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Abstract

ABSTRACT:

Thisstudy exploresa possible causal relationship between whale watch experiencehale
watchelQ awareness of problemand theirconsequences in order to foster support for marine
conservationIf effective, whale watching castimulate individuals to feeconcern for marine
mammals responsilility for the marine environment and comnmitent to activities that support
marine conservationHowever, srvey data have shown thgtarticipants orwhale watch tous

in New Englandhowed decreased concern after the completion of the .tiipis, therefore,
recommended that, besides creating concern for marine mamrmads promoting initiatives to
support marine conservatigra whale watch tour shouldlso make marine conservatiaossues
personally relevant/ 2 YY dzy A OF G Ay 3 ( KNEPR degdisticialiGorieBt&ighSod- f
addressing negative consequences for human beregsltingfrom adverse consequences on
the marine environment,can result in preenvironmental behaviorthat supports marine
conservation.

KEYWORDSVhale watchingmarine mammaleffectivenessyalue orientationsawareness of
consequencesmarine conservation
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Introduction

1INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

In the last few decades, marine mammal based tourism has experienced rapid growth in
popularity (Hoyt, 2001Muloin, 1998 h Q/ 2 y y 2 NJ )SWatchirfg ®ialesdiimpartitular has
enjoyed phenomenal growthand is one of the fastest growing tourism products in the

world (Hoyt, 2000)! f § K2dzZ3K GKS 3ISYSNAO GSNY¥Y WgKIESQ 4l 0
that the term also encompasses watching other cetacean species, such as dolphins and
porpoisesWhale watching has been defined bgie of the world's foremost experts in this field
ErichHoyt (1995, po 0 | a &G 2dzNB o6& 06210 FTANI 2N FNRBY (Y
commercial aspect, to see and/or listen to any of the some 80 species of whales, dolphins and
LJ2 N1J2 Beiwgen i®91 and 2001, the number of whale watcérs increasd internationally

by an average 012.1% per yeafHoyt, 2001) This means that whale watchirggew at a faster

rate than general world tourism (Hoyt, 200JAt that time, the industry was estimated :to
generate over $1 billionUSDin total expenditure each yearreaching overnine million
participants per annumandtake placein over 495 communities in 87 countries and overseas
territories which span every continent of the globe Q/ 2 Yy 2 NJ ¥ 8incd thepthe H n n
industry hascontinued toshow a very strong growtiWith an average growth rate of 3.7% per

year, it compares well against a global tourism growth of 4.2% per year over the same period
(hQ/ 2y y 2N ¥ Whale tvabchingeomtinuegs to develop in those countries wilong
establishedwhale watchindustries Commercial whale watching now takes place in dvE®

countries and territorieswith over 13 million participants worldwidgh Q/ 2 Yy 2 NJ B G | f P
These data includ&,300 whale watch operatorsn a global leviewith a total generated
expenditure of $2.1 billionUSD If Q/ 2 Yy 2 NJ §.(While the Econermicnbgpnefits of
commercial whale watching have been demonstrateah, increase in whale watchingas

resulted inscientific concern aboutesulting short andong term impacts towvhales and the
sustainable management of the marine environmeHbwever, omparativelylittle research

has focused on the human dimensions of whale watch@tyiétensen, 200Duffus & Dearden,

1993; Finkler & Higham, 2004; Malcolmt el., 2002; Orams, 2000; Parsons, Luck, &
Lewandowski, 20Q6Zeppel & Muloin, 2008with limited assessmern the potential short or

long term conservation benefits that may resditbm whale watching.This study provides

further insight into theimpad that a responsiblewhale watch experience has relation to
gKEFEES 461 GOKSNRA O023yAGALGS 02y aidNWzOGaod

1.1.1 Critical issues

Oneis likely to assume that this continuing worldwide growth in whale watching will put more
pressure on existing wildlife watching sitestaceanpopulations and habitats, andill spurthe
development of wildlife watching activities in new areas and fowrspecies (Tapper, 2006).
Orams (1999, as cited in Orams, 2000) argues that the use of whales as a tourist attraction can
be seen as form of harmful exploitation Thisrepresents theclassic "tragedy of the commons”
problem (Harding, 1968)n which vulnerable cetaceans areepeatedlytargeted ascommon

pool resourcs by the whale watching industrpften includingclose encountersThis assumes

8



Introduction

tourists who are on the boat closest to the whalgain the mostbenefit from the close
presenceof whales,leadingto an increase in the number of boatd competition among
boatsto have close encounter$ true, this canresult in thedeterioration of both the quality of
the whalewatching experienceand the quality of life for the whalesaused byhumans
disturbing their natural habitatViewing whales in their natural environment, if not conducted
responsibly, may disturtg K I f ratar@ behavior such as feeding, nursing, resting and
migration patterns, causing harassme@pradlin et al., 2001gnd resufing in potential long
term avoidance of importanareas(Lusseau & Bejder, 2007

Given the fact that many of the great whales are endangered while other species are classified
as vulnerable and are now travelling down that same path dubumanimpacts(Read et al.,

2006; Turvey et al. 2007), there is a much needed point for protecting the whales on the
political agendaWhile at the same time, whale watching is promoted as a sustainable and non
lethal alternative to commercial whalinge.g. h (bhnor et al., 2009 It is therefore strongly
recommended that the fast growing whale watching industry should maximize benlefts
result in thesustainable use of whaleshile minimizing impacts to the species and habitats
Responsible whale watching therefore key tensue the long termsustainable use of whales

as a natural resource.

1.12 Responsible whale watching

The International Whaling Commission (IWC) is the only global $aldlyresponsible for the
managementof whales. Along with other international authorities, they have acknowledged
commercial and recreational whale watching as a potentially sustainable use of whales and
other cetaceans (IFAVZ997). ThelWChas provided a platform for discussion regardinigave
watching including the scientific, legal, seeiconomic and educational aspectSeveral
research organizations are conducting scientific researchaand whale watch vessels through
data collection on e.g. whalielentification and whalébehavior(Robbins & Frost, 2009 These

data have been instrumental in establishing marine protected areas that benefit whales and
their environment (NOAA 1993. These scientific programs of several of these organizations
have flourished through multiple collaborations with local whale watch operatdpsrt from

that, the International Fund for Animal Welfar=FAW believes thatwhale watching helps to
foster vistor appreciation of the importance of marine conservation and can be used to drum
up public support for the protection of whales (WWF, 2003; Higginbottom, 2004; Mclintyre,
2006, as cited in HighamI&ick 2008; WDCS, n.d.).

This potential outcome lies in line with many advocates and scholars who agree that the whale
watching industry has the potential to improve the level of environmental knowledge of whale
watch participants and encourage their pemvironmental attitudes (e.g. Zeppel & Mulgin
2008).To realize that, local guides who are trained as natusagisbuld conveythis scientific

and local knowledge to whale watchessd motivatethem to support marine conservation by
means of interpretation, which ultimately should result in a conservation outcome (Tilden,
1957, as cited in Peake et al., 2009).


http://www.google.nl/search?tbs=bks:1&tbo=p&q=+inauthor:%22Michael+L%C3%BCck%22
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1.13 Whalewatching inNortheastern United States

The United States has the largest waalatching industry in the worldlhe Northeastegionof

the United Statesand New Englandn particular, is one of the most popular whale watching
destinations in the world where whale watching has become a significant aspect of the local
tourism economy(Hoyt, 2001; h Q/ 2 y y 2 NJ § [h 2008, @bbut 910,00 tourists took

boats to observewhales in New Englandvith the Stellwagen Bank Marine Sanctuamnga
accountingfor around 80% of whale watching in the regitmQ/ 2 y y 2 NJ SNearly30 ®>  H n s
whale watching companies currently operate within the regipnoviding critical economic

support to their local communitiegh Q/ 2y Yy 2 NJ)SG Ff ®X wnng

In the United States, marine mammals are protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act
baat! 0 BKAOK LINRPKAOAGA ail 1Sa¢ AyOfdzRAYy3a Aye
important natural behaviors interrupted)ln order toprotect and conserve marine mammals

and ensure compliance with federal legislatiom avoid harassment of marine mammals,
voluntary regional whale watching guidelinegere implementedby the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (N&\). Whale watching guidelines reduce the risk of harassment

which is prohibited under federal lawsor examplejt is recommended that vesset#o not

deliberately approachlarge whales (other thamegulatory measures foNorth Atlantic right

whaleg in New Englandloser than 100 feefNOAA, 2005)As whale watching and the number

of boatsviewingwhales has increased, promoting stewardship and understanding among the
general public of the issues cetaceans and their habitat face is as important as, and
complementary to, working with boat operators to encourage responsible behavior around
whales.For that reason, O2f f | 602N} 0A GBS STF2NI 06SiG6SSy bh!
Regional Office (NMFS), Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary (SBNMS), and the Whale
and Dolphin Conservation Society (WD@Sllted in the Whale SENSE program.

1.14 Whale SENSE

The Whale SENSE program is a voluntary recognition and education pribgtaisioffered to
whale watch companies Northeastern United States (Maine to Virging)no charge. lhas

been developedwith input from Northeastegionwhale wathing companiegp minimize the
potential harassment of large whales that may result from commercial viewing activities. Its
mission is to promote responsible stewardship of large whales in the Northreggin and
recognize commercial whale watching coamges that set a positive standard for responsible
practices and education. It hopes to encourage the whale watching industry to raise the bar for
whale watching education, ease competition to get closest to the whales and increase
protection for whales bygiving companies a different competitive edgénere participating
companies can market themselves as the company that cares about the wtshess than the
company that can get the closest to the whal&ke acronym SENSE stands for:

SiA 01 G2 rthebstRedgbaalviva®watching guidelines;

Educate naturalists, operators, and guests to have SENSE when whale watching;

Notify appropriate networks/agencies of right whales or whale problems;

St an example to others on the water;

Encourage ocean steardship.

10
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Whale SENSIE aimed towardsboth commercial whale watch operators and their customers
with the goal to increase their awareness and knowledge about responsible marine mammal
viewing practices, whale behavior and biology/ecology, the laws guidelines protecting
whales, and stewardship of the marine environmdntorder to sustain and improve the health

2F GKS YINRYS SYy@ANRBYYSYydzZ ONBF GAY Ivery muciNByYy Sa &

needed as the Pew Oceans Commissaind the U.SCommission on Ocean Policy have both
strongly recommended (Christensen, 200The hope and goal dhe Whale SENSE program,
andwhale watching educatiom generaljs toutilize the whale watch experiencas a means to
inspirea longterm investment irmarine conservatiofrom those who participate

1.2Internship objective

1.2.1 Problem statement

Seeing as we are now in the third wave of environmeniddich spurs global environmental

awarenessputs sustainable development up as its core concept had large segments of
society as its social carriers,istquite important in explainingp the whale watching audience

the need to put conservation high up the political agen@&aucating the public about the

importance of marine conservation through rgmonsible viewing is a critical component of
protecting large whalesind the marine environmentand this combination of outreach and
educational workunderpins alprogramsof the WDCS

However,with estimates ofaround one million visitors whale watchip in this relatively small
geographic regiof Stellwagen Ban&n a yearly basi@tNOAA 1994) it is not currently known

how effective whale watching is as a learning tolthere is a need to evaluate the effect of
whale watch education. Of particular interest is the question of whether education received on
a whale watch is retained and changes the behavior of the watchers, making them more
sensitive tomarine conservationand whether a program such as the Whale SENSE program,
might influence the choosing of a whale watch companhye overall questiomeing askedy

this studyisto explorethe link between whale watch passengers being interested in whales and
changing theibehaviors to act in the best interest of marine conservation (and therefore the
whales)?or that reason, there is a need to evaluate the impact of mesgagmmunicatedon

a whale watch tour in order to determine which aspect(s) of the educational progare
effective/ineffective at fostering pr@onservation attitudes and behavioral changes

1.2.2 Internship assignment

This project examines the human dimension of whale watching in New Englaecssignment

is to quantify the educational value of responsible whale watchingthat area More
specifically, the assignment is émalyzevisitors pre and postsurveyson whale watch tours to
ascertainhow 1 KS 6 KI £ S 4 (OK QH LASNSWEHSNE Ay mddSey O S &
conservation issueandawareness ohow personal actions impact the marine environment and
marine mammalsConcretdy, this means that the student witlevelop a survey which measures
changes towards thesand several other concepts to determirtee effectiveness of the

11
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educationalimpact of the whale watch toursThis assignment was developed and given to the
student by the WDCS.

1.3 Research Focus

Whale watching exemplifies@otential sustainable use of cetacegrwhere benefitghat result

from whale watching mayesult from the potential us@f this resourceby future generations.

The focus in this study is to understand to what extent a whale watch tour affects the cognitive
constructs that are needed in order to foster peavironmental behavior. Problem awareness,
awareness of consequences and value orientations are said to be factors that can be influenced
most easily by environmental educational techniques and used to develop more effective
educational messages to influenbehavior (Hockett et al., 2004). This might provide a basis to

O2y RdzOU FdzNIKSNJ NBaSINOK Ayd2 3FFAYyAy3d LIS2LI SQ.

1.3.1 Research objectives

The Whale SENSE prograeeksto facilitate a learning environment andducate whale
watchers that the whales they are observing are endangeaed/or protected and that
guidelines are in place in order to protect whales from potential harmful effects of whale
watching Additionally, the program aims to educate passengersther major threats induced

by humans (e.g. pollution, entanglement and ship strikes). The potential short term outcome
should therefore be an increased level of public awareness in marine conservation issues when

it comes to protecting whales and the nyaei environment. In the long run, the Whale SENSE
LINEINF Y 2dz3Kd (2 LINRPYLII Y2NB SYGANRYYSyGl e
andbehaviortowards marine conservation.

The overall objectiveof this study $ therefore to determinethe effeciveness ofboth the
Whale SENS#ogram and whale watching as a platfotmS y K | y OS uhd8ratdrifiirty 6fa
and awareness of consequences on their personal impact towards protection of the marine
environment. Certainly this level of awareness should lbetseen as an end in itself, but an
enhanced level of awareness of consequences may manifest itself in one feeling more
responsilility towards the marine environmedn According to the valudelief-norm (VBN)
theory of praenvironmental behavior (Stern, 29),this enhanced feeling of responsibilityay
eventuallymanifest itself in preenvironmental behaviarin the background of thistudy, this

can be translated in action towards supporting marine conservatidme guiding research
guestiors are: To what extent does a whale watch tour increase the awareness of the
consequences regarding their impact on the marine environmém&? passengers receptive to
educational programs, such as the Whale SENSE program?

The Ocean Foundation (n.d.) states tlate of the most significant barriers to progress on one
gaining awareness of their own actions in the marine environment is a lack of real
understanding among the general publé general ecological concepts and ocean literacy
principles. Evidence suggés that it is necessary for people to have this fundamental
understanding of the environment in order for them to be aware of how their own actions can
hurt the environment or how they can behave marvironmentally(Hines et al.1986; Hwang
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et al, 2000 as cited in Christensen, 2007Mhe general public does not relate health of the

oceans to personal actions armbes not recognizéhe inextricabé interconnectivityhumans

have withocean systems (The Ocean Foundation, nkbjy.example, the general plic might

not know that fertilizer runoff from farms and lawns is a huge problem for coastal areas or that

letting a balloon in the air can be very hazardous for marine wildlife once it lands in the ocean as
these animals assume it is something edible anight ingesti KS LJX  aGAO0O® aSl ad
g NBySaa 2F 20SIyQa @dzZ ySNIoAfAGE A& GKSNBT2

This studyalso aims toexamine environmental value orientations of whale watcherthanNew
Englandregion and the extent to which these value orientationsadilitate awareness of
consequences about marine environmenthteats posed bypersonal actionsAdditionally it

will be examineal if an enhanced level awareness o€onsequencesduces an ascribefdeling

of responsibilitt YR AT GKA& OFy o6S (N} OSR ol ODveialr &a2YS
the determined research objectives with corresponding research questiande found below

1) To analyze current whalgatch passenger demography
2) ToaaSaa GKS tS@St 2F LI aaSyaSNna (yz2efSR3IS 2
watching activities
1 Do whale watchers know that there are guidelines in place to benefit the welfare of
marine mammals?
1 What aspects of a whale watch tour do whale watchieeteve to be important before
their tour?
3) To explore if the concept of an education/conservation program inggeeiples decisions on
choosing their whale watch towwompany
1 What made whale watchers choose theihale watch tour compar®y
1 Are whalewatchers aware of the Whale SENSE program?
1 Would an educational prograriike Whale SENSE play a role in the decisnaking
process when choosing a whale watch tour?
40 ¢2 dzy RSNBUIFIYR gKIfS g GOKSNBQ GGAGdHRSa (20
marine environment in recreation and tourism settings
1 How strong are whale atchersQbiocentric value orientations towards the marine
environment?
91 Do people share stronger biocentric valuéshey have had more experience in whale
watching?
1 To whatextent do people take individual responsibility for the state of the marine
environment?
5) To assess the level of public understanding and awareness about different marine
conservation issues.
1 How do people perceive theurrent health statusof the marineenvironment?
T 126 R2Sa gl NBSySadaas FyR dzyRSNARGIYRAY3I 27F
on the basis of age, gender, and formal levels of education?
1 How much understanding and awareness was gained after a whale watch tour?

13
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6) To identify obsicles to behaviors that protect and benefit the marine environment.

T 2KFdG Aa GKS gKIFES g i0OKSNRa fS@St 27F dzyRS

marine environment and marine mammals?

f How much does understanding about the marine environment determlid8 2 LJX S Q&
awareness of adverse consequences to the marine environment?
What are people willing to do to conserve the marine environment?
Do whale watchers perceive themselves to be aware of howerigage inmarine
conservation?

= =

1.3.2 Products and deliverables

The data gatheredrom this reportwill serve asa baseline for evaluating and improving the
conservation benefit of future educational programs board commercial whale watching
vesselsby develogng a scientificinvestigaton that can be used toimprove educatingskills
within the commercial whale watching industrgmpower the publicto engage in marine
conservation; andprovide the industry incentive to maintain responsible whale watching
protocolsand a high standard afterpretation.
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2 UTERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This chapter outlines the review of theoretical and empirical literatdréhesis by Christensen

(2007) servesin part, asa foundation of this studyChristensertouched upon this topic while

exploring a relationship between shetel 8 SR 6KIFf S 6 GOKSNRQ LJ NI A
outreach program and hree precursors to behaviordA & A G2 NBEQ LI &id SELISI
orientations, and their awareness of persd actions surrounding the marine environment in

general and whales in particularhi$ study attempts to create a better understandiog

whether awhale watchtour canstrengthenawarenesf consequenceand induce feelings of
responsibilitywhile creating an impetus towards support for marine conservatidon gain a

deeper insight in this processwo theoretical frameworksare takeninto consideration: the

cognitive hierarchy model of human behavior and WedueBelieENorm (VBN) Theorypections

2.1 and 22 provide backgroundtheory concerning the relevargognitive constructeind define

the concepts in relation to this researc8ections2.3 will elaborate on theoncept of problem
awarenessSection2 4 provides the framework in which the relevant concepts are categorized.

2.1 The Cognitive hierarchy

The cognitive hierarchyof human behaviorattempts to explain human behavior by
understanding the thought processeBhe underlyingi KS2 N® adza3Sada GKIF G
the environment can be organized from generally broad concepts (values, value orientations) to
more specific concepts (attitudes, norms, behavioral intentions, and behaviors). The framework
of the cognitive hierarchynodel builds upon relatively few but stable cognitive processes on the
bottom of the framework and more fasteforming cognitive processes subject to change on the
top (seeFigurel).

ax
R

Numerous

Faster to Change
Peripheral

Specific to situations

Behaviors

Behavioral Intentions

Attitudes and Norms

Value Orientations
{Basic Belief Patterns)

Few in number

Slow to change
Central to beliefs
Transcend situations

Values

Figurel: The Cognitive Hierarchy Model of Human Behavior (Vaske & Donnelly, 1999)

The relationshipbetween these several hierarchical levels have be&sted and resulting
models have beensedto make predictions about level of support among the general public for
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a variety of natural resource issues (Vaske and Donnel99). Values, value orientations,

norms attitudes, behavioral intentions, and behaviors have been descriémethe cognitive

constructs ina cognitive hierarchy of human behavior (Fulton, Manfredo, and Lipscb846)

¢tKSasS O23ayAdAizya IINB | a02fttSOlAz2y 2F YSyil f
remembering, thinking, and understanding, as well as the act of udieget processes"

(Ashcraft, 1994, as cited in Manfredo et al., 1999, p. 500). Vétres the foundation of the

model. Rokeach (1973, as cited in Manfredo al., 2009) states that people have a limited

amount of values, buthose valuesare central to2 Y S Qa 02 3y A (i A @BesenttedzO (i dzNF
most basic beliefs abouhe world, life goalsand develop early in life, remaitable throughout

I LISNR2YyQa fAFS FTYyR (NIXyaOSyR aLISOAFTAO &aaiiadz
Manfredo et al., 200). These basic beliefs can be organized into past@f directions, called

value orientations.

2.1.1 Value orientations

Value orientations give specific meaning to the more global cognitions that are represented in
values(Manfredo et al., 1999)Partcipants in tourism activities have been classified according
to their value orientations towards general classes of objects or natural resources, e.g. wildlife
(Fulton et al., 1996; Jacobs, 2007; Manfredal., 2009)forests (Vaske et al., 2003), andrao

reefs (Needham, 2010). In contrast with personal valueschwend to be widely shared by all
members of a culture and are therefore unlikely to account for much variability in specific
attitudes and behavior, value orientations can predict higheter cognitions such as attitudes,
behavioal intentions and behavior (Fulton et al., 1996; Vaske & Donnelly, 1999). Even though
value orientations, like attitudes, evaluate an object, they are conceptually different from each
other. Firstly, attitudes are ental predispositions andire defined as the evaluation of a
particular entity (e.g. a person, object, or action) with some degreéawdror disfavor.

' GGAGdzRSEa GKSNBTF2NBE F20dza 2y | LISNAR2YyQa L2 aAd
object, while value orientations are patterns of basic beliefs and therefore originate from
cognitions and thoughts. Secondly, value orientations are focused on general classes of objects,
e.g. wildlife whereas attitudes have a more focused object of orientatibishbein & Ajzen,
1975), e.g. whales (general attitude) or to the issue of commercial hunting of whalepam
(specific attitude). Third, while a person may hold thousands of attitudes, value orientations are
limited in numbers (e.g. anthropocentrie biocentric, use- protection). Identifying value
orientations may assist whale watch operators and conservation groups to identify and compare
target groups to which they can cater education campaigns that are aimed at reduaingn
impacts on the marie environment (Needham, 2010).

2.1.2 Environmental value orientations

To identify the relational values people hold to nature, many thesiistve used the érms

! yiKNR L2 OSy i N¥ @g. FlltyhRet afi,. 1998103/ vinlNdhofentations cave
arranged along a continuum with biocentric orientations on one end and anthropocentric
viewpoints on the otherAnthropocentric highlights a humarentered view of the world, in
which a hierarchy exists where humans have a higher value thafhaman djects (Eckersley,

1992, as cited in Vaske, 2008). This value orientation places an emphasis on the instrumental
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value of natural resources for humans (Steel et al., 1994, as cited in Vaske, R@dB)hough

most individuals recognize the value of humaner nature, this does not always reflect itself in

a dominating sense. On the other end of the continuum is the biocentric (or biospheric) value.
These values relate to a close relationship between humans and nature. People with a
biocentric value orierdtion will primarily base their decision on whether or not to act in apro
environmental manner on the perceived costs and benefits for the ecosystem and biosphere as
a whole (De Groot & Steg, 28)0 In its most pure form, absolute biocentrism is typifiegthe
WRSSL) SO02t238Q Y2RSts ¢gKAOK NB3IFNRa GKFOG GKS
those of any other specie®sulting inno distinction between the natural and human world
(Glaser, 2006, as cited in Twine & Magome,808tern labeled th&iocentric value orientation

as havinga generalconcern for nonhuman spexs and the natural environmer(Stern et al.,
1993. However, biocentric and anthropocentric value orientations are not mutually exclusive.
The midpoint of this scale represents axtare of the two extremes where individuals may thus
exhibit a combination of values (Vaske, 2008).

The anthropocentricbiocentric continuum is similar to the ugeotection continuum that is
used in wildlife management literature (Needham, 2010). Fuéibal. (1996) showed that basic
beliefs about wildlife use, hunting, and animal rights factor into a single value orientation
dimension, whichis referred to as the dwildlife useprotection value orientatiore In their
research, Fulton et al. (1996) weable to predict attitudes towards taking hunting trips by this
value orientation. Utilitarian, or useheliefs underline the instrumental value of a natural
resource for humans rather than recognizing the inhereaitie of these resources (Vaske et al.,
2001, as cited in Needham, 2010). The primary dwak of natural resource allocation and
management is for human use, regardless of this natural resource being used as a commodity
(e.g. timber) or for aesthetic, physical or aesthetic purposes, e.g. recredVaske, 2008;
Needham, 2010)n contrast, the value of ecosystems, species and natural resources is elevated
to a prominentlevel within the protectionist value orientation (Needham, 2010). The inherent
worth of environmental and natural resourcesaissumed to be respected and preserved in the
protectionist approach, even when it conflicts with hurreentered values (Vaske et al., 2001,

as cited in Needham, 2010)his valueorientation also underpins the perspective of animal
rights groups who placegreat importance on the existence valoganimals (Twine & Magome,
2008). According to the cognitive hierarchyenvironmental value orientations influence

& 2 Y S 2pérSonal norm

2.1.3Norms

A norm can explain why people act in a certain way amefers to what people are doing
(descriptive norm) or prescriptions for what peo@aoulddo (an injunctive norm) in a given

situation (Cialdini et al., 1991, as cited in Vaske, 2008). A personal norm appears to play an
important role for preenvironmentd behavior (Stern & Oskamp, 1987, as cited in Garling et al.,

2003) It is experienced as a perceived moral obligation to astit ONB I 1 S& &l 385,
predisposition that influences all kinds of behavior taken with-frgd A NB Y YSy Gt Ay G S
2000, p 413).
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CKAA aiddzReé gAff F20dza 2y &2 Ykesohs @aingldSmakeR v I £
obligation to support marine conservatioithis norm is activated if the person is aware that
somebody or something is in need, is aware of actions that could be helpful, perceives an ability

to help, and ascribes responsibility to act to oneg8ichwartz, 1977)Ajzen (1991) claims that

the intention to performpro-environmentalo SKI GA 2 NJ RSLISyRa 2y .42YS2yS

2.1.4Behavioal intentions

Ly (KS O23yA0AOS K AbBhadiokinkestionliskvie@eNAsSthe immedateB 2 y Q
RSGSNNYAY YOG 2F o0SKFEGA2NI FyR NBFSNE G2 |y AYyR
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975 the context of this studybehavioal intention is viewed as the

intention to support marine ewironment conservation. Whale watchers might believe it is
important to protect the marine environment and marine mammals and spend money to
support conservation to do so, but to what extent do they want to change their belakiar

that reason, this corept will also be touched upon in this study.

| 26 SOSNE | 002 NR A yagtivaiich theo®y K1877diind@idualrylst Kévaware

of the consequences of their actions as well as feel some responsibility for their actions in order
for the personal nrm to be influencedIn turn, these factordanfluence the inta&tion towards a
certain behavio. This also means that, according to this theory, the activation of a personal
norm is therefore not sufficient enough to activate a desired behavior. The parsmmm that

is activated can still be neutralized because the individual either denies any consequences of her
actions or denies the responsibility to undertake action (Turaga et al., 2@E&)ing et al.
(2003) also postulate that prenvironmental behsior intention is causally related to personal
norm (PN) which in turn is causally related to ascribed responsibility (AR) and awareness of
consequences (AQjor that reason, it is worthwhile to look #te Value-Belief-Norm theory by
Sternet al.(1999)

2.2 Value-BeliekNorm theory

The Value-Belief-Norm (VBN) theory (Steret al, 1999)is one of the most prominent theories

of explaining voluntary prenvironmental behavior that has emerged from social scientific
research(Turaga et al., 2010). The bapremise of the VBN theory holds that behavioral change
NBadzZ G§a FNRY | OKFAYy 2F @GFINARFIofSa GKIFEIG ayvyz2g@
personality and belief structure to more focused beliefs about hummavironment relations,

the threats theypose to valued objects, and the responsibility for action, finally activating a
aSyasS 2F Y2Nrt 20t A3l GA2Yy GKIFIG ONBFGSA | LINBR
postulates that each variable in the chain directly affects the next andtraigh have an effect

on variables that are further down the chain (segure?2). Ths causal order of relations has

received empiricesupport (De Groot & Steg, 280
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Altruistic Environmental
Values Activism

Egoistic Ascription of
Values New Responsibility
A Ecological \
Paradigm .
Traditional Proenvironmental
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\ Policy
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Consequences \
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to Change Private-Sphere
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Figure2: Schematic model of variables in the VaBelieENorm theory as applied to environmentalism, showing di
causal relationshins between pairs of variables at adiacent causal levels (Stern & Dietz. 1999)

The gmeral level of the VBN2 RSt 2NA3IAYyIF (1Sa 6AGK az2yS2ySQa
particularly relate to the extent to which someone considers the needs of others to be of
importance. In the context of this study, thidabeled as the biospheric valaeientation (Stern

et al., 1993, as cited in Eriksson, 2088) is represented b concern for other species and the
marine environment Beliefs about the environmenare likely predictos of a person being

aware of the consequences (Christensen, 200hen a person believes that the marine
environment is important and should be protected, it is possible that this person is also more
aware of the consequences of his or her behavior, which is the next part in the chain proposed
by the VBNmodel.

2.2.1 Avareness of Consequences

According to the VBN theory, the intention to perforpro-environmental behavior is
determined by Awareness of Consequences (AC) (Hansla et al., 2008). Schwartz (1977) describes
AC as the tendency to become aware of potential consequences of our behavior on other
people, places, and things. AC tends to activate the feeliagabtion should be taken to avert

or alleviate the harm and strengthen beliefs about how to behave (Stern et al., 1986). Since a
perceived threat towards the marine environment should also imply a perceived threat to
humankind, boththe awareness of consgiences of threats to the marine environment that
results from human behavipas well as the adverse consequences of environmental problems
on the health of humankindwill be taken into consideration fothis study. The VBN model
states that an awarenessf consequence should induce an ascrilbeeling of responsibility for
people to actually perform prenvironmental behaviorGarling et al 2003)

2.2.2 Ascription of Responsibility

Stern et al. (1986) describ&scription of ResponsibilitAR ascdthe extent to whether a person
2dzRISa KAYaASET 2N KSNBEStTFT LISNBR2YFffé& NBALRYAaA
Schwartz (1974, as cited in Hockett et al., 2004) defines AR as the disposition to accept or deny
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2ySQa 26y NB dheRoyiskquéndes af ths or Theér Mitticiws. sense of personal
responsibility ha been shown to be correlated with prenvironmental attitudes a individuals

that share this sense of responsibilityeamore likely to engage in respsible environmental
behavias (Hockett et al., 2004). Someone who denies personal responsibility is less likely to
undertake actions to set things right. Although AR can be affected by information provided
(Stern et al., 1986), theoretically, salécribed responsibility for harmfabnsequences can only
become a moral issue when one is aware of those negative consequences (Stern et al., 1986).
Taking the VBN model into account, an ascribed feeling of responsibility is assumed to activate a
personal norm or a moral obligation to perfn the proenvironmental behaviar

2.3 Understandingo2 OS| ya Q @dz ySNI oAt Al

Hines et al. (1986, as cited in Mustafa, 2011) state that cognitive variables pertain to the
knowledge of an environmental issue. This is characteriaédeast in this studygontext, by
knowledge and/or the awareness of an environmental issue and their consequences. Persons
who have this knowledge and understanding are more willing to engage in responsible
environmental behavior than those who do not (Mustafa, 2011). Foramst, Christensen

OHnnTtv &adlFdSa GKIFIG aly26ftSR3IS | o62dzi K2g LI I &ad

how an individual can prevent this plastic from reaching the ocean by recycling is necessary
before someone will perform the behavior to recycip. 4) When one is made aware of this,

the knowledge gained can influence any number of constructs feave as a precursor to
behavia. Or, as Hovland et al. (1953) argue, that in order to change ones attitude when being
confronted with messages thatytrto change ones behavior, one has to do four things in order

to achieve this: 1) give attention to this messagg¢ comprehendhe message3) accept the
message and 4) remember it before a change in attitude can take pla©ely then will an
individualact on these processes.

People who go whale watching are motivated, at least in part, by values and attitudes towards
whales and the marine environmentiowever,there is a general consensus thae general
awareness and knowledge about the ocean andigssfacing theoceanis low. (Belden,
Russonello and Stewartl999 The Ocean Project, 2009The Centers for Ocean Sciences
Education Excellence (n.d.) defines ocean literacaasunderstanding of the ocean's influence
on you and your influence on thecean¢é An oceandliterate person understands(a) the
essential principles and fundamental concepts about the functioning of the odgarcan
communicate about the ocean in a meaningful way, afw);is able to make informed and
responsible decisions ragding the ocean and its resourcd$iere aresevenprinciples of Ocean
Literacy which scientists and educators agree everyone should understand about the ocean:
The Earth has one big ocean with many features

The ocean and life in the ocean shape thatfees of the Earth.

The ocean is a major influence on weather and climate

The ocean makes Earth habitable

The ocean supports a great diversity of life and ecosystems.

The ocean and humans are inextricably interconnected.

The ocean is largely unexplored

= =4 4 4 -8 -9 -9
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In the context of informal education, the National Environmental Education amghimg
Foundation listghree levels of knowledgeenvironmental awareness, small personal steps, and
true environmental literacy(Cudaback, n.d.)Promoting Ocean Literacyudng whale watch
educational programs is a way to create awareness of these principles to a public with a limited
understanding of them.

2.4 Hypotheses

With proponents of whale watching stating that whale watch tour influenegtitudinal
cognitions,the tentative hypothesis reads thaarticipation in a whale watch tour promotes an
AYONBI A4S Ay |y avafeResdfidt tRedhealtiCodthehddERSS Fulfierable(H1) If

so, it can be assumed that one becomes more awaremisequenceshat certain behavias

haveon the marine environment and marine mammal$ie second hypothes{$12)therefore

predicts a positive relationship betwedwightenedproblemawarenessand2 Yy SQa | ¢ NBy Sa
consequencesWhen taking into consideration th#BNmodel, it can be theorized thabnce

one is more aware of adverse consequences on the marine environmdraightenedfeeling

of responsibility will be induced (H3) When someone ismore aware of the adverse
consequences his or her own ascribed actidmsve onthe marine environment,it is
hypothesizedhat someonewill feel ahigher personal norm to take actian order to prevent
behaviors that produce such consequenc@d4) The VBN theory (Stern, 1999Iso
hypothesizes that someone will be more concernedwhthreats to the marine environment

when this individual highly values the marine environment. This leads to examinothea

objective namelyii 2 SEF YAYS | NBflIiA2yaKAL 0SG6SSy GKS
value orientations towards the mmee environment and their awareness of consequences of

their behavior on the marine environmefii5) In summary:

H1 There is a positive association between participation in a whale watch tour and marine
conservation issues which is translated inansidB G F yYRAY 3 2F GKS 20SI yQa
H2: 1 & dzy RSNBUOFYRAY3a 2F 20SlyQa @dzZ ySNI oAt AGR
increase.

H3: People with a higheawareness of consequences will share a higher ascription of
responsibility.

H4: A highempersonal norm to support marine conservation is found by those individuals with a
higher ascription of responsibility.

H5: Whale watchers with stronger biocentri@alue orientations willikely be aware of the
consequences of their behavior onetlmarineenvironment

2.5 ConceptualFramework

Based on the hypotheses described abowhich results fronboth the cognitive hierartty and

the VBN theory as well as intuitively logical causal orderinthe model predicts that

participation on a whale watch touncreasesawarenessof ocear@® health vulnerahlity. This

should lead to producingehavioral changeby creatinga) an awareness ofhe consequences

of human induced action®n the marine environmentostering b) a higher ascription of

responsibility of oy S@a A Y RA @A Rdz € I OG A2y a .2AWarefieBsSof Y I NA y

O2yaSljdsSy0Sa 2F 2ySQa o0SKIFE@A2NI YR | OO8LII Ay 3
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activatean obligation (personal norm) that creates a predispositiometp protect the marine
environment. This,according to the cognitive hierarchy thegishouldhaved) a positive impact

to one@ behavioal intention to support marine comgvation. Stern et al. (1999) also showed

that beliefs about the environment predicted awareness of consequences, which is also taken
into account in this framework (eJhe proposed frameworkseeFigure3) is therefore similar

G2 {0SNBeRRY 2@Vt dzKS2NE Ay YIF{1{Ay3 (GKS LISNER2YI f
general dispositions for prenvironmental actionsyet adding behavioral intentions from the
cognitive hierachy theory as a additional variable

Biocentric
value

e
orientations \ PN x
AC / Behavioral

b .
/ \ Intention
Problem a AR
awareness

Figure3: Hypothesizedconceptual framework (AC = Awareness of consequences, AR = Ascription of Responsibilit
Personal Norm)
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3METHOB AND RESEARCH SETTING

The following subhapter explains thenethods used tacollect thedatain order to answer the
research questios and test the hypothess. The first part will address the study sitehel
second subchaptewill describethe methods of data collection and involved procedures. The
third subchaptemwill address various limitations that potentially effect validity.

3.1 Study site

The study setting took place in th@rtheastregion of the Wited Sates. In New England, the
most popular whalevatching location is Stellwagen Bank National Ma@aactuary(SBNMS)

It consists of a 842-squaremile underwater plateadocatedthree miles north of Cape Cod and
25 miles east of Bostoi&sBNMS ithe only Sanctuaryin the northeastregionand is considered
one of the premier whale watchindestinationsin the world (USDC efal., 2010).Multiple
species of marine mammals rely @&tellwagenBank as a seasonal feeding arazcluding
endangered North Atlantic right whalesimpbackwhales,fin whales andthe protected minke
whales. The colored density plots iRigure4 showsbaleen whale sightings in Stellwagen Bank
National Marine Sanctuaryver a 25 year perioJSDC et gl2010).
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Figure4: Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctug@yedit toMichael ThompsonNOAA, 2006)
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3.2 Methodology of data generation

As the goal was tassess if this form of natuieased tourism improved understanding of the
ocean vulnerability andhanges that occur iseveral cognitive constructs phrticipatingwhale
watchers questions wereaddressé in a pretest/post-test design Each respondent was asked
to complete both components of the survelpretour and posttour surveys were matched to
individual respondentsThe pretrip survey had four distinct section$) several short questions
designed to collect theireason for chosing a whale watch tour and their level of awarenets
whale viewingguidelines in New Englan@) several statementgesigned to measure the
understanding othe concepts identified3) several statements designed toeasurethe whale

g I G O HeSeNd Awareness regarding the Whale SENSE progaach 4)short questions to
gather data regardinthe socialdemographic informatioirom respondents

3.2.1 Procedures

The pretrip survey (seeAppendix Bwas distributed before departure bwDCS8nterns, who

were present on the whale watch boats to collect scientific data of whajhtingsand whale
behavior. Thepre-trip questionnaire provided the whale watchers with something to do while
waiting for the boat to leave the harb@nd were specificallydistributed before the on board
naturalist provided any narration to passengerhis allowed a comparison to answers provided

by the same respondents after thehale watch experiencand allowed for evaluation of any
difference in knowledge anawareness of consequencas a result of the trigseeAppendix ¢
Changes in théevel of understanding and the cognitive concepts outlined towards the marine
environmentcould then be attributed to the impact of thehale watch tour This method has
beSy Su0SOGAGS habed Polridreséamd (MughesizSaunders 2005, Powell &
Ham 2008)Distributing questionnaires tevhale watchers when returning to the harbor has
proven to be very effective in previous studies as it gives passengers som#thtrkeeps them
occupied on their journey back (Parsons et al., 2003). To safeguard a specific individual match
on which a change in knowledge can be measured, respondents were asked to fill in their first
name along with the initial of their surname twoth the pretrip as the postrip.

Data were collectedbn boardtwo tour operators: Cagtin JohnWhale Watching and Fishing
Toursin Plymouth, MA and the Hyannis Whale Watcher in Barnstable, dd#h participating
companies in the Whale SENSE progféfhile the latter offered two fowhour trips per dayn
one vesselCapt. Johtypically offeredthree daily trips on two different vessels. Ticket prices
were comparable at each companyhe travel time to whales was also comparable, at
approximately onénour from departurefor both operators Whaleswere usually sightedvithin

a sevento eight mile radius from ProvincetownVA. A test phaseof survey distributionwas
done between the 28 of July, 2011, and the 25of July, 201 to determine the best menod

for explaining directionso respondentsand develop a survey that would successfully obtain the
best data After some editorial decisiongere madedue to e.gillogical order osomequestions
and maintaininga soundmethodologyto safeguardan individual matchper individual based on
the two separatesurveys data were obtained from ossite visitor surveys administereahtil
August 24th. Thesmonthswere deliberatelychosenasJune, July, and Auguate considered

to be most comfortable month&r whale watching out of the Boston area.
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To accurately capture long term impactof the participant® attitudes resulting from
participation on a whale watch toua third survey questionnaire was developed. This portion of
the survey was conducted deast 30 days after the trip date and was administered using
SurveyMonkey, aveb-based questionnaireThe online questionnairevas sent by email on
September 18, 2011andwaskept openuntil the 3" of October. This was dorte determine fif,

YR G2 6KIFIG SEGSYds GKS 6KItS 61 GOK G2dzNJ O d
consequences and their behavioral intentiobstween one andhree monthsafter the tour.

They were also asked if thdyecameinvolved in actions tht they consideredsupportve of
YENRYS O2yaSNII (A2 ymal add@sses Werdedblestediniti@ @i Q S
guestionnaire along with an explanation as to why contacting them in a later period in time was
deemed important. It was emphasized ath their email addresses were not used for
commercial purposes but only forigstudy.

The technique of simple random sampling was applied in this desigafeguard a situation in
which each member of the population has an equal chance of beingtselas a research
subject makingit is reasonable taassume the results were reflective of the general population
Due to the amount of passengers on the boat (up to 400) and the limited timeframe the WDCS
interns had to distribute the survey, not gllassengers could be asked to participaltégh
ecological validityvas assumea@s the materials that were used in this stuaigre equal to the
reaktlife situation that was under investigatipe.g. the whale watch boats and the setting of the
study beinghe original habitat of whales

3.2.2 Measurements

In order to cater for a high measurement validitgsponsedo multiple items associated with

several conceptsvere measured om severpoint rating scale(fromm & & 0 MY AINS SR § 2
GaiNRPIRNB B VP ¢KAA OK2AO0S 2F YdzZE GALX S NBaLkRyas
who strongly agree with a statement from those who moderately agree with the same
statement. A nonsubstantive response option was also included, where the scored-of
NBELINBASYUSR Gy SA( KBweldspécHNBNS foy endhl ofRHe &dncdScantoe

found in question 5 of the pr&ip survey (see Appendix B). For overview purposeghis

guestion was edited by adding the corresponding concepto each item Other important

variables for the study contextere also measured in the pteip survey.

One constraint to potential prenvironmental behavior ishe lack of awareness of how to

support marine conservation. This could ultimately limit the strength of the nrbemavior
relationship. For that reasortonstraintswill be briefly touched upon ithis study as well and

wasthe final concept to be measured in question 5 of the-pip survey. People might show

interest insupporting conservation towards the marine environment and marine mammals, but

they just donot knowwhat to do (The Ocean Pmrgt, 2009) Understanding whether people

are, or are not, learning what they can do to participate in marine conservation dunvitake

watch trip, can help inform educatorsow to maketheir messaging moreffectiveif they are

trying to promote marineconservatonC2 NJ G KIF & NXF az2y sz | &aAyYLX S ai
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was measured on the post NA L) Fa aL (1y2¢6 K2g G2 &adzZLILI2NI Y
Wildlife viewng attitudeswere measured imuestion 4 ofthe pretrip. Respondentsvere asked

how important severalparameters of thewhale watch experience are to them by using a

ranking system in which respondents could assign a value of importance to each &gpaiet.

watch experiencevas deemed of importance as an independent variable as it might be possible

that several constructs, e.g. value orientations towards the marine environment, may be shaped

by past experiences and therefore differ per individual (Scétrest al., 1984, as cited in
Christensen, 2007). In this study, it was measured by the total amount of times that an
individual ha participated inpreviouswhale watch experience Demographic variablegere

included as welto measuregender, age, counyr of residence, and level of education, which

was proposed by three prdefined options: high school; college; graduate school/university.

3.2.3 Limitations

Several limitationsin this study must be consideredOne important limitationis that
participants on a whale watch towre tourists. Tourists mayegard their whale watching trip as

a passive form of ecotourism, which in this case occurs when the tourists are entertained by
seeing a whale and enjoy the experience with their farag/or friendswhile minimizing their
impact on the environment (Orams, 1995). The goal of interpretation in this study is to
determine if thevisitor is moved towards actively contributing to a longerm healthy marine
environment. Aithough a whale watch tour is considered to be a learning environment, the
participants in this setting are not students that need to learn or feel the need to pay attention
in order to get a sufficient grade for an upcoming exam. Or, as Lick (2003, p.h844
summarized WWSY@BANRYYSyidlf SRdzOFiA2y Ay@2t@Sa aid
Ay @2t @S alt austiba dokel st @hale watch boat is not &ormalized learning
environment where retentiorof information leads to effective educain (Greenwald, 1968),
and that tourists are considered to be both a nattentive (Luck, 2003; Rasoamampianina,
2004) and norcaptive Ham, 19920rans, 1999, as cited in Lick, 2QGRidience. Although the
results of studies vary, Rasoamampianina (20@4)diso stated that, in many cases, tourists are
not primarily interested in learning. Typically, they will listen to or read information only if they
wish. Therefore whetheror not the interpretation has had an effect othe passengeQ
cognitive construts being influenced is dependent on whether they chose to listen to the
information provided to themAs a result, it isiot retention that leads to an effective learning
environment ona whale watch boat, but rathewhether the interpretation wasppealing and
persuasive (Greenwald, 1968).

Another limitation has to do with linguistics. As this study took place in the United States of
America, thesesurveyswere written in English. As a consequence, Hkmglish speaking whale
watchersmay not haveundersbod all the questions, especially thoggestionsthat addressed
several concepts of importance. For that reason, a largmber of international individuals
declined to participate or did not complete the surveidditionally, asmall number of
passengers declirteto participate in the postrip survey due to seaickness, sleeping upon the
return trip or norinterest.
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4. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

Descriptive and statistical methods were usedattalyzethe primary data that were collected
from the pretrip and posttrip questionnaires.Descriptive methods such as measures of
averages and percentages and statistical methadkie form offactor andysis reliabilitytests,
correlations regression analyseand onepaired samplée-test were used toanalyze the data
and toanswer the research question§he overallanalysiss based onfour parts. First of all,a
background analysiwas madeof seleced demographic variables of the participanthis was
donein order to have a closer look at the profile of thehale watchersindependentanaly®s
of the several dependent variablesover the second partFor the third part in the overall
analysis, aregression analysisvas executed inorder to examine whether or not the
assumptions of theadaptedVBNmodelin this studyheld true Thefourth part looked at the
impact a whale watch tour has in the short term as well as in a longer time fraaimedRsanple
t-tests were executedetween data from the prérip surveys and the postip surveysto
determine whether changesoccurred or did not occurThis section also investigatel if
demographicsandd 2 Y S 2wh&lédwiatch experiencare of influenceon the several concepts
measured in this study

412 KIS ¢ GOKSNEQ LINRPFACL S

Analyses were conducted to identify the frequencies and percentages of selected demographic
and background variables of the participangéstotal of 1087 individualswere includedin this

study. Depending on various missing values tbtal number of participantsliffers on various
analyses, including th@escriptive analysedepictedbelow.

4.1.1Demographics

Out of the 1087 whale watchers, nearly half of this sample (47%) hadxparienced a whale
watch trip before. Almost a quarter (23.2%) indicated thatytted only been on one previous
whale watch and amall percentage (3.6%) ti@xperienced more than ten whale watchdhe
majority of respondents were wome(61.4%)and theaverage age was 3@=937)where the
most frequently occurring age was 41. The age range was 77 yéfrshe oldest research
subject 85 years of age. Taking the human developmental stages of Erik HiR&®)in
perspective (se@ablel), most research subjectgere considered middle aged adults (48.6%).

Tablel: Age groups (ordered by Erik Erikson's stages of human development

Frequency| Percentage
Children (& 12 years) 35 3.7
Teenagers (18 19 years) 121 12.9
Young adults (24 40 years) 264 28.2
Middle aged adults (4@ 64 years) 455 48.6
Older adults (65 years and older) 62 6.6
Total 937 100
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A contingency tablewhich excluded children, was creatéa display the relationship between
age groupsandtheir whale watch experience (s@@able 2) As expectegdmost teenagers were
experienang their first whale watchMore than half of the whale watchers that tidoeen on
more than ten whale watches, and thus can be regarded asexpkrienced whalavatchers,

were middle aged adults

Table2: Whale watch experiencelated to age groups

'time | 2"time | 3“time | 3¢ 10 times | > 10times
before

Teenagers 76 17 11 15 2
(18.0%) (8.4%) (13.8%) (9.0%) (6.7%)

Young adults 130 59 (29.1%) 24 47 4
(30.7%) (30.0%) (28.3%) (13.3%)

Middle aged adults 198 114 38 88 17 (56.7%
(46.8%) | (56.2%) | (47.5%) (53.0%)

Older adults 19 13 7 16 7
(4.5%) (6.4%) (8.8%) (9.6%) (23.3%)

Total 423 203 80 166 30
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

The highest level oformal educationreported by the majority of respondentsvas college
(42.8%), followed closely by graduate school/university @p.&nd high school (21.7%). As
there was a small percentage of children in the random sample (3.7%)ydmiexcludedor
analysis purposeslhe majority of research subjectsvere from the Unites Stateof America
(82.9%),representng a total offorty-four statesandthe District of Columbiawith the majority
(33.19% beingfrom the state of Massachusettsllowed bythe neighboringstates of New York
(9.6%) and Connecticut (Bx). Therefore, the majority ofespondentscould be considered to
be local due b their proximity of the whale watch operator&uropeangepresentedl3.9%of
the sample, ofwhich 96.86 were from Western European countritsnd 3.4% from Eastern
European countriedd.K. Citizensnade up5.7%of the total sample making them the second
largest group of nationalitieafter AmericansCanadians represented the third biggest group of
respondentswith 2.7% of the total.The remaining 0.5%cludedChinese, Indian anéerwian
respondents

4.1.2Reasorto choosewhale watch company

Severaloptions were given in the prérip surveyregarding the reasopassengerghose their
trip/ whale watchcompany Theprimary reason given wgsroximity to where they lived/were
staying(43.5%) Nearly onein four (24.7%) respondents followedhe recmmendation of their
friends and/or family membersAdditional reasonsaccounted for 9.5%f responseswhich
included coupons ¢ .ydlzA U K a S €), mBs§ infordative website (hnnis Whale Watch),
internet reviews, recommended by a tour operat@r from brochures from the American

! As defined by théJnited Nations Regional Groups
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Automobile AssociatiorPrevious experienceith a particular tour operatowas also noteds
being one of the mainegasons to choose theaurrentoperator (9.1%).

It is not known whethemwhale watchergicked a specific operator due to this operator being
closely located totheir accommodatios or because whale watchers had picked their
accommodation to be closer to their preferred whale watch operafbaking Table 3into
account,the significance of foximity should be investigated furtheRespondentsvho were on
their first or second whale watch tour mainly basedtheir choice on proximity and
recommendation from friends and/or family.

Table3: Main reason for whale watchers thoose their tour operator

1'time | 2"time | 3“time | 3¢ 10 times | >10 times Total
before

Proximity 214 117 42 67 17 457 (43.5%)
Recommendations friends/family 161 49 18 27 4 259 (24.7%)
Previous experience 4 27 12 47 6 96 (9.1%)
Whalesightings update 15 11 6 4 2 38 (3.6%)
Recommended by hotel 26 7 2 3 0 38 (3.6%)
Groupon 10 8 2 7 2 29 (2.8%)
Ticket price 8 5 4 2 0 19 (1.8%)
Affiliation with conservation group 2 3 0 4 3 12 (1.1%)
Other 48 19 10 21 5 103 (9.8%)
Total 488 246 96 182 39 1051

4.1.3 Awareness of existing guidelines

The pretrip survey questioned awarenessof whale watching guidelinesRespondents were
asked whether they kew the recommended distance of approach tthampback whale in New
England.The majority (48.7%j)vas unaware of the correct distanceith only 12.7% of the
respondents eithekknowing or guesing the 100 feet distancecorrectly from severaloptions
provided A total of34.7%%6 thoughtthe distancerecommendationwas greaterthan 100feet.
This sugges$ that while the distance may not be known, thawarenessthat some
recommended approacllistanceexisid. Thisis in comparison to 3% of respondentsvho
believed one can approach a humpback whale in New England as close as pofbaibieh the
majority had their highest level of formal education in collede elaborate on thisjt was
interesting to explore how important was for whale watchers to approathe whalesas close

as possible

4.1 4 Wildlife viewing attitudes

The queson of how important it is for whale watchers to approach whales as ¢joas
possibleas compared to having e.@pproachguidelines in placéwhich benefits the whalgs
was examinedseeTable4 for the other aspects As previously discussed, one must consider
the willingness of the whale watcher to actively learn during the (sipe chapter3.2.3) This
provided an additional reason to ask whale watchers if they were interested in learning apout
whale biologyb) whale conservationg) the marine environment, and) what theycould do to
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help support marine conseation. Althoughthese attitudescould change after a whale watch

tour, they were only considered significant initially in part one of the survey. Asia€kable4,
withamean of 1.00 regardeda@sy 2 G A YL NI Fyd 4G Fftté&€ YR ndnan
concluded that on average, whale watchers rate all of the items as impomani(033)

Table4: Wildlife viewing attitudes

Mean | St

dev.
Having the boat maintain safe distancérom the whales| 3.44 | .858
Knowing that the boat is following guidelines 3.30 | .908
Being as close to the whales as possible 3.27 | .853
Seeing other wildlife, e.g. birds and seals 3.16 | .804
Learning about whale conservation 3.12 | .809
Learning about the marine environment 3.06 | .810
Learning about whale biology 3.02 | .838
Learning how to get involved in marine conservation | .254 | .970

Themost importantaspectto the whale watchersn this study wa havingthe boat maintain a

safe distancdrom the whalesand knowing that the boatvasfollowing guidelineswhich was

regarded as being more important than being as close to the whales as pos3ibbeserage, all

four items that touched upon the importance ¢éarning something on a whale watch tour

were regarded of least importance, albeit still of importanceeatning about whale
conservationwas deemed most important to learripllowed closely by learning about the

marine environmentand whale biologylLearnng how one can be involved and help support

marine conservatiorwas rated least importantcomparedto the measuredaspects,with an
average mean thatangeddo SG 6 SSyYy aGaAYLRNIFyGé YR ay2d AYLR N

It isalso ofinterestto look at the difference betweethose whale watchers whwere on their

first whale watch and those more experienced whale watchkraias assumedhat the welk
experienced seasonalhale watcherswould not prioritize beingas close to the whales as
possible asmportant asfirst-timer whale watchers The reasoning for this lies in the idea that,
due to their experience, seasonal whale watchers heeen whales beforand would therefore

feel less enticed to be as close to whales as first tjnueslerstand the variability in trips,
spedes, and whale behavipior have been exposed to conservation messages onboard other
whale watch trips that would have supported keeping safe distances from the whalds-
square analysiéseeTable5) was used in order to determine if this was true or not.
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Table5: Being as close to the whalas possible * Whale watchingperience

1'time | 2™time | 3“time | 3¢10times| >10 Total
before times
Not at all important 17 15 4 5 3 44
(3.4%) (6.1%) (4.4%) (2.7%) (7.9%) | (4.2%)
Not important 66 29 17 33 3 148
(13.3%) | (11.7%) | (18.7%) (17.9%) (7.9%) | (14.0%)
Important 162 81 29 60 12 344
(32.5%) | (32.8%) | (31.9%) (32.6%) (31.6%)| 32.5%)
Very important 253 122 41 86 20 522
(50.8%) | (49.7%) | (45.1%) (46.7%) (52.6%) | (49.3%)

As expected, a large majorityf first time whale watchers prioritized being as close to whales as
possible as importanfa cumulative83.3%) with more thanhalf ofthem (50.8%) ihdingthis to

be very important. However, the percentage of whale watchers tbahdit important to be as
close to the whales as possild&l not decreasewith an increase invhale watching experience

as was expectedinstead, more than half ofthose whale watchers whdad been whale
watching more tharilOtimes foundthis to be more importanthan those first times

4.15 Awareness of Whale SENSE

The level of awareness with regards to recognizingWieale SENSBgo was low, with 81.8%

of respondents not recognizing the logo at all (n = 1063). Out of those respondents that did
recognize the logo, respectively 15.9%, 16%, and Bit¢éry 2 6 A OSR Al 2y GKS O2
booth, in a brochure andr on the boat.A small percentage also statdltat they had seen the

f232 0SF2NBE Ay GFNA2dza 20KSNJ) L I OSax Sodo 2y
2 OKSNRa 3IATFH aKz2LlE Ay GKS bS¢g 9y3ItlyR ! | dz
While neither the Aquadm or the Nantucket Whaling Museuns aformal partner of the

program, it is possible that brochures were distributed at events taking place at these locations.

It is also possible tha similar logo was on display or the respondents misremembered where

they had seen itlt is alsoimportant to note that91% of respondentstated that theywould

take Whale SENSE into consideration when choosing a company for their next whale watch tour.
Two peoplestated that they would take the Whale SENS8&graminto considerationfor their

next whale watch trip unless the ticket price would increase. One additional question, which

was inserted in the prérip survey at a later stage, asked the level of importance for whale
watchers to know that the naturalist and capt received specialized whale watch train{ngt

specific to Whale SENSHEhisquestionconsideed if the intent of the SENSIprogramwas of
importance to passengers, even if passengers didhawe specific knowledge of the program.

With a mean of 3.3®ut of 4 SD= .638,n = 339), it indeed showed that whale watchers, on
average, deem this to be very important, wittomen finding this more important than men.
TakingTable4 into perspective, it showkaving the boat maintain a safe distanitem whales

would be the only item regarded as more importatitan specialized trainingfor whale
watchersto considerbefore choosing their company
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4.2 Independent analysis of conceptual framework

Factor analysis was performed to test whether variables measuengralconcepts (i.e., value
orientations) provided a good fit and demonstrated construct validiignstruct alidity refers

G2 aUKS ¢F& AYRAOIFIG2NRA FyR 02yOSLJia NBfIGS
NBflFGA2YyaKALIAE o6+Fal1ST wnny L tTMOP aSl &adz2NB
YSI &dzZNBYSYyd YR Aad RSTAYSRes lo&a sal Of KjGestidd® (L& A a
G NAlFofSaov RSaA3aySR (G2 YSI & dzNBintdrnal Bohgstentyn O2 y O
the pattern of the respondersQ | Y &féntbiitidie-item indices measuring several concepts

was examined with Cronbach alpha rbllay coefficients(symbolized by ). As he variables in

these multipleitem indices were measured on asevel2 A y i a Ol £t S om daidNP
GadNRBy3Ite I INBGexamplef RNBEESNBSHFENBKF G YSI &dzNB
208l ya @dzf ySNIoAfAGEeédT GKS YIFEAYdzY 20SNI f ¢
specific concept was 21. In order to make the interpretation of shereseasier, these total
scores per individualvere computed to an average score. Because the maximum score one
could attain was 7, the arbitrary cut point wdgsignated a$8.5. Correlationsindependentt-
testsand OneWay Analysis of Variance (ANOWA&re performedin order to see if there was
dependency with independent variables (i.e. demographic variables, ones whale watch
experience) Effect sizes were also calculated, whisldefined as the strength of a relationship
between an independent variable and the dependent variable (Vaske, 20@8n bbe seen as

an indicator for practical significancehowingif an observed association is strong, important

and meaningfu(Vaske, 2008).

S
S

o Vi,

4.2.1 Value Orientations

4.21.1 Skill analysis

Factor analysis was conducted to investigate item correlations in order to observe whether
measures othe specific value orientationsre consistent with the understanding of the nature

of that construct, which was expected on the basis of-@s&ablishedtheory (e.g. Needham,
2010).Factor analysis resulted in the expected and satisfactoryfagtor solution ( = 1047,

Varimax rotation and EV > 1, cases excluded list viiger-item correlationsr > 0.4 were
excluded), withall variable loadings exceede40. The variablethat strongly correlated with
CFHrOG2NI M 6SNB (KS F2dzNJ ' YOGKNRLI2OSYUNRO adzaSté
the four variables of .438 an83.1 % of the variance explained. Factor 2 contained the three
expected biocenk O G LINBP 0 SOGA2yAate olFarAo0 0StAST GF NRAI ¢
among the three iterrvariables of .386(25.3% explained variancepee Table 6for an
overview.
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Table6:Cl OG2NJ £ 2F RAY 34 |+ yR tAlN&ug Orleraiond Q4 2F 9y JPANRBYYSY

Factor loadings
Items 1 2
) aSé¢ £ f dzHhh NR SHiflntoli A 2 y
The primary purpose of the marine environment should be to benefit pe:
.780
The needs of humans are more important than the marine environn 770
Recreational use of the marine environment is more important tl
protecting the species that live thet .745
Humans should manage the marine environment such that humans be
.697
GNRGSOUA2YA&GE 02 T dz®clpNASYy il GA2Y
The marineenvironment should be protected for its own sake rather thar
meet the needs of human 811
The marine environment has value whether humans are present or not .760
Recreational use of the marine environment should not be allowec
damages tharea .675
Explained variance ~ 33.1% 25.3%

¢tKS / NRPyolOKQa | fLKI NBfAFoAtAGE O2STFAOASYI
OA2O0SYUNRO YR FYUKNRLR2OSYGNRO o6FaA0O o0StAST
YENRYS SY@ANRYYSYyld KI a QI- t dz Sawd{sSImé{ySd\B]ngedh\étl y a
GGKS YIFENAYS SYyg@ANBYYSyl K2dzZf R 6S LINRPGSOGS
KdzYl yaé I yR dNB()NBl-zeyl dzaS 2F (GKS YINRY
GKA& | NBF¢ | a | fsame daktoiBt$husial2utatesthelzxiend tg whiclk tBese
multiple-item indicators measure each of the two value orientatiomsercorrelate with each
other, and reflect this underlying concept. The reliability analysis indicated that the four items
GKFG NBFESOG GKS aGdzaSe @FtdzS 2NASyidlFdAz2y KI
6/ NRYy O I @K QaA0ydi SCING/S € NBE A 0 Af A a&ue drienfaloh yoradl K S ¢ LJI
out to be sufficient as welh(I' dclpd V@2 G K / NRyol OK | f LKI O2SFTA
provides a reliable estimate of the systematc internal consistengyof these variables in a set

of survey responses, which reflectmheasurement reliability (Vaske, 2008herefore, these

seven items indeedeasuedtwo different conceps and combining these items into two single

factorsis justified

I A 2 4 A ~

For that reason, two composite basic belief scales were then computed to créate t
anthropocentric/biocentric value orientation continuun@ne end of this continuum refleet
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people who predominantly shared an anthropocentric value orientatoi view the marine
SYGANRYYSYG Fa aYFGSNRAFE G2 0S5 &A#gSIRe3,@ecited dzY | v &
in Vaske, 2008)Thisrepresens a human centered view of the nonhuman world (Eckersley

1992, as cited in Vaske, 2008he other endof the continuumincluded individuals who were

mostly biocentric in their orientation towards threarine environmentThese individualagreed

with statementswhich supportedorotecting the marine environmennore stronglyand share

a nature centeregor ecocentered approachwhere the intrinsic value ahe environmentwas

strongly valued as well

4.2.1.2 Descriptives

On average, whale watchers moderately agreed with lthecentric belief of protecting the
marine environment, with a mean of 5.88n asevenpoint summatedscale Out of the three
items that were used to measure the biocentric viéeseeTable7), whale watchers most firmly
agreed that the marine environment has value whether humans are present or not. This belief
was followed closely with the telency to moderately agree with the belief that the marine
environment should be protected for its own sake rather than to meet the needs of hymans
and that recreational use of the marine environment should notalewed if it damages this
area.

Table7: DescriptivesstatementsdValue Orientations

Mean | St dev. n
Biocentric Average 5.88 1.268 1065
The marine environment haslue whether humans are present or n| 6.01 1.696 1071
The marine environment should be protected for its own s
rather than to meet the needs of humar; 5.80 1.633 1077

Recreational use of the marine environment should not be alloy

if it damages this areq 5.80 1.643 | 1078

Anthropocentric Average 2.26 1.251 1061
Recreational use of the marine environment is more important tt

protecting thespecies that live therg 1.70 1.387 1081

The needs of humans are more important than the marine environn| 2.14 1.526 1078

The primary purpose of the marine environment should be to benefit peq 2.22 1.680 1078

Humans should manage the mariasvironment so that humans benef| 3.02 2.028 1068
Cell entries are means on gpdint scale of 1 "strongly disagree" to 7 "strongly agree."

Whale watchers generally disagreed that the marine environment is primarily for human use.
¢Fr1Ay3a GKS F2dzNJ AGSYa GKFG YSFadaNBE (GKAA | yikK
disagreed the strongest, albeit moderatelyith believing that recreational use of the marine
environment is more important than protecting the species that live thekhough whale

watchers disagreed the least with believing that humans should manage the marine
environment so that humans benefit)is statementdid solicit the largestariancein responses

Descriptive statistics show that females shared a stronger biocentric approach thas. male
However, no significant difference was found in an independetdést (see Table 8). A
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significant differencdetween gendersvas discovered based on the summated anthropocentric

use index scale, witmales being more anthropocentric oriented. 2 K Sd/ hdicated a

minimal relationship(Vaske, 2008)r'he level of formal education also correlated wilocentric

viewpoints towards the marine environment, with a significant difference found between those
individuals whose highest level of formal educatiowas high schooland both collegeand
graduateschool/universityHowever, thedifferenceg & NJ G KSNJ.AYlFft o' T dmmy

Table8: Inferential statisticsdValue Orientationst

Biocentric Value orientations Mean | St. Dev n t(df) or F p Esfif;a;;t
Gender Female | 5.93 1.279 648 t=-1.763 078 11
Male | 5.79 1.241 | 410 (1056) ' '
Age Teenagers | 5.70 1.415 121
Young adults 5.91 1.171 | 257 F-993 396 058

Middle aged adults 5.91 1.229 | 448
Older adults| 5.87 1.419 62

Educatiori High school | 5.64 1511 | 215
College| 5.88 1.273 | 421 F =6.902 .001 118
Graduate school/University 6.04 1.038 351

Experience First time 5.81 1.283 496
Second time| 5.91 1.255 248
Third time| 5.97 1.217 97 F = 1.557 .184 .076

Three to 10 times beforg 6.02 1.197 185
More than 10 times before 5.62 1.549 39

Anthropocentric Value orientations Mean | St. Dev n t(df) or F p Esfiffgt
Gender* Female | 2.14 1.225 647 t=4.146 001 26

Male | 2.46 1.271 | 407 (1052) ' '
Age Teenagers | 2.30 1.191 119

Young adults 2.13 1.196 259
Middle aged adults 2.27 1.297 | 445
Older adults| 2.48 1.368 61

F=1.598 .188 .074

Education High school | 2.40 1.270 | 210
College| 2.18 1.283 | 422 F=2.183 113 .067
Graduate school/University 2.28 1.193 348

Experience First time 2.35 1.206 498
Second time| 2.23 1.297 247
Third time | 2.00 1.123 94 F=2.041 .087 .088

Three to 10 times beforg 2.16 1.315 184
More than 10 times beforg 2.34 1.435 38

* significant at the0.01 level

4.2.13 Conclusion

As noted by Vaske (2008), biocentric and anthropocentric value orientations are not mutually
exclusive, which this study also proves. The midpoint of the continuum represents a mixture of
the two extremes, whichfor this study, consisted df35individuals §eeTable9).
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Table9: Overviewd + | f rigzfatioms

Frequency| Percentage
Neither anthropocentric nor biocentric oriented 37 3.5
Anthropocentric oriented 25 2.4
Biocentric oriented 853 81.2
Both anthropocentric as biocentric oriented 135 12.9
Total 1050 100

Findings and Analysis

Out of the 1050 research subjects, 988 sththaebiocentric value orientation, of which 853 solely
shared the biocentric viewpoint. Twentfive whale watcherswere found to view the
environment assolely having value asatural resources for humans, rather than recognizing the
inherent value of the environment. Thifgeven whale watchersvere more ambivalent
regardingtheir beliefs towards the marine environment than the othehgving neither an
anthropocentric nor a biocentric approach. The previous analysis showed that both gender as
well as formal education levelsd somewhatof aninfluenceonanindiviR dz £ Q& LJ- G G S Ny
towards the marine environment being either anthropocentric or biocentric oriented.

4 2.2 ProblemAwareness

4.2.2.1 Skill Analysis
Three statements were set up to measure the concept of awarenésgxean vulnerabilitfas
adapted fromBelden, Russonello and Stewati999) All three itemsshowed an acceptable

f SGSt 2F AYUSNYIlf O2y aApgetd® Puith acorreldiBnod 520K Q& h I @

4.2.22 Descriptives

Due to the wording of the three statementggardirg the concept of awareness of ocean
vulnerability, those research subjects who disagreeith the statementswvere considered tdbe

aware of theproblem The bwer the level of agreemen{< 3.50n a severmoint scalg on these

statements demonstrated astronger sense ofawareness of understanding that the marine
environment is vulnerable. With an average mean of 1(§& Table 10) for the summated

rating index it A4 &4dz233SadSR (GKIG NBALRYRSyGa @gSNB Y
vulnerability.

Tablel0: Descriptives statementdroblemAwarenes$

Mean&

St. Dev

2SS R2 y2i ySSR @2 ' 62dzi UKew 20
technologies to keep them clean
Oceans are so large, it is unlikely that human will cause any lasting damage to th

Polluted oceans are able to clean themselves

g 2 NNE

1.66

1.70
1.96

1.267

1.486
1.404

1079

1082
1075

Average level of awareness of tBeOS | ya Q @dzf Y SNI 6 At Al @

1.78

1.158

1084

a) a lower level indicates a stronger perception of the problem

The majority(92.7%)of respondentsejected the idea thatwe do not need to worry about the
health of the oceans because we will develop new technologies to keep them blie@&nin ten
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(89.3%) of the research subjects disagrdbat the oceans are so large, it is unlikely that
humans will cause lasting damagethem.And thestatementthat polluted oceans are able to
clean themselvewas rejected by 86.6%. .

Tablell shows that émales seemed to bsignificantlymore aware of the ocear®®ulnerability
than males.However, a veryweak relationshipwas detected between gender and problem
perception ¢ = .03)Age also seemetb be an influencing factor. Young adults were found to
have asignificantlynigher level of aweeness tharother age classes whiteder adultswere the
fSFad ol NB 27T ( Ks®e Apesdix ¥ HoXeved, dzimifiSidhissocimtionvise

Ff a2 RSGS OIS osKiSdud@ualeho Eotmpietedgraduate school/universitievels

of education had aigher level of awareness than those who only finished high school and/or

college, yet no significant differences were detectbderestingly,data shoved that the group

GAGK GKS tS8Fad t38S0St 27 | ¢ NBeabivas thatBroup KIS @ dzt

individuals whdhad been on more than ten whale watches.

Table11: Inferential statisticst t NB Awa&ivess

Mean | St. Dev| n t(df),or F p Effect
size

Gender Female| 1.69 1.103 | 661 _
Male | 1.91 1231 | 416 t = 2.955 (810.466) .003| .03

Ager Teenagers 1.84 9757 | 121
Young adults 1.60 .8400 | 263

Middle aged adults 1.80 | 1.230 | 454 F=3658 0121 .110
Older adults| 2.06 1.510 62
Education High school| 1.89 1.189 | 218
College| 1.81 1.248 | 428 F=1.890 152 | .061
Graduate school/University 1.70 1.048 | 356
Experience Firsttime| 1.81 1.092 | 510
Second time| 1.84 1.312 | 250
Third time | 1.56 1.004 97 F=1.583 77| .076

Three to 10 times beforg 1.68 1.165 | 188
More than 10 times before 1.91 1.228 39

* significant at the<0.05 level

4.2.2.3 Conclusion

Two scales were computed to determine the speaificnber of research subjest who vere

g NB 27 \ulkeabilzyG&eTablal). Of the 1084 whale watchersho responded,
922% SNBE gl NB 2F GKS 20SIyQa @dzt ySNI oAt AGER
disagreed with thahree statements mentionedwith a mean of 3.5 as arbitrary cpbint). As

the previous analysis depicteemales and young adults showed significantly high levels of
awarenes®f the oceanvulnerability.
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Table12: OverviewsProblemAwareness 06 STF2NB 6KI £ S 41 G§OK {2 dzNJ

Frequency| Percentage
Aware of the vulnerability of the oceans 999 92.2
Not aware of the vulnerability of the oceans 85 7.8
Total 1084 100

4.2.3 Awareness of Consequences

4.2.3.1 Skill Analysis

All four items, which were meant to jointly account for the concept of Awareness of
Consequences (AC), shared an average correlation among each other of .4i3&daaal inter
AGSY NBf Al 6Remaéving onesihgleitenbdidpnat improve the reliability coefficient
and did not dramatically change the number of research subj@setsAppendix . Two of the

four itemsmeasuredAC that specifically impactedarine mammals. This was done in order to
observe if there was a difference mCtowards the more general marine environmeversus,
more specificallymarine mammals

4.2.32 Descriptives

With a high percentage of whale watcheloging aware of the oced vulnerabilityon some

level (92.2% seeTable12), one would assume thahese individuals aravorried about the
health of the environmentAs expectedTable 13 shows thatthe whale watchers wereon
average, moderately worried about the health of thearine environment, whereas descriptive
statistics showthat almost four in ten (36.9%)ere very worried about the he#h of the marine
environment.Individuals most strongly agreed with the belief that the loss of marine mammals
can have a negative effect on the health of human beings. Although still considerably high on
levels of agreement, one was less inclined to heidat the use of personal cleaning products

in their house can have a negative effect on the marine environment.

Table13: Descriptives statements ! g NBy Saa 2F /2yaSljdsSy0Sats

Mean | St. Dev n

The loss of marine mammals can haveegative effect on the health of human beings | 5.69 1.509 1053
| am worried about the health of the marine environment 5.63 1.444 1028
A lot of species of marine life will become extinct within the next few decades 5.32 1.438 686
Cleaning products thdtuse in my house on a daily basis can have a negative effect orf 5.29 1.672 726
the marine environment

Average level of Awareness of Consequences 5.55 1.194 1075

Cell entries are means on gdint scale of 1 "strongly disagree" to 7 "strongly agree."

Table14 (see below)shows that significant differences were observed between one or more
age groups, where middleaged adults were more aware of adverse consequences than
teenagersand young adults(see Appendix G Additionally the level of education was
noteworthy, with a statisticallysignificantdifference betweenthose individualswho went to
graduate school/uiversity ascompared to those whose highest level of formal education was
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high school(see Appendix H. Both effect sizesndicate a minimal relationshigVaske, 2008)
indicating a limited importance @fge and education leveh awareness of consequences

Tablel4: Inferential statistic®¥Awareness of Consequenées

Mean | St. Dev n t(df),or F p Ef_fect
size
Gender Female | 5.56 1.207 | 655 _
Male | 552 1160 | 413 t (1066) =.600 | .548 .04
Age Teenagers| 5.29 1.033 121

Young adults 5.48 1.125 | 262
Middle aged adult§ 5.67 1.181 | 452
Older adults| 5.64 1.361 62

F=3.391 .007 | .117

Educatiori High school | 5.37 1.196 | 218
College| 5.55 1.194 | 427 F =4.853 .008 | .098
Graduate school/University 5.68 1.128 | 353
Experience First time | 5.50 1.180 | 507
Second time| 5.53 1.223 | 246
Third time | 5.59 1.281 97 F=.930 446 | .059

Three to 10 times before 5.69 1.126 187
More than 10 times beford 5.54 1.313 38

* significant at the<0.05 level

4.2.33 Conclusion

Tablel5 showsthat 93.246 of whale watchers in this stueyere aware of adverse consequences

on the marine environment before their whale watch tdoegan whereas 6.8%vere not This

finding is very similar to the results regardingpassengera! ¢ NBy Saa 2F (KS
+dzf Y SNI oTablelz).e ¢ 6a4SS

Table15: OverviewdAwareness of 2 y & S |j deSfetevdhale watch tour

Frequency| Percentage
Aware ofadverse consequences on the marine environment 1002 93.2
Not aware of adverse consequences on the marine environm 73 6.8
Total 1075 100

On average, AC wawoderate across thestudy sample, with middle aged adults sharing
significantly higher levels of awareness of adverse consequences on the marine environment
than teenagers and young adults. Another significant difference was observed between higher
levek of awareness in those dividuals who went to graduate school/university compared to
those whose highest level of formal education was high school.

4.2.4 Ascription of Responsibility

4.2.4.1 Skill analysis
To measure Ascrippn of Responsibility (AR), a feilem scale was used which was adapted
from previousstudies (e.g. Koper, 2009and whichwas applicable in the context of whale
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watching. However dctor analysishowed thatthe four itemsthat were meant to measure AR

reflected two different underlyingfactors instead of one (se€able 1§. Factor 1 seemed to

resemble a feeling of Aiat focused on individuals feeling jointly responsible for threats to

both the marine environmenand the marine mammals inhabitg in that environment, which

can beR S T A y BiRt human résponsibilitg Thisexplained 38.4% of the variance with just

two items.CF OG2NJ v NBFf SOG SR 2AREM avas ltherdfdreapeledas | LILINE |
G LIS NE 2 v | f-fk 202/ RAMyZEkpRidat $0R0% of the varianceEven though inteitem

correlations in both factors scored higher than .7éljability was not strong ashere are only

two items loading on each factowith the second factor having a Cronbach Alpha of only t37. |

wastherefore more reliable to confiue on the overall analysis of all four items combined in AR.

TableleY CI OG 2 NJ f 2 I RA y Biscriptighff Redp@hsibiidy OK h Qa 2 F

Factor loadings
Items 1 2

GRAY (G KdzYly NBaU2ywamadAft Adesé

| feel at leasto-responsible for threats to marine mamme 871
| am jointly responsible for threats to the marine environme 867

éPersonalfindividuatf 2 2 { &y IE Do T 0

My contribution to pollution into the marine environment is negligit 784

| believe thegovernment has the task to protect the marine environme

not me 754

Explained variance 38.4% 30.0%

4.2.42 Descriptives

On average, whale watchers in this stuaily slightly agreed with taking responsibility for the
marine environmentThey most strongly believed that thegs individualsalso have the task to
protect the marine environment instead of it solely being a governmental tagks was
followed by the two statements that touched upon one beingresponsible for threats to th
marine environment and marine mamnsalseelablel?).

Tablel7: Descriptives statement®#scription of Responsibility

Mean | St. Dev n
| believe the government has the task to protect the marine environment, not m{ 5.14 | 1.776 1016
| am jointly responsible for threats to the marine environment 498 | 1.760 1013
| feel at least caesponsible for threats to marine mammals 463 | 1.734 722
My contribution to pollution into the marine environment is negligible 460 | 1.789 990
Average level of ascribed feeling of responsibility 489 | 1.182 1072

Cell entries are means on gpdint scale of 1 "strongly disagree" to 7 "strongly agree."
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While severalsignificant relationshipetween AR and certain demographic variablesre
found, their importance is limited due to their small effect sizes indicating a minimal
relationship(seeTable18). First of all, ahigherlevel of ascribed feelings of responsibiltyas
observedbetweenadults and teenagersvhere allthree groups of adultshared a significantly
higher feeling of responsibility than teenagers. A significant difference was also found between
young and middle aged adultésee Appendixl). Research subjectsvhose highest formal level

of education was high schot#lt significantly less responsible than those who went to college
and graduateschool/university (seéppendix )l

Table18: Inferential statistics "Ascription of Responsibility”

Mean | St.Dev | n t(df),or F p Effect
size
Gender Female 4.94 1.218 | 655
Male | 482 1105 | 411 t(933.151) =1.598 110 .09
Age Teenagers 4.55 1.064 | 121
Young adult§ 4.83 1.135 | 262 _
Middle aged adults  5.02 | 1.177 | 451 F=6.426 <001 | 1%
Older adults| 5.13 1.114 62
Educatiorf* High school 4.68 1.123 | 218
College| 4.92 1.176 | 426 F =6.959 .001 118
Graduate school/University 5.05 1.158 | 353
Experienceé First time 477 1.162 | 504
Second time| 5.03 1.226 | 246
Third time | 4.95 1.124 | 97 F=2.582 .036 .098
Three to 10 times beforq 4.99 1.137 | 187
More than 10 times beforg 4.93 1.399 38

* significant at the<0.05 level
** gignificant at the 0.01 level
*** significant at the < 0.01 level

4.24.3 Conclusion
Overall,88% of the whale watcherelt an ascribed feeling of responsibility before their trip
(seeTablel9).

Table19: OverviewoAscription ofRS & LJ2 y & befork Wwhilé watch tour

Frequency| Percentage
Feeling ascribed responsibility 944 88.1
Not feeling ascribedesponsibility 128 11.9
Total 1072 100

Higher levels of ascribed feelings of responsibility were observed in adults compared to
teenagers as well as those individuals who went ¢ollege and graduate school/universig
compared to those whee formal education level waigh school. Data also showed that
individuals who were experiemg their first whale watch tour shared less of an ascribed feeling
of responsibility than those whibad been whale watchingreviously
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4.2 5Personal Norm

4.2.5.1 Descriptives

Out of 1059 individual®g4.6% expressed a feeling of personal obligation to protect the marine
environment with an average mean of 5.13)= 1.583 representinga slight feeling of
personal obligatiormamong the average research subje@ut of the total amount of research
subjects, 25.7% fe a strong personal obligation to protect the marine environment
Descriptives inTable 20 seem to indicate a positive linear relationshiplbeit minimally,
0SUsSSYy az2YS2ySQa LISNER2YyIf y2N¥ (2 LINRISOQ
b) a higher formal level of education, and c) the more whale watch experiencénase

Table20: Inferential statisticsPersonal Norrh

Mean | St.Dev | n t(df),or F p Ef_fect
size
Gender Fe| 5.19 1.553 | 648
Male | 502 1615 | 406 t(1052)=1.670 .095 A1
Age Teenagers 4.76 1.483 | 121
Young adult§ 4.93 1.494 | 259 _
Middle aged adults 5.27 1.576 | 446 F=5.265 001 13
Older adults| 5.33 1.814 | 61
Educatiori* High school 4.82 1.557 | 217
College| 5.08 1.647 | 421 F=6.918 .001 118
Graduate school/University 5.33 1.502 | 350
Experiencé First time 5.02 1.540 | 499
Second time| 5.06 1.646 | 241
Third time | 5.13 1.643 | 97 F =2.537 .039 .098
Three to 10 times beforg 5.41 1.519 | 185
More than 10 times beforq 5.46 1.757 37

* significant at the<0.05 level
** significant at the 0.01 level

A oneway ANOVAound a significant difference in the average personal norm of teenagers
this study, who felt less of a personal obligation to protect the marine environment than
averagepersonal norm of middle aged and oldadults The average personal norbetween
young adults and middle aged adults also differed significa(@ée Appendix L).Another
significant difference was found between those whale watchers whose highest level of formal
education wagyraduate school/university and those who finished their fotreducation after
college and high school, who both felt less obliged to protect the marine environisest
Appendix M). Sinificant difference wereobserved betweera higher personal norm dhose
research subjects whibad been whale watching three teh times before and those wheent
whale watching for the firsand second timg¢seeAppendixN).

4.2.5.2 Conclusion

Out of 1059 whale watcher914felt a personal obligation to protect the marine environment
before their trip started whereas 145 did not feel this personal obligation (sd#e21). Data
showed that older individuals felt stronger personal obligatian towards the marine
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environment It can therefore be stated that ageeems to play an important role in forming a
personal obligation to protect the marine environmemt. higher ével of education ananore

whale watch experience also seemed to have influencestiengtheningl Y A Y RA @A Rdzl
personal obligation to protect the marine environment.

Table21: OverviewdPersonalNormé before whale watch tour

Frequency| Percentage
Felt a personal obligation to protect the marine environment 914 86.3
Did not feel a personal obligation to protect the marine environm 145 13.7
Total 1059 100

4 2 .6 Behavioralntentions

4.2.6.1 Skill Analysis

The three items that were meant to jointly account for the concept of Behavioral Intentions
shared an average correlation among each other of .543, with ® TRgmoding the item that

measured the willingness to change ones behavior if that was requirguidiect the marine
environment would increase the inte&r 1 SY NBt A 0 A fAppéndix Db Plawdvgry 1 = & &
removing this item would mean only two itemguld remain of which none would touch upon

the idea of a behavioral changa necessary aspect efipporing marine conservation. For that

reason, it was decided tkeep all three items for further analysis.

4.2.6.2 Descriptives

Whale watchers on average, only slightly agreed to taketion to support the marine
environmentby either contributing maey andor changing ones behaviobefore the whale
watch tour began. As seen Table22 participants werenot overly willing to contribute their
money or pay aradditional fee above the ticketriwe of their whale watch touto support
marine conservationHowever on average, onelid moderately agre with the wilingnessto
change2 y $&sonal behavior to protect the marine environment if required.

Table22: Descriptives statement®8ehavioral Intention’s

Mean | St. Dev n

I am willing to change my behavior if this is required to protect the marine environmer 5.54 | 1.453 1060
I would contribute money to support marine conservation 445 | 1.628 1037
I am willing to pay an additional fee above the ticket price of my whale watch tourto | 4.30 | 1.884 677

support marine conservation

Average level of behavioral intention to support marine conservation 488 | 1.386 1069

Cell entries are means on gdint scale of 1 "strongly disagree" to 7 "strongly agree"

Table23 shows that middle aged adults wesgynificantlymore agreeable to supporting marine
conservationthan teenagers and young adulisee Appendix Q. Although all three means can

be associated with a slight willingness to support marine conservation, significant differences
were observed between those remeeh subjects whose highest level of formal education was
graduate school/university and those associated with high school and college, with the latter
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two sharing less of an intention to support marine conservation than those who studied at
graduate schod/university (see Appendix B Similar findings were madé A G K NB 3 NR
personal norm, where those individuals who have been whale watching three to ten times
before were more willing to support marine conservation as comparedhtose who went
whale watching for the first and second tin{see Appendix Q. Effect sizes' (= .098 to .14)

were minimal

Table23: Inferential statisticsBehavioral Intentiors

Mean | St.Dev | n t(df),or F p Ef_fect
size
Gender Female 493 1.407 | 653
Male | 4.81 1338 | 411 t(1062) =1.484 .138 .09
Age* Teenagers 472 1.268 | 121
Young adults 4.70 1.303 | 262 _
Middle aged adults| 5.01 1.387 | 450 F=3403 017 106
Older adults| 4.84 1.491 62
Educatiort High school 4,71 1.409 | 218
College| 4.80 1.422 | 424 F =4.853 .008 .098
Graduate school/University 5.04 1.293 | 353
Experiencé First time 4.80 1.329 | 501
Second time| 4.75 1.548 | 246
Third time | 5.01 1.329 | 97 F=3.511 .007 114
Three to 10 times befor¢ 5.16 1.277 | 187
More than 10 times befor¢ 5.17 1.479 38

* significant atthe <0.05 level

4.2.6.3 Conclusion

Out of the 1069 individual research subjects that were measured on their intentions, 82.6%
intended to support marine conservation (se@able 24), whether through monetary or
behavioral meansin-depth analysis showed that middle aged adults were significantly more
willing to support marine conservation than teenageaed young adults Individuals who
completed their levels of formal educaticat the high school and/or collegéevel were less
likely to support marine conservation than those whompleted graduate school/university
level A final significant difference wasbservedbetweenwhale watchersvho were going for

their first and/or second time and those whutave experienced three to terwhale watcles

prior to the one used in this study.

Table24: OverviewdBehavioral Intentionsbefore whale watch tour

Frequency| Percentage
Willing to support marine conservation 883 82.6
Not willing to support marine conservation 186 17.4
Total 1059 100
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4.2.7 Perceived kRowledgeon supporing marinemammalconservation

4.2.7.1 Descriptives

Whale watchers in this studgspondedneutrally when asked if they kew how to help support
marine mammal conservatio(M = 4.01, SD= 1.738) About a third of the research subjects
(36.19% indicated they did not know how to support marine mammal conserat, where
another third of the sample(34.2%) perceived themselves tabe slightly to strongly
knowledgeable orhow to help support marine mammal conservatiddescriptive statistics in
Table25 show a positive linear relationship between one having a higher perceived level of
knowledgeof how to support marine mammal conservation amthale watching experienge
yet the strength of the relationship is to be consideredthimal. Sgnificant differences were
predominantly found between those who had not experienced whale watching before and
those whohad beenwhale watchingmore than three times. Another significant difference was
found between those who went whale watchirigr their second time and those who have
experienced more than ten whale watch@sgee Appendix R

Table25: Inferential statisticspgerceivedknowledgeof marine mammal conservatitn

Mean | St.Dev | n t(df),or F p Ef_fea
size
Gender Fe| 4.03 1.790 | 603
Male | 3.98 1650 | 399 t(1000) =.416 .678 .03
Age Teeng 3.91 1.647 | 112
Young adults 3.86 1.665 | 252 _
Middle aged adulty 3.95 1.770 | 420 F =180 910 025
Older adults| 4.00 1.918 | 57
Education High scl 3.74 1.774 | 196
College| 3.96 1.737 | 406 F =2.909 .055 .079
Graduate school/University 4.11 1.683 | 334
Experience First time 3.82 1.694 | 473
Second time| 3.97 1.805 | 232
Third time | 4.26 1.739 | 90 F=5.079 <.001 141
Three to 10 times beforg 4.30 1.704 | 174
More than 10 times beforg 4.83 1.636 | 35

* significant at the < 0.01 level

4.2.7.2 Conclusion

Table 26 shows that mat whale watchersdid not know how to support marine mammal
conservation before a whale watch tour. This goes hand in hand with the amount of whale
watchers whowere on theirfirst trip, while the perception oknowledge on how to support
marine mammal conservatiomcreased withwhale watch experience. Wéle watchers whose
highest level of formal education wgsaduate schooliniversityshowed a higher perception of
knowledgethan individuals whose highest level was high school.
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Table26Y h @SNWA Sg & LIS NddGppod Bidkine|mArdnial cénBeRv&titlyefore whale watch tour

Frequency| Percentage
Perceived to have the knowledge to support marmammal conservation 343 34.2
Perceived to have a neutral stand 299 29.8
Perceived to not have the knowledge to support marine mammal conservz 362 36
Total 1004 100

4.3 Analysis of conceptual framework

This chapter will examine the relations between thaiousconcepts that make up the adapted
VBNmodel Linear regression analyses were executed to test whether the adapted version of
the VBNmodel from Stern et al. (1999reflects relationships betweerhé concepts in the
context of whale watchingThe conceptual framework predicted that participation on a whale
watch tour increasec@warenessf ocean vulnerahlity which would lead to, a) an increase in
awareness of consequences of human induced actionghe marine environment, causing &)
higher ascription of responsibility &y Q2 gy AYRAGARdzZrf | OQGAz2ya 2y
followed byc) a higher personal norm to protect the marine environment which wadedd to

d) positively influence the behavioral intention to support marine conservatias. the
relationship in this analysis was based on continuous variables, correl@asmrmeasured using

the Pearson correlation coefficient)(In sum it appears that the aabted VBNmodel of Stern
(1999) works quite well when applied to the context of whale watchwigh significanf and
mostly substantiatelationshigsto be found(seeFigureb).

Biocentric
value e =.446

rientation PN
oriemeon \ \d= 631
AC QSZ K 451 Behavioral
AR

Intention
Problem

awareness a=.274

Figure 5: Predictive validity within @nceptual framework (AC = Awareness of consequences, AR = Ascrip

Table27 (see below)presents results of regression analysis from the estimated-MBbe! of a

personal norm to the behavioral intention towards supporting marine conservation. As
theorized by the cognitive hierarchy, a substantial predictive relationship does tiseen
a2YS2ySQa LISNE2YFf y2NXY (G2 LINRPGISOG GKS YINARYS
support marine conservation. Personal norm is predicted by the same kinds of variables that are
FYydAOALI GSR A yActijatibK #odsld (Schwarth, ORI, namely ascription of
responsibility and awareness of consequences. Ascription of responsibility towards the marine
environment also seems to be effected by awareness of adverse consequences on the marine
environment which was predicted by H3But when the antecedents of awareness of
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consequences are analyzed, one prediction of the adapted™MBdel does not hold as much as
anticipated. Problemawarenessseems to have a weakelationship with predicting on@
awareness of consequences, in which oRil$% of the variance is explained. Awareness of
consequences does seem to originate from biocentric value orientations, as postulated by the
actual VBNnodel (Stern, 1999)with a substantial correlation and explaining 19.9% of the
varianceA y NB a Latvafdrésy di éoiidequences.

Table27: Average correlations among variables in adapted-vigidel

Dependent variables, Problem AC AR PN BI
Independent variable& awareness
Biocentric VO .240 446 .294 .346 .359
(5.8%) (19.9%) (8.6%) (12%) (12.9%)
Anthropocentric VO .510 -275 .305 .218 229
(26%) (7.6%) (9.3%) (4.7%) (5.3%)
Problemawareness T 274 .216 151 .169
(7.5%) (4.7%) (2.3%) (2.9%)
AC 1 482 465 469
(23.3%) (21.6%) (22.0%)
AR 1 451 .436
(20.4%) (19%)
PN T .631
(39.8%)

What is interesting to note ithe strong predictive validity that AC has with RN @.65, 21.6%
explained), more so than as the predicted AR (.451, 20.4% explained). To control for the
O2Y0AYSR AyTFtdzSyOS 2F NBaLRyRSydQa al 61 NBySa
FYR UGKSANI aF AaONROSR FSSt Ay Bond dblightiBnitd ffojeét hé A £ A
YENRYS SY@ANRYYSyGzZé | Ydzt GALX S NBINBaAaAz2y
combined influence of AC and AR had a stronger relationship with PN than AC alone. The
addition of AC to AR did result in a stronger arpitory power towards PN (R = .53Rereby
explaining 28.3 % of the variance in REg Appendix)SThis is in accordance witbchwartz’s
Norm-Activation Model (Schwartz, 1977), which offers a comprehensive approach of how
GOoSKIF@A2N) A& peop® ddf)@ssilrangnt & spanghility for their actions and (b)

dzy RSNR Gl YRAY 3 (GKIFIG GKSANI FOlA2ya YAIKEG KIF@S O
al., 2010, p. 1). It is therefore suggested that Schwartz's Martivation Model presents

more accurate tool for further investigations.

a
a
|

Regression analysis also proved that anthropocentric value orientations catered\ieaker
predictive validitytowards awareness of consequences.cin therefore be suggested that
individuals who hold beefs that the marine environment should be protected are more likely to
be aware ofthe consequencegheir individual actions haveThis would confirm the fifth
research hypothesidNote that, even though anthropocentric value orientations appeared to
hawe quite a substantial relationship with problem perception (r = .510, explaining 26% of the
variance), this viewpoint was excluded from the conceptual framework, indicating that the
frequently reported positive relation between biocentric viewpoints andviesnmental
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awareness of consequences was the point for investigationyass donein previous research
(e.g. Christensen, 20Q7)

4.4 Impact of a whale watch tour

Out of the statistical population of 1087 whale watchers who completed thetqpesurvey,a
total subset of 550 (51%) individuals completed both the-foie questionnaire as well as the
posttrip questionnaire. As several research questions were based on differences on one
variable between two paired samples, where the values for each samgle collected from
the same individuals, the appropriate test statistic to be used aage-paired sample-test.
Data of the research subjects were transferred into SPSS angairezl samplet-tests were
executed between the prérip questionnaires andhe posttrip questionnaires to compute the
differences of the individually matched pairs, heredamining if the effect of a whale watch
tour is discerniblefrom zero (no effect)As only matched pairs can be used to perform a-one
paired samplé-test, there were also some minor differences in the population simgsuong
several concepts measured, whereby cases were excluded analysis by araijisisa
significance level of .09% = .09. In order for a stronger power analysifiet strength of the
associationbetween the several conceptand the independent demographic variablgthe
effect siz@, was calculated using Cohed's

4.4.1Problem Awareness

4.4.1.1Descriptives

Due to the large percentager participants alreadyelieving that the ocean is in a vulnerable

state, it is not surprising to see ordysmall positive changewards a higher level of awareness

2T (KS 20SIyQa @dat of ®e\thréeistatanieststused for this canceptRigo

significant chagesin the average meawere observed among those whale watchers who filled
in both the pre and posttrip survey (sed able28).

Table28: Changesiitemsa ! g NBy Saa 2F hOSIHyaQ +dzZ ySNI oAt AGeEE

Mean Effect
change St. Dev n t P size ()
Polluted oceans are able to clean themsetves -.206 1.233 545 | -3.891 <.001 A7
Oceans are so large, it is unlikely that human will caus¢ -.186 1.291 548 | -3.376 .001 14
any lasting damage to them
28§ R2 y2i ySSR (G2 62NNE | -062 1.262 | 546 | -1.153 249 .05
because we will develop new technologies to keep ther
clean

* significant at the 0.01 level
** significant at the < 0.01 level

A statistically significanincrea® in the awareness of ocean vulnerability was observed in

people believingmore strondy that polluted oceans are not able to clean themselvés

significant mean difference was also observed betweentppeand posttrip results of the
0StAST GKIFIG a20Slya NP a2z €FNBASZT AG Aa dzyf A
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0 KSYZ ¢ hale watdhersgshowing ane awareness here as weBoth Cohe® d statistics

indicated aminimal effect sizeNo significant change was observed between people believing
GKFG GKS 20StHyaQ KSFfGK Aa y20KAy3 ({d2okeeg NNE |
oceans clean before the trip and after the triphis orrelation supports the idea that there is a
negative linear relationship between average change in one becoming aware of the vulnerability

of the ocean and an anthropocentric viewpoint=(-.187,p = <.0Q).

4.4.1.2Conclusion

The first research hypothesis predicted a positive association between participation in a whale
watch tour and a gained level of understanding of the ocean vulnerability. While whale
watchers in this study indicated to already be moderately aware of {histtrip results

support Hypothesis 1 as significant positive changes were observed in two out of the three
AGSYa GKFG YSIF&AdzZNBR | gl NByGidhse dale wakcBers 2h@S | y Qa
AYRAOFIGSR G(GKS& ¢6SNB dzyl ¢ efoidther ®ur, iRBecan® Slarg Q& D dz
(see Table 29), while 1.3% of this groupecame less aware. No change was found in the

majority (95.4%).

Table29: Amount of whale watchershangng problemawareness

Frequency| Percentage
Became more aware after their whale watch tour 18 3.3
Did not change their level of awareness after their whale watch { 525 954
Became less awater their whale watch tour 7 1.3
Total 550 100

4.4.2 Awareness of Consequences

4.4.2.2 Descriptives

Posttrip results(seeTable30) showed a decline imll four items that measuredwareness of
consequence with the least decline in the awareness of consequences towandsine

mammals, specifically, axxcompared to the mene environment Data in this study would

therefore suggest thatite second hypothesis, which stated that an increasenaraness in the
ocearsQ@dzt Y SNI 6 Af AGe o1& SELISOGSR (2awalene€sNd | 84S ¢
consequences on the marine ersmment, cannot be confirmed.
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Table30: Changes iitemsa ! g1 NSy Saa 2F [/ 2yaSljdsSy0Sas

Mean Effect
change St. Dev n t P size ¢)
| am worried about the health of the marine -.190 1.705 517 -2.528 .012 A1
environment
Cleaningproducts that | use in my house on a daily | -.078 1.650 281 -.795 427 .05
basis can have a negative effect on the marine
environment
The loss of marine mammals can have a negative -.021 1.701 536 -.279 .780 .01
effect on the health of human beings
Alot of species of marine life will become extinct -.012 1.404 256 -134 .894 .008
within the next few decades

* significant at the<0.05 level

Table 30 shows that whale watchers became less worried about the health of the marine
environment, with this item showing the biggemhd only significantifference in pretrip and
post-trip resultsand had a minimal effect sizAs this was an unexpected result, morediepth
analysis might providenlightenment An independent-test and One/Nay ANOVA are used

to analyze if one becoming less aware of consequences after a whale watch tour can be
attributed to demographic variables and/or whale watch experieritable 31shows these
results, in whiclseveralobservations are noteworthy.

Table31: Inferential statisticsChange in awareness of consequerices

Mean Effect
change St.Dev. n t(df), F or p size
Gender Female -.001 1360 | 347 _
Male | -3558 | 1.166 |200| '(°24)=3094 | .002 30
Age Teeng -.022 1.219 45

Young adults  -.097 1.052 | 133

Middle aged adults ~ -.237 1.420 | 255 F=1.124 339 087
Older adults| .1288 1.181 | 33
Education High sc| -.1321 1.219 94
College| -.0746 1.206 | 209 F =1.353 .259 .073
Graduate school/University -.2705 1.267 | 207
Experience First{ -.0877 1.401 | 250
Second time| -.2948 1.296 | 145
Third time -.0674 9176 47 F =1.387 237 101

Three to 10 times beforg -.0463 1.092 90
More than 10 times beford -.4844 1.674 16

* significant at the<0.05level

First of all, it turned out that females in this sample did not change their awareness of
consequences after their whale watch tour, which made a significant differeaogared to
males. The effect size indicates a somewhat minimal, leaning to typical relationship. The other
remarkable data thatTable 31 povides is that older adults are the only subgroup of the
research subjects who became more aware of consequenceth®@mmarine environment.
Additionally,whale watchers whdad been on more than temvhale watching

trips showedon averagedecreasean theirawarenessof consequences.
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4.4.2.2 Conclusion

With a negative change in all means, it is to be expected thatbsolate numbers, more
research subjects will be less aware of adverse consequences on the marine envirohafdat.
32 illustrates that6% of 548 whale watchetsecame less aware of adverse consequences than
before their tour, with 4.6%becomingmore aware.An independent test also revealed a
interesting and significant difference in the overall change based on gender differenaésan
observable mean change notable among male responden3$38 whereas no observable
change was witnessed among female responden@{). Another point to note is that older
adults were the onlgroup thatindicatedan increase in thawarenessof consequences.

Table32: Amountof whale watcherghangingawareness of consequences

Frequency| Percentage
Became more aare of consequenceafter their whale watch tour 25 4.6
No changein level of awarenessf consequenceafter their whale watch tour 490 89.4
Became less awaia consequenceafter their whale watch tour 33 6.0
Total 548 100

4.4.3 Ascription oResponsibility

4.4.3.1 Descriptives

Uponthe return trip, data of those research subjects who took both the-pie as the postrip

survey shows that aitems i KI G YSIF ddzNBR 2y SQa wapoditivdlyr 2y 2 °
changed by a whale watch to(seeTable 33).

Table33y / KFy3aSa Ay AiGSYya a! aONRLIIA2Y 2F wSalLRyaAirorftAaides

Mean Effect
change St. Dev : t P size ()
| believe the government has the task to protect thef .276 1.747 508 3.555 <.001 .16
marine environment, not me
| feel at least caesponsible for threats to marine .225 1.652 276 2.260 .025 14
mammal$
My contribution to pollution into the marine .180 1.763 495 2.269 .024 .10
environment is negligibte
I am jointly responsible for threats to thearine .138 1.648 509 1.882 .060 .08
environment

* significant at the<0.05 level
** significant at the < 0.01 level

The whale watchers in this studdhowed the most positive change responsibility towards
believingthat protection of the marineenvironment does not rely solely on the governmedn

average, there was also a significahtangefound in those whale watchers who fattore co-

responsible for threats to marine mammalfier having witnessed them on their tou®Dne also

felt significantly more responsible after a whale watch tour when it comes to the belief that
2ySQa LISNE2YIFf O2yiNARodziAzy (2 LRtftdziay3da G§KS
thought before their tour had startedAll three differences lsowed to be of little practical
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significance due to a minimal effect size. Arth@ugh posttrip results revead a positive

change among whale watchers feeling mgant responsibility for threats to the marine
environment after their whale watch touhan before, itdid not produces a largenough effect

to speak of a significant change.

4.4.3.2 Conclusion

Overall, a whale watch tour in this study strengthened the ascribed feelings of responsibility in
8.1% out of 546 whale watchers who completed bethveys (se@able34). This supports the
idea that a whale watch tour did change ones ascribed feeling of responsiBildggtabulation

(see Appendix J also shws that half of therespondentswho became moreaware of
consequence®f their actionson the marine environment after a whale watch toalso felt

more responsible for the marine environment after a whale watch tothis supports H3:
People with a higheawareness of consequences will share a higher ascription of responsibility.

Table34: Amountof whale watcherghangingascribed feeling of responsibility

Frequency| Percentage
Felt more ascribedesponsibility after their whale watch tour 44 8.1
No change in level of awareness of consequences after their whale watch 485 88.8
Felt less ascribed responsibility after their whale watch tour 17 3.1
Total 546 100

4.4.4 Personal Norm

AAAIYATFAOFIY(d OKIFIy3aS Ay 2ySQa LISNBR2YIf y2NY
result of having experienced a whale watch tqgee Table 35). The effectsize indicated a
minimal relationship.

Table35: Changéndt SNBR 2 y&l £ b 2 NI

Mean Effect
change St. Dev n t P size ()

* | feel a personal obligation to protect the marine 275 1.397 539 4565 | <.001* .20
environment

* significant at the < 0.01 level

In terms of absolute numbers of whale watchers changing their feeling of personal norm
towards protecting the marine environmenf able 36 revealsthat 15% ofwhale watchers
developeda sense of personal obligation to protect the marine environment aftertour, of
which 28 of these 81 felho personally obligtion to protect the marine environment before
their tour (taking the cutoff point of 3.5 into account)The majority(73.5%)did not change
their feeling of personal obligatiomyith another8%feelingless obliged after their tour.
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Frequency | Percentage

Felt a stronger personal obligation after the tour while not having felt personally 28 5.2
obliged to protect the marine environment before the tour

Felt a personal obligation after the tour while feeling neutral before the tour 53 9.8
Feltneutral after having felt no personal obligation before the tour 19 3.5
Did not change their level of personal notmprotecting the marine environment 396 73.5
Felt less of a personal norralbeit still having one 34 6.3
Felt a personal norm befortde tour but did not feel personal norm after the tour 9 1.7
Total 539 100

4.4.5 Behavil Intentions

4.4.5.1 Descriptives

Strong significant changegere found in the behavial intentionsof whale watchers to support
marine conservatiorafter they had experienced a whale watch to(seeTable 37)While the

average willingness to pay an additional fee above their ticket price to support marine

conservationwas neutral before the toyrthis increased to alight agreementafter the trip.
This was a@mpanied witha typical strength of association. Tledfect sizes for the other two
significantchanges in prérip and posttrip resultswere deemed minimal

Table37y / Kl y3Sa Ay AdGSYa a. SKIFI@A2NIt LyGSydAazyac
Mean St. Dev n t I_Effect
change size ()
| am willing to pay an additional fee above the ticke| .587 1.410 252 6.612 <.001 42
price of my whale watch tour to support marine
conservatiori
| am willing to change my behavior if this is requireq  .317 1.217 536 6.035 <.001 .26
to protect themarine environmernt
| would contribute money to support marine .249 1.213 518 4.672 <.001 21
conservatior

* significant at the < 0.01 level

4.4.5.2 Conclusion

Table38 below provides an overviewf the overall change in the behavioral intentions among
those whale watchers who completed both survepithough the majorityof participantsdid
not change theimwillingness to support marine conservati@iter having experienced whale
watching,7.4% of 546 whale watchedirectly increased theiwillingness to support marine

conservatiorafter the trip.

Table38: Amountof whale watcherghangingoehavioral intentions

Frequency| Percentage
Felt more willing to support marine conservation after the t 40 7.4
Willingness to support marine conservation did not change 486 89.3
Felt less willing to support marireonservation after the trip 18 3.3
Total 546 100
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4.4.6 Knowledge on supporting marine conservation

An average change in the mean of .739 was perceived after 505 whale watchers experienced
their whale watch tour (se@able39). This turned out to be significant within effect size that
typifies a somewhat typical relationship.

Table39Y / K| étc®ivell khowdedge to support marineammal conservatioh

Mean St. Effect

change | Dev n t P size ¢)
| feelknowledgeable about how to support marine mammal .739 1907 | 505 | 8.702 | <.001 .39
conservatiori

* significant at the < 0.01 level

In absolute terms, thixhangecan be translated tol60 out of 505 whale watchers who
perceivedto have becomemore knowledgeable after a whale watch tauHalf of this group
R A Rpéresive to haveny knowledge aboutow to suppot marine conservatiomefore their
tour, whereasthe other half felt neutratowardsknowinghow to support marine conservation
(seeTable40). A total of sxty other whale watchers indicatetb hawe gaineda lower level of
knowledge on thigopic after their tour with fourteen of them having changed completely as
they shared the perception to have this knowledgefore their tour but indicated to not
knowing how to support marine mammal conservategtfter the tour.

Table40: Amountof whale watcherghangingperceived knowledgéwards supporting marine mammal conservation

Frequency | Percentage

Became knowledgeable after not having the knowledge before the trip 80 15.8
Turned from neutral tkknowledgeable after a tour 80 15.8
Became neutral after whale watch tour while not having knowledge before 40 7.9

Did not change their level of perceived knowledge to support marine mammal 245 48.6
conservation

Became less knowledgeable 46 9.1

Did notbelieve to have the knowledge after their whale watch tour while perceived 14 2.8
have this knowledge before their tour

Total 505 100

4.5 Longerterm changes

A total of 426 out of the 1087 research subjects (39%) left their contact details fdorlger
term follow-up questionnaireThisresulted in a response rate @B%of those who left their e
mail addressedeavinga total response rate of the entire samgaejust 8.9%

4.5.1 Awareness of Consequences

Taking the results from the postip into perspective, in which awareness of consequences
decreased right after a whale watch tourable41 showsthe meanchange inthe items that
measured the awareness of consequence levels from respondents two to three months after
they had experienced their whale watchhis provides an entirely different outcomaA. close

look at the mean changeand significance levelsdicate ahigher level of awareness of
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consequences two to three months latewith two significant changes in one worrying more
Fo2dzi GKS KSIFIfGdK 2F GKS YINRYS Syg@ANRBYYSyl
experience as well as to the belief that cleanprgducts that respondents use in their house

can negatively affect the marine environmei@n averagethe belief that the loss ofnarine
mammalscan have a negative effect on the health of human bedidsiotchange.

Table41: Longerterm changes in awareness of consequences

Mean changepost- St. n ¢ 0 Effect
tour (posttrip) Dev. size ¢)
| am worried about the health of the marine environment’ 457 1.448 | 93 | 3.024 | .003 .32
(-.190)
Cleaning products that | use in my house aady basis car 433 1.370| 60 | 2.450 | .017 32
have a negative effect on the marine environment (-.078)
A lot of species of marine life will become extinct within tl .158 1.214 | 95 | 1.267 | .208 .008
next few decades (-.012)
The loss of marine mammals chave a negative effect on .001 1.926 | 63 .000 .999 A3
the health of human beings (-.021)

* significant at the<0.05 level

4.52 Behavioral intentions

hySQa o0SKI@A2NIf AyaGSyidAzy G2 &adzZJ}R2 NI YINRYS
remained consistent with responses given at the completion of the whale watch tour (see Table
42). However, in the long term, one wasore willing to pay an addadnal fee in the price of

their next whale watch touif that supporis marine conservatiorf.721) than right after having
experienced a whale watch tour (.5871nh contrast, one felt more enticed to change their
behavior to protect the marine environment straight afteaving experienced a whale watch

tour (.317)thanthree months late.250).The effect size indicated a typical relationship.

Table42: Longerterm changes in behavioral intentions

Mean changgost- St. n t o Effect
tour (posttrip) Dev size ()
I am willing to pay an additional fee above the ticket price of 721 1.572| 61 | 3.584 | .001 46
my whale watch tour to support marine conservation (.587)
I am willing to change my behavior if this is required to prote .250 1.298 | 96 | 1.887 | .062 19
the marine environment (:317)
| would contribute money to support marine conservation -.033 1.792 | 91 | -.176 | .861 .02
(.249)

* significant at the0.01 level

4.53 Actions to support marine conservation

Respondents were also asked if theglieved they had engagel in a specific action to help the
marine environmentTypical answers givem € 54) were that they recyalk tried to conserve
water and energy, reduck waste, usd ecofriendly cleaning products, andid not use
chemicalsfertilizer on their lawns and garderte avoid any runoffnto the ground water. Eight
in ten indicated tohave been doinghis before their whalevatch experience, whereas two out
of ten respondents pointed out that they have become more involved in their actiopsotect
the marine environmenéfter their whale watch experience.
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5. DISCUSSION

Theoverall objective of this study was to determiifea whale watch tour, as an educational
622t SYyKFEYyOSR LJS2LX SQ& dzy RSNRGFYRAY3 2F | yR
impact towards protection of the marine environmerind the effectiveness othe Whale

SENSE progranihe findings have implications for further research and practical management
issues.The main guiding research question in this study asked to what extent a whale watch

tour increases the awareness of the consequences regardingJe8 Q& A Y LI OG 2y 0
environment Posttrip results showed lat a whale watch tour in New England made whale
watchers, on average, less aware of adverse consequences on the marine environment than
before they had experienced a whalwatch tour. Respy’ R S yaverall awareness of
consequence declined after a whale watch tour in all four factors that measured this concept,

with whale watchers beingsignificantly less worried about the health of the marine
environment after their whale watch touRPosttour resultstwo to three months after a whale

watch tour showed positive signs with indications ofa higher level of awareness of
consequencesmong these respondentd$However, fia whale watch tour is there to promote

marine conservation,then it is disturbingif it fails in creating awarenes3his brings up an
interesting discussion poirds to why awareness of consequenaecreased after a whale

watch tour.

5.1 Awareness of Consequences

Looking back at the theory, for one to be aware of how thaiwn actions can hurt the
environment, one needs a) to have a leveb@fareness that the oceans are vulnergldad b)
biocentric beliefs about the emronment, which should predic@dwareness of consequences of
engaging in environmentally responsible belwas (Stern et al.1999. In her study into the
relationship between value orientations and awareness of consequemtated to whales and
the marine environment in OregonChristensen (2007) reported thatalthough value
orientations were substantiallyrelated to awareness of consequencea large portion of
variance in awareness of consequenoe®ained unexplainedn this study, awarenegbat the
oceans are vulnerablevas another determinant hypothesized to influence awareness of
consequencesThiswas rationalized by the idea that once whale watchare aware thatthe
marine environment is susceptibte human induced activities, theyould become aware of
their impact on the marine environmenHowever, poblem awarenessseems to have a weak
relationship with predicting ones awareness of consequences

Regression analysis showed thdtis level of awareness digustify one@ awareness of
consequences, albeininimal (r = .274)and explaired only 7.5% of the varianceData also
showed that aarge majority(92.2%)of those surveyed weraware of the vulnerability of the
health of the oceans before they experienced their whale watch .t0at, astudy that was
conducted by the American Association for the Advancement of Scien2804 (as citedin
WDCS, n.d.showed that only 3% of the general public surveyed understood that their
personal choices had impacts on the health of the oced@hssdifferenceis not surprising, as
Lee and Moscardo (2005) noted thatourists who are involved in the atm of
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ecotourism/naturebased tourism are mainly consumers who are environmentally aware.
Another idea as to why this difference is notable might be due to the fact that many
environmental disasters have occurred in the past six years that received a lot of media
coverage, e.g. the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexic@pril, 2010 radiation leak from the nuclear

power plant in Japa2011 Although a moderate level of awareness was discovered before a

tour, it can thereforealso be suggested that knowinthat someoneis aware of the ocear@
vulnerability is not a strong predictor for knowing some/ SQa f S@St 2F | gl
consequences.

This study shows thdiiocentric value orientationsowards the marine environmergroved D

be a far better predictorF 2 NJ (y26Ay3 a2YS2ySQa IThsidNBy Saa
accordance with thevBNmodel (Sern et al., 1999%hat proposesid 2 Y S 2 giv@rénass of

02y aSljdzsSy0Sa 2NARIAyYL (1S dtherfwdEsYned & peianyb&ievas thd | t dzS &
marine environment is important and should be protected, it is likely that this person is more

aware of the consequences of his or her behavioata in this studyfully supports this as
respondents withbiocentric value orientatin seemed to have the best fit towards a predictive

I OOdzNY O& 2F &a2YS2ySQa [Thd dkBegrfirinsithe Fiffh reSearghd S |j dzS 'y
hypothesis, which states lale watchers with biocentric value orientatiorsse likely to be

aware of the consequences their behavior on the marine environmenith a substantial

correlation of .446 and explaining 19.9% of the variadcg’ NBalLI2ZyRSyGaQ | gl
consequencesthese findings are consistent witbimpirical evidencereported by Christensen

(2007), who hd discovered that a predicted positive relationship existed between value
orientations and awareness of consequences of personal actions (r ~wH8je biocentric

gl tdzS 2NASYyGlGA2yda SELXFTAYSR wm: 2F GKS G NA I
However, Christensen et al. (2007 avell asSmith et al. (2009)who were inspired by the

former and hadconducted similar researcim the context of dving with grey nurse sharks in

Australig did not operationalize the dimensions of the wildlife valarientations infull validity

as bothused different forms of specificity, e.g. measuring the protectionist value orientation
towards both the marine environment (more general) as well as to whaites sharkgvery
specific).However the findings inthis study still donot explain the reason why whale watchers

became less aware of consequences after their whale watch tour.

One educatd guessas to whyawareness of consequences decreabked to do with the level of
expectation. This became cleathrough many conversationghe author had with whale
watchers (including research subject)ring the boat trip to Stellwagen Bankihe general
consensusvas thatthe majority ofwhale watchers expected tencountera few whales in the
distance. This was eign based ona lack ofknowledge about whale watching in Stellwagen
Bankand/or on reflecting back ormpreviousexperiencesn other areas. For example, those that
indicated they had seen whales Alaskasaw a few whales (up to fiva} distance, which was
regardedby them as onormal€é According to Orams (2000he proximity of the boat to the
whales doesy 20 | LJLIJSIF NJ G2 0SS |y AYLERNIFIYyG AyTFtdsSy
However, some trips during this study encountergdse to thirty whaleger trip with some
animalsswimmingin close proximity to, or intentionally approaching tiadale watch boats.
Not measuringa whale watche® expectation levebefore their tour startedcantherefore be
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seen as a majoshortcomingfor this studyin identifying avalid reasoning behincan overall
decline in awareness of consequenc®dth a whale watch tour having potentially exceeded
expectation levelswith regards to both amount of whales and proximity to the whales, this
could partlyexplainwhy whale watclersbecame lessoncernedafter the trip. It is possible that
seeing many whales made participants less likely to belieatare endangered or in need of
protection. After all, they havesuggestivelyencountered more whales than they expectadd
might therefore reason that thehardship whalesare facingis not as severe as conservation
organizations portrayGetting to know where whale watchers encountered whales prior to their
tour in New England might alsarovide more suggestions as tehy the most experienced
whale watchersthosewho have been on more than ten trips, showed the biggest decline in
their awareness of consequencedalf of this groupconsised of middle aged adultsvho
reported a high level of awareness of consequences before their s reinforces that
previous experience is an indicator of both the amquartdthe type, of information one might
have received in previous situatiorssrelevant

Previous experiete has the ability tanfluence how an individual understands information and
interpret a current experience (Schreyer et al., 1984, as cited in Christensen, 2003).
information is critical in understanding the influence of the Whale SENSE prograrte BHNSE

has only been recently introduced to commercial companies in the Northeast Region. A major
component of the program is to ensure that naturalists discuss, not only the threats whales face
(e.g. ship strikes, fishing gear entanglements) but alesemt the passengers with information

on mitigation (e.g. moving the shipping lanes, using sinking grdined). The intent was to
reduce ecophobigSobe] 1995 and keep passengers hopeful regarding the future of whales
and the marine environment. Howegeit is possible thawwhale watchers particularly well-
experienced received a lot of information on previous trighat touched uponlevels of
awareness of consequencdsut these previous tripgnay have failed tgrovide information

about certain mitigtion measures that are in plac8uddenly karing aboutsolutions to the
hardship that whales face every day migltsult in whale watchers becoing less worried
about the marine environment and marine mammals after their tagrhey mightperceive

that the issues are being dealt with already by specialisisturn thewhale watchersmight
believe that they do not have to worry about anymore A simple solution to address this
problem might be to explain to whale watchers that the mitigation measures/meduce, but

not eliminate a threat, oremphasie that the activiies in the waters off New Englandre
extraordinaryand aimed at saving theritically endangeredNorth Atlantic right whale from
extinction (i.e. these measures do not apply to whales species, or whales in all oceans who face
similar threats) However, thisllonemight seem too simplistiwhen taking another finding into
account.

Another guess as twhy awareness of consequences declined after a tour is related to value
orientations and how conservation messages are communicated through value orientations.
This study measured the biocentric value orientation, which is measured esncern for
nonhuman species and the natural environmemirrored to what a whale watch tour touches
upon during its interpretation. Howeveit, is important to recognize that every individualso

has anegoistic orientation, which is concerned with offieeling personallythreatened by
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environmental issues or hazar@Stern et al 1993) This egoistic orientation has provea be

the strongest orientationtowards environmental concerrfStern et al., 1993)Concern for
oneself was not addressed on any tour as the focus wrasadverse consequences on and
concern for the marine environment and marine mammals. It is therefore possible that these
consequences were not deemed personally relevant for the whale watchediaking
connectionsto adverse consequences to oneself coptitentially make whale watchers aware

of consequencesto the marine environment. Thicould cause a feeling opersonal
responsibility whichin turn,could influence supporf marine conservation.

An independent test revealeda significant differencen the overall change based on gender
differences, with womenbarely showing achange in their levels of awareness while men
seemed to become a lot less awané consequences. Interestingly, this also came back in a
study by Stern et al. (1993), in whislomen had stronger beliefs than men about consequences
for self, others, and the biospherénother point to note is that older adults were the only
group showed an increase iawareness of consequences. This gresiguite interesting for
several reasonsl) Older adultavere the least aware of the vulnerability of the oceans before
the trip started 2) Older adultbecamethe most aware2 ¥ (1 KS 2 OS | yafieDthe® dzf y S NI
trip; 3) Older adults were the only ones that, on average, showedroncrease in their
awarenessof consequences after a whale watch tour;@der adults felthe highest ascribed
feeling of responsibility5) Older adults felthe strongest personal obligation to protect the
marine environmentWhat ismostinteresting ishe idea that older adults felt most responsible
towards the marine environmenbefore the tour and were the only group to have become
more aware of consequences after a tour. This might lead to the simple assuntipsibanly

the whale watchers who feltvery responsible before the tp also became more awaref
consequences on the marine environmexiter a whale watch tour

This is interesting asheoretically, according to the VBINodel, awareness of consequences
precedes the variable of ascripton MBa L2 yaAoAf Ade o06SOldzasS az2yf e
harmful consequences does responsibility for those consequences bdcom¥ 2 NI f A & & dzS ¢
et al, 1986, p 210)The finding in this study couldisprove the idea that one must first be

I ¢ NB Zdnsegwh&@sbéfore accepting some responsibility for their actioN®w, one

might wonder if a whale watch tour makes someone more responsible or if they first have to be
responsible to becomaware of consequencemce they become aware of the probleifiaking

older adults into account seems to suggest that one has to have a strong ascribed feeling of
responsibility towards the marine environment before becoming aware of consequences on the
marine environment. Overall Jthough theseeducatedguesses migtbe correctthe theoretical

meaning of these relationships remaianclear.Even though a pre/post method was needed to
produce these findings, uglitative research methods might have yietd more indepth
clarifications as to why, on average, whale vieeics became less aware of consequences after

their whale watch tour.
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5.2Involvement in marineconservation

Environmental education that is focused on the marine environment can provide whale
watchers with knowledge that is necessary to be aware of neacomservation issuess well as
evaluate the importance of #seissuesin order for them to make connectionsUltimately this
makesthe issuepersonally relevanto the individualandresults in thewhale watchers aware of
personal actionconsequenceson the marine environment This could cause a feeling of
responsibility which could influence behavior to support marine conserva®i@a whole, not
just marine mammalsAs whale watching can be regarded asagefully controlled conservation
tool, it isinteresting to determine whethewhale watchers believe they know how to support
marine mammal conservation befgrand after,their tour, and whether or not they find it
important to learn aboumarine mammactonservation and become involved in it.

Acording toGilbert (1997, as cited in Luck, 2008¢otourists aranterested in learningabout

the environment of the local aredy (G & Odzf (i dzZNF hisl cgnFoeampareRtd 4 Fuslyd £
conducted by Luck (2003) in which tencluded that the majority ofvhale watchersare eager

to learn on whale watch toursThis in contrast to this studyyhere pre-trip data shows that
whale watcherdid not think it was that important to learn how to beconmevolved in marine
mammal conservatiorDue to the quantitatie approach of this study and a lack of space on the
survey to followup on this item, future galitative research might yield information as to why
whale watchers indicate they do not want to learn how to get involved in manmemma)
conservationlt is unclear ifrespondents in this studwere rejecting the idea of learning about
how to get involvedif they were not provided adequate information about how to get involved,
if there were perceived barriers to their involvement, if they felt they alrady had adequate
knowledgeof how to be involvedrior to the tour. Openendedresponsesn posttrip results
suggestthat the general perception of how one can contribute is through donations, whereby
severalcommentersmentioned that they would contribute to marine mammal conservation if
they had the money for itAs a result, one must consider the current depressed economic
climate and the possibility that the whale watchdoglieve they are not able to contribute
financially at this time Thesecommentsalso seem to suggest that whale watchers perceive
supporting conservatiomonetarilyis the prime methodto contribute. This may indicate that
respondents did not recognize the impact thahall changes in their lifesg/lcanalso make
many positivampacts even more so than donating money to support marine conservahlion
knowing how to support marine conservation ctrerefore be regarded as a constraint for
whale watchers to live up taeheir positive intentions.Whale watchers were tierefore also
assessedon their perceived level of knowledge on how to support marine mammal
conservationbefore and after their tourRelated findings suggest a potential weakness for the
method used.

Before their trip,the average respndentindicatedii KS& RARY Qi (y26 K24
mammal conservation. Yet, pon return, asignificantpositive change was observedvhich

leads to suggest that a whale watch tour did make the general public more aware of how to
support marine mammlaconservation.dose to a third of the research subjects indicated to
have gained knowledge on how they can support marine mammal conservation. Howébher, w
an onboard naturalist, who received specialized training in whale watching, expanding scientific
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and local knowledge towards the whale watchers, it was interesting to obskateone in ten
whale watchers perceived to have become less knowledgeable after their Asuthiswas an
evaluative response which respondents assess$their own perceived belieft can be argued
that one of the biggest weaknesses of the {trip posttrip method may be attributed to a

GOKIy3aS Ay GKS LI NIAOALI yGQ& Y SdstNAtide pdseedt) | v & &

duetoanewunderstangid 2 F | O2 y O §Hlait& TaBokRoEell, 200%Iza5 Cited in
Colosi & Dunifon, 20061t is possible thatrespondents thought they knew how to support
marine mammal conservamn before their trip but gained sufficient information during the
narration which made thenrealize theywere not as knowledgeable about issues as they
previously believed. If thejjad more to learnthey may have becomkess confidehin their
perceived knowledge on the pegip survey.While thesedata may initiallyappear to show a
negative impact of thé&knowledge offered onboardt may actually reflect only aavaluation of
their perceived knowledge before their trifome whale watchers al@@mmentedon the post

trip surveythat there was a lack ahformation on how they, as individuals, can improve ocean
quality and advocate for marine life. Thizray imply that they did increase their awareness of
conservation issues, but were not confident that they gained knowledge as to how to personally
make a difference
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6. CONCLUSION

This articleexplored the cognitive changes that may or may not occur in the context of a whale
watch tour and focused on whale watchers isouthern New Englandvhile examinng their
environmental value orientations, awareness of vulnerability of the oceans, awareness of
impacts and corresponding consequences, feelings of ascribed rabpiongpersonal norm and
behavioral intentions.This final chapter will draw conclusions from the findings evhil
elaborating on the problem statement and answering other research questions weag
considered The frst subchapter will profile the characteristics of the whale watchers in this
study and touches upon demographics, their patterns of belief towards tharine
environment, wildlife viewing attitudes, and awareness of the Whale SENSE proghem.
second chaptewill draw conclusions regarding the effectiveness of a whale watch tour in New
England Thethird part of this chapter will elaborate on the thestical framework and methods
used in this study and will lay out recommendations for future research into the effectiveness of
whale watching. Théourth and finalsubchapter touches upon the practical application of the
findings in this study and will iomg forward recommendations for management and policy
within the whale watching industry.

6.1 Whale watchers characteristics

Out of the 1087 whale watchers in this studyg considerablenumber of respondentswere
female (61.4%)whoda SSYSR (G2 0S &AA3IYAFAOLyGfte& Y2NB |
males. Theaverage age among the respondents was B8ile dmost half of the samplavas
middle aged adultbetween 40 and 65 years old his groupwas significantly more aware of
adwerse consequences than teenagers {1 years of age) and young adul® ¢ 40 yearsps

well as more willing to support marine conservation thiwe other age groupsYoung adults
showed a significaht higher level of awareness that the oceans arenetdble thanteenagers,
middle-ages adults, and older adults (65 years and older), who showed to be the least aware of

gl

N

GKS 20SlIyaQ @dzZ ySNIroAtAlGe@d htRSNJ | RdA Ga I|fa

environment and the strongest personal obligatiam irotect the marine environment, which
were both significantly stronger than teenagers.

The highest level of formal educatiocompletedby the majority of respondentsvas college
(42.8%), followed closely by graduate school/university (35.5) and higbolsd21.7%).
Individuals whose highest level of formal education was graduate school/university showed a
higher level of awareness than those who only finished high school and/or college, yet no
significant differences were detected. Respondemtesehighest level of formal educatiowas
graduate school/universitywere significantly more aware of consequences and stage
significantly stronger intention to support marine conservation than those whose highest level
of education was college or high school. The latter group of individuals significantly shared
fewer feelings of responsibility towards the marine environmescompared to those who
went to college andjraduate school/university.

Nine out of ten respondentw/ere from the United States of America, of which one thivdre
local, from the state of Massachusetts. British represented the largest group of thaseawi
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European nationalityMost of the respondentshad not experienced a whale watch before
(47%). Additionally, almost a quarter (23.2%) indicated they had experiemdgdne whale
watch previously These individuals showed the least amount of respdhsibtowards the
marine environment before their whale watch experience. Interedyintne group of individuals
who had been whale watching more than ten times showed tleast awareness of the
@dzf YSNI oAt AGe 2JonificatSifferedcddvefeaoBseriedn at higter personal
norm of thoserespondentswho had been whale watching three to ten times befocempared
to those whowere whale watching for the first and second time

Respondents, on average, believed that the marine environrskatild be protected. Although

it can be suggested that people who either have a anthropocentric or a biocentric viewpoint
both share a positive attitude towards environmental protection, albeit for different reasons,
this study showed that the general carsus of protecting the marine environment was due to
the marine environment having value, whether humans are present or not. Overall, the majority
of whale watchers shared a biocentric viewpoint towards the marine environment. The general
belief shared wa that protecting the marine environment is important because it has an
intrinsic value, which is a reason to protect it rather than using the marine environment
primarily for human benefit. Females shdrthis beliefmore strondy than males, where males
shared a significantly stronger belief in a human centered and utilitarian viewpoint of the
marine environment. With an overall protective viewpoint of the marine environment in mind,
the welfare of whales was deemed more important for whale watchers leefoey embarked

on their tour than being as close to the whales as possible. More specifically, they deemed it
very important for the boat to maintain a safe distance from the whales while knowing that the
boat wasfollowingwhale watchingguidelines.

What is striking to see ithat more than half of the weléxperienced whale watchemsho had
participated in more than ten whale watch trifigund it more important to be close to whales
than those individuals that were going on their first trijowever, i was not determined where

they had whale watched previouskpart from this, it was notable to conclude that one out of
G6Sy 2F G(GKS 6Sttf SELISNASYOSR 6KIfS 461 GOKSNE R2
to maintain a safe distance from the wlea.Seeing other wildlife, e.g. seals and birds was also
considered to be importantOn average, all four items that touched upon the importance of
learning something on a whale watch towereregarded of importance, albelessimportant

than the proximity of whales or seeing newhale species Learning about whale conservation
was deemed mostimportant to learn, followed closely by learning about the marine
environment and whale biology. Learning how one can be involved and help support marine
consenation was deemedf least importarce. Althoughon averagethis was still considered to

be somewhat importantThis didshow the biggest variance in response and was considered to
be not importantby half of the respondents

The main reasorfor the whale watchers in this study to choose their whale watch company
turned out to be proximity (43.5%)where a quarter ofrespondents followed the
recommendation of their friends and/or family membe#sfiliation with a conservation group
and ticketprice werenegligible In this line, it also appeared that awareness of the Whale SENSE
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logo was very low, with eight of ten respondents not having recognized the logo, which might
suggests they are not aware of the program. This was expected as theee haedly any
promotional efforts in place to increase brand recognition of the progréhe logo was mostly
recognized at the ticket booth and in a brochure by those respondents that did recognize the
logo. That said, nine in ten respondemsiicated theywould take a training program suchas
Whale SENSHto consideration when choosing a company for their next whale watch tois.

also promising to notice that it was very important for whale watchers to kibat the
naturalist and captain receivedpscialized whale watch trainipngvith women finding this
significantlymore important than men.

Also, dmost half of the respondentdid not know the recommended distance @pproachto a
humpback whale in New England before their tour started. A sneatigmtage (3.8%), of which

the majority had their highest level of education in college, expected that one can approach a
humpback whale at any distance. It does seem that a third of the respondents were thasre
whale watchingguidelinesexist, as theyperceived the distance to approach a humpback whale

in New England was more than 100 feet, whereas alif2fio either knew or guessed the
distance of 100 feet correctly.

6.2 Effectivenessf awhale watch tour

The main goal of this study was eéwaluate theeducationaleffectiveness of a whale watch tour
and, more specificall{tp investigatethe extent a whale watch tour increases the awareness of
the consequences of individuals regarding their impact on the marine environi8antrisingly
enough, this studydeterminedthat whale watchers became less aware of consequences after
their whale watch tour. The biggest decline was observed towards those items that measured
awareness of consequences on the marine environment, whereasstedlestdeclne was
observed in ones awareness of consequences towards marine mammals. Whale watchers
became significantly less worried about the health of the marine environm&aking
demographic variables into account, it showed that older adults were, on avethgepnly

group who became more aware of consequences after a toemdafes did not seem to have
changed their overall awareness of consequences after their whale watch tour, which made a
significant differences compared to males, which was typified byngesdat minimal to typical
relationship.

The first research hypothesis predicted a positive association between participation in a whale
watch tour and a gained level of understanding of the acealnerability. While whale

watchers in this study indicatieto already be moderately aware of this, pagp resultsconfirm

Hypothesis 1 as significant positive changes were observed in two out of the three items that
YSIFadz2NBR | ¢ NBySaa 2 FMoiek&n3%@oDtBe sifidied sa@pltiega®eNd 6 A £ A
Y2NB F6FNB 2F GKS 20SIyaQ @ dAygdhbsis@ predicieda I T34 S|
positive relationship between an increase in @heawareness of consequences as an

dzy RSNR G| YRAY 3 27F Ulakd@ncreases Thig sty odrdeadict&isdlhydothdésis O

Fa 0KS 2@0SNIff dzyRSNEGFYRAY 3 2 the advdfa anarengdsy a Q ¢
of consequences decreased.
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Whale watchers in this study fe#ilightly responsible for the marine environmenfA whale
watch tour proved to stregthen ones ascribed feeling of responsibiliefore their tour
started, whale watcherstrongly believed that they, as individgahlso have the task to protect
the marine environment instead of it solely being a governmental task. This belief alsedprov
to be most influenced by a whale watch tour, where whale watchers felt significantly more
responsible after their whale watch experience. They also felt significantly more responsible
towards their personal contributioof polluting the marine environment, whicincreased after

the whale watch tour Another significant change was whale watchers feeling more jointly
responsible for threats to marine mammals after havgegn theseanimals.Respondents also
felt more jointy responsibldor threats to the marine environment after their whale watch tour
than before,yet this changelid not produces a large enough efféot any significance.

A significant change in a whale watchgmrsonal norm to protect the marine environment
occurredas a result ofoing whale watding On average, the whale watchers in this study felt a
slight personal obligation to protect the marine environment before their whale watch tour
began.A minimal @sociated relationshipefore the tripwas found between feeling a stronger
norm and individuals who were older, had enjoyed higher levels of formal education and
experienced more whale watched\lthough te majority did not change their feeling of
persond obligation and a selecfew indicated hey felt less obligedat least 15% of thevhale
watchersdevelopeda sense of personal obligation to protect the marine environmapbn
returning after a whale watch tour

There was on average a slight agreement among the whale watcheegardingcontributing
money and charigg personalbehaviorto support marine conservation before the tour started.
When asked, §S gl & Y2NB gAffAy3a (2 OKIy3aS 2ySQa
environnent if required to do so than toontribute monetarily. A grong significant change/as
found after their touring K I £ S ¢ | baGidabimMdntdns doHay an additional feabove
their ticket price to support marine conservationvhich turned from anneutral level of
agreement towards a strong slight willingness to do so, accompanied by a typical strength of
association. Minimally, yet significard positive changevasfound in the willingness to change
ones behavior and to contribute money to suppartarine conservation, which was still
regarded to be the least enticing intentioQverall, 7.4% of 54@vhale watchers felt more
willing to support marine conservation after ting¢our.

In general, whale watcherslid not appear to knowhow to support maine mammal
conservation before their tour started. Data indicates that this can be attributed to the large
majority of respondents who had not experienced a whale watch tour before. Individuals who
attended graduate school/university indicated to have gngicantly higher perceived level of
knowledge then those individuals whose highest level of formal education was high school. A
significant change was observed after the trip, with data signifying that about a third of the
respondentsbecame aware of howo support marine mammal conservation aftar whale
watch tour.
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Another question bparticular interesthat this study attempted to answewas the question of
whether education receiveduringa whale watch is retained amgsults inchangesn the long
term behavior of the watchers, making them more sensitive to marine conservaiiéollow up
survey conductedone to three months after their whale watch experience showed whale
watchers beame more aware of consequences. In contrast to what wlaservedimmediately
after the whale watch tour, one became more worriegbout the health of the marine
environmentand, on average, believetthat cleaning products uskin their housdolds can
negatively affect the marine environmenwith regards to behaoral intentions, the willingness

to pay an additional fee in the price of their next whale watch tour to support marine
conservation wadelt more strongy one to three months after the average respondent had
experienced their whale watch touwyet alsofelt less willing to contribute moneyo other
organizations insupport of marine conservationOf most significance isvhether the whale
watcherswere more likelyto change their behavior to protect the marine environmeiit
required. Unfortunately, onewas less willing tanake these changes in the long terms
compared to immediatelyafter having observed whales in the wildAlthough several
respondents indicated that they do think about the environment in contributing to it by several
actions, e.g. reycling, not using chemicals on their lawns and garderevoid any runofinto

the ground waterdata indicatethat the whale watch tour did noinfluence these decisions

6.3 Theoretical perspective

From a theoretical perspective, this study has asamined the predictive validity between
several social constructs that are theorized to predict-pnvironmental behavior in order to
verify if the model proposed is a good fit for supporting marine conservation within the context
of whale watching. Thenodel used in this study drew linkages from the vahedief-norm
theory of preenvironmental behavior and the theory of cognitive hierareh which problem
perception of the vulnerability of the ocean was linked with cognitive constructs that are
theorized to predict preenvironmental behavior to support marine conservatiomeTcausal
order of relationswithin the VBNmodelhas received empirical support (De Groot & Steg,8200
and can also be supported by the findings in this study.

It was suggestedhat awareness of consequences can influence other cognitions, such as norms
and intentions (e.g. Fulton et al., 1996, Schwartz, 1977, Vaske & Donnelly, 1999) which might
lead to support towards marine conservatioGorrelation supported confirmation of thinird
research hypothesis, as people with more awareness of consequences shared a higher
ascription of responsibility (r = .482, explaining 23.3% of the variance in ascribed responsibility).
Awareness of consequence also showed a substantial relatiomgtiigpersonal norm (r = .465,
explaining 2.3% of the variance) and behavioral intentions (r = .469, explaining 22%). However,
FOO2NRAY3I (2 {OKglINIT Q& y2N¥Y FOGAGIGAZ2Y (G(KS2N
O2yasSljdsSyO0Sa 27F 2syfaQke intdividiiaA raugt deel saine mespdnsibility for

their actions (i.e. ascription of responsibility) in order for the personal norm to be influenced.
Both concepts combined accounted for a stronger predictive power towards one personal norm
(R = .532)and explained more variance in personal norm (28.3%) than awareness of
consequences (.465, 21.6%) and ascription of responsibility (r = .451, 20.4%) separately, as the
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VBNmodel (Stern, 1999) suggest$he fourth research hypothesis, stating that a higher
personal norm to support marine conservation is found by individuals with a higher ascription of
responsibility, can be confirme@hese findings alssupport{ O K & | NédniAdv@tion Model

(Schwartz, 1999) to be a better fit within predictimglividuals to support marine conservation

within the context of whale watchinthan the adapted VBMhodel used in this studyAccording

to the cognitive hierarchy, norms influence the int®n towards a certain behawvioIn this

study, it showed that so®2y SQa LISNRAR2YylFf 206t A3FGA2Yy (2 LINS
SELX I AYSR ooy Ay (GKS GFINAIyOS 2F az2yvyS8Sz2ysSQa
correlation (I' ®comM0X &dzZaSadAy3a GKIFIG AF @2dz 1y26 &2’
the marine environment, you can be almost certain that you know his or her intentions to
support marine conservatioriThese findings would therefore be consistent in the underlying
supposition that support for marine conservation has a moral dimension.

Related tothe concept of norms is the influence of a person’s values on his or her worldview
and beliefs towards the environment (Stern, Dietz & Guagnano, 1995; Wur&ngehanson,
2006 as cited in Tartaglia & Grosbois, 2009). The personal norm, whigbeisen@d as a moral
20t A3l GA2y (G2 OO G2 LINRPOSOG 6KIFGSOSNI Aa KN
general and environmental values. Thiady, albeit not hypothesized, also showed a significant
and typical relationship between biocentric valogientations and personal nornr £ .346,
explaining 12% of the variance)Vhale watchers with biocentric value orientatiomgere, as
predicted (H5) and confirmed with a substantial correlation and explaining 19.9% of the
variance,more aware ofadverseconsequences on the marine environmerindings in this
study therefore showed that avareness of consequencegemsto originate from biocentric
value orientations, as postulated by the actual Viabidel (Stern, 1999)

6.4 Future research

6.4.1 Theoreticaframework

Ore concern with the model used lies in theeak predictive powerbetween the problem
LISNDSLIiA2Yy 2F 2yS 0SAYy3 gl NB 2F @dzt YSNI 60Af
consequencesThe AC scale was questioned as a measure of the value air@1d, proposed

bythe VBNI KS2NEZ a4 ¢Stf a4 FNRY GKS LINPMBGASR RS
gl a4 LINBRAOGSR (2 | FFSOU az2vySz2ySQa tS@gSt 2F | g
did not explain a lot of variance in awareness of cousaces. Thisauld mean that items for

problem perception should be adapted and added for further research. HowEwégn et al.

(1996) suggest that if an individual values the marine environment highly and believes it is
important to protect, it is likly that this person may be more aware of the consequences of his

or her behavior on the environmentWith the majority of respondents expressing a
protectionist viewpoint towards the marine environment, it can be suggested that the
individuals in thisstudy were in fact aware of an environmental problem as activation of a

personal norm takes place once an individual perceived environmental conditions that threaten

the marine environment (Steret al., 1999). This could make the concept of problem pption

obsolete Taking these findings into account, a new proposed madkgich fits{f OK ¢ | NMdnl Qa b
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ActivationModel (1977, se€&igure6), should be tested with thee added paths in a new sample
in order to test and develop the modahd see if new findings match the results found here.

Biocentric .
o .631 Behavioral
value .482l T 277 R =53] PN Intentions
orientations
\ 451
AR

294

Figure6: Proposed model for future researqAC = Awareness of consequences, AR = Ascription of Responsibilit
Personal Norn)

However, 19.9% of the variance in awareness of consequences was explained by value
orientations and 7.5% by the awareness that the oceans are vulnerable. This suggests that a
large proportion of awareness of consequences remained unexplained by the medehped

in this study. One question that is interesting for further research is to investigate whether a
whale watch tour makes someone more responsible or does one first have to be aware of
consequences before becoming responsible.

Based on the evidence presented heran extensive approach to provoking feelings of
responsibilityseems worthwhile Data in this study showed that ascription of responsibility can
be split in two separate constructsjoint human responsibility I Yy R sanaldididual

f 2 21 Gied dhatthese constructs provided a good fit armlso demonstrated a high
construct validity it is worthwhile for future research to construct two general scales to assess
these two new items andreate three to four items oeach scale thaprove to be both high on
construct validity asmeasurement reliability Framing interpretation in which emphasis is
placed on awareness of consequences from personal actante marine environment that
affects an A Y RA @A R dgkréotai lie thighy” heighten the latter of the two suggested
constructs. This may provide a new tool useful in its own right and assist in creating new
information that supports behavioral change towards supporting marine conservation

6.4.2 Additionaltopics

Findings in this study might have been more poweiffaieasurement oexpectationsof whale
watchers wereincludedin the pretrip survey.As a resultfurther studes should ascertain and
profile the whale watchersexpectatiors (e.g. amount of whies, species.and proximity of the
whales to the boat or boat to the whalgsAnother way ottonsideringthis issue is to measure
how significant marketing materials are to passenger expectations. Marketing materials are part
of an overall factor of promadn that may influence customers' expectation levels. Within the
context of whale watching, both whale watch companies and tour operators tend to promote
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close pictures of whales, dramatic behaviors or videos to make their business more attractive.
Whetherthe general public views thed®ols as marketing material onlgr consides themto

be a realistic view of the tripshould be examinedimilarly, one should examine whether the
whale sightingposted to companyvebsites or social mediautlets reflect a general view as to
what potential whale watchers expecAs satisfaction is a function of the degree to which
expectations are met, it might be worthwhile tieterminemeasuremens of this as well.

Furthermore, theexpectation levelregardingwhat whale watchers expect they can do to

support marine mammal conservati@nould be addressedn this studywhale watchers were

asked their perceived knowledg® this topic which catered for an evaluative responséet

determining what whale watchers kmothey can do before they experience a whale watch
G2dz2NE | YR Y2NB A YL NI ih grdef té fill théirlkiowlédgeSapsioddy QG 1y
be evaluated Thisis importantas it removes barrierfor creating this sense of empowerment in

order to get whale watchers more involved in active participation towards marine conservation.

One other noteworthyshortcoming is related to thenotivesof whale watchersGnoth (1997)
emphasizes that the pursuit of pleasure is personally orientated and attitudesrtds
pleasurable activities, such as holidays, are formed in order to satisfy the self and not norms.
Hence, motives for going on a holiday should be taken into account when studying holiday
behavior, especially when théesired preenvironmentalbehavia is characterized by aspects
(e.g. making areffort to help otherd that are counteracting the initial purpose of going on
holiday at the first placee(g. pleasure, comfort, good for self). This concept has not been
addressed in this study, whereas Budeanu (2007) notes that whether or not individuals decide
to behave in gro-environmental nanner is influenced by the hedonic value that they connect

to their leisure time.

6.5 Recommendationgo the whale watching industry

Although effective interpretation towards educating tourists about whales seems to be in place,
observations and quotes from whale watchers indicates that conservation messaging is ot use

to its full potential on the whale watch tours in New Englantthile whale watch companies

who participatein the Whale SENSE program idfluence whale watchers bgnhandng their

gl NBySaa 2F 20SIHyaQ @dzt ySNI oAf Al daowardsId@ g2 1 S
marine environmentand a personal obligation to protect the marine environment as well as
foster behavioral intentions, naturalisghould at the same time more strongy emphasizehe

adverse consequences of personal actions towards the marine environmentcanchunicate
initiatives forwhale watcherdo help protect the marine environment

As a baseline information of awareness of the vulnerability of the ote@n KSI f § K Ay A (&
seem to be of predictive influence towards cognitive constructs that are able to influenee pro
environmental behavior,a whale watch tour shouldnake sure toli 2 dzOK dzLl2y LIS2 1
biocentric value orientations of the marine envmment. These patterns of beliefs that embrace
protection of the marine environment appear to be a likely predictor of a person being aware of

the consequences as, according to the findings in this study and supported by then&tN

69



Conclusion

(Stern et al., 1999)n raising awareness of the oce&hslnerability and the personal impacts

that humans have, the interpretation on the whale watch boa&eds to speak to the values

GKIFG dzyRSNI AS (KS Lldzo f AHbRever, @ 25\5i@Gestiytahdasioes dzi (i K
creating concern for marine mammalsnterpretation should also focus on negative
consequences for human beingderived from adverse consequences on the marine
SYGANRYYSYld [/ 2YYdzy A OF (i A yegoisticvaldkRraaiation GakdrEsulta Sy S NI
in pro-environmental behavioraslongas the preenvironmental awareness is directed to what

a person wants and needs and the corresponding action needed to maintain their wants and
needs.This should result in whale watchestevatingthe importarce of this issuend making
connections so that this issue becomes personally relevanthem, which is assumed to

increase theimwarenessof consequences.

Theoretically this shouldresult ina personal norm that creates a predisposition to provide

support. The extended norm activation theory implies that a norm for personal action also
RSLISYRa 2y al o0StAST GKIFG 2ySUua FOliAzy OFy Y
responsible (AR) for putting pressure on industry or government to do vwhat NA I K¢ o6{ (S
al., 1986, p. 209)Providing this information should therefore touch uptime environmental
O2yaSljdsSyO0Sa 2F LIS2LJ SQa o0SKI @A2N) 6 KAOK g2dz R
02y asSljdzsSy0Sa NX3II NRpessahal ok an@ @)2as &drition20® pergoyiad Q &
responsibility for causing or preventing these consequences (Stern, 419819).Therefore, it is

key to make whale watchers aware that they can make a differenog just for the marine
environment but ado for themselvesWith the whale watching industry in New England being

one of the epicenters of whale watching in the worddlack of information regardinigow they

can make a differencean be regarded as a hugeportunity lossto use the general puld as a

social carrier for responsible stewardship. We are living in a time in which public support
towards marine conservation is necessary due to degradation of the marine environment and

more marine mammals becoming endangeraaund the world in largepart dueto human

induced activities.

In previousexperimental researcly Harms (2011), it was discovered that evoking emotions
and provoking feelings of responsibility among the whale watchers yielded the most effective
whale watch environment in terms of fostering behavioral intentions towards supporting whale
conservation significantly more so tharonly providing information and facts about whale
behavior and ecology. This would suggest naturalists should use a 4s$icat focused
approach and act as a tour guide/conservation agent and advocate responsible behawgor wh
heightening feelings opersonal responsibilityGuilt is a negative emotion that motivates
people to take action to reverse previous actions they have done before which resulted in this
guilty feeling. The sense of responsibility that is generatedghith the guilty feeling makes

the individual look for a solution to get rid of this negative feeling of guilt. When that solution is
offered, the individual will respond more rapidly to follow up on that solution (Vermandele,
2009). However, this studghowed that the average whale watcher does not know how to
support marine conservation and thudpes not know how taget rid of their guilty feelings
when provoked. The interaction between the guide and the tourists should therefore suggest a
basis of ind/idual empowerment by provoking feelings of guilt which can be turned into
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feelings of empowerment once whale watchers are provided with solutions of how they can get
rid of their feelings of guilt. Harms (2011) also stated that whale watchers whosadgeeif

guilt were turned into feelings of empowerment showea significantly higher levebf
satisfaction after a whale watch touhan whale watchers who were only provided with basic
information and facts about whalesAfter all, this makes the whale watchers leave their
experience on somewhat of an optimistic note by making them feel empowered as they
perceive that their actions can make a difference in the area of conservation of the marine
environment andts inhabitants.
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