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Abstract: This paper analyzes the investment in environmental management practices (EMPs)
adopted by hotels within a community destination. The aim is twofold: (a) to understand whether
hotels have changed their EMPs in the last ten years and, if so, how; (b) to analyze the link between
hotels’ environmental commitment and propensity of collaboration among local stakeholders.
The research, carried out in 2015, involved all the hotels (N = 1.514) of Trentino, a community
destination in the Italian Alps, through a CAWI survey (redemption rate 88.9%). The data analysis
followed two steps: (1) frequency analysis to identify the EMPs adopted by hotels and to compare
the data with the survey conducted in 2005; (2) multiple correspondence analysis and hierarchical
ascendant cluster analysis to identify hotel profiles with different levels of environmental commitment.
The results revealed new and original aspects of the propensities of hotels to invest in EMPs and
identified three different environmental hotel profiles: not eco-friendly, proactive, and reactive.
Proactive and reactive hotels have a greater propensity to invest in EMPs and to collaborate with
the Destination Management Organisation and with other hotels. The research contributes to the
scientific debate on EMP adoption and the extent to which stakeholder power and pressure influence
the environmental sustainability strategies of hotels.

Keywords: environmental management practices; environmental commitment; environmental
hotel profiles

1. Introduction

The question of sustainability and the quest for the balance between the three pillars upon which
it rests [1,2] have drawn increased attention worldwide, gradually influencing the development of all
economic sectors, including tourism [3]. A growing awareness of the positive relationship between
tourism, well-being, and economic development at the territorial level [4,5] has been encouraging
the academic community to seek new developmental models [6–11]. From a managerial perspective,
combining the principles of sustainability with those of business management prompts reflection on
the adequacy of traditional business models and on the medium- and long-term environmental and
social (as well as economic) impacts of the tourism industry. The strategies and operational practices
adopted by tourism enterprises are of particular relevance.

The tourism sector is characterized by the presence of a multiplicity of firms which largely define
the offer of a particular territory, through their services and products. Of these, the hospitality sector
is a key stone of the system [12–14], and it is these firms that—to date—the majority of studies have
examined, focusing particularly on what are described by the international literature as environmental
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management practices (EMPs) [15,16]. From these studies, it is clear that the adoption of EMPs does
not imply that a firm loses focus on its economic aims and the pursuit of profit—the latter objectives,
indeed, go hand in hand with environmentally sustainable goals.

The adoption of EMPs assumes particular significance within community destinations, i.e.,
multi-stakeholder territories in which resources and activities are spread among numerous public and
private actors, including the local community [17–20]. In these destinations, the territory itself, with its
natural resources, is what makes the tourist offer unique. The integration of the tourism offer depends
on the collaboration among actors. To this end, on one hand, the attention to environmental practices is
vital to preserve the beauty and attractiveness of the destinations; on the other hand, the involvement of
local actors in collaborative relationships and partnerships are essential for destination competitiveness.

In this paper, we discuss the choices made by hotels in EMPs. The aim is twofold: (1) to
understand whether hotels have changed their EMPs and, if so, how; (2) to analyze the link between
hotels’ environmental commitment and propensity of collaboration among local stakeholders.

The research was carried out in Trentino (Italy) administering a questionnaire to 1514 hotels
(all local hotels), which had a response rate of approximately 90%. Trentino is a typical community
destination, where tourism is key to local development and hotels are a crucial element of the tourism
sector. In addition, the local statistics office (Ispat, www.statistica.provincia.tn.it/) enabled us to access
the database of all Trentino hotels that, every ten years, is updated thorough a census. This also
allowed us to examine how hotels’ environmental choices have evolved over time.

The research profiles hotels on the basis of their environmental commitment, i.e., the EMPs that
have been adopted within their structures. Having identified three profiles, we analyzed whether
hotels’ decisions to invest in EMPs were motivated principally by market logic or arose from manager
awareness and if different levels of collaboration with key players (i.e., DMO and other hotels) emerged.

The paper is divided into five sections: in the next section, the most important literature on
EMPs in hotels is discussed; in the third section, the methodology is described; in the fourth, the main
findings are shown. The last section includes conclusions and suggestions for further research.

2. Literature Review

All recent trends in international tourism agree on the need to make sustainability a core value,
and on the implications that this focus has on both territorial and business management policies and
approaches [21–23]. Sustainability is seen as a precondition for destination competitiveness [24,25],
and, in developing their offers and services, managers have to adopt strategies that not only preserve
and valorize the local environment but also maintain their territory’s social equilibrium [26–28].

While the individual awareness of hotels is clearly vital, the role of local public actors should not
be minimized. Public (state, regional, municipal) involvement in tourism has a long history [29–33].
Indeed, a destination’s strategies must adopt long-term perspectives if tourist flows—with their
considerable impacts on both natural and socio-cultural capital—are to be properly managed [4]:
tourism management must become an integral part of territorial planning processes and be subject
to legislation that ensures the control of its (positive and negative) effects [33–36]. The goal of
sustainability must therefore be pursued through a specific tourism policy, since effective governance
is a key requirement for the successful implementation of any sustainable tourism model [37,38].

Within community destinations in particular, the firms that opt for sustainable strategies do not
merely benefit themselves but also contribute to the protection and valorization of their territory,
which is, in turn, one of the main pull factors for the overall tourism offer of the destination. The entire
local system is thus positively impacted when hotels adopt more sustainable business models.

The hotel sector tends to have a particularly heavy impact on the environment, although its
effects vary in frequency and intensity depending on the phase being assessed—during infrastructure
construction, for example, activity is more intense but is short-term, while the routine activities
involved in the provision of goods and services for guests are ongoing but are less invasive [39].
The latter activities involve the consumption of energy, water, food, paper, etc., inevitably leading
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to the consumption of non-renewable raw materials and increased emissions [40]. Seen in isolation,
any one of these activities may not appear to have a particularly large impact, but—above all when
considered at the global level—the hotel industry is, in fact, both resource-intensive and a significant
polluter [41,42].

In light of the above, analysis of the environmental practices of hotels is currently of considerable
interest to the scientific community, as there is still much to be learnt about the EMPs available,
particularly to the smallest firms (small and medium hotel enterprises—SMHEs) [43]. Most of our
evidence comes from studies on big hotels, or those belonging to chains; see, for example, [44–47].
These studies have contributed to the debate on the various methods, time-frames, and investments
open to big firms and SMHEs adopting EMPs. It is, of course, not impossible for SMHEs to adopt
EMPs, but to do so they have to make the kinds of strategic and organizational choices that can enable
them to overcome the limitations all too typical of small firms [48]. Such choices require the adoption
of a new business model, directed towards the achievement not only of competitive advantage for
the business itself but also for the entire territory. Porter and Kramer [49] use the term “win–win
business model” and [50] describe approaches open to sustainability as being “win–win for firm and
system.” Other studies have demonstrated that SMHEs that deploy EMPs are rewarded by improved
performance, environmental, economic [46,51], and competitive [52,53].

A firm’s decision to adopt an EMP may be influenced by its stakeholders [54].
Céspedes-Lorente et al. [55] have shown that a hotel firm’s deployment of EMPs is often subject
to stakeholder power and the stakeholders’ various perceptions of environmental issues and how
these can be addressed by the hotel. Ayuso [56] and other authors [57,58] discuss the phenomenon of
stakeholder pressure, highlighting the extent to which external stakeholders can influence the strategic
choices of hotel firms with regard to environmental sustainability.

This overview of the literature indicates the timeliness of our research, given the knowledge gap
that still exists around EMPs and their deployment, particularly by SMHEs. The research carried out
on the Trentino hotels is especially relevant to the scientific debate because the majority of hotels in the
area are SMHEs family run. Within this context, moreover, the analysis of whether or not some key
local stakeholders can be considered to have exerted the stakeholder power and stakeholder pressure
described in the literature has proven interesting. This was also our motivation for investigating if
levels of investment in the environment are uniform throughout the territory, or if differences emerge,
attributable to the influence of the DMOs on the choices made by hotels.

3. Methodology

3.1. Population and Focus of Analysis

The data collected by Ispat through a CAWI survey carried out in 2015 have enabled us to build
the first (ever) environmental commitment profiles of hotels. The survey covered all (1514) hotels,
with a response rate of 88.9%, giving us an analysis base of 1347. Most of the hotels have three stars
and the average bed number is 61. The great majority are independent (only 3.3% are members of a
chain) and family run (87% are owner-managed, either alone or with the help of family members).

The questionnaire administered to the hotels was divided into two main sections:

• the first covered data related to the adoption of specific EMPs;
• the second enquired into the interviewees’ motives for embarking upon environmentally

sustainable projects.

The questions in the first section concerned specific environmentally friendly investments in
energy and water conservation measures, incentives for green mobility, and the use of eco-friendly
products and organic food. Three response options were given: an indication that a measure had been
adopted, had not been adopted, or was intended to be adopted. The third option enabled us to capture
hotels’ declared future intentions, key to the creation of the firms’ profiles through a cluster analysis
(see infra). The EMPs investigated and the response options are illustrated in Table 1.
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Table 1. Environmental management practices (EMPs) investigated in the hotels of Trentino.

Emps Response Option

Installation of solar water/photovoltaic panels

0 = measure not adopted
1 = measure intended
2 = measure adopted

Thermal insulation
Light timers
Dual flush WCs
Reuse of white water
Towel change on request only
Rainwater harvesting (for use in watering plants)
Use of phosphate free and/or highly biodegradable detergents
Free bike hire
Subsidised public transport/travel card schemes

Source: authors’ elaboration.

We focused on the above EMPs in order to include both those practices that require heavy
investments on the part of businesses—and that an SMHE might not be able to afford without
assistance—and those that are much cheaper and therefore within the budgets of even the smallest
firms (such as dual flush WCs, eco-friendly detergents, and clean towel provision on request). The latter
measures can help to lessen a hotel’s environmental impact on its immediate environment by reducing
emissions and water and energy use.

With regard to energy conservation, we investigated practices which are attracting growing
interest on the part of both private individuals and businesses (as demonstrated by the
increased investments in photovoltaics evidenced in the most recent (2017) Istat (Italian National
Institute of Statistics) report [59]), and it is therefore not surprising that hotel businesses, too,
are adopting/considering them. The exposition of these data enables us not only to analyze the
energy conservation investments made or planned by businesses but also to understand how such
investment levels compared with those revealed in the last (2005) Ispat survey.

The aspects of water conservation investigated, as indicated in Table 1, are the installation of dual
flush WCs (which range from an average of 10 (full flush) to 3 L (partial flush)), white water recycling
systems, and rainfed irrigation systems. The importance of this analysis is thrown into sharp relief by
the data published by the ENEA (the national agency for new technologies, energy and sustainable
economic development—www.enea.it/en), revealing the extremely high levels of water consumption
in Italian hotels (between 200 L per day in the low season and 600 L in the high season), particularly in
relation to the use of showers and wash basins (70–120 L), WCs (30–70 L), kitchen/cooking (20–40 L),
washing (both on and off site), and irrigation. It is estimated that 80 L of water per guest per day can
be saved through the installation of devices for the conservation and recycling of water and nutrients
and through the separation of white, grey and black water.

The enthusiasm for towel changing only at the client’s request follows the same logic; now a
common practice in hotels, its analysis reveals not only the choices made by hotels but also client
attitudes, and whether they are interested in environmental issues and are thus ready to collaborate
with the eco-friendly choices made by their hotel.

In addition to the analysis of practices principally linked to reduced environmental impact, such as
the use of phosphate free/biodegradable detergents, we investigated the promotion of practices
linked to mobility: the most prevalent of these were free bike hire at a significant number of hotels,
and incentives to use the local public transport network.

In order to complete the analysis, two questions about the hotel kitchens’ use and offer of organic
products and the obtaining of certification were included in this first section of the questionnaire.
The question on certification reveals whether the hotels have already obtained, or intend to apply for,
a certification of quality management (ISO 9001) or of environmental management, or an environmental
label (i.e., ISO 14001, Emas, Ecolabel).

www.enea.it/en
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The questions in the second part of the questionnaire focus on why hotels invest in EMPs.
The motivations examined included both economic and competitiveness, and ethical and cultural,
factors. The interviewees were asked to score the strength of their agreement with each motivation on
a Likert scale with four positions. Table 2 lists the hotels’ investment motivations and the response
options offered.

Table 2. Motivations for investment in EMPs among hotels.

Motivations Response Options

Because clients appreciate them
1 = strongly disagree
2 = somewhat disagree
3 = agree
4 = strongly agree

Ethical
Cost-saving
Possible competitive advantage
Because it’s imperative if I want to remain in the market
Important in Trentino in order to maintain a culture firmly rooted
in and in symbiosis with the territory

Source: authors’ elaboration.

3.2. Data Analysis

The data analysis was carried out on two levels. First, we analyzed the frequency and percentage
of responses from the hotels referring to the EMPs they had adopted. These data were compared with
the results from the previous (2005) Ispat survey in order to establish whether and how investments
in environmental sustainability had changed. As we go on to demonstrate, it was not possible to
compare all the EMPs adopted because, over the 10 intervening years, it was considered opportune to
introduce some modifications, both with regard to the EMPs analyzed and to the factors driving firms’
investments. For example, in 2015, the adoption of magnetic cards for electricity is included, while in
2005 this practice was not taken into consideration. Hotels’ motivations, meanwhile, are analyzed in
greater detail in the 2015 survey, with a distinction being made between investments already made
and those intended, thereby allowing us to identify more precisely the propensity of hotel firms to
adopt “green” measures. These changes have resulted in somewhat different sets of questions and
therefore not all of the data are comparable.

The second level of analysis was conducted in order to build the profiles of the SMHEs on the
basis of their environmental commitment. To do this, the future intentions of the hotels had to be
analyzed, taking into consideration not only already adopted practices but also those about to be
adopted. The cluster analysis was made using the 10 variables linked to the adoption of EMPs (see
Table 1), plus an 11th, which measured the use of organic produce in hotel kitchens. All 11 variables
are qualitative. The profiles were created in two steps: first, a multiple correspondence analysis (MCA)
and, only after that, a cluster analysis: the nature of the variables did not permit a cluster analysis of
the raw data.

The aim of the MCA was to reduce the number of variables and reposition the data within a new
Cartesian plane, identifying two new main axes; the cluster analysis was carried out in order to profile
the firms on the basis of their (past and future) environmental investments, motivations, and links
with some key players in the territory. More specifically,

• The MCA resulted in an output in which the two new axes identified explain 87.72% of the total
inertia. The graphic output produced by the XLstat 2017 software (see Figure 1) reveals that the
horizontal axis measures the strength of future intention to invest in EMPs, while the vertical axis
reveals the existence (or absence, with a value of 0) of EMPs within a hotel. A hotel’s position on
the graph thus depends on both previous/current and intended investments.

• The identification of the two new main axes upon which to place the variables and observations
allowed us to conduct a hierarchical ascendant cluster analysis and—using quantitative data—to
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use a Euclidean distance matrix. The cluster analysis revealed three groups, differentiated
according to levels of investment in EMPs and future intentions in this regard (see Section 4.2).
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Figure 1. Multiple correspondence analysis output. Note: the term “variable” refers to the 11 EMPs
analyzed in conjunction (see the legend below) with the three response options (0 = measure not
adopted; 1 = measure intended; 2 = measure adopted). A = installation of solar water/photovoltaic
panels; B = thermal insulation; C = light timers; D = dual flush WCs; E = use of phosphate free
and/or highly biodegradable detergents; F = free bike hire; G = subsidised public transport/travel card
schemes; H = reuse of white water; I = towel change on request only; J = rainwater harvesting (for use
in watering plants); K = use of biological products. Source: authors’ elaboration.

The cluster analysis produced the hotels’ profiles and enabled us to analyze, for each
profile, the motivations driving investment in EMPs and whether the DMOs had influenced firms’
strategic choices.

4. Research Findings

4.1. EMPs Adopted by Hotels

The descriptive analysis reveals the EMPs adopted by the hotels and how investments have
changed over the course of the decade between 2005 and 2015. As already noted, it was not
possible to carry out a longitudinal analysis of all practices. Nevertheless, it is possible to capture
the differences between the investments in specific EMPs by referring to the response option “not
adopted”. This analysis reveals the growth in hotels’ investments in EMPs (see Table 3).

The most obvious increases have been in energy conservation measures, with an increase in solar
water panels from 22.4% and in photovoltaics from 6% (in 2005) to 41.7% in 2015 (52.1% if intended
investment is included). The installation of thermal insulation has also seen a significant increase:
from 44% to 59.3% (70% if intended investment is included).

Light timers are the most prevalent measure, found in 70.4% of hotels. These devices result in
significant reductions in energy consumption due to their limiting the amount that the time stairs,
corridor, and walkway lights remain on. Magnetic cards to control power supply in rooms, however,
have only been adopted by 33% of hotels.
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Table 3. Adoption of EMPs by hotels (2005 and 2015).

2005 2015

EMPs Adopted and
Planned Not Adopted Adopted Planned Not Adopted

ENERGY CONSERVATION
Solar water panels 22.4% 77.6%

41.7% * 10.4% * 48.0% *Photovoltaics 6.0% 94.0%
Thermal insulation 44.0% 56.0% 59.3% 10.7% 30.0%
Magnetic cars for room electricity ** ** 33.1% 8.4% 58.5%
Light timers ** ** 70.4% 3.6% 26.0%

WATER CONSERVATION
Dual flush WCs 43.2% 56.8% 54.0% 4.1% 42.0%
Reuse of white water 8.7% 91.3% 10.0% 5.0% 85.0%
Rainfed Irrigation 7.8% 92.2% 10.6% 4.7% 84.7%

OTHER
Use of phosphate free detergents 44.3% 55.7%

54.7% *** 8.7% *** 36.6% ***Use of biodegradable detergents >90% 67.5% 32.5%
Incentives to use public transport 44.1% 55.9% 54.5% 4.2% 41.3%
Free bike hire 41.8% 58.2% 43.8% 7.9% 48.3%
Towels changed only on request ** ** 87.3% 1.6% 11.1%

* Data refer to solar water panels and photovoltaics. ** Data not available. *** Data refer to Use of phosphate free
detergents and Use of biodegradable detergents >90%. Source: ISPAT (2006) [60] and authors’ elaboration.

Of the water conservation measures surveyed, only dual flush WCs have seen a significant increase
(up from 44% in 2005 to 54–58% if intentions are included—in 2015). The other two measures (reuse
of white water and rainfed irrigation) involve more complicated investments, requiring structural
intervention; it is therefore not surprising that their adoption has been less widespread than that of
other practices.

Presently, 87.3% of hotels only change towels at the request of the client. This result is coherent
with the data by the ENEA (the national agency for new technologies, energy, and sustainable
economic development) and with a report by the United States EPA (Environmental Protection Agency),
which found a reduction in washing machine loads leading to a 17% decrease in water consumption.

Finally, measures connected with mobility are receiving growing interest from hotels, in line with
the data collected in 2005.

4.2. EMPs and Environmental Commitment: The Identification of Hotels’ Profiles

As already mentioned, the cluster analysis was carried out in order to profile the hotels on the
basis of the strength of their environmental commitment. To this end, we decided to analyze the firms’
investments in EMPs, noting whether the investments had already been made or were planned. Next,
the number of EMPs adopted and planned was calculated, and—for each cluster—the mean of the
two values was then calculated. Of the EMPs we investigated, the maximum number of practices
that could be adopted was 11—the 10 listed in Table 1 plus the use of organic products in the kitchen.
The results of this analysis are given in Table 4.

Table 4. EMPs adopted and planned for each cluster of hotels.

Mean of EMPs Adopted
(Investments Made)

Mean of EMPs Planned
(Future Investments)

% of Firms in the
Cluster (n = 1347)

CLUSTER 1—Not
eco-friendly 4.1 0.4 55.3%

CLUSTER 2—Proactive 7.7 0.3 31.6%
CLUSTER 3—Reactive 5.2 3.0 13.1%

Source: authors’ elaboration.
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The first cluster presents a low level of investment in environmental practices and includes all the
hotels who, in recent years, have made no, or minimal, investments in the EMPs under investigation,
nor do they intend to make any significant future investments in this area. This group makes up 55.3%
of the hotel firms and is identified as the cluster least likely to invest in environmental sustainability.
It has thus been labeled “not eco-friendly”.

The second cluster has adopted a high number of EMPs (7.7 out of the 11 possible options) but
does not intend to make significant further investments. The investments already made by the firms
seem to explain the weaker propensity to invest in the near future—precisely because, in fact, of the
many EMPs already in place. This group includes approximately one-third of the hotel firms and
consists of those hotels who have been quickest to take the opportunities offered by environmentally
sustainable investment. We have therefore defined this cluster as “proactive”.

The third cluster demonstrates significant interest in future investment in EMPs and covers two
tendencies: hotels who have already invested and intend to make further investments and those who
have not yet done so but intend to. The latter group comprises 13% of the hotels, and we describe it as
“reactive” since, despite the average of EMPs adopted, its members declare their intention to invest in
the near future, thereby reducing the gap between themselves and the proactive hotels.

The definition of “proactive” and “reactive” profiles is inspired by Pereira-Moliner et al. [61].
In their study, the authors identified two different hotel groups. The “proactive” group seems to be
particularly aware of the advantages related to EMPs and largely adopts such sustainable practices.
On the other hand, the “reactive” group adopts EMPs less compared to the “proactive” one.

The significance of the results obtained by the cluster analysis increases considerably when
compared with the findings of the previous (2005) survey. Although a precise comparison of the data
cannot be made (because of the methodological differences), the growth in interest in environmental
sustainability among hotels over the ten-year period is very evident: in 2005, only 9.1% of the Trentino
hotel firms could have been described as proactive.

In order to identify the distinctive aspects of the three clusters, we then went on to analyze
both the motivations that led firms to undertake and/or plan investments in EMPs and the current
distribution of environmental certificates and/or labels. Lastly, we investigated whether firms located
in areas where the DMO was particularly aware of the issue of sustainability were more likely to fall
within the proactive cluster.

4.3. Motivations for Investing in EMPs and in Environmental Labels

We analyzed whether the three clusters differed in terms of the motivations prompting hotels
to invest in EMPs. These motivations include both advantages related to cost and competitiveness
and ethical and cultural dimensions. The hotels’ declared levels of agreement with the suggested
motivations are compared in Table 5.

The chi-square tests reveal significant differences (with p-values always below 0.0001, except in one
case) in the perceptions and opinions of the three clusters with regard to motivations for investments
in EMPs, ranging from those rooted in market logic (economic/competitive advantage) to a hotels’
individual awareness and concern. Two particularly relevant points emerge:

• The proactive and reactive clusters demonstrate the strongest agreement with the motivations.
• This higher level of agreement is not directly related to market logic, but to ethical reasons (49.3%

of the proactive, and 53.1% of the reactive cluster agrees strongly) and to the importance of
maintaining a culture deeply rooted in a symbiosis with the territory (both the proactive and the
reactive clusters agree strongly, 48.1%).
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Table 5. Level of agreement with the motivations for investment in EMPs, according to cluster.

Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly

Disagree Chi-Squared p-Value

APPRECIATED BY CUSTOMERS 57.4833 <0.0001
Not Eco-Friendly 21.0% 46.4% 27.3% 5.4%
Proactive 36.9% 44.8% 17.4% 0.9%
Reactive 35.6% 40.7% 21.5% 2.3%

ENABLE COST SAVINGS 24.9060 0.0004
Not Eco-Friendly 25.7% 51.1% 18.7% 4.6%
Proactive 33.8% 46.7% 18.1% 1.4%
Reactive 26.6% 57.1% 16.4% 0.0%

CAN GIVE COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE 39.6892 <0.0001
Not Eco-Friendly 15.7% 42.5% 33.1% 8.7%
Proactive 25.8% 43.4% 27.2% 3.5%
Reactive 27.7% 43.5% 26.6% 2.3%

PROBABLY UNAVOIDABLE IN ORDER TO REMAIN IN THE MARKET 34.1991 <0.0001
Not Eco-Friendly 11.2% 40.5% 37.5% 10.9%
Proactive 17.8% 46.7% 30.1% 5.4%
Reactive 14.1% 52.0% 29.9% 4.0%

STRONG PERSONAL ETHICAL MOTIVATION 75.0996 <0.0001
Not Eco-Friendly 30.0% 50.9% 14.3% 4.8%
Proactive 49.3% 43.2% 6.3% 1.2%
Reactive 53.1% 39.0% 6.8% 1.1%

IMPORTANT IN TRENTINO, FOR MAINTAINING THE CULTURE,
WHICH IS CLOSELY LINKED TO THE TERRITORY 69.5510 <0.0001

Not Eco-Friendly 29.0% 51.5% 15.2% 4.3%
Proactive 48.1% 41.1% 10.6% 0.2%
Reactive 48.0% 45.2% 5.1% 1.7%

Source: authors’ elaboration.

This analysis reveals some of the factors that distinguish the three clusters.
The reactive cluster is characterized by ethical motivations that indicate that these hotels are

generally aware of the importance of environmental sustainability and are probably willing to close
the gap with the proactive cluster by investing in EMPs in the near future.

The non-eco-friendly cluster, on the other hand, appears to be less enthusiastic about investing
in EMPs than the other two groups. Hotels in this cluster are dubious as to whether sustainability
provides any competitive advantage, is appreciated by customers, or could be a key to remain in
the market.

Environmental labels and quality management and/or environmental management certificates
still prove to have limited reach. A preliminary descriptive comparative analysis of the two surveys
reveals that the percentage of hotels with certification has increased from 4.8% (in 2005) to 10.8%
in 2015; few firms have invested in any kind of certification scheme, notwithstanding the fact that,
on the one hand, interest in environmental issues in general has increased and, on the other hand,
public policy since 2010 has been to incentivize applications for environmental labels.

Our multivariate analysis of the data reveals a significant statistical difference between the clusters
(chi-squared 117.4609; p-value < 0.0001), both with regard to current certification and plans to apply
for it in the future, as Table 6 illustrates.
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Table 6. Prevalence of certification (current and future) in the three clusters.

% of Hotels with
Certification

% of Hotels in the Process
of Gaining Certification

% of Hotels without
Certification

Not Eco-Friendly 5.0% 2.2% 92.8%
Proactive 19.3% 6.8% 73.9%
Reactive 14.1% 4.5% 81.4%

Source: authors’ elaboration.

4.4. Links between the Adoption of EMPs and Collaboration with Local Players

The research investigated possible differences between the three clusters in terms of collaboration
with the local DMOs and other hotels in the development and promotion of the territory. Our findings
show that hotels in the proactive cluster collaborate most actively with the DMO (and this to a
statistically significant extent) (see Table 7), and the level of collaboration is higher (see Figure 2).
Here, too, the difference between the three clusters is statistically significant (chi-squared 32.397;
p-value < 0.0001), and particularly marked between the non-eco-friendly cluster and proactive cluster.
Moreover, a greater similarity is revealed between the reactive cluster and the proactive cluster, in line
with the previously discussed analysis of motivations for investment in EMPs: the trend within the
former to reduce the gap that separates it from the latter.

Table 7. Analysis of the three clusters’ links within the territory.

Yes No Chi-Squared p-Value

COLLABORATION WITH THE DMO 29.606 <0.0001
Not eco-friendly 62.6% 37.4%
Proactive 77.9% 22.1%
Reactive 70.1% 29.4%

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER HOTELIERS 45.337 <0.0001
Not eco-friendly 19.9% 80.1%
Proactive 36.4% 63.6%
Reactive 36.2% 63.8%

Source: authors’ elaboration.
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The analysis of collaboration between hotels and DMOs thus revealed a link between the proactive
cluster and the reactive cluster and the influence that the key players have on the choices they make
with regard to investing in EMPs: the influence of the DMO emerged as a determining factor for the
proactivity of the hotels in these clusters. Collaboration among hotels is also significant in spite of data
showing a lower percentage (Table 7). The difference between proactive and reactive hotels and not
eco-friendly hotels remains significant.

Another level of analysis considered the locations of the hotels in the proactive cluster within the
various tourist areas of Trentino in order to establish whether or not there is a connection between
their environmental commitment and the tourism intensity related to the net occupancy rate of hotels
(Table 8).

Table 8. Analysis of tourist areas in terms of the presence of pro-active firms.

Trentino Tourist Area
Number of Visitor
Overnight Stays

(Hotels only)

Net Occupancy
Rate

% Firms in
the Proactive

Cluster

Trentino Garda Lake 1,889,302 63.0% 29.4%
Val di Fassa 2,271,306 60.4% 32.6%
Val di Sole 1,570,256 59.1% 32.3%
Val di Fiemme 906,518 55.7% 44.9%
Madonna di Campiglio—Pinzolo—Rendena 999,145 51.7% 27.4%
Trento, Bondone e Valle dei Laghi 524,902 48.6% 32.7%
Altipiani Cimbri 468,124 46.3% 35.0%
Primiero e Vanoi 585,447 42.8% 32.1%
Dolomiti Brenta—Paganella 1,108,492 39.7% 38.2%
Rovereto 225,996 36.2% 20.6%
Terme di Comano—Brenta 159,472 34.7% 32.1%
Valsugana—Tesino 476,463 31.0% 25.3%
Valle di Non 239,788 30.3% 29.6%
Altopiano di Piné—Cembra 114,791 25.0% 25.0%
Off the Beaten Track Zones * 244,788 23.5% 22.6%

Total 11,784,790 48.8% 31.6%

Note: * have no DMO; Source: authors’ elaboration.

Table 8 shows that the more touristic areas are not necessarily home to the more proactive firms.
The Trentino Lake Garda and the Valle di Fiemme best exemplify this fact: the net occupancy rate
of Trentino Lake Garda is 63.0% vs. 29.4% of proactive hotels; the net occupancy rate of Valle di
Fiemme is 55.7% vs. 44.9% of proactive hotels. Further evidence emerged from the so-called “off the
beaten track zones,” i.e., the less touristic areas without an official DMO. Here, only 22.6% of the hotels
are proactive (as against the provincial average of 31.6%); furthermore (although not evidenced by
Table 8), these areas also contain a lower percentage of reactive firms: 7.1% vs. the province’s 13.1%.
The absence of the guiding hand of a DMO is a factor common to all the “off the beaten track zones,”
which are, instead, shaped by smaller bodies with little capacity to enhance or manage effectively.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

This study revealed new and original aspects of the propensities of hotels to invest in EMPs.
From 2005 to 2015, investments by hotels in EMPs increased, particularly referring to measures such
as energy and water conservation. The research—for the first time in Italy—identified three different
environmental hotels profiles: proactive, reactive, and not eco-friendly. The research investigated both
types of EMPs adopted by small hotels and the link between hotels’ environmental commitment and
the collaboration with key stakeholders. The cluster analysis demonstrated that the proactive and
reactive hotels have a greater propensity to collaborate both with the DMO and with other local hotels.

From a theoretical point of view, the research helped to reduce the knowledge gap on the adoption
of EMPs by small hotels highlighted in the literature. As underlined, the focus of past research
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was on choices and strategies followed by big hotels and/or hotel chains characterized by greater
resources and able to exploit economies of scale [44–47]. Small hotels have fewer resources and have
to follow other strategies to reach competitiveness such as, first of all, collaboration with local actors.
Our research showed that the scant attention paid by small hotels to investment in the environment
is due not only to individual hotels’ lack of awareness but also to the lack of collaboration with
other key actors involved in the tourism chain. An original result of our research underlined the
increase of proactive and reactive hotels investing in EMPs explained by (a) their greater awareness
of environmental sustainability and the ethical value that they place on it, and (b) the influence of
the DMO to support collaboration among actors. Our research showed the existence of a relation
between the adoption of EMPs and the stakeholder power and/or stakeholder pressure exerted by key
local actors.

Proactive hotels are more consistent with tourist areas not involved in mass tourism. The three
areas in which this profile is more evident are territories where tourism is vital for the development of
the entire area, and the DMOs promote tourism with particular attention on sustainability. This decision
can be considered coherent with the adoption of a new business model capable of producing
competitive advantage both for the firm itself and for the area in which it is located, resulting in,
as highlighted by [49,50], a “win–win for firm and system.”

From a managerial point of view, it is assumed that imitative behaviors in the adoption of EMPs
are likely to take place in community destinations. Mainly the proactive profile, along with the reactive
one, could be considered “first movers” and imitated by (at least from a part of) the non-eco-friendly
hotels. The increased investments in EMPs since 2005 showed hotels’ awareness of the importance of
sustainability practices to manage the enterprises and the opportunities offered by their adoption to
reach differentiation strategy goals. This last consideration is also emphasized in light of the current
trends evidencing demand segments interested in sustainable tourism offer and particularly aware on
green practices adopted by hotels [62]. The adoption of EMPs by hotels could therefore contribute to
destination competitiveness. For this reason, our research findings could be a stimulus (a) for hotels
to promote their strategy and their attention to EMPs and to strengthen collaborative relationships
with key players and local actors and (b) for policy makers to recommend and support (also through
public incentives and subsidies) the adoption of EMPs to the accommodation sector as a whole (not
only hotels) and to other key players of the territory.

These last issues, however, to be confirmed need to be investigated in further research.
Having been conducted in one community destination only, the extent to which this study of the
Trentino hotels can be extended to other territories is, of course, limited. We therefore intend to widen
it in the future, across other territories and sectors and longitudinally.

Further research would also involve investigating the choices made by hotel firms in other
destinations, analyzing whether the three profiles which emerged from this study are coherent with
behavior patterns in other destinations, and which—if any—key players facilitate firms’ adoption
of EMPs.

Future research could also usefully extend the analysis to other firms involved in the tourism
chain, such as cable car companies. Here, the objective would be to examine whether or not the
environmental awareness observed among hotels is shared by other key players whose activities
inevitably have environmental impacts and thereby risk compromising the very resource which is so
crucial to the destination’s competitiveness.

Finally, with regard to the temporal aspect—the intention is to replicate the longitudinal analysis
carried out in 2015 in Trentino, in order to investigate whether and how the three profiles change
between 2015 and 2025 and what impact EMPs have on a hotel’s performance.
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