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Abstract

This paper examines the reasons for different $egélenvironmental engagement among
small firms in tourism. Drawing on theories of nwatiion, notably Social Cognitive
Theory, Motivation Systems Theory and Goal Origataffheory, as well as the literature
on environmental sensitivity, it proposes a nowelaeptual framework that is subsequently
used to inform an empirical study. The findingshaf research suggest that varying levels
of environmental engagement may be explained bfgréiices in worldviews, levels of
self-efficacy beliefs, context beliefs and goal eotation. The paper concludes by
considering the policy implications of the results.

Keywords. environmental engagement, small tourism businegsessonal agency
beliefs, goal orientation, worldviews.

I ntroduction

Academics and policy-makers have been interestedsdme time in finding ways of
encouraging small businesses to act in more envieotally sensitive ways. In developed
countries, this has resulted in a raft of initiavthat are remarkably similar in their
approach, almost regardless of their particulargogghical context. Perhaps the most
common feature of policy has been an emphasis bimtasy participation in schemes that
are generally justified by reference to some kihtusiness case; crudely, they are usually
presented as cost saving ‘win — win’ scenarios {200 his means demonstrating cost
savings for the enterprise if they adopt particlliamds of environmental practices rather
than requiring them to do so via regulation (Lesti@07; Tzschentke, Kirk & Lynch, 2008;
Halme & Fadeeva, 2000).

A particular conceptualization of small businesgaderlies such approaches. In official
circles, they are usually seen as rational utiliigximising agents. Such a perspective has
been undermined by academic research over thelpeatle or more which has shown that
business motivations are complex, heterogeneouspastthbly vary over time (Getz &
Carlsen, 2005). Common explanations for the @ndhiparticipation in voluntary schemes



tends to revolve around market failure, lack ofejntimited financial resources and/or
inadequate skills for implementing and maintainglgvironmental management systems
(Gerstenfeld & Roberts, 2000).

This paper starts from the premise that concepinglismall businesses in tourism as
rational economic agents has severe limitationsnwdeeking to understand the factors that
influence environmental engagement. ‘Environmeatejagement’ is used here to mean the
business response to environmental issues, ingutiair reasoning and motivation for
managing and adopting environmental practices. approach is proposed which utilises
theories of motivation to focus on the relationditween beliefs and goals, and actions as a
potentially productive way of explaining differetgvels of environmental engagement
(Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Pajares, 1997). The gtabould be seen as building on the work
of others who have already demonstrated the impoetaof values in small business
decision-making (for example, Ateljevic and Door@2800). Dewhurst and Thomas (2003)
also emphasised the need to examine values and wibdmixed success, Ajzen and
Fishbein's (1980) theory of reasoned action to kgt on how values and a range of other
factors influence practice. Their recognition lo¢ theed to differentiate between businesses
resulted in a suggested categorisation which, rim, timplied the need for different kinds of
stimuli to encourage engagement. Tzscheptkal!s (2008) more recent work confirmed
the critical role played by values and the neednderstand the social context of decision-
making.

Per sonal agency bdliefs, goal orientation and worldviews

Theories of motivation such as Motivation Systerhedry, Social Cognitive Theory, and
Goal Orientation Theory focus specifically on thécailation of actions with beliefs, values

and goals, and have been widely applied in edutatimnagement and health (Eccles &
Wigfield, 2002; Pajares, 1997). In Motivation Syrss Theory, personal agency beliefs
represent the patterning of individuals’ percepiaf ability (self-efficacy beliefs) and

context responsiveness (context beliefs) (Ford,2L9With regard to Social Cognitive

Theory, self-efficacy beliefs are one of the medéras that govern the cognitive

self-regulation of motivation and performance attaénts (Bandura, 1997; Wood &

Bandura, 1989). Self-efficacy beliefs are defined “4...) beliefs in one’s capabilities to

organize and execute the courses of action requmegroduce given attainments”

(Bandura, 1997, p.3).

In terms of environmental practices, self-efficémliefs would, therefore, influence levels
of confidence to undertake activities such as ifigng damaging business activities,
keeping up-dated records and to find funding fodiregj the implementation of
environmental practices. Context beliefs refethio perceived importance of the particular
circumstances to facilitating individuals’ persogahkls (Ford, 1992). A responsive context
in this case might be access to sound guidancededuice), resources (e.g. local facilities
for recycling), and social support (e.g. guestsuiing their environmental commitment).

Goal orientation may be useful as part of an exailan of why individuals prefer to engage
in certain tasks and activities, notably by focgsim learning (mastery goal orientation) or
performing (performance goal orientation) (Pintri@000). This concept has been used to
explain preferences and strategies for approachimdy managing tasks (Zimmerman &
Schunk, 2004; Pintrich, 2000; Seijts, Latham, Td&salatham, 2004). Applied to
environmental engagement, understanding goal atientmay provide a way of assessing



owner-managers’ propensity to learn and willingndes participate in challenging
environmental tasks (mastery goal orientated) angage only in familiar environmental
tasks where success is more certain (performaraeogentated).

Personal agency beliefs and goal orientation axésaged as mediators, i.e. regulatory
factors, of environmental engagement. Perceptiohsnadividual ability (self-efficacy
beliefs) and context responsiveness (contextsfegtientribute to regulating what might be
seen as attainable. Thus, personal agency beliefarmaid to understanding engagement
because they intervene in the activation of behavieor example, self-efficacy beliefs
may influence the type of practices pursued anfbpaance. Those practices, for a small
business owner who is not confident of having tkilssand ability needed for their
implementation, may be diverted to other actionsgiged to be easier to achieve. Even in
a responsive context, perceived as congruent watisgmal goals (high context beliefs),
those doubting their ability are arguably more stsit to changing their behaviour or to
engaging in unfamiliar tasks.

Moreover, they may lower their effort or disengdgem activities when experiencing
higher stress levels. Conversely, very confidemippe may be more resilient to failure and
more willing to set and be committed to difficulbajs (Wood & Bandura, 1989). Goal
orientation may help to conceptualise the generdkntation towards managing
environmental practices. Those with a desire tonleehile doing, may be more actively
engaged in implementing environmental practices imode willing to adopt unfamiliar
challenging practices. Conversely, those who amfopeance orientated would be less
concerned with learning; they would be more willimgadopt familiar practices in which
they perceive themselves as being more able amgssiul (Dweck & Legett, 1988).

The level of engagement in sustainability issuegtaso been associated with individuals’
worldviews (Molnar & Mulvihill, 2003). Worldviews are defined as individuals’
perceptions, understandings and assumptions abbousical and social reality (Nonaka,
1994); cognitive representations of the prior eigeres which provide a framework that
enables individuals to reduce the world’s compleiRosner, 1995). Worldviews influence
cognition and behaviour, notably in perceiving adnprehending new data, forecasting,
and remembering and manipulating information inbpem-solving (Mezirow, 2009; Doyle
& Ford, 1998). Hence, worldviews guide action anolvjle meaning to life (Yalaki, 2004).
Environmental sensitivity, defined as the individu@mpathetic view of the environment,
has been recognised in the literature as a prasieguof environmentally-friendly
behaviour (Hungerford & Volk, 1990).

The environmental sensitivity literature may bepfidl in explaining the influence of
worldviews in environmental engagement. Hence, tireg adopted may be influenced by
outdoor experiences of nature, role models sucpaaents, and vocational experiences
(Chawla, 1999). However, the development of envitental sensitivity may be better
envisaged as the result of interpretations of tregmriences and how they have become
significant in informing the adoption of environmehpractices (Chawla, 1999). These life
experiences may then influence worldviews with rdgato environmental issues and,
consequently, the environmental practices adopted.

Study Methods



The research adopted a mixed-method approach, baseglantitative and qualitative
enquiry. All small businesses involved in the reskavere members of the sustainability
certification Green Tourism Business Scheme; inrafjen since 1997, with over 1400
members across the UK in 2006, doubled by earl¥)20his ecolabel was chosen to ensure
that the businesses investigated had voluntaribptetl environmental practices to some
extent and could be distinguished according tadmge and type of practices adopted. The
scheme assesses each business on up to 60 measures 150 individual measures) in
order to determine a membership level (e.g. Bror&bier, or Gold) (GTBS, 2010).
Primary research was conducted in Scotland, sihiei$ where the scheme has been
operating for the longest. The research focused oemer-managers because the
management process of small businesses is highisop&lised and depends on the
owner-manager's managerial competence and experietably when solving problems
and making decisions (Beaver, 2002; McKercher, 19@8ley, 2000).

The quantitative stage of the research encompabgsedevelopment of a self-completion

guestionnaire, including demographic and businem$ables, as well as four scales —
context beliefs, self-efficacy beliefs, mastery Igasientation and performance goal

orientation — measured on a seven point Likertescalhe questionnaire was pilot tested
and mailed to 194 small accommodation businessks. slirvey had a response rate of
54.1%, consistent with other small business sur{elgdl & Rusher, 2004). The sample is

consistent within the survey population in termgygfe of business (prevalence of Bed &
Breakfast businesses), regional distribution (denee of the Highlands of Scotland

region) and ecolabel awards (prevalence of Silwarded businesses).

Likert-scale items were defined as ordinal varialilecause most items were not normally
distributed (Morgan, Leech, Gloeckner & Barrett,02)) Scale reliability and
unidimentionality were obtained by an iterative sece of deleting items with low inter-
item and item-to-total scores; also, recomputingpnBach alphas and item-to-total
correlations was carried out, together with facamalysis, until the maximum internal
consistency and unidimentionality of the scale ddoé identified. Principal components
analysis using a varimax (orthogonal) rotation esgudl underlying dimensions in scale and
item loadings.

Cluster analysis maximised the heterogeneity beiwbe cluster and the homogeneity of
the respondents within the clusters. Conversefadtor analysis, cluster analysis is used to
assess the structure and classify objects (e.gomeents, products) instead of variables
(Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black, 1998). Stem-andfLPlot and Boxplot revealed ten
outliers, excluded to not affect the structure loé tclusters, resulting in 81 cases for
analysis. Tolerance values were above 0.2 andblariaflation factors were below five.
The five variables used in the cluster analysisewest highly correlated. Non-hierarchical
cluster analysis (k-means method) was performeagusifactor (k) of three and delivered
three consistent groups (inclusive model), consistéth the hierarchical analysis solution.
The clusters’ solution was validated by discriminanalysis, based on the assumption of
homogeneity of variance-covariance (Kinnear & Gr2906). Complementary Chi-square
tests of the demographic (gender, age, level ofifqpaion) and business variables (e.qg.
type of accommodation, business health and ecotatid level) were conducted.

The qualitative element of the research, whichofe#id, enabled investigation of critical
events in the development of individuals’ behavj@xplaining their environmental actions
(Chawla, 1999; 2006). The qualitative enquiry enpassed nine case studies of



owner-managers that had participated in the sutveywere not intended to belong to a
particular group emerging from the quantitativelgsia, as the qualitative enquiry focused
on exploring the influence of worldviews and noestablishing a correspondence with the
patterns of environmental engagement that are dignand may evolve with time.

Face to face in-depth interviews took place in‘thegural setting” of the case (Yin, 2009)
and were the main source of qualitative data. qinestionnaire responses, working files
supplied by the ecolabel, and observation of th&rnass by staying there as a guest were
used for the purposes of triangulation (Patton,2200n, 2009). Documents corroborated
and/or supplemented other sources, mostly leaftpseral information on display or
provided by the owner-manager (e.g. copy of semipaesentations); informal
conversations with the owner-managers and othestguas well environmental information
concerning the business (e.g. “green file”; guestk) were also recorded. Site audit reports
undertaken by the ecolabel were used to identictires adopted and to enhance the
interpretability of interview data.

Patter ns of environmental engagement

The cluster analysis revealed three different gsowjth similar beliefs (context, ability)
and preferences (goal orientation) about managmgr@amental practices. The final
cluster centres are displayed in Table 1 and thimmites between the final clusters in Table
2. The final clusters were interpreted as followsry high mean values (above 0.5)
correspond to very high scores on the seven-pakerLscale and, therefore, are more
pessimistic, whereas very low mean values (below)@present more positive opinions.
Mean values close to zero were interpreted as atidig a moderate opinion (Maroco,
2003).

The three cluster groups diverge in their pers@gdncy beliefs and goal orientation,
especially with regards to the importance giverthi® contextual factors helping them to
adopt environmental practices, self-efficacy bslighd a desire to learn. Cluster | classifies
20 (24.7%) owner-managers as “self-centred” becaofseheir strong performance
orientation. They have moderate ‘likelihood beli¢dw ‘enable belief’, high ‘self-efficacy
belief’, very low ‘performance goal orientation’ gwery high ‘mastery goal orientation’.
This is interpreted as being moderately optimiabout the responsiveness of the context in
facilitating their adoption of environmental praets, having low confidence in their ability
to manage environmental practices and being verfpmeance goal orientated. Therefore,
they seem to prefer to engage in familiar rathanthnfamiliar (challenging) tasks when
there is a need to acquire ability.

Cluster Il is the second largest comprising 27 333. owner-managers. They are the only
group with positive cluster centres and higher meslnes in all variables; indicating more
pessimistic opinions and are, therefore, labelled'saeptical’ This means that they are

pessimistic about the context responsiveness awe lite confidence in their ability to

manage the environmental management activitiegdstat the scale (e.g. to overcome
unexpected problems). Moreover, they do not appgeaticularly interested in either

proving or acquiring new skills when managing eanimental practices. The third and final
cluster — the self-confident — is the largest grargmprising 34 (42.0%) owner-managers.
In contrast to cluster Il, these have negativetetusentres in terms of their context beliefs,
self-efficacy, and mastery goal orientation. Thiligy are the most optimistic about the
context responsiveness and their ability to un#erenvironmental practices; while they



prefer to master (acquire ability) and engage iallehging unfamiliar practices. This
results in distinctive patterns of environmentajagement with the self-confident being
more actively engaged (more prone to engage inmiliéa practices) when compared to
self-centred and sceptical owner-managers.

The distances between the final cluster centrebl€T2) indicate that the second (sceptical
group) and the third (self-confident) clusters #re most dissimilar, having the largest
distance (2.68), with the sceptical and self-cehgmup being the most similar. Chi-square
results indicate non-statistically significant diftnces across the clusters for gender, age
and level of qualification. However, proportionalthere are more females (70.0%) in the
self-centred group than males (30.0%); with thep8cal group having more males (63.0%)
and the self-confident group contains the same gotigm of females and males.
Statistically significant differences amongst tihesters are only identified for the variable
“ecolabel award”, but not number of staff, typeactommaodation or business health (Table
3).

This means that the level of performance in thdabed, indicative of the range and depth
of practices adopted, is dependent on the ownergais level of optimism, confidence
and desire to learnTherefore, the self-centred group characterisedhhbying little
confidence and desire to learn encompasses maisindsses with a Bronze award (45%),
whereas the self-confident group are the reverdd, only nine percent having received
this award. Although both the sceptical and seiffickent groups have received mainly
Silver awards (above 40%), they diverge in thegosel most representative award. The
Gold award is the least represented in the scépticaup (18.5%), whereas the
self-confident group (41.2%) has more businessas liave won this award than the
remaining groups. A more nuanced analysis of tigeseps is presented below.

Table 1. Final cluster centres (mean values)

Variables Cluster | Cluster |1 Cluster 111
Self-centred Sceptical Selfconfident
owner-managers owner-managers owner-managers

Enable beliefs -.34 1.02 -0.61
Likelihood
beliefs .05 .57 -0.48
Self-efficacy
beliefs 44 .70 -0.81
Performance 74 51 0.03
goal orientation
Mastery goal 83 25 -0.69
orientation

n (%) 20 (24.7%) 27 (33.3%) 34 (42.0%)




Table 2. Distances between the final cluster esntr

Cluster | I 11
(Self-centred) (Sceptical) (Self-confident)
| 2.03 2.19
I 2.03 2.68
M1 2.19 2.68

Table 3. Chi-square test results

Clustersn (%)
Variables | 1" 1 Chi-sguaretest
(Self-centreyl  (Sceptical) (Self-confident)

Gender

X% =5.003
Female 14 (70.0) 10 (37.0) 17 (50.0) p-value= 0.08
Ho not rejected
Male 6 (30.0) 17 (63.0) 17 (50.0) o notrej
Qualification X2 =4.251
Non-academic 12 (66.7) 8(34.8) 16 (53.3) p-value=0.12
Academic 6 (33.3) 15 (65.2) 14 (46.7) Ho not rejected
Number of staff x> =2.804
<2 16 (80.0) 18 (66.7) 19 (57.6) p-value=0.25
>2 4 (20.0) 9 (33.3) 14 (42.4) Ho not rejected
Type of accommodation ¥2 = 1.956
Bed & Breakfast 9 (45.0) 16 (64.0) 21 (61.8) p-value= 0.38
Self-catering 11 (55.0) 9 (36.0) 13 (38.2) Ho not rejected
Business Health X° =1.746
Good 12 (75.0) 16 (66.7) 18 (56.3) p-value= 0.42
Very Good 4 (25.0) 8(33.3) 14 (43.8) Ho not rejected
Award Level
2 _
Gold 5 (25.0) 5 (18.5) 14 (41.2) X" =11.502
| p-value= 0.02
Silver 6 (30.0) 12 (44.4) 17 (50.0) Ho rejected
Bronze 9 (45.0) 10 (37.0) 3(8.8)

Note: The null hypothesis @His that there are no differences between theiligions
among the three clusters (Maroco, 2003). if il not rejected, this means that the
distribution between the groups is independenthef variable. The null hypothesis is
rejected when thp-value< 0.05.



Self-centred.

Performance goal orientated individuals are statelde literature as focusing mainly on the
self and being successful in performance outconféstrich, 2000); higher levels of
commitment would be shown under familiar and easistironmental practices, rather than
in novel ones. Conversely to mastery goal oriedtateese individuals would not perceive
novel practices as opportunities to acquire knogdednd, therefore, would not be willing
to invest time and effort in adopting those praicTask difficulty, low self-efficacy
beliefs and fear of failure may prevent engagem@&arnon, Butera & Harackiewicz,
2007). This behaviour poses difficulties when agenhattempt to encourage adoption of
new practices. Nicholls (1989) observes that thecifip task, the setting and the social
context may encourage the use of mastery goalsciassd with learning. Agencies could
benefit from identifying and focusing on familiaragtices for further improvement; while
perceived unfamiliar practices may be encourageprbyiding settings and social contexts
to induce a mastery goal orientation. Thereforgphd a performance context provided by
the schemes’ awards, the focus should probably itectdd at aiding the process of
managing those unfamiliar practices. This study violes some insight into the
environmental management practices this group peeethemselves as less able to
perform.

Although self-centred owner-managers find it impattto network with other businesses,
they doubt their ability to network for environmahpurposes and to find tailored advice to
their needs. A possible explanation may be dudéir fack of confidence in identifying
damaging environmental business activities and coveing unexpected problems when
attempting to adopt new practices. Consequentlgy tbrefer to engage in tasks they
perceive as being successful. Hence, this may exgha limited range of environmental
practices adopted and the prevalence of Bronze dswer this group. These findings
parallel Wood & Bandura (1989) and Dweck (1988)ewenlower self-efficacy (perception
of ability) and mastery orientation (desire to t@awere found to restrict individual’s career
options, lower their commitment, be highly vulndeatio change, be more likely to
visualise failure scenarios and low persistencendde seemingly defensive behaviour
towards environmental practices may be perceiveal sign of a lack of confidence instead
of environmental carelessness. This may aid inamnplg the inadequacy of self-claimed
environmental attitudes as a reliable indicatoermagement and enactment.

Self-centred owner-managers are more dependentxtarnal aid. However, support
organisations need to develop activities and “ngessathat enhance self-confidence and
desire to learn. Relating new practices to thoseenfmmiliar and easier to manage would
probably facilitate this situation. The self-centmgroup includes owner-managers adopting
a wider range of environmental practices (30% $ibmed 25% Gold awards). Since these
performance orientated individuals tend to focusirtiefforts on familiar practices, it is
possible to envisage those businesses as havingeadmost of these practices (now
encouraged by the ecolabel) prior to joining théesese. Hence, it seems clear that
engagement may be affected by the goals (masteryperdormance) pursued whilst
managing environmental practices. Those being peence orientated would mainly focus
their attention on adopting familiar practices atidk to what they know best. Getz et al.
(2004) labelled these owner-managers as the “defsficcharacterised by not taking risky
decisions.



Sceptical.

Research indicates that individuals with lower -gfficacy beliefs and mastery and
performance goal orientation restrict their rangeaction, have lower commitment and
goals, a lower sense of control over potentialatseare more likely to visualise failure
scenarios and are highly vulnerable to change (Ble&694; Wood & Bandura, 1989;
Dweck & Legett, 1988). Indeed, Meece’s (1994) gtod the role of motivation in self-
regulated learning identified that students wittvdo mastery-performance goal orientation
had the lowest self-efficacy beliefs for scienasulting in lower intrinsic motivation for
engagement in learning science and in higher usffoft-minimisation strategies. Lower
personal agency beliefs and mastery-performancentation makes individuals least
willing to engage in continual environmental impeovent. Failure to adopt environmental
practices would probably result in withdrawal arnforce disbelief in their personal
capacity. The sceptical group fits within this dgsoon.

Together with the self-centred group, sceptical @amanagers are expected to be less
willing to continually improve, notably based onfammiliar practices. These two groups are
the most closely related; both exhibit a lower sens self-efficacy and desire to learn.
Strategies to encourage adopting unfamiliar prastimay be similar to those described for
the self-centred, with additional attention to Hirf trust through contextual factors these
owner-managers believe more relevant in aiding gmvironmental management.

Sceptics are more doubtful about their capacityridertake “Plan-Check-Act” practices

such as identifying environmentally damaging atitgi and keeping up-dated records. This
conflicts with the managerial format proposed bye&r Tourism Business Scheme that
encourages an environmental management systemsagppiSceptics may be receptive to
improving practices already in place that are negfol to them, but would be less

responsive to more administrative/monitoring tagkg. keeping up-dated records). As a
voluntary scheme, only practices promoted by tlodade| perceived as convenient to make
their business more manageable would be endorsedpdssimistic outlook of the sceptical

owner-managers contrasts with the optimism of gieconfident group, presented next.

Self-confident.

Individuals with higher personal agency beliefs amalstery goal orientation are stated in
the literature as being more intrinsically motivhitand actively engaged in learning
activities (Meece, 1994; Dweck & Legett, 1988; WodBandura, 1989). Wood et al.
(1989) revealed that individuals with higher sdiffemcy beliefs have a wider range of
actions, set higher goals for themselves, showenigpmmitment to these goals, are more
persistent and have greater perseverance, whicerajgnleads to higher achievements.
Robust beliefs of their own capability to attaiska could be a consequence of interpreting
past endeavours as successful. The self-confideunfpdits within this description. These
owner-managers are more intrinsically motivated amlild be more willing to adopt
unfamiliar practices. Therefore, the findings sugigehat this group would be easier to
encourage and engage in continual environmentahéss improvement. This may be the
reason why this group has more Silver and Gold dsyahaving undertaken more
certification measures than the remaining groupereshBronze awards prevail. One
explanation for the higher awards achieved may dlated to their optimism in the



responsiveness of the context and with their cemigé to undertake environmental
practices.

This group also seems more likely to be willing dloare their experiences with other
businesses and to be actively engaged in learnimd) @roblem-solving activities.

Consequently, their preference for performing @rajing work and learning whilst

managing environmental practices may contributeetaforcing their knowledge and self-
efficacy and, consequently, foster engagement anfdnpnance. This situation may explain
their confidence in identifying environmentally daging business activities and
overcoming unexpected problems whilst managingrenwental practices.

Interestingly, these do not engage mainly in tagksre success is certain. Some do not
appear very concerned about making errors becassaastery orientated individuals, they
perceive it as part of their learning. Also, thpw enough confidence to believe that they
will succeed whilst adopting unfamiliar practicdhe high incidence of Gold awarded
businesses (41.2%) may be linked to their percetagahcity for engaging in challenging
work, allowing them explore and adopt a wider ramgepractices. These findings are
aligned with literature suggesting that mastery padormance goals may interact, leading
to higher engagement and achievements (Meece, .19Bnce, self-confident
owner-managers are more likely to be positive towagngaging in unfamiliar practices
although the strategies applied (effort vs. effomimizing strategies) may vary across the
different types of practices because they are misderately performance goal orientated.
Therefore, although more receptive to challengirarkw self-confident owner-managers
will also be responsive to familiar practices.

In comparison with the other groups, self-confideminer-managers are characterised by
their positive outlook towards their capacity tohiewe. The perception of having a
responsive context (e.g. family support, recyclfagilities) and high confidence in the
adoption of environmental practicesay then aid the setting of higher environmental
targets. As pointed out by Ford (1992, p.133),s'tis the most motivationally powerful
pattern (...) because people with strong capabili#yiefls and positive context beliefs
maintain their expectation that their goals wiltimately be achieved even in the face of
obstacles.” Conversely to the sceptical groups ppassible to argue that the self-confident
share a similar environmental vision to the oneoargged by the ecolabel; this may be
important for envisaging prescribed environmentedcpices as personally meaningful
goals. The development of this shared vision maultdrom their perceived ability to do
“Plan-Check-Act” practices such as identifying eowmentally damaging businesses
activities and keeping up-dated records, as webraklem-solving.

The discussion above has explored different pattefnenvironmental engagement. It is
also instructive to consider how worldviews areoatnmeshed in an explanation of
different levels of environmental engagement.

Worldviews and environmental engagement

Worldviews are perceptions and convictions thawio® a framework for action (Rosner,
1995). For this purpose, environmental sensitivitgfined as an empathetic view of the
environment, has been recognised as a pre-reqtosiemvironmentally-friendly behaviour
(Hungerford & Volk, 1990). A number of authors idiéied the positive influence of
experiences in natural areas and adult role madealkildhood (e.g. family, educators, and

10



mentors), environmental organisations, educati@gative experiences of environmental
degradation, books, media and job experiencesflagiting environmental career choice,
activism, environmental concern or interest (Chawl@98; Chawla, 1999; Palmer &
Suggate, 1996). Therefore, previous research stgyghast the development of an
environmental sensitivity arises from combined &f@eriences and events.

The qualitative research undertaken for this ptajeafirmed this and showed how sources
of environmental sensitivity (Table 4) may encongplaging brought-up in the countryside,
role models (family), observing countryside destahyocational experiences, participating
in environmental-related organisations and moviog tlhe countryside. Positive life
experiences seem associated with different staigkfe,oalthough those in childhood (e.g
positive experiences in nature; cohort effect aamilfy role models) appeared crucial to
develop a vision of the environment. Some evidenuggests that environmental sensitivity
evolves in adulthood mainly because of vocationapegences, participation in
organisations, observation of environmental degradand moving to the countryside.

Table 4. Sources of environmental sensitivity

Positive experiencesin natural areas

Positive experiences in nature during childhoodhdpérought-up in the countryside, enjoyment of
outdoor activities in natural settings, such ae fslay in fish ponds;

Positive experiences in nature during adulthoodking, cycling, hands-on outdoor activities, sush a
growing one’s own vegetables;

Work experiences on a farm: raising animals andmimgvegetables.

Influential experiences, eventsand people

Upbringing experiences: cohort effect where parsiimgs habits were developed; exposure to family
values and behaviour (e.g. father as a role model);

Motherhood experience: concern for children anahdcaildren with the desire to provide good living
conditions; acquisition of parsimonious habits leseaof economic constraints;

Organisations: observation of the increased cuyrefenvironmental issues in organisations (lcgl
council, Quality Assurance, Local Chambers of Comu@g participation in environmental organisations
and schemes (e.g. GTBS, farming schemes);

Media: news of environmental destruction; obseoratf programmes with examples of good practice;
Moving to the countrysidduring middle adulthood in search of quietude amspoiled environment;
Involvement in community projects (e.g. hydro-efecproject) where there are opportunities to nelwo
and a need for learning about environmental issues;

Vocational experiences: deepening of environmerdaterns; development of skills and outlook applied
in environmental management (eefficiency); observation of environmental destioiet observation of
good environmental business practices;

Children and friends: socialisation that has praddhe development of feelings and increased awasen
towards environmental issues (e.g. discovery ofrenmental issues through daughter);

Environmental destruction of the countryside: fefathe destruction of a childhood or special place.

Consistent with much of the literature on smalimBr in tourism, not all of the owner-

managers were primarily motivated financially. Sorappeared to not place much
importance on cost saving opportunities in the awalls audit reports. Conversely, on-the-
job experiences may have contributed to the dewedop of an economically orientated
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reasoning, which some use in their business anidtaemeental management approach.
These cases seemed to adopt the “good for busirsest™good for the environment”
reasoning and, therefore, appeared more respotwsiweactices contributing to cut running
costs (e.g. monitoring, energy-efficient applianc&€svner-managers tended to accept more
readily information and feedback from the ecoladad other information sources that was
consonant with their worldviews than those thatflicied with their reasoning.

Environmental SensitivityEnvironmental sensitivity has been defined as viddials’
affective understanding/view of the environmentera predisposition to take an interest,
feeling or concern and to act to conserve it on liasis of formative experiences
(Hungerford & Volk, 1990). Monroe (2003) reportsvwhaesearch in environmental
sensitivity and significant life experiences expki strategies to “cultivate”
pro-environmental behaviours. Chawla’s (1998) reviéghlights positive experiences in
natural areas, adult role models (family), negatieeperiences of environmental
degradation, books, media, and on-the-job expesas the factors believed to influence
behaviour.

The investigation into owner-managers’ worldviews, particular their sources of
environmental sensitivity, mirrors the results afeypjous research in environmental
education. This research extends the environmesatiasitivity and tourism literature by
suggesting that the predisposition to adopt enwmimtal practices is in part explained by
factors such as positive experiences in naturasareocational experiences, events and
role models (e.gamily), which have influenced individual perceptgand interest for the
“environment”.

Positive experiences in nature, notably nature<asay in childhood, have been stated as
fostering environmentally-friendly behaviour (Moera2003). Particularly, Palmer et al.’s
(1996) study revealed childhood outdoor experiefrtéise countryside as a relevant source
of environmental sensitivity. The same pattern banidentified amongst most of the
owner-managers studied. The findings suggest tiadet brought-up in rural settings or
developing farm-related activities, direct theiteation to practices (e.g. to buy fruit in
season, to enhance garden wildlife) reflecting rtheioximal experiences with the
“environment” (e.gdirectly observing the effect of weather on thatfageasons, affective
contact with wildlife). When extending those proaimexperiences into domestic
operations, these owner-managers would identifyntiedves more readily with those
practices that reflected learned principles.

Buying local and organic produce, seasonal fruijecting rain water, feeding birds,
constructing a pond in a garden, designing a @divalk in a farm and recycling are
perceived as more relevant for protecting what timegerstand as “the environment” (e.g.
wildlife, trees, air quality, quality of life) thachecking and recording energy consumption
in detail. This is because outdoor experiencesiial areas (Kals et al, 1999). This supports
Kollmuss et al.’'s (2002) observation that it isesgf@l to recognise the importance of the
emotional connection with the environment in shgpimdividuals’ perceptions towards it.
This environmental connectedness, as labelled landBlet-Cohen (2008), reflects how
owner-managers explore and relate with their suglowgs on an emotional level (Chawla,
1998; Chawla, 1999; Palmer & Suggate, 1996; BlatCluden, 2008).

Personal interpretations of these significant erpees provide meaning to everyday
actions and may be considered as learning expesenss Mezirow (2009) observes,
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learning is a new or revised interpretation of theaning of one’s experience in order to
guide future action. Therefore, owner-managersirenmental sensitivity seems in part a
result of learning, i.e. making meaning of life expnces in nature. Accordingly, some
carry more personal investment and attach perswafle (e.g. satisfaction, self-
development) to those measures that involve clogeriences with nature. These
experiences contribute to what Ford (1992) desegmais within-person goals: affective
(e.g. happiness, entertainment); cognitive (e.gnigg knowledge); and subjective goals
(e.g. spiritual sense of connectedness, harmonyaedess with people and nature).

In this respect, the qualitative findings suggéstt tsome of the measures adopted (e.g.
growing one’s own vegetables) were endorsed bedhesewere enjoyable and gave high
levels of satisfaction. Moreover, practices thateveelated to “experiencing nature” were
not perceived as providing any economic gains eonpmditive advantage to the business
(e.g. recycling, growing one’s own vegetables, mhomg information about local walks,
designing wildlife walk); these practices contriiditto the non-economic goals that are
generally pursued by “lifestyle” businesses.

These findings are particularly important becatmss tmay help to explain why some still
engage in practices that do not involve economimsgand may neglect cost-saving
opportunities of some practices (e.g. energy coasien practices). For some interviewees,
adopting environmental practices was not a busifigsdinancial) issue but a personal one.
This non-economic worldview is extended to the ngamaent of the business whereby
non-economic goals such gaest experience, involvement in the local comnyyriime
with family and farm-related activities (e.g. tadfinare of cattle) were also pursued.

The consequence of this non-economic worldview ists1f not attaching greater personal
significance to cost-saving measures. Consequehtdge owner-managers are less inclined
to adopt these practices. For example, in contvidbtcases that have proactively invested
in replacing all traditional bulbs with energy sayiones, those with more informal/organic
managerial approaches would only replace the tomadik bulbs with energy saving ones
once they stopped working; here, environmentalgoerdnce evolves in ad hoc and small
incremental steps. This is consistent with the edapode described by Mintzberg (1973)
and with the behaviour displayed by Getz's “deferievho engage mainly in familiar and
convenient alternatives. Therefore, some owner-gensatend to engage in manageable
environmental practices that do not challenge tifestyle goals and business bottom line.

The results draw attention to the role of posigxperiences in nature for the development
of a personal vision of “environment” and of aneatfve vision of nature, leading to argue
that personal interpretations of these experieagedshe development of meanings about
environmental issues and the self. This may expldiy in some cases the adoption of
environmental practices seems guided by a non-edicnworldview. This worldview is
particularly apparent in those priming within-persand non-economic business goals.
However, other factors may influence environmem&gsoning; additionally to positive
experiences in nature, other influential experisnevents and role models are central in
“cultivating” environmental sensitivity. Mezirow §91) observes that a life event (e.g.
retirement, children leaving home) or eye-opening discussion may induce the alteration
of previous beliefs, assumptions and perceptioth@fworld. Additionally, Chawla (1999)
observes that participation in organisations, waxgeriences and concern for the future of
children and grandchildren were the most prevalactors in influencing environmental
sensitivity in adulthood.
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The data from the interviews also highlights thepamance of influential people and
events; motherhood for one interviewee explaines rigdirection and intensification of
action regarding environmental practices, while forother it was an environmental
meeting that triggered childhood memories, suppgrtivalaki's (2004) notion that
individuals’ worldviews may evolve in changes délcircumstances or through a desire to
explore new ones, or what Mezirow (1991, p.167)ndsf as “perspective transformation”
“(...) is the process of becoming critically aware tmfw and why our assumptions have
come to constrain the way we perceive, understaddfeel about our world (...) making
choices or otherwise acting upon these new meahidgs Grusec et al. (2000, p.2009)
observe, “children may also come to see a parevdls of acting as part of a natural or
moral order, rather than as something that caneaelily reflected on, negotiated or
guestioned.” Children are then exposed to pargudafferns of socialisation that may be
displayed in the form of routines and cultural pices (Grusec et al., 2000). We also
noticed children’s environmental sensitivity imgagton adults’ behaviour, resulting from
interaction and socialisation with what Mezirow 919 designates as “significant ones”.

Vocational experiences, notably business managenegmpear to influence a more
economic vision. Interviewees’ management and firdn backgrounds coloured
expectations from environmental practices; hergyides such as monitoring energy/water
consumptions and keeping records were familiarimest prior to joining the ecolabel.
These interviewees were more receptive to win-wassages (i.e. good for the business
and environment) voiced by the ecolabel. Halmel.&t €000) suggestion of encouraging
environmental engagement through advertisementiofwin benefits is more pertinent to
these cases because this message is consistethe&irtivorldviews for the business. These
cases seemed to balance non-economic (e.g. sttisjarith economic goals (e.g. keeping
the business profitability). Pursuing both goalsa new to the small tourism business
literature, with accounts of balancing profitalyiland desire to grow with more personal
goals such as promoting ideas of spirituality (S&aw¥illiams, 2004; Thomas & Thomas,
2006; Thomas, 2007).

Conclusion: Explaining difference

The influence of worldviews, personal agency beliahd goal orientations have been
discussed in detail in this paper. Worldviews wet®own to influence environmental
engagement, notably in guiding the selection ofcfitas adopted and in noticing
information and messages regarding environmentslies However, environmental
practices also need to be perceived as attainalletlaerefore, personal agency beliefs and
goal orientation were argued to be important ragwa factors of environmental
engagement and performance. Additionally, the cpnod goal orientation provides a
means of understanding engagement because itgiveslication of the propensity to learn
whilst managing environmental practices. Differenae personal agency beliefs and goal
orientation may underlie different patterns of eammental engagement. These
observations do not alone explain the conditiorst tre likely to encourage positive
environmental engagement.

Precursor (worldviews) and mediating factors (peas@gency beliefs and goal orientation)
may then influence and explain levels of environtaeengagement. As illustrated in the
diagram below (Figure 1), both precursor and méadjafactors emerge from personal
interpretations of positive life experiences. Thsearch suggests that positive mastery
experiences are not only important for the “envinemt” to become personally meaningful

14



(to develop environmental sensitivity) but alsgtee feedback about one’s capacity to act
(self-efficacy beliefs), the extent to which thentext is responsive in aiding performance
(context beliefs) and to promote the desire torear

Worldviews Precursor
Environmental sensitivity

e Cersonal

COCICICEI | terpretation
Per sonal agency beliefs and goal orientation

Desire to learn Mediator
Higher self-efficacy beliefs

Positive context belie

JusWiebebus punos

Figure 1. Conditions for sound environmental engaaya

Some interviewees had childhood experiences as rmiggiificant in defining their
environmental sensitivity and perceptions of peasagency, which nowadays relate to
their “environmental” routines (e.g. recycling, sewg). To others their perceived self-
ability to keep records and to assess energy cqutsams, for example, were developed
through previous work and managerial experiencegh vd more economic than
environmental meaning. Different levels of enviramtal engagement depend on personal
interpretations of those experiences. “Making megihiis a personal construction of
experience and may be perceived as how individualee sense of the experiences they are
involved in. Thereby, behaviour is not uniform amsnindividuals and experiences are
open to personal interpretation (Mezirow, 2009).

This may explain the selective approach in choosingronmental practices:or those
adopting a more informal management approach, teimgmber of the ecolabel is mainly
translated into a refinement of existing practi@eg. recycling more) or adoption of more
convenient ones, rather than as an endorsemerdvigl and challenging practices, where
personal significance is yet to be developed (@@nitoring energy). Thus, the extent to
which those practices support the existing memtahéwork or affective relationship with
nature without challenging the perceived capadcigy,the level of environmental practices
familiarity, seems an important factor in guidingvigonmental responses. Environmental
sensitivity, desire to learn, confidence in oneMaapacity and a positive outlook towards
the context, are some of the conditions underlgimgnd environmental engagement.

Looking beyond the classic external barriers stdatedhe literature regarding lack of
resources, skills, commitment and ethics, thisae$epoints out that rigid worldviews, lack
of personal agency beliefs and mastery goal ofiemtanay be perceived as the “invisible”
barriers to environmental engagement. Persondbwiews are often ignored in top-down
approaches; hence, it may be necessary to builgemples’ own visions to develop a
shared vision that encourages enrolment and engagenThe findings show that even
businesses that have subscribed to ecolabels, eoywd® not “automatically” adopt the
ecolabels’ vision of a “green” business. It isesxary to create ways of developing a sense
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of ownership and empowerment, so that individuadé decome responsible active
participants.

One practical outcome of this research is that renmiental programmes aiming to
encourage environmental engagement should havedi@erment” as their ultimate goal.
The findings of this research show that empoweriegl Gelf-confident and mastery
orientated) individuals were much more likely to dmgaged in continual environmental
improvement. By developing participative policfes empowering individuals, rather than
simply selling the idea of cost savings, agenciaslct build the necessary conditions to
nurture continual environmental business improvantbat appealed to the contrasting
community of small businesses in tourism.
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