DIRECTIONS AND US E

Future researchers are encouraged to test thenaktealidity and reliability of the
Ecotourist Ethics Scale to confirm or strengtheneitfectiveness. In addition, future use of my
EES instrument may involve shorter versions, the ok the dominant ethics approach, or
incorporation of other constructs that are concaptisimilar. In particular, future studies may
wish to exclude Existentialism from the EES andfombine the Deontology and Teleology
dimensions. This is because Existentialism wasiderably different and weaker from the other
two ethics approaches, which were dominant andebjogelated throughout all analyses.
Additionally, future studies should explore wayscohceptualising Existentialism other than via
comparisons with the operator (e.g., comparisonis ather travelers) and without reducing the
social desirability of these statements. Ajzen’80@) statement that attitudes and subjective
norms vary across behaviours and populations ma e further encouragement to look more
closely at ethics. In fact, the author states otiesw predictors may be added to the theories of
reasoned action and planned behaviour, and tbislysa matter of ingenuity and time.

Although | chose not to employ confirmatory factmralysis (CFA) in the second phase
of my research to be true to the conceptual fouadsaitof my dimensions, this test may be used
in future studies to provide additional supportroy EES instrument or to refine it even further.
This may be particularly applicable to researchlistsiwhich use the EES among other measures
and questions, thus significantly shortening timglke of the questionnaire and promoting higher
response rate. If planning to incorporate othelescar constructs with the EES in future studies,
it is advisable to choose similar format for all aseres, particularly paying attention to the
individual items. Reflecting on my own choices, soproblems with responses to the List of
Values scale (LOV) and the Multidimensional Eth&sale (MES) might have been due to the

limited one-word descriptions of otherwise compt®ncepts in the LOV scale, and too many
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concepts presented simultaneously for evaluatidhowut a built-in mechanism for distinction in
the MES.

While much has been uncovered by the developmehtrasults from the Ecotourist
Ethics Scale, my research revealed new gaps anstign® to be addressed in future studies.
Partially accomplished by my EES instrument andiforporating other constructs in the
second phase of my research, Luo and Deng (20B8joashe examination of more complex
relationships between the following concepts: emwinental values, attitudes, motivations,
participation, satisfaction, and environmentallyierfidly behaviours in ecotourism using
advanced statistical methods. Future studies shaird to establish a causal relationship
between ethics, predispositions, values, connégtivi nature — and other related concepts — as
there may be a bi-directional relationship betwésese variables. For example, a study by
Dutcher, Finley, Luloff, and Johnson (2007) exarditiee concepts of connectivity with nature,
environmental concern, environmental behaviour, oldical views, and all were significantly
and positively related. Additional to the psychquria and trip characteristics of respondents in
my sample, the Connectedness to Nature Scale lemsused to test the effects of situational
factors and personality characteristics in relatmieonnection to nature, thus it has tremendous
potential to reveal new insights on the relatiopshetween humans and the natural world
(Mayer & McPherson-Frantz, 2004). This would betipatarly effective in combination with
my EPS and EES measures (all of which have sirnikart-type scale format) to further explore
the effect of connectivity with nature on the ipley between travelers’ predispositions, ethics,
and environmental concerns and behaviours.

Parallel to the findings of my research, the majoaf respondents in Dutchet als
(2007) study did not take part in many environmlataivities even though they felt connected
to nature and were concerned about the environmk@mdings from my research also indicate
respondents did not participate much in any oftipecal ecotourism activities, yet they still
demonstrated the strongest agreement with trawaersents within the ethics and nature
dimensions of EES. In this regard, future studies imcorporate the Ecotourism Interest Scale
to predict travelers’ participation in various aties, which is useful in determining if tourists
will select eco-friendly or ecotourism-appropriatetivities (Juric, Cornwell & Mather, 2002).
Dutcheret al (2007) also “believe[s] that other efforts tont&y environmental values or their

precursors — including postmaterialism, universadugs, and cultural bias — do not tap directly
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into an important basis of environmental values”4f9) as does connectivity with nature. If
connection to nature is significantly and positwetlated to a greater subjective well-being
(Mayer & McPherson-Frantz, 2004), why not ethicsoasated with ecotourism?

Finally, the issue of cultural bias and ethnoceniri- while not the focus of my research
— should be seriously considered in future studisthaps variations of the EES can be
established tailoring also to the local/aborigineimmunities and ecotourism operators. Future
studies should test across different socio-cultupallitical, and national contexts as these
variables have shown influence, but also amongdbal communities engaged in ecotourism
projects and among the ecotourism operators to acenall stakeholders. Stronza and Gordillo
(2008) state such participatory analyses have Ismtdiom in ecotourism research. While
community perspectives on ecotourist ethics canpbsicipatory and can enrich limited
ethnocentric theories, perspectives delivered faparators and tourists can allow for more
comparative data. Fennell’'s (2006) focus on thdobioal and cultural basis of human nature
(basic drives, intuitions, and other processes itlfitence behaviour) led me to consider the
value of incorporating these aspects into futuneliss and testing for their relation to ethics and
other psychographic and trip characteristics ofelers. Fennell (2006) points to the work of
Przeclawski, “who suggested that in our attemptsumderstand tourists and tourism as a
phenomenon we must first recognise that tourisenfem ofhuman behavioupmy emphasis]”
(p. 14). This notion is repeated by Butcher (200Bp sees ecotourism as a form of life politics.
According to the author, “tourism, in any form,nsither the problem nor the solution to very
much at all...[and] society’s ills (however we maynceive of them) cannot be addressed
through lifestyle and consumption” (p.325).

Another omitted population group, particularly ioogurism research, is children. The
significance of incorporating children in ecotounisresearch is manifold. First, children
represent the future of our world and their ethigalues, attitudes, predispositions, and
connectedness to nature may likely play a crual@ in shaping the world when they approach
adulthood. Second, the concept of connectednesattme is increasingly gaining respect for its
strength to influence other aspects of personalitd behaviour. Already, findings point to
children being disconnected from nature (Louv, 2G08&] this may have serious implications for
the state of our world, for the physical and spaitwell-being of all humans, and for the status

of ecotourism philosophy and practice. Finally, attempts of excluding or dismissing any

192



population groups is limited, short-sighted, an@maginative — unless warranted on case basis —
and can stifle the growth and development of eadouphilosophy.

However, there may be some optimism about the éubfithe natural environment when
my sample of young people appears to possess ectdsp rules and regulations in ecotourism
and to show a predisposition for nature travel.sehindings strengthen support for the role of
environmental policies, laws, and regulations ia tontext of ecotourism, and the means of
enforcement (e.qg., fines). Perhaps the behavidurawelers can indeed be more ethical with the
creation of successful policies and regulationgrucsing visitors of what is appropriate and
why. The results from my sample seem to point &t threction. From the perspective of ecotour
operators and park managers, the EES could sera@@tical tool to evaluate the ethics of the
clientele that their companies and sites attralbe managers can use this information to tailor
marketing efforts to attract visitors with more ieth stances, to create new policies and
regulations geared towards more ethical behaviamnd,to develop new programmes to meet
visitor needs/interests and to educate traveleomis€quently, ecotourism companies and park
agencies would be able to supply more ethical ecsim services and products, and create a
demand for these products. In addition to develppmew policies and monitoring their
effectiveness to encourage more ethical behaviguradvelers, education can further assist in
this process. The role of education can be pasituhelpful in the curriculum at the elementary
and high-school levels to incorporate the elemaftsature and ethics and the interplay of
consequences, all in the pursuit of developindg'¢eetourist ethic” among the younger members
of our society.

Perhaps the greatest optimism emerging from thiglysis that approaches to both
research and practice that embrace a perspectbesl lmm ethics can enhance visitor experiences
and practices, facilitate the development of appate and meaningful policies and procedures
for pro-environmental behaviour, and lead to a deemderstanding of the core components of
ecotourism. Much has been learned, and much idcstie learned — my study being one step in
the direction of a research programme focused oarporating ethics into nature travel and
understanding associated visitor behaviours.
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APPENDIX 1.A
PHASE 1: THE GENERATION OF STATEMENTS & THE EXPERTS * TASK

Department Letterhead
<date>
Dear Professor <insert name>,

Statements have been generated for each of therbains (i.e., cells) illustrated in the matrix
on the preceding page. For example, for cell | T@l€ological Perspectives on Education”,
statements were generated that reflectembrasequentiabpproach to the role of all types of
learning, both formal and informal. Likewise, foelicll a) “Deontological Perspectives on
Nature”, statements were generated that reflect@dhaipled approach to encounters with and
in the natural environment. Similarly, for cell 1d) “Existential Perspectives on Culture”,
statements were generated that reflecte@wthenticapproach based on being true to oneself
and/or one’s society in regards to the culturalmmomand traditions which are central to the
aboriginal way of life.

Your task is to evaluate the statements within efxhain for:
1. Face validity— Does the statement reflect the basic principléedying the
ethical perspective and focus upon the relevantpoorant of ecotourism
according to the criteria provided in the defimisdisted above?; and
2. Clarity — Is the statement clear? Does it avoid jargon®sDib require
rewording? Is it focused on one issue (i.enas double-barrelled)? Are
there any spelling or grammatical errors?
In each case, cross out those statements thategbafe inappropriate or vague, suggest any
modifications that you think would improve the winrgiclarity of a statement, or add any new
statements that you believe capture an aspecteoktiotourism component not yet captured
under the philosophical perspective defined above.

Please provide your feedbals&fore the end of Augudb facilitate the distribution of
guestionnaires by the first day of classes.

Thank you all kindly!

Agnes Nowaczek
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APPENDIX 1.B
PHASE 1: INFORMATION LETTER

Department Letterhead
<date>
Dear Professor <insert name>,

Thank you for meeting with me and agreeing to alfoe/to come to your class on <date and time> toestgyour
students’ participation in my study. For your infation, | have provided more details about my stouelpw.

I am currently completing my PhD dissertation wiRtofessor Bryan Smale in the Department of Reaeaind

Leisure Studies. In the first phase of my studg developing a multi-dimensional scale to assediwiduals’

ethical dispositions towards travel, especiallynatural areas, to gain a deeper understandingeof dttitudes and
behaviours.

| am currently recruiting participants for my stualyd would appreciate the opportunity to enter yaassroom and
request your students’ participation. Voluntarytiggwation by students would require approximatély to 20
minutes of class time. | will introduce the studystudents using a prewritten script and will there copies of the
questionnaire available for students to completelass if they so choose. Blank or completed qaestires may
be deposited into a drop box at the exit to thestlaom. Students who choose to participate in tingyswill be
asked to indicate their degree of agreement ogdiggnent with each of a number of statements bkinga circle
on a 7-point Likert-type scale that best represbaois they feel. In addition, they will be askeditdicate some
personal characteristics such as gender, age,raversity department.

Students’ participation in this study is completebluntary. They may stop their involvement at aimye or skip
any questions they wish to leave unanswered. Atirimation collected in this study will be combinadgth the
information of other participants. Students’ answeill be entirely anonymous because at no timé thiy be
asked to write their name, student number, or ghgrodentifying information on the survey. Once tstudy is
complete, all data will be kept for a period of twears and will be securely stored in a lockeddilicabinet.
Electronic data will be kept indefinitely on a sezsgerver.

There are no known or anticipated risks to paréittgn in the study. This research will hopefulladeto a better
understanding of the ethics associated with natizeel and ultimately serve to help protect natiasdas and
indigenous communities. | would like to assure Yoat this study has been reviewed and receivedstiearance
through the Office of Research Ethics at the UrsiNgiof Waterloo.

If you have any questions about your class’s padton in the study, | have included my contadbimation as
well as that of my supervisor, Dr. Bryan Smalelie Department of Recreation and Leisure Studies 85664).
Any further questions or concerns may also be thbto Dr. Susan Sykes in the Office of ReseardticEt(ext.
36005).

Thank you again for your time and providing me vétime class time to recruit participants for mygtu
Sincerely,
Agnes Nowaczek

University of Waterloo
Department of Recreation and Leisure Studies

anowacze@ahsmail.uwaterloo.ca
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APPENDIX 1.B
PHASE 1: FEEDBACK LETTER

Department Letterhead
<date>
Dear Professor <insert name>,

Thank you for providing class time for studentsptoticipate in my study, entitled “Traveler
ethics in ecotourism: Scale development and assss3oh ethics on aspects of the ecotourism
continuum.” As a reminder, the purpose of this gtisdto develop a multi-dimensional scale to
assess individuals’ ethical dispositions towardssdt, especially to natural areas, to gain a
deeper understanding of their attitudes and beheasio

This research will hopefully lead to a better ustiemding of the ethics associated with nature
travel and ultimately serve to help protect natarals and indigenous communities.

Please remember that any data pertaining to ing@icparticipants will be kept strictly
confidential. Once all of the data are collected analyzed for this project, | plan on sharing
this information with the research community thriougy dissertation as well as a journal article
and/or conference presentation. If you or any afrygtudents are interested in receiving more
information regarding the results of this studyjifoyou have any questions or concerns, please
contact me at the e-mail address listed belowolf would like a brief summary of the results,
please let me know, and | will send it to you whdrave completed this phase of my study. In
addition, if you would like me to present a briahsmary of the results to your students, | would
be happy to return to your class at a later poinhé semester and do so.

As with all University of Waterloo projects invohg human participants, this project was
reviewed by and has received ethics clearance ghrdlbe Office of Research Ethics at the
University of Waterloo. Should you have any commeat concerns resulting you're your

participation in this study, please contact Dr. 8uSykes in the Office of Research Ethics at
519-888-4567, ext., 36005.

Thank you again for assisting me with my research.

Sincerely,

Agnes Nowaczek

University of Waterloo
Department of Recreation and Leisure Studies

anowacze@ahsmail.uwaterloo.ca
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APPENDIX 1.C
PHASE 1: QUESTIONNAIRE

University of

Waterloo

%&3

An Exploration of Your Travel Preferences and Peesgives

Student InvestigatoiAgnes Nowaczek <anowacze@ahsmail.uwaterloo.ca>

Faculty SupervisorDr. Bryan Smale <smale@healthy.uwaterloo.ca>

Please note:

Your participation isompletely voluntaryis not part of your course
requirements, and has no impact on your graddsrcturse.

You may choose to leave questions unanswered ifwslo, and/or can stop
your participation at any time.

The questionnaires gathered will remeampletely anonymou¥ou do not
have to provide identifying information on the gusnaire. The data
gathered in the study will be kept confidential aedurely stored for two
years and then confidentially destroyed. Electraiata will be kept
indefinitely on a secure server.

There are no known or anticipated risks to youtigigation in the study.

If you have any further questions about the studyish to obtain a copy of
the results, feel free to contact me, Agnes.

If you would like a brief summary of the study riéspplease email me at
<anowacze@ahsmail.uwaterloo.ca> and | will setal you when | have
completed the study later this fall.

This study has been reviewed and received etheéesamce through the Office
of Research Ethics (ORE) at the University of WaterAny questions or
concerns may be directed to Dr. Susan Sykes iORIE at 519-888-4567,
ext. 36005.

Thank youor taking the time to participate in this study!
| very much appreciate your input into our resehrch
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An Exploration of Your Travel Preferences and
Perspectives

Please indicate the extent to which you agreesargiee with each of the following
statements by marking the one cira$®)(that best describes how you feel. \\

_

“Thinking about my travel
preferences...”

strongly Strongly
disagre¢ disagreeDisagre Neutral Agree agree agree

U

Very
Stronglystrongly

U U ! U U

Nature tourism is beneficial for the
ENVIFONMENE...cveiieiie et s m e

To make travel a positive experience,
travelers should learn as much as
possible about the places and people 1

Travelers should learn about their
destination before arriving...................

Ecological systems at tourist destinations
should be conserved for their own saks

During my travels, my main interest in the
natural environment lies in its ability to
satisfy my personal needs...................

Interactions between travelers and local
peoples usually have a negative impac
on these PeoplesS......coovvveeviiieeee et e

It should be legal for local communities to
sell their culture in any way they choas

It is important to follow environmental law
and regulations at travel destinations,
regardless of one’s personal beliefs....

Travelers should choose destinations thai
practice conservation in their natural
ENVIFONMENES ...ovvivieiieieeeeeeeeveeae e

What | learn myself when | travel is more
meaningful than what | learn from a tot
OPEIALON . ..ceviiiiiieieeeeee e s

| visit places with different cultural

experiences to satisfy my personal needsQ

O

O O O O O



Very Very

“Thinking about my travel strongly Strongly Stronglystrongly
preferences...” disagre¢ disagreeDisagre Neutral Agree agree agree
I ! } } U } }

Whatever | personally believe about
protecting the natural places | visit, their
conservation is the responsibility of the

government and the tourism industry... QO O O O O O O

| value the natural component of my trave
for its ability to invoke in me feelings of

compassion for all forms of life............. O O O O O O O
Learning while traveling reduces the quality

of my experience..........cccccceeevveevvuneen. Q O O O O
Supporting conservation through my trave

makes me a better citizen................... O

My encounters with nature during my travel
have positive consequences for the

ENVIFONMENT........vvieeiiiiee e e O O O O O
| choose travel destinations that conform
my personal views on nature and wildl QO O

| believe local peoples should not share their
culture with visitors if their customs and
traditions diminish as a result............... O O O O O

| believe in following local cultural custom

while traveling in a different country..... O O O O O O O

Environmental rules and regulations
interfere with positive travel experiences O O

| follow all environmental regulations of
visited conservation areas, without

questioning them.............cccccccevvvv . Q O O O O O O
| only learn during my travels when | choose
t0 O SO .vveieeeiiie e e, O

| will engage in local customs and traditiol
practices on my travels only if they ma

me feel good about myself.................. O O O O O O O
| value the quality of my travel experiences
much more than the conservation efforts O O

| make travel choices that are good for tht
natural environment ...............ccceeeenen O
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Very Very

“Thinking about my travel strongly Strongly Stronglystrongly
preferences...” disagre¢ disagreeDisagre Neutral Agree agree agree
I ! } } U } }

Both travelers and local peoples should
engage in mutual learning to better

understand one another..........c...c........ O O O O O O O

All tour operators should educate visitors
about the destinations they take them: QO

It is unacceptable to choose forms of travel

that are polluting ...........cccceeevevereeennen. O O O O O

| would expect to engage in the same
activities involving wildlife at my travel

destinations as | do at home............... O O O O O O @)

When travelers interact with local
communities, it facilitates mutual

awareness and understanding............. O O O O O O O

Traditions practiced by people in different
countries are right in principle, even if

they are unacceptable to me............... O O O O O O O

It is my personal duty to strictly adhere to all
environmental regulations at my travel

AESHNALION .. vveeeeeeeeee e, @) @) O O @) @) @)

| feel obliged to respect and follow the
environmental guidelines and regulatic
of the places | ViSit...........cccceeevivveeenen. O

What tour operators tell tourists about a
destination is not always appropriate... QO

During my travel, my personal values
remain unaltered when interacting with

people of other cultures....................... @) @) @) @) @) @) @)

When travelers adjust their behaviours to fit
local customs, they show respect to the

local PEOPIES ........v.vvereeeeerereeeereenenn. O @) O O O O o

My travel choices are influenced by the
extent to which a destination practices

CONSEIVALION. .. eeeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenes @) O O @) @) O @)

Avoiding activities during my travel that
might harm the environment takes away

from my positive experience................. @) @) @) @) @) @) @)
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Very Very

“Thinking about my travel strongly Strongly Stronglystrongly
preferences...” disagre¢ disagreeDisagre Neutral Agree agree agree
I ! } } U } }

It is adequate for tour agencies to teach me

about the places I Visit......................... @) @) O O O O o

Traveling to other countries presents an
opportunity to learn that should not be

Conservation efforts usually restrict the
outdoors activities | want to participate in

during my travel...........ccoveeeeiieeec e O O O O O
| visit natural environments in my travels t
satisfy my spiritual needs.................... O

Travelers who maintain the superiority of
their own culture create divisions and

diSCHIMINALION ..vceveveee e eeeeeen, @) @) O O @) O @)

| believe local peoples should equally
respect my cultural customs and

TrAAIIONS ..o, @) O O @) @) O @)

The environmental regulations at some
travel destinations are excessive and

UNNECESSANY........vveveeerereseseseenmnenesens O O O O O O o

My behaviour in conservation areas of the
countries | visit is guided by the rights
nature above the individual rights of
AUMANS ... O

Travel to different countries should be about
personal fulfillment, not education....... O O O O O

During my travels, my interactions with
traditional peoples are more appropria

than those promoted by a tour operata QO O O O O O O

During my travels, | deliberately seek out
experiences that challenge my

conservation beliefs and customs........ O O O O O O O

Traveling to environmentally sensitive are
will ultimately contribute to their

CONSEIVALION......ccvvveeeeciiieeeeciiieeeeieeean O O O O O O O
Selling culture as a travel attraction provides
many benefits to local communities...... O
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Very Very

“Thinking about my travel strongly Strongly Stronglystrongly
preferences...” disagre¢ disagreeDisagre Neutral Agree agree agree
I ! } } U } }

Environmental policy falls short by
promoting the rights of humans above

those of anNiMalS ........cccocvceveeeeseee. O @) O O @) O O

Traveling and learning about new and
different countries should be regarded

A PIVIIEGE oo, @) @) O @) @) @) @)

Sharing knowledge with local peoples
during my travel reduces inequality,

discrimination, and poverty.................. O O O O O @) @)

My interactions with nature during my
travels are more meaningful than
activities organised by a tour operator.. QO

| do not travel to countries with cultures that
| find offensive to my personal beliefs.. QO O O O O

My travel experiences do not need to
involve any form of learning to be

SUCCESSTUL ... vveeeeeeeeeee oo, @) O O O O O @)

Helping to conserve a destination’s natural
environment is every visitor's

reSPONSIDIlity .........o.cooververererieeeernens @) O O O O O o

My approach to conservation is usually
superior to that put forth by a tour
OPEIALON ... e e O

All countries and traditional communities
should follow universal travel regulatians O O O O O

| value the natural component of travel fol
the many benefits it provides to humar QO O O O O O O

The way | conduct myself in the natural
settings is more appropriate than travel

OPEIALONS ..., @) O O O O O o

Environmental norms provide people with
guidance to behave appropriately in th
natural environment at their travel

dESHNAtIONS ... .veeeeeeeeee e, O O O O O O O

| feel obliged to learn about the people and
places | ViSit........cceueeeeiiiiiie s
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wThinbi Very Very
Thinking about my travel strongly Strongly Stronglystrongly

preferences...” disagre¢ disagreeDisagre Neutral Agree agree agree
! I I I I I I

My interpretation of culture during my
travels is more meaningful to me than

one offered by a tour operator............. O O O O O O O

| consider what impacts my activities will
have on conservation at my destinatiot

when making trip decisions................. O O O O O O O
Background
1. What is your gender? MaleO Female O
2. What is your age? years

3. In which department are you a student (e.g.e&imogy, Sociology, Chemical Engineering)?

Thank you for completing this survey!
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APPENDIX 1.D
PHASE 1: FINAL SCALE ITEMS

TELEOLOGICALPerspective on Travel Behaviour

| a) TELEOLOGICAL Perspective on NATURE

1. My encounters with nature during my travel haveitpgsconsequences for the environment

2. | value the natural component of my travel for asility to invoke in me feelings of
compassion for all forms of life

3. I make travel choices that are good for the natemalronment

4. 1 value the natural component of travel for the ynaanefits it provides to humans

| b) TELEOLOGICAL Perspective on CULTURE
1. When travelers interact with local communities, fécilitates mutual awareness and
understanding

| c) TELEOLOGICAL Perspective on EDUCATION

1. To make travel a positive experience, traveleraughtearn as much as possible about the
places and people they visit

2. Both travelers and local peoples should engageutuah learning to better understand one
another

3. Sharing knowledge with local peoples during my étareduces inequality, discrimination,
and poverty

| d) TELEOLOGICAL Perspective on CONSERVATION

1. Supporting conservation through my travel makesarbetter citizen

2. | consider what impacts my activities will have oonservation at my destination when
making trip decisions

DEONTOLOGICALPerspective on Travel Behaviour

Il a) DEONTOLOGICAL Perspective on NATURE

1. Itis important to follow environmental laws andyutations at travel destinations, regardless
of one’s personal beliefs

2. It is my personal duty to strictly adhere to allveanmental regulations at my travel
destination

Il b) DEONTOLOGICAL Perspective on CULTURE
1. 1 believe in following local cultural customs whileaveling in a different country

Il c) DEONTOLOGICAL Perspective on EDUCATION
1. 1feel obliged to learn about the people and placgsit
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Il d) DEONTOLOGICAL Perspective on CONSERVATION

1. Travelers should choose destinations that pracboservation in their natural environments

2. Helping to conserve a destination’s natural envitent is every visitor’'s responsibility

3. | feel obliged to respect and follow the environtaérguidelines and regulations of the
places | visit

4. | follow all environmental regulations of visitedreservation areas, without questioning
them

EXISTENTIALPerspective on Travel Behaviour

lll'a) EXISTENTIAL Perspective on NATURE

1. My interactions with nature during my travels arerexmeaningful than activities organised
by a tour operator

2. The way | conduct myself in the natural settings\iwe appropriate than travel operators

Il b) EXISTENTIAL Perspective on CULTURE

1. My interpretation of culture during my travels i®ra meaningful to me than the one offered
by a tour operator

2. During my travels, my interactions with traditiora@oples are more appropriate than those
promoted by a tour operator

Il c) EXISTENTIAL Perspective on EDUCATION
1. What | learn myself when | travel is more meanihgfian what | learn from a tour operator

11 d) EXISTENTIAL Perspective on CONSERVATION
1. My approach to conservation is usually superiahad put forth by a tour operator

Teleology: 10 items

Deontology: 8 items
Existentialism: 6 items TOTAL: 24 items
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APPENDIX 2.A
PHASE 2: INFORMATION LETTER

Department Letterhead
<date>
Dear Professor <insert name>,

Thank you for meeting with me and agreeing to alfoe/to come to your class on <date and time> toestgyour
students’ participation in my study. For your infation, | have provided more details about my stouelpw.

I am currently completing my PhD dissertation wilofessor Bryan Smale in the Department of Reaeaind
Leisure Studies. In the first phase of my studiiave developed a multi-dimensional scale to assebgduals’
ethical dispositions towards travel, and in thisosel phase of my study, | hope to gain a deepeerstahding of
people’s preferences for and perspectives on trasekecially travel to natural areas.

I am currently recruiting participants for my stualyd would appreciate the opportunity to enter yaassroom and
request your students’ participation. Voluntary tigggation by students would require approximatély to 20
minutes of class time. | will introduce the studystudents using a prewritten script and will there copies of the
questionnaire available for students to completelass if they so choose. Blank or completed qoestires may
be deposited into a drop box at the exit to thestlzom. Students who choose to participate in tingyswill be
asked to complete a series of questions relatdtkeiptravel, including some scales where they $inmgicate their
degree of agreement or disagreement with eachnofreber of statements by marking a circle on a Tiplokert-
type scale that best represents how they feelditian, they will be asked to indicate some peada@haracteristics
such as gender and age, as well as describeridnedt tharacteristics.

Students’ participation in this study is completebluntary. They may stop their involvement at aimye or skip
any questions they wish to leave unanswered. Atirimation collected in this study will be combinadgth the
information of other participants. Students’ answeill be entirely anonymous because at no timé thidy be
asked to write their name, student number, or ghgrodentifying information on the survey. Once tstudy is
complete, all data will be kept for a period of twears and will be securely stored in a lockeddilicabinet.
Electronic data will be kept indefinitely on a sezsgerver.

There are no known or anticipated risks to paréittgn in the study. This research will hopefulladeto a better
understanding of nature tourists and their persgecton nature-based travel and what the tourisiusity might

do to better provide satisfying travel experientteg continue to protect the environments to whiay travel, as
well as help to protect natural areas and indigermmmmunities. | would like to assure you that #tisgdy has been
reviewed and received ethics clearance througlffiee of Research Ethics at the University of Wigie.

If you have any questions about your class’s pagton in the study, | have included my contadbimation as
well as that of my supervisor, Dr. Bryan Smalelie Department of Recreation and Leisure Studiels 8&664).
Any further questions or concerns may also be thbto Dr. Susan Sykes in the Office of ReseardticEt(ext.
36005).

Thank you again for your time and providing me vétime class time to recruit participants for mygtu
Sincerely,

Agnes Nowaczek

University of Waterloo

Department of Recreation and Leisure Studies
anowacze@ahsmail.uwaterloo.ca
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APPENDIX 2.A
PHASE 2: FEEDBACK LETTER

Department Letterhead
<date>
Dear Professor <insert name>,

Thank you for providing class time for studentsptoticipate in my study on their preferences fod an
perspectives about nature travel.

As a reminder, the purpose of this study is toettgy a better understanding of nature touriststhait
perspectives on nature-based travel and what timésito industry might do to better provide satisfyin
travel experiences that continue to protect thérenments to which they travel, as well as helpratect
natural areas and indigenous communities.

Please remember that any data pertaining to ingéigarticipants will be kept strictly confidenti@nce

all of the data are collected and analyzed for ghigect, | plan on sharing this information withet
research community through my dissertation as agh journal article and/or conference presentalfion
you or any of your students are interested in k@&egimore information regarding the results of this
study, or if you have any questions or concerrsagd contact me at the e-mail address listed béflow.
you would like a brief summary of the results, gkedet me know, and | will send it to you when vé&a
completed this phase of my study. In addition,atiywould like me to present a brief summary of the
results to your students, | would be happy to retaryour class at a later point in the semestdrdanso.

As with all University of Waterloo projects invohg human participants, this project was reviewed by
and has received ethics clearance through the éOfficResearch Ethics at the University of Waterloo.
Should you have any comments or concerns resujtingre your participation in this study, please

contact Dr. Susan Sykes in the Office of Reseathit&at 519-888-4567, ext., 36005.

Thank you again for assisting me with my research.

Sincerely,

Agnes Nowaczek

University of Waterloo
Department of Recreation and Leisure Studies

anowacze@ahsmail.uwaterloo.ca
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APPENDIX 2.B
PHASE 2: QUESTIONNAIRE

University of

Waterloo

%

An Exploration of Your Preferences for
and Perspectives about Nature Travel

Student InvestigatoAgnes Nowaczek <anowacze@ahsmail.uwaterloo.ca>
Faculty SupervisorDr. Bryan Smale <smale@uwaterloo.ca>

Please note:

* Your participation icompletely voluntaryis not part of your course requirements,
and has no impact on your grade in this course.

* You may choose to leave questions unanswered ifwjseh, and/or can stop your
participation at any time.

» The questionnaires gathered will remagmpletely anonymou¥ou do not have to
provide identifying information on the question®aiThe data gathered in the
study will be kept confidential and securely stofed two years and then
confidentially destroyed. Electronic data will bepk indefinitely on a secure
server.

»= There are no known or anticipated risks to youtigigation in the study.

» |If you have any further questions about the studwish to obtain a copy of the
results, feel free to contact me, Agnes.

= If you would like a brief summary of the study rksu please e-mail me at
<anowacze @ahsmail.uwaterloo.ca> and | will sendoityou when | have
completed the study later this summer.

» This study has been reviewed and received ethezwahce through the Office of
Research Ethics (ORE) at the University of Waterldmy questions or
concerns may be directed to Dr. Susan Sykes iORE at 519-888-4567, ext.
36005.

Thank you in advance for taking the time
to participate in this study!

228



Visitation to Natural Environments

1. a) Have you visited any natural areas such as Ntior Provincial Parks, nature reserves or
protected areas, for your outdoor recreation?

Q Yes (please go to Q1b) Q No (please go to Q2)
b) How oftendo youtypically visit one of ¢) Howlong do youtypically stay when you
these natural areas? [Please clmuk visit one of these areas? [Please chudd

QO once or twice in a lifetime for a few hours

every 5 to 10 years for an entire day
every 2 to 4 years for a couple of days or a weekend
every year for up to a week

couple of times per year for up to 2 weeks

0 0 0 0 ©0
© 0 0 0 0 0

several times per year for up to a month or more

d) Including yourself, how many people &ypically in your group visiting these natural areas?

On average: people in the group

2. Listed below are a number of outdoor recreatiorivitiets in which many people participate.
Please indicateow often you participate each of these activities.

Never Sometimes Regularly Very often

Activity ! ! ! I

Wildlife viewing ..........cccoceeeeeeeennee.. Q Q Q O
Cultural/aboriginal activities.......... Q Q Q ©)
Canoeing/kayaking.............ccoueeeune.. Q Q Q )
HIKING . Q Q Q O
CaMPING ..eveeeceieeeeeiee e, Q Q Q )
Birdwatching............ccoveeeeeveeeenn, Q Q Q ©)
Meditation...........ccceeveevireeeiieeeie e, Q Q O )
SWIMMING....cooiiiieeeeciiee e, Q Q Q ©)
Drawing/Arts ........c.ccoeevveeeeeieeeeennn Q Q Q O
Adventure activities...................... o Q o ©)
Photography.......ccccceeeeeveeeiecieeeeenne. Q Q Q o
Nature study/exploration .............. Q Q Q ©)
Guided touUrS........ccovveevieeeciie e Q Q o o




Reasons for Visiting Natural Areas

The following list describes some of the reasorapfeehave given for visiting natural areas. Please
indicate the extent to whicjpu agree or disagree that each of these is a me&moyou by marking the
circle (®) that best describes how you feel.

Very Very
REEEETE 19 [N E]2EUNE (sjfg(;ggtla)zgizgg?gDisagrec Neutral Agree Sggpeg(]alysggrnegely
l ! l ! ! l !
To be where itis quiet..........ccc.cceeuneee.. Q Q Q Q Q ) ©)
To pe with others who enjoy the same o) o o) o
things 1 do.....cooveeiii e,
To learn about myself.............ccccoeeeeeeeeee. Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
To experience new and different things. O Q Q @) O Q O
To feel isolated..........ccevvevieeiieiinninnns o o o o o o o
To experience the peace and calm....... Q Q Q Q Q ) ©)
To study nature.............cccecvvvveeee e, Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
To think about who | am.............ccccn... Q o Q Q o Q Q
To be where things are natural.............. Q Q Q Q Q ) ©)
Tobeonmyown........ccceeeeeeveeececiienee. Q Q Q Q Q ) ©)
To learn more about nature................... Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
To discover something new.................. Q Q Q Q Q o O
To view the scenic beauty.................... Q Q Q Q Q Q o
To explorethe area.........ccccceeeeeenne. Q Q Q Q O Q O
To get away from other people.............. Q Q Q Q Q ) O
To develop personal spiritual values...... Q Q Q Q Q ) ©)
To experience solitude.......................... Q Q Q Q Q Q o
To gain a better appreciation of nature.. QO Q Q Q @) Q O
To think about my personal values........ Q Q Q Q Q ) O
To be close to nature...........ccoecveeevesvumm o o o o o o o
Tﬁ have more privacy than | have back o o o o o o) o
OIMB .ttt
To grow and develop spiritually............. Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
To view the scenery..........cccoecvvveeeeeenee. Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
To reflect on my religious or other o o O o o o) o

spiritual values.........ccccceeveveeiiineeennnnn.
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Very Very
stronglyStrongly StronglyStrongly
disagrecdisagredisagre: Neutral Agree agree agree

! ! ! ! ! !

Reasons for participating

To experience tranquility....................... Q Q Q O

© O O
© O O~

©)
To enjoy the smells and sounds of natu O Q Q ©) ©)
To be with people having similar values. O Q Q Q Q

Perspectives on Nature-Based Tourism

Below is a list of statements that describe somepeetives on several different aspects of
nature-based tourism. Please indicate the extewhich you personally agree or disagree with
each of the statemertty marking the circle®) that best describes how you feel.

_ Very Very
Perspectives on nature-based strongly Strongly Strongly strongly
tourism disagree disagree Disagree Neutral Agree agree agree

i v v 1 ! 1 !

| think nature is an essential component

of any travel experience.................. 9 Q Q 9 Q 9 Q
My travels are often centred around

[S7= 14 1T o TR QO Q Q o Q o Q
The natural environment should be

treated with respect........................ @) O O e QO o) QO
Being in the natural environment is

essential to any travel experience... O O o) O o) Q

Experiencing the natural environment is
an important part of all my travels.... Q Q 9 Q 9 QO

| always show much respect to the loce

people | meet on my travels............. QO Q Q o Q QO Q
Nature is the main attraction in all my

travels......oooooveeiii 9 Q Q 9 Q 9 QO
| select my travel destination based on

what I can learn from visiting.it........ 9 Q Q 9 Q 9 Q

Fragile natural areas should be protected
even if it means | cannot visit them.. ) ) o) ) o) )

| want to experience the serenity of a
wilderness setting in the places | vis Q

O
O
O
O
O

| have a passion for learning when | travelo 0

O
O
O
O
O
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Very Very

Perspectives on nature-based strongly Strongly Strongly strongly
tourism disagree disagree Disagree Neutral Agree agree agree
I ! ! I } U }

| always try to behave ethically on my
travels when | meet people of different

CUIUIES ..o @) o) O e QO e o)

| save my money to travel to places the

interest me for their natural history.. o 0 ) Q Q @) Q

| always try to behave in an ethical way
when | travel to natural areas...........

| travel to new and different places to

learn about their natural histary....... o 0 ) Q Q @) Q

Evaluation of Tourism Scenario

Please read the scenario below that describeseat@ittourism conflict in a nature reserve.
Then indicateyour beliefswith respect to thaction described at the end of the scenario, by
marking the circle ®) betweeneach of the opposing views that best describes how fgel
about the action taken.

A nature reserve on publicly-owned land has the dual mandate of protecting the ecosystem
in the reserve and providing recreation opportunities for visitors. In recent years, the nature
reserve has been experiencing an increase in visitation to its site. One of the main problems
for visitors in reaching the nature reserve is a lengthy, rough road. As a result, the reserve’s
planners have proposed paving the road in order to provide better access to the site. In
doing so, they anticipate an even greater increase in visitation to this ecosystem in the
coming years. It is anticipated that the economic benefit from this increased visitation will
provide more money to upgrade the quality of trails, facilities, and overall conditions for both
staff and tourists, despite the fact that there are some concerns that, at present, the reserve
already seems too crowded.

Action: The nature reserve follows the planners’ proposal to develop.

Your response to this action is that it is...

Fair Unfair

Just Unjust
Not morally right

Acceptable to my family Unacceptable to my family

©C 0 0O 0 O
©C 0 0 0 O
©C 0 0 0 O
©C 0 0 0 O

o
o
Morally right O
o
o

©C 0 0 0 O
©C 0 0O 0 ©

Traditionally acceptable Traditionally unacceptable
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Culturally acceptable O O O O O O O Culturally unacceptable

Violates an unspoken Does not violate an unspoken
promise © 0 0 0 0 0O 0 promise

Violates an unwritten Does not violate an unwritten
contract O 0 0 0 O O O contract

An Exploration of Your Travel Perspectives

The following statements describe a variety of pectives concerning tourism, such as
nature, culture, education, and conservation. Bléadicate the extent to whiglou agree or
disagree with each of the statemebysmarking the one circlex() that best describes how you
feel.

Very Very
. strongly Strongly Strongly strongly
Your perspectives on travel disagre« disagrer Disagre Neutral Agree agree agree
U I I U I U I

To make travel a positive experience,

travelers should learn as much as

possible about the places and people

they VISit .......uiiiiiee e @) 9 @) 9 9 @) 9
It is important to follow environmental

laws and regulations at travel

destinations, regardless of one’s

personal beliefs............cccccvvviiiiie. Q @) @) @) @) @) @)
Travelers should choose destinations that

practice conservation in their natural

ENVIFONMENTS......uuuiiiieiieeieeieeeeiiieieens @) @) @) @) @) @) @)
What | learn myself when | travel is mol

meaningful than what | learn from a

tour Operator..........ooeeeeeeeeeeiiiiieaaeens, @) @) @) @) @) @) @)
| value the natural component of my travel

for its ability to invoke in me feelings
of compassion for all forms of life...... Q @) Q Q @) Q @)
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Very Very

q strongly Strongly Strongly strongly
Your perspectives on travel disagre: disagre! Disagre Neutral Agree agree agree
I ! ! U ! U !

My approach to conservation is usually
superior to that put forth by a tour

(o] 01T = 1 (o ] SR Q 9 Q Q 9 Q 9
My encounters with nature during my

travel have positive consequences fc

the environment ............cccccevvvviiiiiiaees Q @) Q Q @) Q @)
| believe in following local cultural

customs while traveling in a different

COUNEIY .oeiiiiiieeeeeee e 9 9 ®) 9 9 Q 9

| follow all environmental regulations of
visited conservation areas, without

questioning them..........cccccoooeiiiiiii @) @) @) @) @) @) @)
| make travel choices that are good for the
natural environment.......................... Q @) Q @) @) Q @)

My interpretation of culture during my
travels is more meaningful to me thai
the one offered by a tour operator..... @) @) @) @) @) @) @)

When travelers interact with local
communities, it facilitates mutual
awareness and understanding.......... 9 @) 9 9 @) 9 @)

It is my personal duty to strictly adhere
all environmental regulations at my

travel destination................cceeeienieees @) @) @) @) @) @) @)

| feel obliged to respect and follow the
environmental guidelines and

regulations of the places | visit.......... Q @) Q Q 9 Q 9

During my travels, my interactions with
traditional peoples are more appropri
than those promoted by a tour operas O @) @) @) @) @) @)

Sharing knowledge with local peoples
during my travel reduces inequality,

discrimination, and poverty................ Q @) Q Q @) Q @)
My interactions with nature during my

travels are more meaningful than
activities organised by a tour operatoc @) @) @) @) @) @)

Helping to conserve a destination’s
natural environment is every visitor's

responsibility........ccccooviveiiiiiiieeee. Q @) Q Q @) Q @)
Supporting conservation through my
travel makes me a better citizen....... Q @) Q Q @) @) @)
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Very Very

q strongly Strongly Strongly strongly
Your perspectives on travel disagre: disagre! Disagre Neutral Agree agree agree
I ! ! U ! U !

| value the natural component of travel for
the many benefits it provides to humansQ @) 9 9 @) 9 @)

The way | conduct myself in the natural
settings is more appropriate than tra

(o] 01T = 1 (o] £ R Q @) Q Q @) Q @)
Both travelers and local peoples should

engage in mutual learning to better
understand one another.................... Q @) Q Q @) Q @)

| consider what impacts my activities wi
have on conservation at my destinati

when making trip decisions............... @) @) @) @) @) @) @)
| feel obliged to learn about the people
and places | ViSit...........cccceeeviiiiiiiieees Q @) Q Q @) Q @)

Things We Value in Daily Life

Listed below are some of the personal values thaple have identified as important guiding
principles in their daily lives. Please indicdtew important each of these valuegasyou by
marking the circle®) that best describes how you feel.

Extremely Not Somewhat Somewhat Extremely
Personal Values unimportan important unimportan Neutral important Important important
I U } U } } U
Sense of belonging... o O ) ) o ) o
Excitement............... Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
Fup a_nd enjoyment o o o o o o o
inlife..........cconi.
Self-fulfillment.......... Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
Being well-respected Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
Warm relationships o o o o o o o
with others............
Security.....ooeeeeeeenn. ) ) ) O ) ) o
Accomplishment...... ) O ) ©) ) o o
Self-respect.............. ) ) ) ©) ) O o
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What is your age? years

What is your gender? QO Male O Female

Personal Information

Which one of the following statements best deserjmircurrent financial situatiofd
[Please checkng

Q
Q
o
o
Q

What is your country of origin?

I have barely enough to make ends meet

| have enough to get by

I have a little left over after all my obligatiohave been met
| am quite comfortable

| have all that | need and more

What would you say is yoyrermanenplace of residence (i.e., your home city/town and

province)?

City/town: Province:

Thank you again for taking part in this survey!
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APPENDIX 2.C
PHASE 2: EES CODING TABLE

Acronyms & T for Teleology Na for Nature
Dimensions: D for Deontology Cu for Culture
E for Existentialism Ed for Education

Cofor Conservation

Scale Statements “EES” Codes

To make travel a positive experience, travelersighiearn as much as possible about Ted1
the places and people they visit

It is important to follow environmental laws andjuéations at travel destinations, Dnal
regardless of one’s personal beliefs

Travelers should choose destinations that practiogervation in their natural Dcol
environments

What | learn myself when | travel is more meanihgifian what | learn from a tour Eedl
operator

| value the natural component of my travel foraitslity to invoke in me feelings of Thal
compassion for all forms of life

My approach to conservation is usually superiahsd put forth by a tour operator Ecol

My encounters with nature during my travel haveitpasconsequences for the Tha?
environment

| believe in following local cultural customs whillveling in a different country Dcul

| follow all environmental regulations of visitedrservation areas, without Dco2
questioning them

| make travel choices that are good for the naemalronment Tna3

My interpretation of culture during my travels i@ meaningful to me than the one Ecul
offered by a tour operator

When travelers interact with local communitiedatilitates mutual awareness and Teul
understanding

It is my personal duty to strictly adhere to alVieanmental regulations at my travel Dna?
destination

| feel obliged to respect and follow the environta¢guidelines and regulations of the Dco3
places | visit

During my travels, my interactions with traditioqmdoples are more appropriate than Ecu?
those promoted by a tour operator

Sharing knowledge with local peoples during my éfaeduces inequality, Ted?
discrimination, and poverty
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Scale Statements “EES”

Codes

My interactions with nature during my travels arerenmeaningful than activities

organised by a tour operator Enal
Helping to conserve a destination’s natural envirent is every visitor's responsibilit Dco4
Supporting conservation through my travel makesrhetter citizen Tcol
| value the natural component of travel for the ynbenefits it provides to humans Tna4
The way | conduct myself in the natural settings@e appropriate than travel Ena2
operators
Both travelers and local peoples should engageutuiahlearning to better understan Ted3
one another
| consider what impacts my activities will have @mservation at my destination whg Tco?
making trip decisions
| feel obliged to learn about the people and placésit Dedl

238




