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In America, recreationists on public lands are expected to follow behavioral norms codified through low-
impact programs. Such programs have been exported to countries all over the world with little or no
critical thought about their efficacy in other cultural contexts. The present study examined the normative
assumptions of the Leave No Trace program in the context of adventure tourism guides in the Garhwal
Himalaya of India to determine the efficacy of implementing such programs in a different cultural
context. We identified what salient beliefs prompt whitewater rafting and trekking guides’ intention to
perform pro-environmental behavior. We then compared the results with the belief system used for the
basis of Leave No Trace. Results revealed that an American appeal to personal responsibility in Garhwal
may not succeed for a variety of reasons. This study helps lay a foundation for much needed research on
pro-environmental behavior and improved resource management techniques in the Indian Himalaya.

� 2012 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

The present study investigates the normative assumptions of
a popular American low-impact program in the context of the
Garhwal Himalaya of India to ascertain whether those assumptions
transfer to a different cultural context. The Garhwal region was
selected for its burgeoning nature-based tourism, variety of tourists
that use the natural landscape, rich and diverse cultural and envi-
ronmental history, and the prevalence of diverse environmental
ethics (e.g., eco-holism and ecological extension (Holden, 2003)).
These characteristics provided a comparison with an American
context and beliefs about the natural landscape that, as we illus-
trate, serve as the premise for some popular low-impact programs.
We used a case study approach to investigate the appropriateness
of American low-impact programming to influence guide behavior
toward the ecological environment in Garhwal.

The Garhwal region (Fig. 1) of the State of Uttarakhand (Fig. 2) is
widely known as ‘the abode of the gods’ as it contains many high
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mountains and significant religious sites. Livelihoods in this region
are difficult and tied to an agrarian culture that has seen a steady
exodus of youth to the plains. There has been an increase in the
variety of tourism opportunities in Garhwal over the last twenty
years. Large numbers of tourists (mostly Indian) have been attrac-
ted to these opportunities; this influx has also provided an addi-
tional source of income for some villages. Tourists are attracted by
integrating religious site visits with adventure tourism opportuni-
ties such as rafting, trekking, downhill skiing, and rock climbing.
Heavy use of natural resources for tourism has led to significant
impacts. Typically, organic and inorganic waste disposal and
vegetation loss are some tourism impacts that occur in the Indian
Himalaya (Bisht, 1994; Farooquee, Buda, & Maikhuri, 2008; Kuniyal,
2002; Nigam, 2002; Rai & Sundriyal, 1997; Silori, 2004; Singh, Mal,
& Kala, 2009). In Uttarakhand, Bisht (1994) and Silori (2004)
chronicled heavy deforestation and garbage dumping resulting
from unchecked tourism. Large accumulations of organic and
inorganic waste by mountaineers, pilgrims, religious tourists, and
trekkers were also found prevalent in both the Garhwal and
Kumaon districts of Uttarakhand (Kuniyal, 2005; Singh et al., 2009).
Farooquee et al. (2008) noted the need for thorough environmental
impact assessment of whitewater rafting on the River Ganga in
Garhwal. Impacts at popular Ganga River camping areas include
vegetation loss, soil compaction, and wildlife displacement.
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Fig. 1. The Garhwal and Kumaon Divisions of Uttarakhand, India.

Fig. 2. Uttarakhand, India.

C. Serenari et al. / Tourism Management 34 (2013) 50e60 51
Inadequate infrastructure and lack of awareness of impacts among
visitors in the trekking and expedition locations were found to be
root causes of these impacts (Kuniyal, 2005). In some cases, belief-
based low-impact programming for outdoor travel (from here, we
refer to this concept as low-impact programming) has been sug-
gested and used to curb the negative environmental impacts of
tourism in Garhwal (Madan & Rawat, 2000; Singh et al., 2009).
These negative ecological impacts are still occurring in this region
despite the arrival of low-impact programming. Some guides
operating in the Garhwal have received training in some form of
low-impact programming at Indian mountaineering institutes such
as the Nehru Institute of Mountaineering and Himalayan Moun-
taineering Institute. The content and dissemination strategy of this
training tends to be Western in its origin. It is unknown to what
extent nature-based guides, porters, and tourists (99.5% domestic
(Mittal, Tripathi, & Sethi, 2008) in Garhwal are given such training
or how effective such training might be in shaping attitudes given
the social milieu that composes the region.

We wondered why impacts were still occurring at such a large
scale given that a portion of guides have received this training. We
posit that this is because the beliefs that underlie the curriculum
used for this training are not aligned with the individual beliefs of
Indian guides. Studies have shown that a misalignment of beliefs
can result in natural resource conflicts, as well as persistent
resource impacts (Vaske, Donnelly, Williams, & Jonker, 2001).

We explored the salient beliefs of adventure guides regarding
environmental action and compared themwith the implicit beliefs,
or normative assumptions, of an American environmental protec-
tion training program. We asked: What salient beliefs prompt
whitewater rafting and trekking guides’ intention to perform pro-
environmental behavior? The behaviors selectedepacking out
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trash, burying human waste, refraining from cutting trees for
firewoodewere based on tourism resource impacts of prominence
in Garhwal Himalaya and considered normative by American
outdoor standards. It was anticipated that by eliciting Garhwal-
based guides’ beliefs, a greater understanding of this population’s
beliefs toward pro-environmental behavior would be achieved.
This understanding can aid those that seek to implement low-
impact programming in non-American contexts to avoid assump-
tions of adequate transfer of environmentally-based information
and neocolonialist predispositions (Ziguras, 2001). This study also
paves the way for much needed research on pro-environmental
behavior in Garhwal and ways to improve resource management
techniques.

This research does not seek to criticize various systems of
training for pro-environmental behavior or impose an environ-
mental ethic on any populace. As foundational beliefs were central
to the establishment of American programs, we begin to critically
explore whether low-impact programming founded outside of
India is universally viable by examining beliefs on performance of
pro-environmental behaviors. An underpinning for our curiosity is
the view that an American brand of nature and conservation is not
shared in all corners of the globe (Guha, 1989). For instance, can an
environmental ethic grounded in a Eurocentric perspective of the
landscape effectively cross cultures when introduced to pop-
ulations with a contrasting environmental ethic and different
conceptions about nature and its conservation? Further, might the
exportation of a guiding ethic and corresponding sub-ethics (i.e.,
rules of conduct) dictating outdoor travel behavior be seen as
a semblance of cultural or educational imperialism as local epis-
temologies are replaced by a more dominant way of knowing? A
similar argument was made by Ziguras (2001) in relation to
educational programs distributed offshore. In this paper we first
approach these questions through a review of previous research on
different conceptions of nature, low-impact programming in the
United States, and the application of the American model of low-
impact programming abroad.

1.1. Comparing Indian and Western nature

Fundamentals of low-impact programming, such as motivations
for action, reverence of nature, and attitudes toward pro-environ-
mental behavior are based on distinct contrasting social and envi-
ronmental histories, guiding principles, and ethics. It is wholly
important to consider that a number of societies have relied on
religious beliefs, cultural perceptions, and traditions to serve as the
basis for conservation, resource management, and environmental
protection without the aid of policy or formal training (Byers,
Cunliffe, & Hudak, 2001; Guha, 1989; Kuriyan, 2002; Luo, Liu, &
Zhang, 2009; Sharma, Rikhari, & Palni, 1999; Sinha, 1995). Thus,
to expand low-impact programming outside of an American
context and into Hindu-dominated rural India requires at least
a cursory understanding of Indian and American motivations for
environmentalism and conceptions of nature.

The dialogue of wilderness preservation is problematic in India.
In a critique of Deep Ecology, Guha (1989) described India as
a country with a large and densely populated subsistence pop-
ulation that over centuries has largely achieved agrarian sustain-
ability. The affiliation between people and nature in India is
predicated on an active use of the landscape by a large rural, poor,
marginalized, and landless citizen population to provide the basics
of human survival. Where these relationships have been uprooted
for the benefit of wilderness preservation, these populations have
suffered tremendously from the shift of resources to the powerful
elite who serve as catalysts for preservation. Consequently, Indian
environmentalism was framed upon civil and land use rights,
ethnicity, and justice in an effort to protect rural livelihoods from
irreparable damage (Guha, 2006, p. 64).

Indian conceptions of nature and environmental protection are
grounded in morality and date back to the dawn of society. To
understand Indian conceptions of nature one must realize that the
relationship between nature and morality is significant. In India,
nature is “the stage for moral beings, constituted and guided by
moral needs” (Datta, 1936, p. 223). Nature is broken into two
separate parts: The human body and its ability to sense and move
(the organism) and all non-human organic objects (the environ-
ment) (Datta, 1936). Each of these components of nature is guided
by the law of morality.

Religion plays a large role in Indian conceptions of nature and
serves as a vehicle to conserve morality among Indians. Nature can
be found in two of the oldest religions in the world, Hinduism and
Buddhism, both found in Garhwal. Sinha (1995) detailed biodiver-
sity conservation as an outgrowth of religion in India and remarked
that apolitical reverence of the natural landscape and animals has
occurred since 5000 B.C. Hinduism and Buddhism adhere to an
environmental ethic where humans are thought to be viewed
primarily within nature (biocentric) rather than presiding over it
(anthropocentric) (Holden, 2003). It would seem logical, yet erro-
neous, however, to position Garhwal citizens as adhering to merely
a biocentric environmental ethic. If there once was a biocentric
environmental ethic among rural Indians, Guha (2006) showed that
this ethic has transitioned, as a result of environmental conflict, to
an anthropocentric environmental ethic. It is one that puts the
needs of humans first as a result of environmental conflict between
citizen and state/elite. Environmental conflict has occurred in rural
India since the British introduction of scientific forestry in the 19th
century. It came to a head in 1974 with the Chipko movement as
village women hugged trees to fend off loggers and protest the
State’s disregard of local forest needs (Weber, 1989).

In contrast, the dialogue of wilderness preservation is a cultur-
ally distinct American invention and an outgrowth of over-
consumption, development, and rapid environmental degradation
and exploitation (Guha, 1989). Guha (1989) described the advent of
the wilderness concept in America as a means to “simultaneously
enjoy the material benefits of an expanding economy and the
aesthetic benefits of unspoilt nature” (p. 519). To keep nature
unblemished, humans are viewed outside of nature and their
continued presence detrimental to the health of the ecological
landscape. The American national park model was based on this
underpinning and has been exported around the globe with little
consideration for human communities, particularly in developing
countries. Conceptions of “unspoilt nature” have been imperialis-
tically dispatched upon the masses of developing countries, such as
India’s rural poor, commonly resulting in environmental conflict.

Guha (2006) also contended that the topic of environmental
ethics is mainly a modern American social phenomenon grounded
in Christianity, consumer guilt and culture and motivated by soci-
etal moral development. Thus, any dialogue on environmental
ethics has relied heavily upon American environmental history and
individual attitudes toward nature while lacking in cultural speci-
ficity when initiated outside American borders (Guha, 2006).

A study by Bosak (2008) serves as a reference point to observe
how conceptions of nature, culturally different ideology, and
discourse had resulted in conflict. Bosak wrote that the Nanda Devi
Biosphere Reserve was created with the American ideal of wilder-
ness preservation in mind and thus did not account for local
conceptions of nature. Nature is a word that does not translate well
from English to Hindi. The Bhotiya tribals living in the Reserve
supported the ideals of the American environmental movement,
such as caring for the land and aesthetic appreciation, but not the
policies it brought with it. For the Bhotiya, and the majority of
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Indians, the concept of nature is mellifluous with human existence
(Datta, 1936). Human existence, in a rural context, can be broken
down into spirituality, survival dependent on primarily agrarian
livelihoods, appreciation for aesthetic beauty, and interdependence
among community members (Bosak, 2008). This is a complex
internalized definition and conception that is grounded in an
inversely proportional relationship. Conservation of and care for
the land equates to positive spiritual and material wealth (Bosak,
2008). To do otherwise is considered harmful to the perpetuation
of the human existence. In American culture, nature is defined in
several sophisticated ways and has been described as possibly one
of the most multifaceted words in the English language (Williams,
1983). This is due to the use of the word in a variety of contexts. In
the context of outdoor pursuits, nature is synonymous with the
external world of civilized humans (Williams, 1983): those plants,
animals, rocks, conditions (e.g., weather, hazards), etc. found out
there and to be conquered or succumbed to rather than cared for.

Differences in history and culture have generally resulted in
poor uptake in India of the American movement to keep the
ecological landscape pristine or to engage in restoration of
degraded areas by excluding human activity. Social and cultural
upheaval has ensued and, according to Guha (1989), will likely
continue in the future.

1.2. Low-impact programming in the United States

Like the national park, American low-impact programming,
such as LNT, has been criticized as perpetuating a worldview of
disconnectedness with the landscape (Hull, 2000; Moskowitz &
Ottey, 2006). In the United States, there are low-impact programs
and ethics that provide a structure for teaching and performing
pro-environmental behavior in the outdoors during recreational
pursuits. They are grounded in an anthropocentric environmental
ethic called the conservation ethic, where people strive to sustain
the integrity of the land for future generations (Holden, 2003).
Examples include Tread Lightly! and the Izaak Walton League of
America’s Hunter’s Pledge. Also based on a conservation ethic and
garnering global notoriety is the aforementioned LNT program, the
program of comparison in this study. LNT was developed as an
education-based response tomanagement challenges, expansion of
public land use, and degradation of recreational areas in the United
States and has become globally popular and successful (Marion &
Reid, 2007; Simon & Alagona, 2009). This program is comprised
of seven principles: plan ahead and prepare; travel and camp on
durable surfaces; dispose of waste properly; leave what you find;
minimize campfire impacts; respect wildlife; be considerate of
other visitors. These principles are then broken down into respec-
tive components that direct action and inaction in the outdoors.

The goals of LNT are to reduce negative outdoor recreation
impacts and change or reinforce recommended behavior by tar-
geting and changing the belief system of the recreationist (Adams &
Hulme, 2001; Christensen & Cole, 2000; Jones & Bruyere, 2004).
There are several interpretations of the requisite outcomes of this
programwhich double as normative assumptions and extensions of
the Western wilderness preservation ideal. These normative
assumptions include leaving “the landscape as charming and
healthy” as it was found by European settlers (United States Forest
Service, 2001, p. 3), getting recreationists to “do the right thing”
(Jones & Bruyere, 2004, p. 3), and preventing natural landscapes
from looking like the “back alleys of thirdworld villages” (McGivney,
2003, p.19). Identifiable in the aforementioned interpretations is an
implicit presentist belief, where current wilderness areas do and
should represent their pre-human form. This belief appears tobe the
basis for the American government’s desire for a program that helps
reduce evidence of human visitation (e.g., Simon & Alagona, 2009;
United States Forest Service, 2001; Wilderness Act, 1964). A body of
knowledge on visitor impact research in the United States,
summarized byMarion andReid (2001, 2007), has helped solidify an
ascension and a transition from presentist belief to a credible
knowledge base predicated on scientific research. Making the
transition from belief to knowledge is an influential shift in land
management philosophy. Lassiter (2003) illustrated the relationship
between belief and knowledge suggesting “what we believe” is not
the same as “what we know” and that it is common for humans to
hold knowledge in a higher regard than beliefs (Lassiter, 2003, p.
169). Thus, LNT is a reflection of contemporary American values and
perceptions of normative behavior on public wild lands. This is
evidenced by the existence and enforcement of current federal land
management policies such as fines for improper waste disposal and
open fires. Scholarly literature has not revealed any attempt to
address the efficacy of belief changing low-impact programming in
non-American societies.

1.3. American low-impact programming abroad

LNT has been made available to outdoor enthusiasts on six of
seven continents via completion of the LNT Master Educator course
(Marion & Reid, 2001). However, there has been mention of expe-
ditions leaving no trace in Antarctica, the seventh continent, as well
(Rolston III, 2000). Also implementing LNT principles and training
are governments, schools, organizations, and businesses in Taiwan
(Government of Taiwan, 2010), India (Nehru Institute of Moun-
taineering, personal communication, June 26, 2009), New Zealand
(New Zealand outdoor, 2008), and South Africa (van den Berg &
Swain, 2007). We point out that LNT has been exported to coun-
tries with socially, culturally, and historically different environ-
mental perspectives, histories, and ethics than in which LNT sub-
ethics were originated. Likewise, it is equally interesting that
these ethics have been adopted, in some cases purportedly
wholesale (Nehru Institute of Mountaineering, personal commu-
nication, June 26, 2009), without an apparent critical exploration of
their potential to effectively mitigate environmental damage to
recreation resources in a variety of social and cultural contexts,
including the existence of contrasting environmental ethics. In the
next section, we explore critically, the ability of LNT to cross
cultures and influence the environmental behavior of guides in the
Garhwal Himalaya.

2. Methods: examining the beliefs of guides

Our assessment of adventure tour guide beliefs about the factors
that inhibit pro-environmental behaviors was based in the following
assumptions. First, we reasonably presume that Garhwal-based
guides’ conceptions of nature are dictated by their belief system
which is derived from a unique and multifaceted society and culture
(Serenari, Leung, Attarian, & Franck, in press). Second, according to
researchers, whitewater rafting and trekking guides would be ex-
pected disseminators of outdoor protection training (Black, Ham, &
Weiler, 2001; Muñoz, 1995), and thus arguably most likely exposed
to such training as part of their jobs. Finally, Garhwal guides, as citi-
zens, are subject to societal norms perceived as negative toward the
environment (e.g., littering) and often have lower social status and
less formal education than their clients. The synergistic nature of
guide beliefs, Western expectations, and Garhwal societal norms
create an appealing backdrop for research on this subject.

2.1. Guiding framework and survey instrument

We designed this exploratory study from an individual psycho-
logical perspective because low-impact programming is designed to
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change the belief system of the individual. Hence, we chose to
examine beliefs, which are inherently psychological, rather than
employ a collective cultural approach, such as the examination of
values (Corraliza & Berenguer, 2000). Beliefs are personal constructs
that can reveal why people perform environmental behavior.
According to Corraliza and Berenguer (2000), the social dilemmas
and expectancy-value (i.e., worth) ideologies have been the most
widely used theories to underscore research on environmental
beliefs. Expectancy-value models, in particular, explain and predict
an individual’s general attitudes toward an action. The theory of
planned behavior (TPB), grounded in expectancy-value theory, has
been popular in the evaluation of environmental behavior domes-
tically and abroad (e.g., Beedell & Rehman, 2000; Bissonnette &
Contento, 2001; Fielding, McDonald, & Louis, 2008; Hinds &
Sparks, 2008; Karppinen, 2005; Knussen, Yule, MacKenzie, &
Wells, 2004; Teo & Loosemore, 2001; Tonglet, Phillips, & Bates,
2004). The three core belief components of the TPB were used to
guide the questions for an elicitation study. In the following order,
we measured attitudes toward a behavior (attitude), social influ-
ences of performing the behavior in question (subjective norm), and
perceived control over performance of the behavior (perceived
behavioral control).

The survey was administered in two stages and used to extract
the three categories of beliefs pertaining to intention to pack out
trash, bury human waste, and refrain from cutting living trees for
firewood. The questionnaire followed Ajzen (2006) in its
construction andwas comprised of 18 open-ended questions added
to a series of 25 questions on intention to perform pro-environ-
mental behavior. The questionnaire was administered in both
English and Hindi, examined for clarity by a fluent speaker of Hindi
and English, reviewed by several guides and then administered.
Power outages in Delhi caused delay in the translation. As a result
a number of questionnaires were completed by guides who felt
capable of answering in English, with an understanding that there
may be differences or even some loss in cultural meaning (Simon,
1996). We attempted to address these issues through careful
selection of a back-translator. Therefore, knowledge claimsmay still
be contested and contingent, as is common in such cross-language
research (Temple & Edwards, 2002). Participants were asked about
(1) the advantages/disadvantages of (insert targeted behavior) (2)
who would approve/disapprove of their (perform targeted
behavior) and (3) the factors or circumstances that enable/hinder
performance of (insert targeted behavior).

2.2. Sampling and data collection

Without precedent to conduct this particular study, we spoke
with Indian scholars at the University of Central Florida and
Government Post Graduate College in Uttarkashi, India. Those
conversations revealed that a direct chain referral sampling
method with monetary incentive, following Heckathorn (2002),
would be necessary to obtain a valid sample. After arriving in India,
we quickly found that we could obtain a valid convenient sample of
adult (India’s minimum legal working age is 16) whitewater rafting
and trekking guides (crude population estimate is 300þ) working
and residing in Garhwal, Uttarakhand, India without offering
a monetary incentive. We modified the data collection design and
retained a direct chain referral sampling component, but elimi-
nated the monetary incentive after one team member expressed
the desire to reduce neocolonialist predispositions.

Three English speaking local guides served as research assis-
tants and helped provide access to this mobile population, obtain
verbal informed consent before collecting data, and administer
questionnaires in May and June of 2009. Assistants were first
briefed on the research objective and then on the appropriate
manner in which to assist a subject to complete a questionnaire
(e.g., refrain from coaching responses, obtaining verbal consent
first, maintaining confidentially of responses).

In the first stage of sampling, we incorporated convenient
sampling to obtain a sample that was representative of the Garhwal
whitewater rafting and trekking guide population. The study was
carried out during the peak of the adventure tourism season and
guides were very busy during the time of the study, making contact
with themdifficult. Adjustments to our sampling technique based on
the time of day or day of the week were made based on information
received from our research assistants. This information aided in
achieving a higher response rate than otherwise would have been
achieved. Questionnaires were administered to guides by randomly
visiting adventure tour companies, guide agencies, and storefronts in
Joshimath, Rishikesh and Uttarkashi in Uttarakhand. Our research
assistants helped identify where these locationwere based onwhere
guidesmight be located at a particular day of theweek or time of the
day. We asked guides present at these locations to participate in the
study. In the second stage, we incorporated snowball sampling if
sample numbers achieved during stage onewere projected to be low
for the day (n < 3). Using the social networks of local guide associ-
ation representatives, adventure company owners and local guides,
subjects were contacted and arrangements were made to have them
complete the questionnaire. Participants were given the option of
completing the questionnaire on-site or returning a completed
questionnaire at a predetermined drop location.

3. Findings and discussion

The following analysis also includes discussion of the findings.
This approach provides germane context for the reader and helps to
explain the nuances and dynamics of Indian society as they relate to
our findings. Twenty of the forty-four guides (45%) responded in
Hindi requiring back-translation of Hindi responses to English by
a fluent speaker of Hindi and English who met as many of the “axes
of similarity” as we could find upon returning to the USA (Temple &
Edwards, 2002). The resultant list of modal salient beliefs for each
construct was mined via content analysis that abided by certain
parameters (e.g., accounting for a certain percentage of beliefs
above 20%, 10%, etc.) (Sutton et al., 2003). A code sheet was
developed to direct the open coding process after evaluating all
forty-four questionnaires and following suggestions by Riddick and
Russell (2008) and faculty at North Carolina State University (K.
Henderson, personal communication, August 28, 2009). Due to the
large variety of responses, specific coding was developed for each
question. The authors independently analyzed the content of eight
questionnaires by labeling the themes identified according to the
code sheet and their results were compared; an inter-rater reli-
ability of .82 was achieved. Frequency of themes for all forty-four
questionnaires was then counted and entered into an Excel data-
base. Overlapping codes, such as those referring to a belief related
to the preservation of the natural environment in a general sense
(e.g., PUR ¼ Keep the environment pure/protected; SAV ¼ Save the
environment) were reduced to account for the range of answers
given by the respondents seemingly attempting to arrive at the
same belief. Answers were then reduced into themes using
a format adapted from Downs and Hausenblas (2005) and falling
within the three categories specified by the TPB: behavioral beliefs,
normative beliefs, and control beliefs.

The convenient sample of whitewater rafting and trekking
guidesworking and residing in Garhwal, Uttarakhand, India yielded
a sample of 44. Guide ages ranged from 16 to 45 years (Mean ¼ 28,
SD ¼ 6.75). Respondents averaged seven years of guiding experi-
ence, ranging from 1 to 20 years. The overwhelming majority of
respondents were male (98%), which is characteristic of the larger
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guide population. Over one-third (36%) were employed as white-
water rafting guides, 41% as trekking guides, and 23% as both
a whitewater rafting and trekking guide.

The first set of beliefs examined was behavioral (attitudinal)
beliefs (Table 1). According to Ajzen (1991), beliefs drive attitude and
indicate advantages and disadvantages of performing the behavior
in question. The results suggest that advantages of these behaviors
far outweigh the disadvantages. Additionally, maintenance of the
ecological landscape was central to performing pro-environmental
behaviors. Guide beliefs indicated that these behaviors prevented
pollution, maintained cleanliness and purity of the natural setting,
and saved and protected the environment from damage (e.g., fire,
pollution, finite destruction of Earth and humans).

Respondents’ positive behavioral beliefs appear similar to the
American wilderness belief system where visions of a charming and
pristine natural environment paved the way for LNT and similar
programs. However, the beliefs of Garhwal guidesmay have less to do
with a Eurocentric view of nature and more with an Escobar-like
(1999) “organic nature” where their religious lifestyles and beliefs
implyunanimity.According toMisra (2007),Hindus,whomakeupthe
vast majority of Indians, practice utilitarian conservationism where
elements of nature are protected in accord with the Hindu lifestyle.
Low-impact programming following LNT would have to ostensibly
surmount the potential argument that its corresponding ethics
perpetuate a disconnect with nature (Moskowitz & Ottey, 2006).

The overall positive view toward pro-environmental behavior
may also be explained by the disposition of the guiding profession
and suggests that guides have an influential emotional connect-
edness with the natural landscape achieved through environ-
mental literacy (i.e., awareness). Like ecological literacy, the term
environmental literacy refers to guides’ “lived experience of
nature” and recognition of their long term impact on the non-
human landscape (Martin & Ho, 2009, p. 87). Hinds and Sparks
(2008) found an association between affective connection with
Table 1
The response frequency and percent (%) of behavioral beliefs.

Broad belief Category Raw data theme

Advantages of Packing Out Trash
Pollution Prevention Environment does not g
Cleanliness/Purity Clean place for next com
Environmental Protection We can save the enviro
Environmental Benefit Environment safety; the
Disadvantages of Packing Out Trash
None No disadvantages; do n
Extra Resources are Needed Don’t have to carry extr
Dispersal of Pollution Garbage spreads around
Advantages of Burying Human Waste
Cleanliness/Purity Area is clean; the enviro
Pollution Prevention There will be no polluti
Pollution Control Garbage will not spread
Bio-turnover The land will be more f
Disadvantages of Burying Human Waste
None No harmc; none
Increased Pollution Dirty camp(site); pollut
Lack of Pollution Control Garbage will spread; w
Advantages of Refraining from Cutting Living Trees for Firewood
Cleanliness/Purity Environment will be cle
Environmental Protection Avoiding the (de)forest
Other: Environment in Balance, Rain Production,

Pollution Prevention, None
Balanced environment;

Disadvantages of Refraining from Cutting Living Trees for Firewood
None No harmc; nothing
Increased Pollution Our environment will b
Environmental Damage The environment will b

a Percents may not add up to 100% because respondents were permitted to contribut
b Third highest modal response, below 10% cutoff.
c According to the translator, the Hindi to English translation was “No harm”.
the natural world and intention to engage with it, while Nord,
Luloff, and Bridger (1998) found pro-environmental behavior and
forest recreation to be linked. Traditional close ties to nature in
conjunction with the out of doors character of guiding may rein-
force awareness of as well as concern for the environment. Thus, it
is suggested that Garhwal-based guides’ regular exposure to the
natural environment may enhance their bond and influence their
tendency to perform pro-environmental behavior in accord with
LNT ethics, despite perceptible Eurocentric origins.

The disadvantages specified by guides were few, but note-
worthy; they are indicative of this unique population’s social
environment. For some guides the behaviors of packing out trash
and burying human waste would result in merely moving waste
from one spot to another. For example, some guides noted trash
would end up “spreading around” or “thrown into (a) river” and
that human waste would “not end completely.” Various responses,
like the latter, show a need for environmental education among
guides, such as the finer points of sanitation and decomposition.
Other explanations for particular beliefs are undoubtedly more
complex and likely attributed to embedded social norms discussed
earlier, as well as the outlawed caste system which has been in
place for centuries and is alive andwell in many parts of India. India
is a society with a rigid hierarchical system where guides are most
often lower in status in that system than clients. Therefore, guides
have little power to be direct in correcting behavior. For instance, if
a client were to throw a plastic bottle into the River Ganga during
a rafting trip, under the rigid hierarchical system, the client cannot
be scolded by the lower caste guide or told to retrieve the bottle.

These social dynamics have arguably been ingrained into guide
psyche long before they began their profession and may currently
dictate how guides behave while moving through the landscape.
Littering, for example, has a long history in India (Misra, 2007) and
leaving food scraps to feed wild animals is acceptable to guides,
possibly for religious reasons described earlier. Therefore, it may be
Frequency %a

n ¼ 43
et polluted; (land) free of pollution 26 60
ing; to keep environment clean 12 28

nment; protect from air and water 8 19
re will be a good effect on environment 7 16

n ¼ 43
ot think any disadvantages; no harmc 25 58
a load on our back; more time 5 12
; bag of trash thrown into river 4 9

n ¼ 43
nment remains pure 15 35
on; environment will not be polluted 8 19
here and there; stored in one place 6 14

ertile; organic material will be formed 5 12
n ¼ 39
22 56

ion will not end completely 7 18
ill harm the environment 3 8b

n ¼ 42
an; forest will be green and dense; 29 69
ation; prevent global warming 8 19
trees bring rain; reduce pollution 3 7b

n ¼ 42
21 50

e polluted; environment gets polluted 8 19
e destroyed 4 10

e multiple responses.
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that for American low-impact programs to be useful in a context
like Garhwal, curriculumwould need to not just address “ingrained
and habitual behavior” as found by Borrie and Harding’s (2002, p. 9)
research on attitudes toward low-impact practices, but address the
origin of that behavior, such as religion and environmental and
social histories. This appears to be currently out of the scope of
American low-impact programming and debatably a limitation of
its efficacy in Garhwal.

The second set of beliefs examined social influences (Table 2).
According to the TPB these beliefs should indicate who would
approve and disapprove of performing the behavior in question.
Surprisingly, guides found themselves to be most influential in the
approval of performing pro-environmental behavior and were also
ironically the second highest influence that disapproved. Research
on mountain guides by Beedie and Hudson (2003) concluded that
guides “script their own performances” and are “independent and
self-reliant” (pp. 163e164). By the same token, our findings suggest
that Garhwal-based guides’ intention to perform pro-
Table 2
The response frequency and percent (%) of normative beliefs.

Broad belief Category Raw data theme Frequency %a

Approve of Packing
Out Trash

n ¼ 42

Self Self 18 44
Worksite Personnel Boss; colleague; team member;

senior guide; trip leader
15 37

Government Forest department; ministry
of tourism, village government

8 20

Friends 4 10
Community Nature enthusiasts; everyone 4 10
Disapprove of Packing

Out Trash
n ¼ 42

No one 20 48
Self 7 17
Community Those lacking environmental

education; anti-environmentalists
6 14

Worksite personnel Team members; boss; porters; 4 10
Approve of Burying

Human Waste
n ¼ 42

Self 20 48
Worksite personnel Colleague; senior guide;

lead guide; team members
8 19

Community Everyone; people; villagers 6 14
Government Forest administration;

Ministry of Tourism
4 10

Disapprove of Burying
Human Waste

n ¼ 42

No one 21 50
Self 6 14
Worksite personnel Team members; senior

guide; boss; colleague
4 10

Approve of Refraining
from Cutting Living
Trees for Firewood

n ¼ 41

Self 13 31
Government Municipal corporation;

residence administration;
Forest Department

8 19

Community Villagers/locals; those who
love the environment; everyone;
people; those lacking
environmental education

4 10

Disapprove of Refraining
from Cutting Living
Trees for Firewood

n ¼ 41

No one 19 46
Self 7 17
Government Forest Department;

Municipal government
6 15

Worksite personnel Lead guide; senior guide; boss 6 15

a Percents may not add up to 100% because respondents were permitted to
contribute multiple responses.
environmental behavior may be constructed from a similar sense
of independence and self-reliance found among Beedie and Hud-
son’s mountaineering guides. Though mainly independent in their
performance over environmentally significant behavior, results
indicate a social component to performing these behaviors.

External influences, such as worksite personnel, and to a lesser
extent community and government, were found to be important as
well. Results suggest that Garhwal-based guides may have an
occupational culture that dictates their collective attitudes and
actions and singularly a guide’s role, status, and expectations (Teo &
Loosemore, 2001, p. 743) with respect to behavior displayed
guiding. One justification may be that tour companies require
guides to adhere to certain outdoor ethics that are part of the
company’s marketing platform. Social pressure and social identity
may also play a role. These variables were discussed by Harding,
Borrie, and Cole (2000). The authors note that recreationist moti-
vations to perform pro-environmental behavior may not be rooted
in any desire to protect the environment, but to conforming to
social demands. In Garhwal, environmental identities may vary
depending on the behavior in question. Motivations for not packing
out trash or burying human waste may not be rooted in a desire to
harm the environment or indifference, but due to social influence
and related identity, whereas refraining from cutting trees for
firewood may be due to heavy-handed forest management policy
that has been integral in Garhwal society since the 19th century
(Dangwal, 2009).

Control beliefs (Table 3), or those beliefs that indicate those
facilitating and obstructing factors that allow a guide to control the
performance of a behavior, were also explored. The results illustrate
that facilitating factors to performing these behaviors outnumber the
obstructing factors. Top facilitating factors were motivation and
energy. Guides answered regularly that their hearts or minds would
facilitate or obstruct their performance of the behaviors in question.
SimilarfindingswerenotedbyParker andAvant (2000)who revealed
that Sierra mountain guides internalized their outdoor ethic. In turn,
their behavior was in accordance with what they thought was just.
Guides did specify that for some behaviors social supportwas a facil-
itating factor, mainly referring to immediate team members. In
essence, the guidewouldmake the choice, yet couldbe swayed if they
knew they were not the only ones performing the behavior.

Convenience was a significant factor for packing out trash and
burying human waste, while inconvenience was seen as the most
salient obstructing factor. Convenience in this studymeant a variety
of conditions, but commonly referred to weather. Other barriers
and constraints to behavior performance were calamities, having
the means to carry out trash (e.g., bag), time, energy to carry extra
weight, or motivation (e.g., laziness, overcoming smell of garbage).
Findings suggest that there are prominent obstacles that stand in
the way of altering and influencing environmentally significant
behavior in Garhwal. Research on low-impact programming has
not adequately addressed such barriers and constraints to perfor-
mance of pro-environmental behavior or how to deal with them.

Necessity was a central factor dictating guide responses to
behaviors involving tree cutting for firewood. Most respondents
acknowledged the ban on tree cutting by the forest department and
were compelled to heed associated policies. Many also pointed to
the benefits of leaving trees as they are for reasons varying from
aesthetics and habitat protection to personal constraints. Where
LNT, and like programs, may struggle in Garhwal regarding camp
fires is by declaring that “potential damage to the backcountry”
should be the most important factor in deciding to create a fire
(Leave No Trace, n.d.). Some respondents in our study would likely
disagree. Guides claimed that trees would be cut to stay warm or
keep predators, such as the leopard, away while sleeping. These
circumstances could be categorized as “confounding variables,”



Table 3
The response frequency and percent (%) of control beliefs.

Broad belief Category Raw data theme Frequency %

Facilitating Factors of Packing Out Trash n ¼ 43
Motivation/Energy Our mind and heart help us.; the will to save the environment;

spread garbage doesn’t look good; protection of nature;
to maintain ecological balance; pollution control

20 47

Social Support Entire team; help of friends; from tourists; (from)
environmental organizations; from government

12 28

Convenience Good weather; it is not difficult; time; we carry extra plastic
bags (to carry out trash); extra porters

11 26

Experience/Knowledge Understanding and awareness of people; nature attracts
(tourists); Environmental literacy (Awareness about
nature and my mother land)

8 19

Obstructing Factors of Packing Out Trash n ¼ 43
Inconvenience When there is a calamity/illness; Lack of proper means

of garbage collection.; bad weather; if we are getting
late; distance to carry it back; time; smell comes

22 51

None 9 21
Facilitating Factors of Burying Human Waste n ¼ 43
Motivation/Energy Keep camp clean; (Provide) good service; .help the soil/land 12 28
Convenience Suitable weather; it is not difficult; human waste is easily degradable 11 26
Experience/Knowledge Enlightenment; awareness; very tough to teach clients;

spreading no disease; organic soil/fertile land; pollution control
10 23

Social Support Combined efforts; support of staff (colleagues); (from)
tourists; (from) government; villagers get angry when
we dig in their area

8 19

Obstructing Factors Burying Human Waste n ¼ 44
Inconvenience Weather; we do not have any means (to do so); nature

does not help us; if any calamities occur; laziness; lack of time
29 66

None 10 23
Lacking Social Support Clients like to go out and leave toilet tent; from tourists;

from friends; from colleagues
5 11

Facilitating Factors of Refraining from Cutting Living Trees for Firewood n ¼ 43
Necessity Ban on cutting trees; we do not require wood 14 33
Motivation/Energy Our own thoughts/understanding; avoiding deforestation;

Green and healthy (environment); it is not difficult; bad for me;
not spoiling nature; save the environment

13 30

Experience/Knowledge Sightseeing (requirements); green trees give me and my world
oxygen; not good for nature, wildlife,.or the mountains;
environmental literacy

11 26

Convenience Biotin gas, diesel help to stop (tree cutting); Alternative fuel 7 16
Obstructing Factors of Refraining from Cutting Living Trees for Firewood n ¼ 44
None 12 27
Necessity Rules/laws of Forest Administration; cold night

[read: to stay warm]; Tourists need/pay for campfire
12 27

Experience/Knowledge Green wood will not burn; people don’t know the effects
of (deforestation); (forests provide) birds’ food; ignorance

12 27
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described by Marion and Reid (2005), and result in limitations to
LNT campfire ethics in Garhwal.

4. Implications

This exploratory study elicited guide beliefs to help determine
the cross-cultural utility of American low-impact programming in
Garhwal at the individual level. The following discussion is inten-
ded to divulge important implications for future study and practice
by linking germane themes in outdoor literature with the major
belief themes discovered here.

4.1. Toward viable low-impact programming

This research draws from the idea that discourses on nature have
been constructed by a complex web of social phenomena affected
by histories, economics, technologies, science, and myths that are
unique to assorted societies and cultures (Escobar, 1996) and may
influence the overall efficacy of an American low-impact program in
Garhwal. Yet, despite the importance of these factors in Garhwal
and Indian society at large, significant negative environmental
impacts continue to transpire. There is a window of opportunity to
implement low-impact training for all tourism stakeholders, espe-
cially guides, under the condition that trainers understand their
audience and the limitations of their curriculum and strategy. As
this research has shown, interesting and complex paradoxes may
arise when attempting to enter a developing country to impart
outdoor ethics. For example, in Garhwal, if a client refuses to take
responsibility for their ecological impacts, like handling of human
waste, the trade-off for a guide may be to do whatever it takes to
obtain a bigger tip at the end of the tour. The guide otherwise risks
receiving no tip by breaching a traditional guide-client power
dynamic in order to follow American outdoor principles and ethics.
Two questions remain, however. Do instructors attempt to change
deeply embedded conceptions of nature or do they just teach
a skills-based approach to performing pro-environmental
behavior? Also, given the power dynamics of the hierarchical
Indian society, is teaching LNT to guides really going to stop or slow
negative environmental impacts from nature-based tourism?
Whenpossible, thosewho seek to implement low-impact programs
in developing countries shouldmore fully understand the social and
cultural normative demands on guides prior to implementing their
curriculum. This practice can serve to diminish instances of
miscommunication and maximize uptake of useful information.
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In America, humans and the landscape have been separated by
colonial ideals of humans and nature and, as some have argued,
encouraged (indirectly or directly) by a hard-line conservation ethic
(Simon & Alagona, 2009). In Garhwal, however, such a divide is not
as clear as indicated by guide beliefs elicited in this study. This
could pose challenges to implementing a conservation ethic into
a setting like Garhwal. The dominant American low-impact training
organization, the Leave No Trace Center for Outdoor Ethics, strives
to do little more than aid recreationists in reducing their impacts by
educational means. Still, underlying the LNT program is a belief
structure that hopes “communication, reasoning and internaliza-
tionwill change people’s belief structure” and lead recreationists to
“do the right thing” (Jones & Bruyere, 2004, p. 3). Though LNT has
successfully helped land managers in America to uphold their
beliefs, our research indicates that the implementation of this belief
system in a non-American society to curb environmental impacts
caused by nature-based tourism could be difficult.

As American low-impact programming has been exported
throughout the world it may be argued that it could inadvertently
modify the underlying belief structure of not just individuals but
entire societies. In Garhwal, a unique and complex environmental
ethic is shared by an entire society. In the same token, most
Americans share their own collective version of an environmental
ethic. To maximize efficacy and reduce neocolonialist predisposi-
tions, it makes sense then that low-impact programming should to
some extent reflect societal and cultural norms, keeping in line
with the sentiments of Indian scholars. In the current scenario,
where an American environmental ethic is deployed in Garhwal,
guides would have to seemingly subscribe to not one, but two
theoretically contrasting environmental ethics. In this case, guides
appear to superficially subscribe to the ideals of the American
environmental movement. We posit, not that aggressive conflict
would ensue, but that a more tempered lack of buy-in from or
confusion on the part of guides may result. We also see in this
milieu, Garhwal guides would be charged with surmounting social
norms held by the largely domestic tourist population that result in
behavior detrimental to the environment. This burden could weigh
heavily on those guides, like whitewater rafting and trekking
guides 1. who do not operate under a traditional ecotourism
framework; 2. who operate where a clear land ethic has not already
been laid out; or 3. whose clientele may not be seeking a guide
whose behavior is analogous to an American ethic. As it was
intended and currently exists, American low-impact programming
does not leave room to address or overcome larger social
constraints and barriers such as ingrained behavior and perspec-
tives on nature and conservation to achieve desired outcomes.

Therefore, American low-impact programming should engage
guides and their clients beyond just feeding them information on
what behavior to display in the outdoors. Programming should be
positioned to complement the environmental ethic that is already
instilled within guides and their domestic clients. Guides may
indeed be empowered through the achievement of skills and tools
learned from American low-impact programs. This information can
be used to develop targeted interventions aimed at understanding
the role of decomposition and sanitation to avoid illness and
complying with clean campsite regulations. More information is
clearly needed, however, to ascertain how programs currently in
operation succeed and fall short in the effort to achieve sustained
benefits to people and the ecological landscape.

4.2. Future research

Our findings merely scratch the surface of fully understanding
Garhwal whitewater rafting and trekking guide beliefs toward pro-
environmental behavior. However, they provide preliminary
evidence that due to societal intricacies prescriptive training and
certifications in environmental protection ethics grounded in an
overarching conservation ethic, as advocated regularly by
researchers, may not be sufficient to establish consistent pro-
environmental behavior among guides in Garhwal. Consequently,
research should explore several avenues to further examine cross-
cultural utility of American and other Western low-impact
programming in Garhwal.

A first step is to begin to summarize Garhwal guide values about
the environment, making the leap from beliefs to truths. The
foundation for low-impact programming in America reflects norms
of outdoor travel. A foundation for outdoor travel ethics in Garhwal
could be unearthed in the same fashion it was in the United States
and employed in the field as a park management tool in the form of
guide interpretation (Armstrong & Weiler, 2002). Values were
defined by Parker and Avant (2000) to be “the evaluation of certain
beliefs (that is, if you believe something to be true, whether that
truth is positive or negative)” (p. 196). Values are also a collective
set of general beliefs that have been shown to influence more
specific beliefs regarding environmental behavior (Zinn &
Manfredo, 1998). There has also been value-based research con-
ducted by Stern (2000) that expands on Schwartz and Howard’s
(1984) work on internalized values as moderators of altruistic
behavior. Stern (2000) developed a conceptual framework that
explains environmentally significant individual behavior. Oreg and
Katz-Gerro (2006) described such a framework, the value-belief-
norm (VBN) theory of environmentalism. This theory declares
“pro-environmental behaviors stem from acceptance of particular
personal values, from beliefs that things important to those values
are under threat, and from beliefs that actions initiated by the
individual can help alleviate the threat and restore the values”
(Oreg & Katz-Gerro, 2006, p. 464). Personal norms (self-expecta-
tions based on internalized values) were also found to be important
in determining intention to perform behavior by Harland, Staats,
and Wilke (1999). Value-based frameworks, along with investiga-
tion into personal norms, might provide insight into Garhwal guide
perceptions of self-influenced behavior that the TPB cannot as well
as resultant social and personal identities.

Garhwal-based guides detailed a number of factors that dictated
their performance of pro-environmental behaviors such as weather
and desire. Accordingly, second and third steps could incorporate
questions pertaining to complex social phenomena and explore
those factors that allow guides to perform pro-environmental
behavior, respectively. Researchers might attempt to determine
a guide’s role in terms of influencing outdoor behavior among
guides. Questions pertaining to religion, the caste system, envi-
ronmental histories, influence ofWestern lifestyles, perspectives on
client-guide relationships, etc. can be difficult to ask and to answer.
However, theyappear to be crucial in placing outdoor behavior in its
appropriate cultural and cognitive context. Furthermore, American
or other Western low-impact training was not explicitly cited by
guides as a factor in behavioral performance. Enlightenment,
awareness, and environmental literacy were mentioned.

5. Conclusion

There is an implicit expectation in scholarly publications that
nature-based guides wholly espouse American low-impact
programming, be disseminators of environmental education, and
are dedicated recreation resource managers. However, rarely are
guides cultural and cognitive foundations explored by scholarly
literature to a depth necessary to determine the transfer of belief-
based low-impact programming outside of ecotourism, let alone
in a society where some social norms are not considered pro-
environmental. This exploratory study elicited guide beliefs to
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help determine the cross-cultural utility of American low-impact
programming in Garhwal at the individual level. By focusing here
on guides’ salient beliefs toward pro-environmental behavior in
Garhwal, Uttarakhand, India, we hope to make a meaningful
contribution to careful, critical, and empirically-informed analyses
of the efficacy of low-impact programs in developing countries. We
also seek to help avoid neocolonialist predispositions and
assumptions of adequate transfer of environmentally-based infor-
mation when these programs are implemented. This study has
helped to show that cross-cultural application of outdoor ethics can
be problematic in two ways. First, the ethics might not be appro-
priate at all or they might be appropriate, but their delivery might
face cultural and social obstacles. Second, low-impact program-
ming based on an overarching conservation ethic will have to
engage students beyond just feeding them information and may
have tomerely complement the environmental ethic that is already
instilled within guides and their clients.
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