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Globally, tourism development has been blamed for the degradation of natural resources in 

high use tourism areas. The Caribbean, long known as the world’s most tourism-dependent 

region, is no exception.  To reduce its negative impacts on the environment, the Caribbean 

accommodations sector has embarked on a course of ‘greening’ or environmental management, 

an innovation which has been heavily promoted to offer a plethora of benefits to its adopters. 

To better understand greening in the Caribbean, this study sought to achieve four 

objectives: (1) to determine the extent of adoption of environmental management in the 

accommodations sector; (2) to determine the motives, facilitators, and constraints of 

implementing environmental management and the outcomes which result from implementation; 

(3) to determine whether motives, facilitators, and constraints influence the level to which 

environmental management was implemented, and (4) to determine whether the level of 

environmental management implemented influenced the outcomes experienced by hotels. 

Diffusion of innovations theory was employed as the lens through which environmental 

management in the accommodations sector of the Anglophone Caribbean was examined.  Data 

were collected through an online survey of 197 hotels in 19 countries.  Key constructs analyzed 

were motives, facilitators, constraints and outcomes of environmental management. 
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This study found that two thirds of the accommodations sector had implemented some 

level of environmental management.  Just under half of these adopters had implemented basic 

environmental best practices on an ad hoc basis.  The remainder had implemented environmental 

programs, environmental management systems, or had their properties certified against a 

recognized standard.  It was also found that there were many similarities between hotels that had 

implemented environmental management and those that had not adopted the innovation at all. 

The motives and constraints constructs emerged as significant predictors of level of 

environmental management.  A single motive, internal green champion was significantly 

associated with level of environmental management implemented.  Several constraints (lack of 

capital, potential benefits not apparent, no access to technology, lack of know-how, lack of time, 

and EM is not necessary) were also significantly related to level of environmental management.  

Additionally, level of environmental management was positively related to the number and type 

of outcomes experienced by hotels.   

A critical finding of this study was that irrespective of the level of environmental 

management implemented, hotels enjoyed a range of outcomes or benefits.  Foremost amongst 

these were the decrease in resource consumption, decrease in operating costs, and the overall 

improvement of property management.   

On the basis of these findings several recommendations were made to strengthen the 

greening efforts in the region.  Paramount amongst these is the continuation of campaigns to 

raise awareness of the importance of environmental management to the industry and the need for 

hotels to partner with each other and industry associations to access technical expertise.  An 

important consideration is also the facilitative role of government in developing policy, 

providing incentives and the much needed infrastructure for environmental management. 



 

CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

In its broadest definition, the Caribbean consists of an archipelago between North and 

South America, countries on the South American continent, and countries within Central 

America (Figure 1-1).   The region, home to approximately 60.4 million people (KPMG, 2000, 

cited in Jayawardena 2007a), is culturally rich with its mix of primarily African, Indian, and 

European descendants.  Pockets of indigenous groups are also found in countries such as 

Guyana, Belize, Dominica, and St. Vincent and the Grenadines.   

As a consequence of being former and existing colonies of several European nations, 

English, French, Spanish, Dutch, Portuguese and various patois are the primary languages 

spoken in the region.  Cuba, Dominican Republic, Venezuela, Haiti, and Puerto Rico comprise 

the five largest countries in the Caribbean and over 80% of the region’s population reside in 

these countries (KPMG, 2000, cited in Jayawardena 2007a).  Notably, English-speaking 

countries are in the minority.   

The countries of the Caribbean are geologically, topographically, biologically, and 

culturally diverse.   The Caribbean has rich biodiversity with various species of flora and fauna 

indigenous to the region or endemic to certain countries.  Habitat for these species include 

tropical rainforests, hardwood forests, coral reefs, grasslands, and savannah (United Nations 

Environment Programme, 1989).  With its geographic location, encircling the Caribbean Sea, the 

region enjoys warm temperatures year round.  Given the political stability and proximity to 

North America, the Caribbean is one of the most sought after tourist destinations in the world 

(Jayawardena, 2007a). 

Tourism as a feature of Caribbean island economies dates back to the period of the earliest 

European settlement when absentee owners journeyed to the new world to visit their properties 
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and took relatives and friends with them (Williams, 1970).  Towards the end of the nineteenth 

century, tourism grew as the region’s tropical climate was seen to be imbued with natural 

recuperative elements (Pattullo, 1999).  However, tourism only emerged as a tool for economic 

development in the 1950s, with the Bahamas and Jamaica in the Anglophone Caribbean, and 

Puerto Rico in the Spanish Caribbean taking the lead roles (Bell, 1993; Duval, 2004).  With the 

onset of packaged tourism facilitated by scheduled jet services to the region, tourism as a key 

foreign exchange earner has further spread to other destinations in the region (Bell, 1993; Duval, 

2004).     

In general, the Caribbean tourism product for many decades has been mainly based on the 

three Ss - sun, sand, sea - form of tourism and has followed the traditional mass tourism 

development model (Duval, 2004; Jayawardena, 2007b).  This is particularly the case in mature 

destinations such as, Barbados, Bermuda, Jamaica, and the Bahamas, (France & Wheeller, 1995; 

Jayawardena 2007b).  Newer destinations like Dominica, St. Vincent & the Grenadines, and 

Belize have capitalized on terrestrial natural, marine, and cultural-heritage resources to expand 

their tourism products.  Given the popularity of these alternative offerings, mature destinations 

have also attempted to exploit such resources to diversify and rejuvenate their tourism products 

(France, 1998; France & Wheeller, 1995; Jayawardena, 2007a).   

The Caribbean has become “the most tourism intensive region in the world” in terms of the 

economic dependence of tourism which has remained unchanged in recent years (World Travel 

& Tourism Council [WTTC], 2007).   In 2007, the region hosted approximately 17.8 million 

land-based international tourists (CTO, 2008 ) that represented less than 1% of international 

tourism, yet provided significant economic contribution (WTTC, 2007).  Tourism is the single 

largest employer in the region and the leading industry for capital investment that ranges from 
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21% to 70% of total national investments (WTTC, 2004).  More importantly, only four countries 

in the Caribbean derived less than 10% of their economies from tourism; of the other 19 

countries, tourism accounts for between 25% and 75% of their economic activity (WTTC, 2004).  

The current trend of high tourism dependence is expected to continue and economic 

contributions of 17.3% or US$77.2 billion are projected for 2007 (WTTC, 2007).    

Stayover visitors to the Caribbean originate from all regions of the globe but the majority 

of visitors have originated from a few primary locations.  The United States, Canada and the 

United Kingdom have consistently been the top performing markets over the years.  The US 

and/or the UK has been the number one country of origin for respective destinations (Barbados 

Tourism Authority, 2006; CTO, 2007; Sobers, 2006).  In 2006, the US market accounted for 7.5 

million arrivals (41%), Canada 1.6 million (9%), and Europe 3.8 million (21%) (CTO, 2007).   

In addition to land-based tourism, many countries in the region have increasingly 

encouraged cruise tourism as a means of diversifying income.  Statistics from the Caribbean 

Tourism Organization indicate tremendous growth in cruise tourism over the last two decades, 

including destinations, such as Belize, Grenada, and Dominica (CTO, 2005, 2006, 2007; Sobers, 

2006; Woodfield, 1998).  In 1996, cruise arrivals to the Caribbean were approximately 11 

million passengers (CTO, 2003).  By 2000, arrivals had increased to 14.5 million passengers and 

were 18.4 million passengers in 2006 (CTO, 2007).  The Caribbean is the number one 

destination for cruises, with 50% of cruise capacity and projected sustained growth (Florida 

Caribbean Cruise Association, 2007). 

Caribbean tourism relies heavily on the region’s natural resources.  In spite of this heavy 

reliance on natural resources, land-based tourism development has occurred with minimal regard 

to environmental resources (Patullo, 1999).  Such impacts include beach erosion, deforestation, 
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loss of vegetation, soil erosion, pollution of coastal waters, and coral reef loss (de Albuquerque 

& McElroy, 1995; McElroy & de Albuquerque, 1998; Wilkinson, 1989).  Reforms to reduce 

these impacts have been legislated in some destinations, while the industry has made various 

initiatives to decrease its impact on the natural environment (Mycoo, 2006). 

Statement of Problem 

Sustainable tourism has been a topic of considerable discussion, debate, and research in the 

last decade.  Much of the debate stems from issues of definition and the application of the 

concept.  In the Caribbean, the sustainable tourism discourse is ongoing with commitment by 

some governments.  However, such commitments are only slowly evolving into the steps needed 

to advance the issue of sustainable tourism from rhetoric to policy and/or practical application.  

Furthermore, it has been suggested that sustainable tourism in Caribbean destinations is not 

possible without legislative action to support verbal commitments (Sinclair & Jayawardena, 

2003). 

The discourse on sustainable tourism has not been limited to the level of regional 

governments, but has perhaps to a greater extent been taken up by the private sector partners of 

the industry.  Interestingly, in this segment of the industry, it has been suggested that sustainable 

tourism has departed from rhetoric and is actually being applied.  The Caribbean tourism 

industry has been developing and implementing environmental programmes which seek to 

improve their impact on the biophysical environment and host community.  Such programmes 

have to a great extent been implemented by the accommodations sector and the phenomenon has 

become known as the ‘greening’ of the industry. 

In 1997, the Caribbean Hotel Association (CHA) created the Caribbean Action (now 

Alliance) for Sustainable Tourism (CAST) to improve its membership’s capacity to manage their 

impacts on the natural environment.  CAST’s mission is to enhance industry practices by 
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providing training and education on sustainable tourism (CAST, 2007).  The formation of CAST 

represents a landmark decision by the Caribbean hotel industry, whereby members of CHA 

agreed that the environmental concerns in the industry warranted a more concentrated effort.  

Since the establishment of CAST, different levels of environmental management have 

emerged in the accommodations sector.  These range from the implementation of a few basic 

initiatives such as the replacement of inefficient lighting in key areas, to a full scale 

environmental management system (EMS) that has been benchmarked and certified against an 

international standard such as Green Globe (GG) or the International Organization for 

Standardization (ISO) (Best, 2002, 2004; Blanchard & Lorde, 2004; Brown-Thompson & 

Cresser, 2004; May, 2006).  The Caribbean is home to the first four hotels in the world certified 

against the GG standard for travel and tourism companies.  It is also the region with the highest 

number of certified properties and the first country to be benchmarked against the GG 

Community Standard (CAST, 2007).  There is also one hotel in Aruba that has been certified 

against the ISO 14001 standard for environmental management systems (Bucuti, 2007).  

Additionally, various hotels within the region have won international awards in recognition of 

their environmental stewardship (CAST, 2005).   

In the context of environmental management, Meade and del Monaco (1999) noted that 

“the Caribbean hotel industry is positioned to reinvent itself in a way that improves profitability, 

enhances guest relations, builds bridges into the local communities, and preserves the 

Caribbean's natural beauty” (p. 1).  Yet, in spite of these prospects and the aforementioned 

achievements, it remains to be seen whether environmental management has been the “quiet 

revolution” in the industry as described (Meade & del Monaco, 1999).  In essence, if ‘greening’ 

is the next major innovation for the accommodations sector, to what extent has it impacted the 
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Caribbean?  What factors facilitated its adoption or transition from one level to another?  

Additionally, what constraints exist to the adoption and implementation of environmental 

management?  In order to examine such issues from the standpoint of the Caribbean 

accommodations sector, diffusion of innovations was the most appropriate theory. 

Theoretical Foundation 

Diffusion of innovations is the process by which a given innovation is adopted and spread 

within a social system over time (Rogers, 2003; Strang & Soule, 1998).  An innovation is “an 

idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new … [which] presents an individual or an 

organization with a new alternative or alternatives, [or] with new means of solving problems” 

(Rogers, 2003, Preface).   

Diffusion of innovation studies came to the fore with the work of rural sociologists Ryan 

and Gross (1943) on the use of hybrid corn by farmers in Iowa, which was rated as “the most 

influential diffusion study of all time” (Rogers, 2003, p. 31).  Ryan and Gross’ (1943) study was 

aimed at understanding why hybrid corn seed was not quickly adopted by most farmers.  The 

study examined rates of adoption and the differences between innovators and later adopters.  It 

also highlighted the important role of interpersonal networks in the diffusion process (Rogers, 

2003; Ryan & Gross, 1943).  Interviews were conducted with farmers who were asked to recall 

the time of adoption, sources of information on the innovation, and consequences of adopting the 

innovation. Following Ryan and Gross’ (1943) hybrid corn study, these elements have been used 

in most diffusion research in a range of disciplines including public health, communication, 

anthropology, and education (Rogers, 2003).   

An interesting aspect of diffusion of innovation theory is that much of its application and 

expansion has been in developing countries.  Rogers (2003) estimates that of 434 diffusion 

studies conducted by rural sociologists between 1941 and 1981, 24% were in the developing 
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regions of Latin America, Asia, and Africa.  Ground breaking studies in developing countries 

include, inter alia, a water boiling campaign in Peru (Wellin, 1955 cited in Rogers, 2003), rice 

cultivation in Bali, Indonesia (Bardini, 1994; Lansing, 1987), family planning in Taiwan 

(Berrelson & Freedman, 1964, cited in Rogers, 2003) and the adoption of photovoltaics to 

generate electricity in the Dominican Republic (Lesnick, 2000).   

In more recent decades, diffusion of innovations theory has also been used in recreation 

and tourism studies to understand the implications of information technology and other 

innovations in international tourism for the Caribbean tourism industry (Poon, 1987), 

transportation systems in US national parks (Dilworth, 2003), intention of the public to visit a 

new urban park in Ohio (Mowen & Confer, 2003), the likelihood of adopting environmentally 

friendly management practices in Vietnamese hotels (Le, 2005; Le, Hollenhorst, Harris, 

McLaughlin & Shook, 2006), and the use of technologies such as website development and 

email as a means of marketing and communication (Sahadev & Islam, 2005; Standing, Borbely 

& Vasudavan, 1999).   

A number of innovations (such as jet aircraft services) have been central to the 

development of tourism in the Caribbean (Poon, 1987).  Poon (1987) investigated the role of 

technological innovations in the Caribbean’s effort to remain competitive in the face of emerging 

destinations, globalization, changing demand, and increasing environmental degradation fuelled 

by tourism.  The innovativeness of Caribbean hotels in the utility of technological applications 

was also assessed. Poon (1987) further examined the influence of hotel structure, organization, 

ownership and management in adopting new technologies that would improve their 

competitiveness.  It was found that hotels’ innovativeness was most influenced by the caliber of 

managers and their willingness to embrace changes and innovations.  Poon (1987) proposed that 
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a combination of progressive, intelligent, and customer-focused management, honed skills, and 

consistent innovation would be needed in Caribbean hotels. 

Le et al. (2006) investigated the influence of innovation, environmental, and organizational 

characteristics on the likelihood of Vietnamese hotels to adopt environmentally friendly 

practices.  They found that innovation characteristics, particularly complexity and observability, 

were the most influential variables.  A surprising finding in their study was that ‘greenness’ level 

did not influence the likelihood of adopting environmentally friendly practices. It was suggested 

that this may have resulted from hoteliers’ lack of information about such practices (Le et al., 

2006). 

Since the emergence of diffusion of innovations theory, it has been consistently applied to 

research in developing countries.  Additionally, the theory has been used to investigate 

innovations in the hotel sector as well as the wider tourism industry in the Caribbean and other 

destinations.  Furthermore, various aspects of natural resource and environmental management 

within the tourism context as well as in other fields have been assessed with diffusion of 

innovations.  These elements confirm the suitability of diffusion of innovations theory to 

investigate the adoption and impact of environmental management in the Caribbean 

accommodations sector. 

Contribution of Study 

A decade has elapsed since systematic environmental management was introduced to 

Caribbean accommodations sector on a widespread basis (CAST, 2007).  While some research 

has been undertaken over the years (Best, 2002, 2003, 2004; Kingsbury, 2006; Meade & del 

Monaco, 1999; Mycoo, 2006), to the author’s knowledge no comprehensive study has been 

undertaken in the Anglophone Caribbean which focused on why hotels have adopted and 

implemented environmental management, the facilitators and challenges encountered in the 
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process, and the outcomes experienced.  While the aforementioned issues are important, it would 

also be useful to understand how motives compare with outcomes, whether in fact hotels have 

been able to achieve what they desire from environmental management.   

Environmental management has been promoted as having a range of benefits to hotels that 

include improved impacts on the natural environment, increased efficiencies, reduced operating 

costs, improved relationships with the wider community, and improved staff morale, amongst 

others (CAST, 2007; Bohdanowicz, 2005; Vernon, 2003; Goodman, 2000).  It is the attainment 

of these benefits which encourage hotels to embark on greening programmes.   

The need for more research on environmental management in the accommodation sector 

has been expressed in various fora.  Since the Caribbean region leads the world in the number of 

hotels that have been certified against Green Globe (CAST, 2007), it is appropriate that such 

research be conducted in the region. 

From a methodological standpoint, the study was conducted in the Caribbean instead of a 

single destination within the region.  Bohdanowicz’s (2005) research on attitudes to 

environmental management in the hotel sector proposed that conducting research in a single 

destination represented a serious limitation in the research.  By conducting a study that 

encompasses a number of different countries, the geographical limitation was minimized and 

literature on environmental management expanded. 

Diffusion of innovation was selected as the theoretical framework against which to build 

this study.  This research further developed the theory in a number of ways.  Rogers (2003) 

proposed that the lack of studies on the consequences of innovations represents a deficiency in 

the theory.  Studying the consequences of the innovation will therefore broaden the theory.   
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Another way in which this research helped to expand the diffusion of innovation theory 

was by analyzing an innovation which was modified and studying its diffusion at a stage before 

the innovation has been completely adopted by the social system.  Building on the latter 

contribution, this study will serve as baseline data for comparative research (Smith, 2007). 

This study has several benefits for the Caribbean tourism industry.  First, it has provided 

comprehensive data on environmental management in the accommodations sector.  Second, a 

greater understanding of environmental management in Caribbean hotels in terms of the number 

and types of hotels and the levels of environmental management was realized.  Third, 

comprehensive knowledge and understanding of what motivates hotel owners/managers to adopt 

and implement environmental management, as well as the factors which facilitated and 

constrained the process was gained.   Overall, the results of this study are valuable to hoteliers, 

local and regional hotel associations, and policy makers. 

Purpose of Study 

This study sought to examine the implementation of environmental management in the 

accommodation sector of the Caribbean tourism industry from the perspective of general 

managers and owners of hotels.  To achieve this, the study focused on four primary objectives: 

(1) to determine the extent of adoption of environmental management in the accommodation 

sector; (2) to determine the motives, facilitators, and constraints of implementing environmental 

management and the outcomes which result from implementation; (3) to determine whether 

motives, facilitators, and constraints influence the level to which environmental management 

was implemented, and (4) to determine whether the level of environmental management 

implemented influenced the outcomes experienced by hotels.   Research questions were 

developed to address these objectives. 
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Research Questions 

Environmental Management 

• Research question 1: To what extent has environmental management been adopted in the 
Caribbean accommodation sector? 

• Research question 2: Is there a difference between adopters and non adopters of 
environmental management in terms of (a) characteristics, (b) organization membership, 
(c) importance of natural resources to the accommodations sector, and (d) knowledge of 
environmental management? 

• Research question 3: Is there a difference between adopters and non adopters of 
environmental management with regards to constraints? 

• Research question 4: Do hotel characteristics influence the level of environmental 
management in Caribbean hotels? 

The model in Figure 1-2 indicates variables that potentially influence the adoption or 

implementation of environmental management.  The following research questions pertain to this 

model. 

• Research question 5: Do motives for adopting environmental management influence the 
level of environmental management in Caribbean hotels? 

• Research question 6: Do facilitators of environmental management influence the level of 
environmental management in Caribbean hotels? 

• Research question 7: Do constraints experienced by hotels influence the level of 
environmental management implemented? 

• Research question 8: Which variables have the most influence on the implementation of 
environmental management in Caribbean hotels? 

Environmental Management Outcomes 

 Figure 1-3 models the potential influence of level of environmental management on the 

outcomes of implementing environmental management.  The following research questions 

pertain to this model. 

• Research question 9: Does level of environmental management implemented influence 
the number of outcomes experienced? 
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Environmental Management and Outcomes 

Figure 1-4 models the potential influence of characteristics, motives, facilitators, and 

constraints to implementing environmental management on the outcomes achieved.  The 

following research question pertains to this model. 

• Research question 10: What relationships exist between motives, facilitators, constraints, 
level of environmental management, and the outcomes of environmental management 
(Figure 1-4)? 

Definitions 

The following is a list of definitions pertinent to this research. 

• Capacity building – the development of individual and organizational abilities and skill 
sets “to perform functions, solve problems and set and achieve objectives (United Nations 
Development Programme, 1997, p. 3). 

• Constraint - an obstacle to the adoption or implementation of environmental management. 

• Environmental management – the management of policy or actions which impact the 
biophysical environment. 

• Environmental management system – “a set of management tools and principles that is 
intended to help organizations integrate environmental issues into the conduct of their 
daily business … designed to guide an organization in allocating resources, assigning 
responsibilities, and continually evaluating its practices, procedures, and processes in order 
to enhance environmental management” (Gibson, 2005, p. 25). 

• Facilitator – a factor which makes a process or action (e.g. environmental management) 
less difficult. 

• Green hotels – hotels that have implemented any level of environmental management. 

• Motive – a reason or cause for adopting a behavior or taking an action. 

• Non-adopters – hotels that have not implemented environmental management. 

• Sustainable tourism - development for tourism purposes which meets the needs of its 
various stakeholders, but does not negatively impact available resources for future 
generations 
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Figure 1-1.  The Wider Caribbean adapted from Central Intelligence Agency (1993) 
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Figure 1-2.  Variables that influence environmental management 
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Figure 1-3.  Influence of environmental management on outcomes 
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Figure 1-4.  Relationship between characteristics, motives, facilitators, constraints and 

environmental management outcomes  
 

 



 

CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

This study examines environmental management in the accommodations sector of the 

Caribbean tourism industry.  Literature pertaining to environmental management in the tourism 

industry and general business sector is reviewed in this chapter.  The review of literature is 

divided into the following sections. 

Tourism and the Environment 
Sustainable Tourism 
Environmental Management in Business 
Environmental Management in the Accommodations Sector 
Hospitality and Tourism in the Caribbean 
Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector  
Diffusion of Innovations Theory 
Summary 

 
Tourism and the Environment 

Globally, tourism is considered to be the largest service industry with projected future 

growth (World Tourism Organization [WTO], 2007).  According to the WTO (2007) 

international tourism receipts amounted to US $733 billion in 2006 which represented 

approximately 37% global services exported.  For Least Developed Countries tourism receipts 

accounted for over 70% of services exported.  There were 846 million international tourist 

arrivals in 2006 and 1.6 billion arrivals are projected by the year 2020 (WTO, 2007).   

Tourism is generally viewed as a non-extractive industry and consequently is regarded as 

an attractive means of using a destination’s human, cultural and natural capital for economic 

development (Goeldner & Ritchie, 2003).  Since tourism has been regarded as basically benign, 

development has continued unchecked in many countries, including the Caribbean (Patullo, 

1999).  However, as is now well documented, tourism is not the harmless industry it was 

suggested to be due to its ecological and sociocultural impacts. 
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The relationship between tourism and the natural environment is complex and sometimes 

controversial.  Furthermore this relationship may be one of conflict, coexistence, or symbiosis 

(Budowski, 1976) (Figure 2-1).  In a conflict relationship, tourism and the environment are 

incompatible, with tourism having a negative impact on the environment; from the perspective of 

conservationists such high costs do not justify tourism activity (Budowski, 1976; Page & 

Dowling, 2002).  When tourism and the environment co-exist there is minimal contact between 

the two sides.  However this type of relationship is unlikely to endure if tourism development 

increases (Budowski, 1976; Page & Dowling, 2002).  In a symbiotic relationship, there is mutual 

benefit between tourism and the environment (Budowski, 1976; Page & Dowling, 2002).  Some 

authors also argue that these categories are not mutually exclusive but may in effect be exhibited 

to varying degrees within the same destination (Page & Dowling, 2002).   

Significantly, the earth’s natural resources have been major attractions for much of global 

tourism (Farrell & Runyan, 1991).  This is evidenced regardless of how the tourism activity is 

categorized, whether as mass tourism, adventure tourism, nature-based tourism, or ecotourism.  

In the latter type of tourism it is estimated that most of this tourism activity takes place in 

protected areas (Weaver, 2001), and regions that may be more sensitive to human interaction, 

which results in more severe impacts (Pearce, 1985). 

In the Caribbean, the natural environment has long been the primary attraction for tourists 

(Patullo, 1999).  Though the climate is similar throughout the region, the types of resources vary 

from island to island and continent.  Included in the range of attractions are white, pink, and 

black sand beaches, coral reefs (including the world’s second largest barrier reef in Belize), 

rivers, waterfalls, hot springs, savannah, mangroves, rainforests, and a plethora of flora and 

fauna.  These resources primarily provide habitat for a range of fauna and flora, several of which 
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are endemic to the region (United Nations Environment Programme [UNEP], 1989) and are also 

attractions for the tourism industry.  This latter statement underscores the fact that natural 

resources are viewed in different ways by various, oftentimes competing groups.  To the tourism 

industry, these resources are attractions that pull visitors to the destination; to other groups 

including natural resource managers and environmental non-governmental organizations (NGOs) 

the resources are important as part of a wider ecological system that provide ecological services 

to humans and habitat and sustenance for various species.  Indeed, depending on how polarizing 

these perspectives become, tourism and the environment may coexist, be in conflict (Birdlife 

International, 2006, 2007; Government of Grenada, 2006) or in symbiosis (Hawkins et al., 1999). 

Change to resources is unavoidable, whether the use is for consumptive or non-

consumptive purposes.  Tourism development involves construction of lodging facilities, visitor 

centres and facilities at natural resource attractions, roads and access points; and installation of 

sanitary lines and telecommunication lines.  However, tourism activities have taken a much 

larger toll as land clearing takes place to facilitate such construction, resulting in habitat 

disturbance and loss (Goeldner & Ritchie, 2003).  For example, construction of hotels and other 

tourism facilities in some coastal areas in Barbados, St. Lucia and Jamaica has resulted in the 

destruction of mangrove forests and in-filling of hundreds of acres of wetlands, thereby reducing 

the ability of the ecosystem to perform services such as nutrient filtering, control of freshwater 

injection to the marine environment, and provision of food and habitat for local and migratory 

birds (Bacon, 1987; Burke, 2007; Carrier & Macleod, 2005).  Clearing may also be undertaken 

on the beaches and in the nearshore waters.  While the direct impacts of land clearing such as 

habitat loss is experienced immediately, others such as changes to species populations and 

reproductive behavior become more evident over a longer period (Butler, 2000; Primack 2002).  
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Beyond the changes ensuing from land clearing for initial construction, natural resources 

may be further affected by the ongoing operation of facilities such as hotels and restaurants 

which cater primarily to tourists. Consumption of natural resources such as water is often much 

higher for tourists than for residents of the surrounding communities.  For example, in Barbados 

and St. Lucia, the average daily consumption of water by hotel guests was approximately three 

times that of residents (Drosdoff, 2005; Pantin, 1998 cited in Burke, 2007).  Similarly in Oahu, 

Hawaii, hotels and golf courses were in the top 100 largest consumers of water, accounting for 

20% of water used by this group (Gopalakrishnan & Cox, 2003).  In the Mediterranean, where 

tourists also consume three times the amount of freshwater as residents, the development of 

tourism facilities in coastal areas has contributed to the overexploitation of freshwater resources.  

This has caused coastal groundwater to drop below sea level in Spain, Cyprus, Italy, Libya, 

Greece, and Israel (UNEP, 1999). 

The tourism industry’s high consumption of water has in some cases resulted in 

competition between tourism entities and residents, particularly in areas where resources are 

scarce (Bohdanowicz, Churie-Kallhauge & Martinac, 2001; Goeldner & Ritchie, 2003; 

Tabatchnaia-Tamirisa, Loke, Leung, & Tucker, 1997).  Further, tourism demand for water may 

compound existing problems because demand may be concentrated within a certain area and 

tourist facilities may be given priority for the resource in times of scarcity to maintain tourists’ 

satisfaction (De Stefano, 2004).  This is exemplified by Tangier, Morocco where during the 

drought of 1994-1996, tourist facilities were given precedence over the community (UNEP, 

1999).  The exacerbation of existing water problems has forced the government of Barbados to 

tap alternative and more expensive methods of producing potable water (Burke, 2007). 
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Direct energy sources used globally include electricity, liquefied petroleum gas, diesel, and 

natural gas (Gössling, 2002).  Energy used to cater to tourists also tends to be higher than that 

consumed by residents.  Gössling (2002) estimated that in 2001, energy used by accommodation 

units accounted for 0.12% of global energy consumption, while tourism as a whole 

(accommodations, activities within destination, all transportation) accounted for 3.2%.  In St. 

Lucia, a tourism industry survey found that hotel guests consumed more energy on average than 

residents (Pantin, 1998 cited in Burke, 2007).  Gössling, 2002 also described a similar trend for 

hotel guests in Zanzibar, Tanzania.   

Increased solid waste generation is often cited as a negative impact of tourism 

development, with the generation of waste by tourism enterprises sometimes outstripping the 

capacity of the local infrastructure to absorb such waste (Davies & Cahill, 2000; Neto, 2002).  

Land-based tourists to the Caribbean have been estimated to generate twice the amount of solid 

waste per person as residents and cruise ship passengers four times as much as residents, 

intensifying waste disposal problems that already afflicted many of the islands of the region 

(Burke, 2007; Campbell, 1999 and UWI, 1999 cited in Dixon et al., 2001).  Mbaiwa (2005) 

further suggested that negative impacts (e.g. soil and water contamination) arose when solid 

waste disposal practices diverged from the established protocols for specific areas, citing the 

example of the Okavango Delta in Botswana where some lodges and camps burned their waste 

instead of using the government operated landfill. 

The environmental impacts of tourism activities surpass the construction and operation of 

lodgings, facilities, and infrastructure.  Natural resource attractions also sustain changes due to 

increased visitation.  A range of impacts to ecosystems attributed to tourism activity have been 

examined over the years and have been found in developed and developing countries alike.  A 
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1995 study of National Parks superintendents in the U.S. found that impacts to the natural 

environment caused or intensified by tourism included water and air quality problems; impacts to 

wildlife associated with littering, noise, and habitat disturbance; impacts to coastlines and 

shorelines from pollution, clustering of accommodations, changes to wildlife breeding patterns, 

and sedimentation; and impacts to vegetation including trampling, erosion, chopping trees for 

firewood, trail widening, and removal of plants (Wang & Miko, 1997). 

In a case study of Hanauma Bay, a popular marine tourism destination in Hawaii, 

significant changes to the bay were attributed to tourism (Orams, 1999).  Despite being 

established as a marine protected area (MPA) in 1970, degradation increased due to continued 

tourism development and the bay’s popularity with tourists for activities such as scuba diving, 

snorkeling, and fish feeding.  In addition to loss of coral and fish, there was a marked reduction 

in biomass of fauna such as corals and sponges, increased siltation, trampling of benthic life 

forms, and increased fresh water run off in the nearshore leading to reduced salinity, among 

others.  Declaring the area as an MPA had only succeeded in making the bay more attractive for 

tourists and tour operators alike.  The lasting result has been severe degradation of the entire 

Hanauma Bay marine ecosystem as a direct result of development in the immediate area and 

uncontrolled use of resources (Orams, 1999).   

Impacts are not restricted to tourist activity as local residents are also responsible to 

varying degrees (Butler, 2000; Pearce, 1989).  However the impacts may be seriously 

compounded by tourism due to the additional numbers of users, and may also be intensified 

because of the concentration of visitors during a particular season or at a given time (Butler, 

2000).  The frequent lack of baseline data against which to compare study data and the fact that 
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ecological change is a natural process, present other challenges to determining the causes of 

natural resource degradation (Butler, 2000; Page & Dowling, 2002). 

The Galapagos Islands provide a clear example of the impacts to natural resources which 

either result from or are exacerbated by tourism activity.  Since 1959, 97% of the islands’ 

territory has been protected as a national park (Honey, 1994) and the Galapagos constituted the 

first site to be inscribed on the World Heritage List in 1978 (World Heritage Centre [WHC], 

2007).  The Galapagos Islands are home to one of the most well known protected areas in the 

world and as a result of its popularity now finds itself inscribed on the list of World Heritage in 

danger (WHC, 2007).  A UNESCO mission to the Galapagos in 2007 cited uncontrolled tourism 

development as one of the major threats to the islands’ natural resources (WHC, 2007).  

Visitation to the national park has increased continuously over the years, with 61,466 in 2000 to 

148,664 in 2006 (Parque National Galapogos, 2007).  Human migration encouraged by tourism 

and the increase in invasive species were listed as other major threats to the islands (WHC, 

2007).   

It has been argued that the relationship between tourism and the environment may be 

symbiotic.  Tourism earnings and support are important for natural resource conservation and 

natural resources are important for tourist attractions (Page & Dowling, 2002; Romeril, 1985).   

Properly planned tourism which minimizes environmental impacts can also be beneficial to 

resource conservation (Romeril, 1985).  In some instances, protected areas have been established 

in part to safeguard resources for tourism as in the creation of the Princess Alexandra Land & 

Sea National Park in the Turks & Caicos Islands (Best, 2001).  Also due to tourist demand for 

resources to be protected Mangue Seco Environmentally Protected Area in Brazil was created 

(Puppim de Oliveira, 2005). 
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The symbiosis between tourism and the natural environment is exemplified by the U.S. 

National Park Service (NPS), which is charged with the joint mission of preserving the resources 

within their sites and offering these same resources to the public for their enjoyment (NPS, 

2007).  National parks in the U.S. are major attractions for both domestic and international 

visitors, with visitation increasing from 282,435,101 visitors in 1979 to 438,392,184 visitors in 

2006 (NPS, 2007).  Attracting the public is important to the NPS, not only because facilitating 

public recreation is their mission, but also because visitor fees and donations help to support its 

education and conservation programs.   

Support for a symbiotic tourism-environment relationship is also noticeable in developing 

countries especially with respect to revenue generation (Dharmaratne, Yee Sang & Walling, 

2000).  Using an existing protected area in Jamaica and a proposed protected area in Barbados, 

Dharmaratne et al. (2000) assessed willingness to pay site fees (use) and membership fees in an 

NGO set up to manage the same protected area (non-use) .  At both sites, willingness to pay for 

use far exceeded existing fees; even if fees were raised to a level lower than the maximum 

amount users were willing to pay, the protected areas would nonetheless increase their revenues 

significantly.  Williams and Polunin (2000) conducted a two-part study in four Caribbean 

destinations to determine the types of coral reef characteristics preferred by SCUBA divers and 

their level of satisfaction.  The research concluded that if MPAs were properly managed, the 

most important characteristics such as fish biomass, abundance, and variety would be enhanced 

(Williams & Polunin, 2000). 

The aforementioned examples confirm that it is possible for tourism and natural resource 

conservation to exist in symbiosis.  However, even in a symbiotic state resource degradation will 

be evident.  With the increasing proof of natural resource degradation resulting from tourism 
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activities, considerable pressure has been brought to bear on the industry with repeated calls for 

change.  The evolution of sustainable tourism and the ongoing debate over its definition and 

implementation have occurred in part because of the growth in concerns of tourism impacts and 

increasing pressure from stakeholders. 

Sustainable Tourism 

Similar to sustainable development, sustainable tourism is a highly contested concept.  

Although the concept of sustainable tourism development evolved from sustainable 

development, it is oftentimes treated as an end in itself, separate and distinct from other 

industries (Hunter, 2002).  Sustainable development as defined by the World Commission on 

Environment and Development (1987) refers to development which is conducted in such a way 

that it satisfies the needs of the present without hampering the ability of future generations to 

fulfill their own needs.  Sustainable development is not a new concept but in effect may be a case 

of new wine in old bottles that has been expressed in various ways over the decades and 

essentially coalesces on the idea that use of resources must be managed on a sustainable basis 

(Butler, 1998; Murphy & Price, 2005; Swarbrooke, 1999).     

Similarly, sustainable tourism may be defined as development for tourism purposes 

which assuages the needs of its various stakeholders, but does not negatively impact available 

resources for future generations (Hunter, 2002; Swarbrooke, 1999).  From this perspective 

tourism becomes a means to end, where that end is not tourism itself, but the satisfaction of its 

stakeholders’ needs. 

There is some disagreement on an exact definition of sustainable tourism.  However, 

there are a few points around which the various definitions coalesce (Page & Dowling 2002; 

Swarbrooke, 1999).  It is generally agreed that sustainable tourism should give rise to benefits 

for the wider community, involve the community wherever possible, have minimal impact on 
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natural and cultural resources, and be economically viable (Page & Dowling 2002; Swarbrooke, 

1999). 

The natural environment has been the element of greatest concern in sustainable tourism 

(Butler, 1998).  Various reasons have been promulgated, including inter alia, the interest of 

strong environmental groups, the evidence of environmental degradation attributed to tourism 

activity, the dependence of most of global tourism on the natural environment, the relative ease 

of dealing with physical tourism impacts in comparison with the more difficult socio-cultural 

impacts, and the marketing mileage which a company can attain through environmental 

management (Butler, 1998, 2000; Font & Harris, 2004). 

Sustainable tourism has been criticized as being steeped in rhetoric and slow to be 

manifested in reality.  However, there are successful examples globally.  Such examples include 

(1) Couran Cove Island Resort, Australia which has used environmental best practices in its 

planning and development (Lim & McAleer, 2005); (2) the Community Baboon Sanctuary in 

Belize which has helped to stabilize that area’s howler monkey population and facilitate the 

development of community managed tourism (Alexander, 2000); and (3) Fairmont Hotels Green 

Partnership program which seeks to make each hotel in the chain sustainable (Fairmont Hotels & 

Resorts, 2007).  These examples are not only found in ecotourism or other alternatives to mass 

tourism, but also in the traditional style of tourism.  It has been suggested that the priority should 

be for all types of tourism to become sustainable (Clarke, 1997).  

The umbrella term of environmental management subsumes much of the examples of 

sustainable tourism that have been evidenced to date.   Environmental management has been a 

significant part of business management for a few decades, though the transition to the service 

industry and particularly the tourism industry is relatively recent.  The following section will 
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review environmental management in the non-service industries followed by the 

accommodations sector of the tourism industry. 

Environmental Management in Business 

Broadly defined environmental management encompasses measures taken to protect the 

environment from harmful anthropogenic impact so as to sustain resources over time (ADEH, 

2007; FOA, 2007).  Some aspects of environmental management or ‘greening’ in business as it is 

commonly known, have become mainstream because of government regulations, especially in 

developed countries (Meyer, 2000).  By the 1990s, even environmental management systems 

were no longer viewed as cutting edge, and the current integration of environmental concerns 

into operations management is now perceived as effective business strategy (Greeno & 

Robinson, 1992; Meyer, 2000).  However, the incorporation of environmental concerns has yet 

to become the norm (Greeno & Robinson, 1992).  It is this transitional position which prompted 

Gladwin (1998) to query whether greening was “truly becoming a “selection criterion” by which 

organizations will either fail or survive and entirely new organizations will be created?” (p. 51).   

A number of membership organizations have been established over the years which 

continue to carry forward the agenda of environmental management in business.  The Coalition 

for Environmentally Responsible Economies, the Business Council for Sustainable 

Development, Responsible Care – American Chemistry Council, and the US Environmental 

Protection Agency’s Design for the Environment are all organizations or programs focused on 

fostering environmental responsibility in business.  In addition special environmental guidelines 

have been developed within Total Quality Management principles and the International 

Organization for Standardization has developed the ISO 14000 series, a body of standards for 

environmental management (ISO, 1996). 
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Environmental management as a concerted effort in business can be traced back to the 

1950s (Kirk, 1995).  In the U.S., the passage of various environmental regulations and legislation 

in the late 1960s and early 1970s was the impetus for change (e.g., the National Environmental 

Policy Act of 1969, the Clean Air Act of 1970, and the Clean Water Act of 1973) (Meyer, 2000; 

Walley & Whitehead, 1994).  Environmental management has now become an international 

phenomenon.  Companies which manufacture tangible products are more likely to have 

implemented environmental management than service oriented companies (Foster et al., 2000; 

Grove et al., 1996).   

Meyer (2000) proposed that for most companies, government regulations were at the root 

of initial efforts at environmental management.  In the decades of the 1970s and 1980s 

environmental management was met with much recalcitrance and the general complaint that 

achievement of minimum environmental standards would prove to be a heavy financial burden to 

businesses (Greeno & Robinson, 1992; Meyer, 2000).  These efforts were more about 

compliance with regulations than about the potential for overall management through an 

environmental strategy (Hoffman, 2000).  However, compliance with governmental regulations 

was completely voluntary, but the underlying threat of additional and more stringent legislation 

made voluntary measures more attractive (Sarkis & Rasheed, 1995). 

Basic government regulations received support from environmental activists who added 

pressure on businesses to improve their operations (Hoffman, 2000).  Greeno & Robinson (1992) 

refer to this scrutiny as “managing in a fishbowl” where the focus on companies would only 

continue to increase.  Some of the pressures included, the desire to have a competitive and 

strategic edge over their competitors, readying themselves to meet more stringent future 

regulations, and complying with the tenets of sustainable development (Greeno & Robinson, 

40 



 

1992).  However, businesses while proactive, were mainly trying to prepare themselves to meet 

the regulatory and stakeholder demands of the future, without seeing the potential of 

environmental management as a business strategy in itself (Greeno & Robinson, 1992). 

Using the example of the Dutch flower industry, Porter and Van der Linde (1995) suggest 

that environmental regulations can drive companies to be more proactive and innovative, and 

that environmental management in itself should be seen as a sound business strategy.  In the 

1990s, the Dutch flower industry was the number one exporter of cut flowers worldwide.  

However, traditional flower cultivation on such an immense scale had detrimental ecological 

impacts through contamination of groundwater and soil by fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides.  

With the expectation of stricter regulations on chemical discharges the flower industry designed 

a closed loop system for growing flowers in material other than soil.  Thus, as Porter and Van der 

Linde (1995) proposed, the expectation of regulations forced the flower industry to be both 

proactive and innovative which offered a greater competitive advantage. 

Environmental management as a strategic business practice represents the nexus of 

business and environmental management, moving from business and environmental management 

as separate processes (Figure 2-2) to business and environment as a shared process (Figure 2-3) 

(Hoffman, 2000).  Environmental management is now part of the core business philosophy and 

operations management (Meyer, 2000). 

Companies that utilize environmental management as a business strategy enjoy a number 

of benefits.  These benefits include greater levels of innovation, fewer pollutants generated and 

resources consumed, enhanced employee morale, improved public image, improved financial 

performance, and competitive advantage (Kleiner, 1991; Meyer, 2000; Shrivastava, 1995).  

Environmental management as a business strategy has been implemented by a number of very 
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well known international companies including Xerox (Meyer, 2000; Xerox, 2006) and 3M (3M, 

2007a; Meyer, 2000).   

For almost twenty years Xerox has had an environmental management program, 

commencing in 1990 when it began to recycle materials used in manufacturing (Meyer, 2000).  

Since 1990, Xerox’s basic environmental management efforts have grown immensely, with an 

aggressive proactive approach to environmental impacts.  Current efforts include, inter alia, 

environmental remediation, reducing direct emissions of greenhouse gasses, and designing 

products that are energy efficient (Xerox, 2006).   

Xerox has a formal policy that covers its environmental initiatives with an overall goal of 

creating ‘waste-free’ products in facilities that are also ‘waste-free’ (Xerox, 2006).  The 

company’s environmental policy speaks to operating in a way “that safeguards health, protects 

the environment, conserves valuable materials and resources” and “designing, manufacturing, 

distributing and marketing products and processes to … minimize environmental impact” 

(Xerox, 2006, p. 34).  Additionally an ISO 14001 certified management system is in operation in 

all of their manufacturing plants (Xerox, 2006). 

Since 1975 3M has had a formal environmental policy.  A number of its manufacturing 

facilities are certified against the ISO14001 environmental standard (3M, 2007a).  3M’s 

Corporate Environmental Policy acknowledges its responsibility to “solve its own environmental 

pollution and conservation problems” (3M, 2007a, ¶1) and develop products that have the least 

environmental impact. 

In 2005, 3M reached the 30 year milestone of its 3P-Pollution Prevention Pays program, 

which was set up to prevent pollution at the source by re-thinking the entire production process 

and thereby changing how its products are manufactured (3M, 2007b).  The 3P program, based 
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on voluntary employee participation, is central to 3M’s wider sustainability strategy and 

encourages employees to be innovative in pollution prevention (3M, 2007a).  According to 3M 

(2007a) its 6,000 plus 3P initiatives thus far have resulted in the reduction of pollutants generated 

by over 2.5 billion pounds and significantly enhanced their bottom line.  The program has also 

helped 3M to be a market leader with respect to meeting national and international regulations, 

and also an innovator with influence on industry standards (Shrivastava, 1995). 

Environmental management in the business sectors has a longer industry in manufacturing 

than in the service industry (e.g., transportation, banking, hospitality, travel and tourism, health 

care, entertainment) (Kassinis & Soteriou, 2003).  This appears to be disproportionate given the 

increasing size of the service industry, and the fact that it too can cause detrimental impacts to 

the natural environment (Grove, Fisk, Piekett & Kangun, 1996).   The very aspects of services 

which distinguish them from manufactured products (intangibility, heterogeneity, perishability, 

and simultaneous production and consumption) may be a major reason why the industry tends to 

be overlooked (Grove et al., 1996).  However, the service industry still uses a range of tangible 

products on a daily basis.  Given the reliance on manufactured goods, the service industry still 

wastes resources and generates copious amounts of solid waste (Grove et al, 1996).  The 

following section will examine environmental management in service industry, especially the 

accommodations sector. 

Environmental Management in the Accommodations Sector 

Fewer studies exist of environmental management in service industries largely because the 

overall ‘product’ is intangible and correspondingly challenging.  The paucity of research on 

environmental management in the service industry is starkly evident in tourism, where in spite of 

the acclaim given to sustainable tourism - which emphasizes the natural environment - a 

relatively limited amount of empirical research has been conducted (Butler, 1998).   
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To establish a context for environmental management in accommodations, it is necessary 

to consider a few critical issues.  First, most enterprises which provide accommodations are 

profit-oriented businesses with managers making fiscally responsible decisions (Knowles, 

Macmillan, Palmer, Grabowski & Hashimoto, 1999; Stabler & Goodall, 1997).  Second, these 

enterprises offer a service to customers and managerial decisions are influenced by the need to 

optimize customer satisfaction (Gustin & Weaver, 1996).  Third, construction and operation of 

accommodation units have impacts on the natural environment (Kasim, 2007). 

An evaluation of research indicates that a range of environmental management (from basic 

initiatives to environmental management system certification) has been implemented across the 

sector.  Also there are various motives, facilitators, and constraints which determine the level of 

environmental management implemented in a hotel (Álvarez Gil, Burgos Jimenez & Cespedes 

Lorente, 2001; Ayuso, 2007; Bohdanowicz, 2005; Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001; Goodman, 2000; 

Tzschentke, Kirk & Lynch, 2004; Vernon, Essex, Pinder & Curry, 2003).  While environmental 

management has been increasing incrementally, researchers have also shown a certain amount of 

skepticism with regards to the sincerity of greening efforts (Brown, 1996; Gray & Collison, 

1991).  Such skepticism has also been expressed about the business sector in general (Saha & 

Darnton, 2005). 

Environmental management in the hotel industry is often characterized as a relatively 

recent phenomenon, yet there are individual lodging facilities that were built and/or operated 

with consideration for the natural environment over the years (Stipanuk, 1996).  Stipanuk’s 

(1996) review of literature published in the 1960s indicates that hotels were concerned with some 

of the same environmental issues such as waste disposal, water use, and water pollution that are 

being discussed today.  Stipanuk (1996) cites properties such as Statler Hotels Corporation and 
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Caneel Bay in the US Virgin Islands that were designed to properly manage solid waste, 

conserve water and energy, and conserve the natural landscape in the 1950s.  Additionally, 

surveys conducted by the American Hotel & Motel Association (AH&MA) from the mid 1970s 

through to the mid-1980s addressed environmental issues (Stipanuk, 1996).  By the early 1990s, 

international hotel chains such as Inter-Continental Hotels, Fairmont Hotels & Resorts, and 

Scandic Hotels had initiated internal environmental programs (International Tourism Partnership 

[ITP], 2007; Kirk, 1995).  However, the establishment of the International Hotels Environment 

Initiative (IHEI) – now the International Tourism Partnership - in 1992 is generally considered to 

be the launch of a global ‘greening’ wave in the tourism industry (ITP, 2007; Kirk, 1995).   

The IHEI, spearheaded by the Prince of Wales International Business Leaders Forum, in its 

original charter charged members to “encourage the observance of the highest standards of 

environmental management, not only directly within the industry but also with suppliers and 

local authorities” and “recommend systems for monitoring improvements in environmental 

improvements and for environmental audits” (ITP, 2007, ¶5 & 6).  Charter members of the IHEI 

included Accor Hotels, Hilton International, Inter-Continental Hotels, Marriott Corporation, and 

ITT Sheraton Corporation (ITP, 2007).  Additionally, IHEI has produced a number of guidelines 

on environmental best practices, most notably their manual ‘Environmental Management for 

Hotels’ and ‘Green Hotelier’ magazine (ITP, 2007; Kirk, 1995). 

Since the early 1990s the concept of environmental management in the accommodations 

sector has been increasingly discussed by academics and practitioners alike, though research has 

not necessarily kept pace with efforts to implement such strategies in the industry (Bohdanowicz, 

2005).  Findings of some studies reveal various attitudes towards environmental management 

(Kirk, 1998; Brown, 1996).  Similarly, authors either applaud, disdain, or are middling in their 
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evaluation of these efforts (Butler, 1998; Honey, 1999).  Some in fact have suggested that much 

‘greenwashing’ exists, and there may in effect be a bandwagon situation where lodging providers 

adopt the terms but often not the practices and that “sophisticated marketing techniques often 

allow the travel industry to appear “green” without making fundamental or costly reforms” 

(Honey, 1999, p. 47). 

Motives 

The decision to implement any form of environmental management is a major decision for 

a hotel.  The question is what drives managers or owners to adopt environmental management 

practices in their operations.  Using a variety of methods including in-depth semi-structured 

interviews, questionnaire based surveys and case studies, researchers have elicited diverse 

motives for adopting environmental management.  These motives fall into three broad 

categories: cost and efficiency motives, external pressures and influence, and internal forces 

(Álvarez Gil et al., 2001; Ayuso, 2007; Bohdanowicz, 2005; Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001; 

Goodman, 2000; Lin & Hemmington, 1997; Tzschentke et al., 2004). 

In several studies, a major motive or the number one motive in some cases was the 

prospect of reduced operating costs from decreased consumption of resources such as water and 

energy, and the generation of solid waste (Álvarez Gil et al., 2001; Ayuso, 2007; Bohdanowicz, 

2005; Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001; Goodman, 2000; Tzschentke et al., 2004).  In a study of 

voluntary instruments for sustainable tourism in Spanish hotels, cost savings were identified as a 

key incentive in the adoption of environmental best practices (Ayuso, 2007).  These practices 

were mainly related to reduction in resource and materials consumption.  Goodman also 

highlighted cost savings as the underlying reason for Scandic Hotels adopting environmental 

management as the strategy to thwart financial shortfalls.  In preliminary findings among 

participants in the Green Tourism Business Scheme (GTBS) in Scotland, Tzschentke et al. 
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(2004) found that rising costs resulting from metering of water, and new levies and taxes for 

climate change and landfill disposal forced hotels to become more efficient in their consumption 

of resources and generation of waste.  Generally, for a number of hotels an environmental 

management strategy simply made good business sense (Ayuso, 2007; Bohdanowicz, 2005; 

Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001; Goodman, 2000; Tzschentke et al., 2004). 

Pressure from external forces is yet another reason why hotels have taken the step to 

implement environmental management schemes.  Such pressure has been from the government, 

the wider tourism industry, and the market (both direct and indirect) (Álvarez Gil et al., 2001; 

Ayuso, 2007; Bohdanowicz, 2005; Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001; Vernon et al., 2003).  In a survey 

of the Taiwanese hotel sector environmental legislation that dealt with pollution control in 

particular was influential on hotels in terms of the equipment used and the operation of the hotel 

(Lin & Hemmington, 1997).  For all types of environmental legislation the response from the 

hotel industry in Taiwan was generally slow (Lin & Hemmington, 1997).   

In a study of the Danish tourism industry 15 percent of respondents (n=47) cited pressure 

from existing government regulations and avoiding new regulations as an incentive for adopting 

sustainable practices; notably none of those in agreement were hotels, only tourism associations, 

tour operations and attractions (Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001).  Importantly, 50 percent of the 

hotels who responded noted that more government regulations to push the adoption of 

sustainable practices were necessary (Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001).  Nonetheless, while meeting 

government regulations is imperative, mere adherence does not constitute cohesive 

environmental management (Bohdanowicz, 2005).   

Pressure on hotels to implement some form of environmental management is also exerted 

from outside by trade associations.  This may be in the form of agreements and declarations, 
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guidelines, and toolkits which may be developed and promoted by local and international 

industry associations.  Examples of these include the ITP’s (2007) ‘Going Green’ guidelines, the 

WTO’s (1996) ‘Agenda 21 for the Travel and Tourism Industry’, the Caribbean Hotel 

Association’s (1995) Environmental Management Toolkit for Caribbean Hotels’, the Lanzarote 

Charter for Sustainable Tourism (1995), and the IHEI’s (1993) manual ‘Environmental 

Management for Hotels’.  These broad industry approaches have been criticized as being 

designed especially for large, western type hotels and therefore fail to take into account the 

special circumstances of small businesses and businesses in developing countries (Vernon et al., 

2003).  Few hotels consider them as a real incentive for implementing environmentally friendly 

practices (Ayuso, 2007; Hobson & Essex, 2001; Stabler & Goodall, 1997).  Even in those 

instances in which guidelines have been developed for particular localities, the buy-in has been 

less than favorable (Hobson & Essex, 2001; Vernon et al., 2003). 

Tourism is an industry in which the customer is able to exert influence on ‘product’ 

offerings.  A number of studies have examined whether customer demand influences a hotel’s 

decision to implement environmental management.   In Bramwell and Alletorp’s (2001) study of 

the Danish tourism industry, greater customer awareness of environmental issues and customer 

demand comprised the top incentive to implement sustainable practices.  Likewise, among 

European hoteliers, customer demand was the second ranked motive for adopting environmental 

practices (Bohdanowicz, 2005).  In both cases, direct customer demand was very influential.  In 

Ayuso’s (2007) research on Spanish hotels, both direct and indirect customer demand were 

offered as reasons for adopting environmental best practices, indicators, management systems, 

and ecolabels.  The indirect demand was filtered through tour operators which had baseline 
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environmental practices with which they required their contracted hotels to comply (Ayuso, 

2007).   

Environmental management in hotels is not an easy task, though hoteliers have sound 

motives in achieving operating efficiencies and responding to external pressures from the 

market, the wider tourism industry and government.  However, without the driving force of 

internal factors, none of the aforementioned motives would be sufficient to make environmental 

management a reality.  Internal factors which have been cited as motives include the recognition 

that the natural environment is important to the individual hotel and the wider sector, the 

manager/owner’s concern about natural resources and acceptance of a moral/ethical 

responsibility to take action to conserve them, the expectation of gaining a competitive 

advantage, the prospect of using environmental stewardship to diversify and expand their market, 

and the expectation of an improved image in the view of the public or recognition for their 

efforts (Ayuso, 2007; Bohdanowicz, 2005; Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001; Goodman, 2000; 

Tzschentke et al., 2004; Vernon et al., 2003). 

Facilitators  

While the literature on environmental management has largely focused on motives and 

constraints, less attention has been given to factors that facilitate the process.  Capacity building 

initiatives, funded projects and government incentives have been highlighted as facilitators 

(Ayuso, 2007; Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001).  

Education has been suggested as an important means of increasing the adoption of 

environmental management in the hotel industry.  Awareness is particularly important for small 

and medium sized businesses, since the lack of knowledge and understanding are often noted as 

barriers to adoption (Kasim, 2007).  Government incentives such as tax breaks and training at 
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reduced costs, offered by agencies such as local hotel and tourism associations may ease the 

adoption of environmental best practices for hotels (Kasim, 2007). 

In the Danish tourism sector, 50% of hoteliers surveyed indicated that advice from a 

consultant or external expertise was the main way in which adoption of sustainable practices 

could be facilitated by external entities (Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001).  Additionally, 30% 

suggested that support from public funds would reduce the financial burden of implementing 

best practices (Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001). 

The development of guidelines and support from public agencies, have been suggested as 

means through which implementing environmental management in hotels could be facilitated 

(Hobson & Essex, 2001).  In Plymouth 72% of hotels that had heard of a toolkit designed to 

assist hotels, purchased it; 72% of the purchasers used information in the toolkit to make changes 

in their operations (Hobson & Essex, 2001). 

Constraints 

Knowles et al. (1999) noted the existence of a gap between theory and practice of 

environmental management in hotels.  While the interest in- and the intention of- adopting 

environmental management in hotels are evident, the practice has simply not kept pace due to 

various constraints such as costs; interest, knowledge and technical support; complexity; human 

resources, and time (Ayuso, 2007; Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001; Hobson & Essex, 2001; Stabler 

& Goodall, 1997; Vernon et al., 2003).   In some cases, hoteliers suggested that they were 

already doing enough for the environment and did not need to take further action (Zurburg, Ruff 

& Ninemeler, 1995). 

In the US, the American Hotel &Motel Association’s (AH&MA) 1994 study of hotelier’s 

level of awareness, the most often cited responses for limited environmental action were the lack 

of implementation budget (39%) and high expense related to such action (34%) (Zurburg et al., 
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1995).  Similarly in Guernsey, UK, 30% of hoteliers surveyed thought that changes in 

accordance with environmental management resulted in higher capital investment, higher 

operating costs, or would not be profitable (Stabler & Goodall, 1997). 

In the Danish tourism industry, over 50% of respondents indicated that high investment 

costs presented the main obstacle in their efforts to implement sustainable tourism practices 

(Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001).  Likewise in Plymouth, England, 59% of respondents perceived 

initial capital costs to be high in adopting sustainable tourism practices (Hobson & Essex, 2001).  

Similar results were also evident in the Spanish hotel sector (Ayuso, 2007) and in East Cornwall, 

England where respondents indicated that environmental innovations were expensive with low 

return on investment (Vernon et al., 2003). 

Lack of interest in environmental concerns was also noted as a barrier to implementing 

environmental management.  In Guernsey, UK 8% of respondents were not interested in 

adopting environmental protection measures because they felt that such measures would only 

minimally affect performance, while 7% felt that such measures were not important to their 

business (Stabler & Goodall, 1997).  In Plymouth study, 66% of the respondents noted that a 

lack of interest in environmental sustainability was the primary reason for not implementing 

sustainable management practices (Hobson & Essex, 2001). 

In contrast to the lack of interest in environmental concerns, some hoteliers are unaware of 

environmental issues and hotels’ impacts on the natural environment.  In the 1994 AH&MA’s 

survey of hotel managers’ environmental awareness, 80% indicated moderate awareness of 

environmental issues, programs, policies, and strategies relevant to their properties (Zurburg et 

al., 1995).  Lack of information on sustainable practices was noted by 53% of the respondents 

the Plymouth accommodation sector (Hobson & Essex, 2001).  Similarly, only 39% of 
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respondents were aware of a toolkit specially designed to assist the industry with sustainability 

issues (Hobson & Essex, 2001).  A study of self-catering accommodations in the Lake District 

National Park of Cumbria, UK, found that despite high awareness of local sustainability 

initiatives, there was very little awareness of national or international initiatives or guidelines 

developed for the industry (Leslie, 2007).  In Pulau Pinang, Malaysia, hotels were found to have 

a narrow perspective on environmental responsibility, believing that cleanliness of their 

properties constituted such responsibility (Kasim, 2007). 

Several studies have found the complexity of environmental management and the need to 

collaborate with external parties as barriers (Ayuso, 2007).  Hoteliers indicated that the required 

organizational and administrative changes could be overwhelming, particularly where the 

business had not been very structured prior to establishing the EMS (Ayuso, 2007).  Spanish 

hoteliers also indicated that collecting data to measure environmental indicators could be very 

difficult (Ayuso, 2007).  Kasim (2007) also noted that some environmental measures may be 

difficult to incorporate into hotel operations because they may be perceived to cause a lower 

quality of guest service. 

In addition to internal difficulties, research on environmental management has shown that 

the need to collaborate with external stakeholders adds to the complexity.  Hoteliers have 

suggested that environmental management is more extensive than a single hotel, since one hotel 

could make a concerted effort to be responsible and have their efforts diminished by their 

external stakeholders (e.g. a lack of public transportation to reduce energy consumption and air 

pollution, and the absence of recycling facilities) (Vernon et al., 2003).  Similar issues were cited 

by Spanish hotels which also suggested that suppliers, subcontractors, and public authorities 

complicated the implementation of environmental management systems (Ayuso, 2007). 
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Environmental management success depends on management philosophy and employee 

support.  In Bramwell and Alletorp’s (2001) study in Denmark, negative attitudes were cited as 

one of six primary obstacles to adopting sustainable practices.  Increased training, awareness 

campaigns, and communication are necessary for successful environmental management efforts 

(Ayuso, 2007).  However hotel managers have indicated that even in light of these initiatives 

some staff members resist changes (Ayuso, 2007).  Recognition, rewards, and incentives may 

help to surmount this challenge, but may also add to the program’s costs (Kasim, 2007).   

In Guernsey, 9% of respondents noted that the lack of time had prevented them from 

reviewing sustainable measures (Stabler & Goodall, 1997).  Lack of time and energy to dedicate 

to starting sustainable practices were also cited in the Plymouth accommodations sector (Hobson 

& Essex, 2001).  In smaller hotels, time and shortage of manpower were major barriers to 

environmental action (Vernon et al., 2003).  

Outcomes 

The outcomes of environmental management are the realization of expectations and 

potential benefits of implementation.  Outcomes are related to cost reductions and increased 

efficiencies achieved through better management of resources, material consumption, and waste 

generation.  Outcomes also ensue from incorporating environmental management as part of the 

overall management of hotels.  Additional outcomes relate to human resources, organizational 

change (both cultural and structural), marketing and competitive advantages, and community-

based outcomes (Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001; Goodman, 2000; Kirk, 1995; Tzschentke et al., 

2004). 

The Scandic Hotel chain has credited its environmental management program for the 

chain’s financial recovery.  Successes such as more efficient consumption of energy and water 

which by 1996 resulted in savings of US $800,000 and US $100,000 respectively, were cited 
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(Goodman, 2000).  A great number of hotels from a sample of the Green Tourism Business 

Scheme in Scotland also reported significant savings in water, waste, and energy (Tzschentke et 

al., 2004).  Vermont’s Green Hotels in the Green Mountain State (GHGMS) program currently 

has 40 participating green hotels (GHGMS, 2007).  Between them, the hotels have saved almost 

2.5 billion gallons of water and 37,000 kilowatts of electricity.  Additionally, the hotels have 

saved over 24,500 pounds of detergent and recycled over 430,400 pounds of waste (GHGMS, 

2007).  Savings in resources, increased efficiency, and minimization of waste have also resulted 

in financial savings to the hotels (GHGMS, 2007). 

Four hotels that were recognized as ‘environmental best-practice champions’ by Cornell 

University School of Hotel Administration cited increased marketing opportunities as a direct 

outcome of their environmental programs (Enz & Siguaw, 1999).  High guest satisfaction, 

increased corporate business, improved employee morale and pride were also noted (Enz & 

Siguaw, 1999).  The Scandic Hotel chain has also touted employee satisfaction and retention as 

positive outcomes of its environmental program (Goodman, 2000). 

Changes to organizational structure were reported by Cornell’s environmental best-practice 

champions (Enz & Siguaw, 1999).  Such changes included new management and staff positions, 

special committees, and green teams (Enz & Siguaw, 1999).  Implementing an environmental 

program also resulted in modifications to the company culture in terms of new communication 

and training for employees, new feedback channels, and greater employee participation in 

decision-making (Enz & Siguaw, 1999).  For Scandic Hotels, another change to corporate culture 

was reporting on the environmental program in the company’s annual report (Goodman, 2000). 

Environmental Management Systems and Certification 

Similar to the manufacturing industry, environmental management in the accommodations 

sector generally began with changes in basic technologies and policies.  These technologies have 
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been classified as ‘ecotechniques’, and include inter alia, equipment such as aerators for faucets 

and fluorescent bulbs (which reduce the consumption of water and electricity respectively), solid 

waste management, use of biodegradable chemicals, and a purchasing policy that supports these 

initiatives (Álvarez Gil et al., 2001; Ayala, 1995; Ceballos-Lascurain, 1993; Enz & Siguaw, 

1999).  Such ecotechniques allowed hotels to implement changes and realize efficiencies without 

the immediate intensive capital investments and/or involvement of many employees or guests 

(Álvarez Gil et al., 2001; Ayala, 1995).  The establishment of a comprehensive environmental 

program or an environmental management system may become more desirable as a hotel 

expands its initiatives or seeks a more systematic way of environmental management (Ayuso, 

2007). 

Ecotechniques have been described as the most basic form of environmental management.  

The environmental management system, developed along the lines of a quality management 

system, is perhaps the most complicated (Ayuso, 2007).  The EMS has been described as  

a set of management tools and principles that is intended to help organizations integrate 
environmental issues into the conduct of their daily business … designed to guide an 
organization in allocating resources, assigning responsibilities, and continually evaluating 
its practices, procedures, and processes in order to enhance environmental management” 
(Gibson, 2005, p. 25). 

Internationally, a small but growing number of hotels have implemented an EMS (Ayuso, 2007; 

Green Globe (GG), 2007). 

The International Organization for Standardization’s ISO14001 describes the 

environmental management system and provides guidance on how the standard should be used 

(Tribe, Font, Griffiths, Vickery & Yale, 2000).  Key criteria include (1) setting an environmental 

policy, (2) reviewing the organization’s operations and identifying environmental aspects, (3) 

developing a structured program which includes setting and achieving objectives and targets, and 
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(4) undertaking periodic audits and corrective action as necessary (Tribe et al., 2000).  The GG 

standard also includes these criteria (GG, 2007). 

Unlike the manufacturing sector in which improvement in pollution generation practices 

were necessary because of government regulations (Meyer, 2000; Walley & Whitehead, 1994), 

environmental management in the accommodations sector has generally been voluntary, 

following the ‘clan’ approach to regulation (Hjalager, 1996).  The ‘clan’ approach is self-

regulation which the industry may deem to be more appropriate in lieu of formal binding 

governmental regulations (Hjalager, 1996).  The voluntary approach also extends to 

environmental certification whereby companies choose to be certified against a specific standard. 

A number of certification or eco-labeling programs have been developed in the past twenty 

years at local, regional and international levels (Font & Buckley, 2001).  Such programs include 

Green Seal (U.S.), Ecotourism Australia Eco Certification Program (Australia), Certification for 

Sustainable Tourism (Costa Rica), Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS) (UK), Quality 

Tourism for the Caribbean (regional), Nordic Ecolabeling (regional), EU Flower (European 

Union) Green Globe (international), ISO 14001 (international) (Bohdanowicz, Simanic & 

Martinac, 2004; CAST, 2007; EMAS, 2007; Font & Buckley, 2001).   It is noteworthy that GG is 

the only international standard and certification scheme developed specifically for the travel and 

tourism industry (Buckley, 2001).  In the US, California, Florida, Maine, Michigan, New 

Hampshire, Vermont, Virginia, and Wisconsin have also established lodging certification 

programs, while North Carolina and Pennsylvania have statewide initiatives to encourage green 

hotels (Hasek, 2007).   

Some ecolabels like GG, EMAS, and ISO14001 require an EMS to be in place for a 

company to be certified, others do not (EMAS, 2007; GG, 2007; ISO; 2007).  GG and ISO14001 
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also require a site audit by a third party auditor prior to certification, while for other schemes 

such an inspection is either note necessary or is conducted by an auditor employed by the 

ecolabel (GG, 2007; ISO, 2007).  In addition, GG and Nordic Swan require that hotels be 

benchmarked (meet minimum performance standards on specific environmental indicators) in 

order to be audited for certification (Bohdanowicz et al., 2004; GG, 2007). 

Similar to the adoption of EMS, ecolabeling has experienced minimal adoption in the 

accommodations sector (Bohdanowicz et al., 2004).  In Europe, only 1% of hotels have ecolabels 

(Bohdanowicz et al., 2004).  In the US, only 300 or so hotels have been certified in the eight 

states with green lodging programs (Hasek, 2007).  In the Caribbean hotel sector the adoption of 

eco-labeling has also been slow, despite having the first GG certified hotel in the world, and the 

highest percentage of certified hotels (CAST, 2007; GG, 2007). 

Hospitality and Tourism in the Caribbean 

Tourism development in the Caribbean began in the 1940s and 1950s in a few destinations, 

namely, Barbados, the Bahamas, Bermuda, Cuba and Jamaica (Holder, 1996).  In the Caribbean, 

tourism growth was facilitated by inter alia, peace, jet aircraft, packaged tours and charter flights, 

and paid holidays (Mings, 1969; Poon, 1993).  Since the early 1960s, based on its reputation as 

an exotic destination and the playground of the rich, Caribbean countries have increasingly 

adopted tourism to develop their fledgling economies (Patullo, 1999). 

With its strong focus on tourism, the Caribbean has for some time been regarded as the 

most tourism dependent region in the world (Holder, 2006; WTTC, 2007).  According to the 

Caribbean Tourism Organization (CTO) (2007) arrivals to the Caribbean in 2006 were 

approximately 18.5 million.  Tourism development in the region has faced numerous challenges, 

with increasing amounts of funds being borrowed and funneled into developing tourism products 

(Patullo, 1999).  Nevertheless, tourism has in many ways improved the economies of Caribbean 
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countries, though it has also contributed to environmental and socio-cultural costs (Clayton, 

2003; Jayawardena, 2002; McElroy & de Albuquerque, 1998). 

The Caribbean tourism product for many decades has been mainly based on the three Ss - 

sun, sand, sea - form of tourism and followed the traditional mass tourism development model 

(Duval, 2004).  The Caribbean product consists primarily of managed and unmanaged natural, 

cultural, and historic attractions; over 125,000 hotel rooms in a range of categories from very 

small family-run inns, to large chain hotels; a plethora of restaurants offering local and 

international cuisine; local travel agents and tour operators; and other ancillary service providers 

(CHA, 2007).  Special events such as music and other cultural festivals, food festivals, and 

marine and terrestrial sporting events are also important elements of the Caribbean tourism 

product (CTO, 2007).  Although the Caribbean is internationally renowned, its primary markets 

have chiefly been the US, Canada, and the UK (Table 2-2) (CTO, 2007). 

The continued dependence on tourism as the primary foreign exchange earner in the 

Caribbean has led to significant pressure to expand tourism’s contribution to the economies 

(Grandoit, 2005).  However, the region faces major competition from other destinations such as 

the Pacific islands, Southeast Asia, and the United States (Hawkins, Jackson & Somerville, 

2006; McElroy, 2004).  Such competition is in the form of both 3S and alternative types of 

tourism (Poon, 2002).  Given the challenges, the Caribbean has had to struggle to remain 

competitive in the international tourism market.  Due to increased development in sensitive and 

fragile areas, much of this effort has occurred at the expense of the natural environment which is 

the core of the tourism product (McElroy & de Albuquerque, 1998). 
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Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector  

The Caribbean Hotel Association first published its “Environmental Management Tool Kit 

for Caribbean Hotels” in 1995 (Jones, 1995).  This toolkit was one of the CHA’s first tangible 

products aimed at encouraging its members to implement sustainable tourism practices and also 

included the association’s Environmental Charter (CAST, 2007).  This toolkit did not outline an 

EMS, but suggested various ecotecniques that hotels could employ and the potential benefits that 

could be achieved (Jones, 1995). 

In 1997, the Environmental Committee of the Caribbean Hotel Association evolved into 

the Caribbean Action (now Alliance) for Sustainable Tourism with the express purpose of 

increasing awareness of tourism impacts on the environment and offering assistance to the 

industry to reduce or avoid impacts (CAST, 2007).  The emphasis was primarily targeted 

towards the accommodations sector.  The formation of CAST represented a pivotal point at 

which large environmental management initiatives directed at the industry emerged.  CAST was 

also the conduit through which international environmental initiatives such as IHEI and GG were 

promoted in the region (Best, 2004). 

When the CHA launched its environmental manual in the mid 1990s, there were no hotels 

with an EMS in the region, although there were hotels implementing ad hoc environmental best 

practices or environmental management programs (Meade & del Monaco, 1999).  There were 

also a few hotels such as the Casuarina Beach Club in Barbados and Hotel Mockingbird Hill and 

Half Moon in Jamaica that were already developing reputations for being environmentally 

responsible (Best, 2004; CAST, 1998; Meade & del Monaco, 1999).   

The greening of Caribbean hotels has been facilitated to some degree through projects 

funded by international development agencies (Blanchard & Lorde, 2004; Brown-Thompson & 

59 



 

Cresser, 2004; Cresser, 2006; Meade & del Monaco, 1999).  In 1997, with funding from the US 

Agency for International Development (USAID), the Jamaica Hotel and Tourist Association, 

Jamaica Manufacturers Association, and the Government of Jamaica launched the 

Environmental Audits for Sustainable Tourism (EAST) project (Meade & del Monaco, 1999).  

The objectives of EAST were (1) to raise awareness and increase understanding of audits and 

EMS; (2) to build technical capacity; (3) to assist a selection of tourism establishments in 

conducting audits; and (4) to help finance the implementation of audit recommendations for 

demonstration purposes (Meade & del Monaco).  Since 1997, the EAST project was extended for 

three successive phases (until 2006) with additional objectives and various successes (Brown-

Thompson & Cresser, 2004; Lane, 2004).  In addition to EAST, USAID has funded several other 

major projects in the Caribbean, such as the Caribbean Hotel Environmental Management 

Initiative (CHEMI) and Rural Enterprise, Agricultural, and Community Tourism Project 

(REACT) (Blanchard & Lorde, 2004; Cresser, 2006; PA Consulting, 2007).   

Hotels of various sizes, types, ownership throughout the Caribbean have implemented 

environmental best practices, programs, and management systems (Best, 2004; Blanchard & 

Lorde, 2004; Brown-Thompson & Cresser, 2004; May, 2006).  Currently 57 of those hotels are 

also Green Globe certified (CAST, 2007).  In case studies of environmental management in the 

hotel sector of five countries in the region, Yaw (2005) noted a range of reasons for using cleaner 

technologies (environmental best practices) as well as various barriers to their use (Table 2-3).   

Outcomes of environmental management realized in Caribbean hotels included increased 

efficiencies in resource consumption, reduced costs, increased human resource training, 

improved employee morale, improved general management, improved community relationships 

and greater community outreach (Best, 2002, 2004; Blanchard & Lorde, 2004; Brown-Thompson 
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& Cresser, 2004; May, 2004, 2006; Meade & del Monaco, 1999; Yaw, 2005).  Despite the 

various projects and the achievements of these hotels, much of this information has been 

compiled through case studies, and no comprehensive studies of hotels across the region have 

been undertaken.  Thus there is still some question as to the extent of the diffusion of 

environmental management throughout the region’s accommodation’s sector. 

Diffusion of Innovations Theory 

Innovations such as the introduction of scheduled jet services to Caribbean destinations in 

the 1960s (McElroy & de Albuquerque, 1998) and computer technology in the mid- to late 1980s 

(Poon, 1987) have significantly affected the Caribbean’s tourism industry across geopolitical 

boundaries.  Environmental management was another innovation to the accommodations sector 

which emerged in the 1990s (Meade & del Monaco, 1999).    Like scheduled airlift and computer 

technology, environmental management appeared to have the potential to deliver beneficial 

outcomes for adopters (Meade & del Monaco, 1999).  Several reasons were posited, specifically, 

the need for businesses to safeguard the natural environment; the efficiencies, decreased resource 

consumption and reduced costs; the competitive and marketing edge for ‘green’ hotels; increased 

customers; and the overall goodwill of assuming their corporate social responsibility (CAST, 

2007; Jones, 1995; Meade & del Monaco, 1999).  Such incentives are most often used to 

persuade Caribbean hotels to adopt green practices (CAST, 2007). 

Diffusion has been defined by Rogers (2003) as “the process by which an innovation is 

communicated through certain channels over time among the members of a social system” (p. 6).  

Also, Strang and Soule (1998, p. 266) noted that diffusion is “the spread of something within a 

social system,” where ‘spread’ refers to movement from originator to adopter by way of 

influence and communication.  Rogers (2003) also describes diffusion as social change or the 

process through which the function and structure of a social system are changed.  The process 
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begins with the innovation which is communicated through various means to members of a 

social system.  These members choose to adopt, modify and adopt, or reject the innovation.  If 

the innovation is adopted then there are consequences to the social system (Rogers, 2003). 

Innovation diffusion dates back to the work of Tarde in 1903, but the bulk of research 

appeared after Ryan and Gross’ (1943) work on the use of hybrid corn by farmers in Iowa.  Ryan 

and Gross’ (1943) study was conducted because the administrators of the Iowa Agricultural 

Experiment Station wanted to understand why hybrid corn seed was not quickly adopted by most 

farmers.  The administrators saw hybrid corn as being advantageous to farmers, but some 

farmers took a few years to start using the seed or to plant their entire fields with it.  Within a 

thirteen year period 99% of the farmers sampled were using hybrid seed, but the majority of 

adoptions occurred after the first five years and the rate of adoption followed the typical s-shaped 

curve.  When categories of adopters were compared, the innovators were more educated, with 

larger farms and higher incomes.  The innovators were also more worldly than later adopters 

(Gross, 1942 cited in Rogers, 2003).  Information on the hybrid corn seed was mainly spread 

from farmer to farmer.  This led to the conclusion that interpersonal networks were critical to the 

process and diffusion was essentially a social process (Rogers, 2003; Ryan & Gross, 1943).  

Research on diffusion of innovations covers the gamut of disciplines from anthropology to 

politics to economics (Rogers, 2003; Downs & Mohr, 1976).  Brown (1981) notes two main 

streams in which research on innovation diffusion has been conducted: (1) the economic history 

perspective which subsumes the diffusion process in itself (continuous adaption, adoption, 

markets, and infrastructure) and (2) the development perspective which examines the impact of 

the innovation on economic development and social change.  Generally, research on innovation 

diffusion has been in these two streams, though most research has been conducted on the rates of 
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adoption of innovations and the communication process that facilitates diffusion (Rogers, 2003; 

Smith 2004). 

Rogers (2003) proposed four elements of innovation diffusion: 1) the innovation, 2) 

communication channels, 3) time, and 4) the social system.  An innovation is any idea, product, 

process, system, management style, service style, or combination thereof, which is new to the 

individual, organization, industry, or other unit and is usually held to be potentially beneficial to 

the user (Bigoness & Perreault, Jr., 1981; Rogers, 2003).  Consequently much of the literature 

has focused on innovations that have been adopted without modifications, but there is a lack of 

research on those innovations that have been modified prior to or during adoption, or that have 

been rejected (Rogers, 2003; Van de Ven, 1999).   

Research on diffusion of innovations has focused on (1) the differences between early and 

late adopters, (2) the influence of innovation characteristics on the rate of adoption, and (3) why 

the rate of adoption appears to change after a certain level of adoption has been reached (Rogers, 

2003).  The characteristics of an innovation are strong determinants of its adoption.  

Characteristics are described as relative advantage (the extent to which the potential adopter 

perceives the innovation to better than what it replaces), compatibility (the extent to which the 

innovation is congruent with the potential adopter’s needs, values, and experiences), complexity 

(the extent to which the innovation is perceived to be difficult to comprehend and use), 

trialability (the extent to which the innovation can be tried without complete adoption), and 

observability (the extent to which the outcomes of an innovation can be observed by others) 

(Rogers, 2003).   

Communication is the means of sharing information between individuals and groups.  To a 

certain degree, communication of innovations depends on relationships between individuals, 
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organizations, or groups within a social system.  When individuals, organizations, or groups are 

similar, communication between them is greater than when they are different.  For some 

diffusion scholars, the communication element is the most important variable in the diffusion 

process, since the decision to adopt may depend on the assessment of the innovation which is 

informally communicated by an adopter to a potential adopter (Smith, 2004). 

The dimension of time comes in to play in (1) the innovation decision process in which 

knowledge passes from awareness of the innovation to adoption or rejection of the innovation 

This process typically involves five stages - knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation 

and confirmation - which usually occur chronologically; (2) the innovativeness of an individual 

or unit (i.e., speed with which an innovation is adopted by one unit compared with other units).  

Adopters are usually classified as innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority, and 

laggards (Figure 2-4).  However, innovativeness is relative to the social system within which it 

occurs, the innovation, and time; and (3) the rate of adoption of the entire social system, (i.e., the 

amount of units within a system to adopt the innovation within a given time).  The rate of 

adoption is usually plotted graphically as frequency over time, with a resulting distribution curve 

that is S-shaped (Figure 2-5).  In spite of differences in the gradation of the S-shaped curve, most 

innovations studied have been found to follow the curve (Bigoness & Perreault, Jr., 1981; 

Rogers, 2003).   

The fourth element is the social system which is defined as a group of interrelated yet 

distinguishable units that work collectively to achieve a common goal.  The social system is 

composed of a structure which may influence the diffusion of an innovation. Social structure 

includes opinion leaders (persons who can influence the attitudes or behavior of others and may 

assist or hinder the adoption of an innovation) and change agents (a professional who is external 
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to the social system and influences innovation decisions), among others.  The norms within the 

social system may also determine whether or not an innovation diffuses within that system 

(Rogers, 2003). 

A major aspect of diffusion of innovation which has received limited study is the 

consequence of the innovation, that is, the changes to a social system or individual that results 

from the adoption or rejection of an innovation (Rogers, 2003).  It is estimated that less than 

0.2% of the approximately 5000 studies conducted on diffusion of innovations have focused on 

consequences of the innovation.  Consequences are generally identified in six categories: 

desirable or undesirable, direct or indirect, and anticipated or unanticipated (Rogers, 2003). 

Applications of Diffusion of Innovation  

Diffusion of innovation theory has been used in various studies to understand changes in 

the tourism industry.  Studies have examined the adoption of information technology such as the 

Internet and the use of emails by tourism companies (Murphy et al., 2003; Poon, 1987; Sahadev 

& Islam, 2005; Standing, Borbely & Vasudavan, 1999).  The theory has also been used to assess 

environmental management in hotels (Le, Hollenhorst, Harris, McLaughlin & Shook, 2006).  In 

addition, diffusion of innovation research has been conducted extensively in developing 

countries (Rogers, 2003).   

Standing, Borbely and Vasudavan (1999) conducted research among Western Australian 

travel agents’ use of the internet.  Such use included using the World Wide Web (WWW) for 

information searches as well as to provide information and other services to customers.  

Specifically, the study analyzed the rate of adoption of the WWW, the challenges to the adoption 

of this innovation either for information or provision, and the types of strategies used to make 

decisions about adopting the WWW.  The study found that the majority of travel agents (58%) 

had not adopted WWW technology to search for or provide information and other services (e.g., 
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reservations and payments) to customers.  Even for those travel agents that had used the Web, 

the use of websites other than their own was limited to basic searches for information about 

locations, hotels, timetables, and fares.  Most travel agents had not used the Web for services 

such as making reservations or payments.  Additionally, their own sites were limited to providing 

information.  Adoption of the Web was constrained by participants’ lack of trust in the benefits 

of the web, inadequate training, costs, integrating the web with other business applications, and 

the necessity of revamping business processes (Standing et al., 1999). 

Murphy et al. (2003) examined email technology as an innovation within a stratified 

sample of websites of 200 hotels from the Swiss Hotel Association.  Content analysis of website 

features and a survey of email responses were used to conduct the research.  For the email 

response survey, the speed of the response to a request for information and the format of the 

response were analyzed.  The study also analyzed phases of the adoption process.  Results 

identified significant relationships between hotel characteristics (size, category, location, and 

linguistic region) and the adoption of email technology.  However, since all hotels did not 

provide adequate responses to their emailed request, Murphy et al. (2003) suggested that a 

bandwagon effect was in play, in which some hotels may have adopted email technology simply 

because other hotels had done so.  The authors further noted that their examination of website 

features (initiation phase) and email service (implementation phase) was an important 

contribution to the research on diffusion of innovations which has primarily analyzed a single 

phase of the innovation. 

Sahadev and Islam (2005) conducted research that pertained to factors that influence Thai 

hotels’ propensity (relative time taken) to adopt information and communication technology.  

Seven factors were used as independent variables: hotel age, size, type, range of activities, 
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proportion of visitors from the hotel’s high-penetration countries, level of competition between 

local hotels, and market size.  The sample comprised ninety-five Thai hotels that had participated 

in a national exhibition.  Data were collected through a questionnaire administered by the 

researchers to hotel executives.  Hotel age was the only factor found to significantly influence 

the propensity of Thai hotels to adopt information and communication technologies (Sahadev & 

Islam, 2005).  Contrary to other studies, size was not found to be a significant predictor of 

likelihood to adopt an innovation.  However, the significance of size has been mixed in research 

findings (Rogers, 2003).   

A longitudinal study of diffusion was conducted on (1) email as a communication and 

marketing strategy and (2) outsourcing of website creation and maintenance in bed and 

breakfasts (B & B) in Kansas, Oklahoma, and Arkansas (Smith, 2007).  For this study an email 

survey of B & B operators was conducted quarterly over a three year period.  Results showed 

that the number of B & Bs with email addresses available for public contact increased over time 

(Smith, 2007).  Outsourcing of web creation and maintenance also increased from 44% in 2001 

to 50% in 2002, and 61% in 2003.  Furthermore, Smith (2007) suggested that during the three 

year period the S-shaped curve progressed from early majority adopters to late majority adopters.  

Smith’s (2007) longitudinal method served to extend the research on diffusion of innovation 

since diffusion studies have tended to be cross sectional. 

Diffusion of innovations was used by Le et al. (2006) to investigate factors that influence 

the likelihood of Vietnamese hotels to adopt environmentally friendly practices.  The factors 

were segmented into three main categories: perceived innovation characteristics (complexity, 

observability, compatibility, relative advantage), environmental characteristics (competition, 

customer demand, government regulation), and organizational characteristics (size, location, 
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level of risk-taking, greenness level).  Data were collected via a self administered questionnaire 

completed by owners, managers, or other decision makers of hotels.  The sample size was 437 

hotels with a 47% response rate.  Le et al. (2006) found that innovation characteristics, especially 

complexity and observability, had the strongest influence on hotels’ likelihood to adopt 

environmentally friendly practices.  Other influential factors were relative advantage, size, 

location, level of risk-taking, and perceived competition.  However, “greenness” level was not a 

significant influence on a hotel’s likelihood of adopting environmentally friendly practices.  Le 

et al. (2006) noted that it was perhaps because of the absence of information that some of the 

hotels may have appeared to reject an environmentally friendly practice which they may have 

adopted at a later time when more information was available. 

Gaps in Diffusion of Innovation Research 

Since the 1940s, diffusion of innovation has been studied extensively in a range of 

disciplines.  However, a number of methodological and other issues are still evident.  First, 

innovations have been assumed to hold advantages for the adopters and widespread adoption 

anticipated.  As a result of this pro-innovation bias, very little attention has been afforded to 

innovations that have been rejected (Haider & Kreps, 2004; Rogers, 2003; Strang & Soule, 1998; 

van de Ven, 1999). 

Second, limited research has focused on the consequences or outcomes of adopting an 

innovation.  Rogers (2003) estimates that less than 1% of more than 5000 studies on diffusion of 

innovation have been conducted on the consequences of innovation adoption.  This is highlighted 

as a major gap in the research as the literature is heavily weighted towards an examination of 

innovation adoption, but lacks insight as to whether innovations achieve their aims (Rogers, 

2003). 

68 



 

Third, studies on innovation diffusion have generally been cross sectional.  Thus, 

conclusions can only be drawn about the state of adoption at that particular point in time.    Cross 

sectional studies also require participants to recall actions and decisions that may have been 

taken long before the research was conducted (Rogers, 2003).  Research conducted at intervals 

may circumvent the recall issue and include late adopters.  Only a few longitudinal studies on 

diffusion of innovations have been conducted.   

Fourth, the majority of research on diffusion of innovation has used a single quantitative 

method - usually a questionnaire - to collect data (Rogers, 2003).   In those few instances in 

which quantitative and qualitative techniques have been combined in diffusion studies, neither 

validity nor reliability was compromised (Rogers, 2003). 

Summary 

Since the 1960s, Caribbean countries have increasingly turned to tourism as a means of 

economic development.  These countries, like many others in the world, initially regarded 

tourism as much more benign than natural resource extractive industries.  However, it has 

become evident that the tourism industry has had and continues to have negative impacts on the 

natural environment and is often blamed for much of the natural resource degradation in its 

environs.  These impacts are consequences of activities such as land clearing for facilities 

construction, in-filling of wetlands, infrastructural development, terrestrial, freshwater and 

marine pollution, and consumption of energy, freshwater, and food resources.  Whether the 

tourism industry is guilty of causing these impacts is sometimes debatable, since residents also 

use resources.  However, the extent of tourism industry’s activities may exacerbate or accelerate 

impacts engendered by residents (Butler, 2000). Nonetheless, the relationship between tourism 

and the environment is not simply negative, rather it is a complex relationship in which the two 

parties could be in conflict, be symbiotic, or merely coexist (Budowski, 1976), though the latter 
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situation becomes progressively less likely as tourism development increases, or environmental 

degradation becomes more apparent.   

Concerns about tourism’s negative impacts on natural resources, pressure from various 

stakeholder group, and global initiatives on sustainable development influenced the emergence 

of the sustainable tourism concept.  Sustainable tourism speaks to the development of tourism 

which benefits the community while minimizing the negative impacts to both the natural and 

cultural environment (Hunter, 2002; Page & Dowling, 2002; Swarbrooke, 1999).  However, 

sustainable tourism efforts have been more focused on the natural environment than community 

benefits or cultural resources (Butler, 1998, 2000; Font & Harris, 2004).  Additionally, while 

many governments, agencies, non-governmental organizations and other groups have stated their 

commitment to sustainable tourism, they have been criticized as being slow to action their 

rhetoric.  Whilst examples of sustainable tourism best practices have not yet been adopted by all 

segments and players of the industry, there are a growing number of examples to date.  These 

measures, collectively known as environmental management or greening, have primarily been 

undertaken by the private sector. 

Environmental management subsumes measures taken to protect the natural environment 

from anthropogenic impacts (ADEH, 2007).  In developed countries, environmental management 

was initially centered on pollution reduction measures which were regulated by various 

government agencies since the early 1970s.  Consequently, manufacturing industries have had a 

longer history of managing certain aspects of their environment than service industries (Meyer, 

2000).  Environmental management has broadened beyond pollution control and is gradually 

being seen more as a business strategy than a reaction to regulation.  Further, it is no longer just 
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the purview of manufacturing and chemical industries, but is emerging as a core part of service 

businesses as well. 

Environmental management in the tourism industry is most evident in the accommodations 

sector.  Environmental management has been seen in several forms, from implementation of 

basic environmental best practices, to a property having its environmental management system 

certified against an international environmental standard such as Green Globe or ISO 14001.  A 

range of motives (e.g. cost reduction, stakeholder pressure), facilitators (e.g. government 

incentives, technical assistance), and constraints (high costs, limited knowledge) have been 

highlighted as determinants of the level of environmental management implemented (Álvarez 

Gil et al., 2001; Ayuso, 2007; Bohdanowicz, 2005; Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001; Goodman, 2000; 

Tzschentke et al., 2004; Vernon et al., 2003).  A number of outcomes (e.g. increased efficiency, 

employee satisfaction) has also been identified in the growing body of research in this area (Enz 

& Siguaw, 1999; GHGMS, 2007). 

As a region which has for some time been considered to be the world’s most tourism 

dependent region, the Caribbean has made great strides in implementing environmental 

management or ‘greening’ their properties.  The greening movement in the region has been 

influenced by the Caribbean Alliance for Sustainable Tourism which was established in 1997 to 

assist the industry in its efforts to become sustainable (CAST, 2008).  In the years since 1997, 

this movement has encompassed independent hotels and hotel chains, as well as hotels of various 

sizes and types (Best, 2004; Blanchard & Lorde, 2004; Brown-Thompson & Cresser, 2004; May, 

2006). 

Environmental management was proposed as an innovation which offered a range of 

benefits to Caribbean hoteliers (Meade & Monaco, 1999).  Thus it was expected that this 
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innovation would have wide adoption within the industry.  The extent to which environmental 

management and other innovations (e.g. Internet and email technology) have been adopted 

within the tourism industry, have occasionally been examined through the lens of diffusion of 

innovations theory.  Diffusion of innovation subsumes the dispersal of an innovation within a 

social system, the communication channels which facilitate this dispersal, the rate at which the 

innovation is adopted and the change to the social system which result from the innovation. 
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Table 2-1.  Stayover tourists and economic contribution in selected Caribbean destinations in 
2006.   

 Tourist 
Arrivalsa

Expenditure (US$ 
million)b

Contribution to  
GDP (%)c 

Anguilla 72,962 69.4 28.5
Antigua and Barbuda  253,669 337.3 10.1
Bahamas  1,491,633 1,884.5 ND
Barbados  562,558 763.2 12.4
Belize  247,308 205.2 4.4
Bermuda 298,973 353.7 ND
British Virgin Islands  356,271 392.7 16.0
Cayman Islands 267,257 607.0 ND
Dominica  83,916 60.3 2.7
Grenada  118,490 156.8 7.9
Guyana 113,474 86.6 ND
Jamaica 1,678,905 1,436.6 ND
Montserrat 7,963 8.6 0.9
St. Kitts & Nevis 91,768 106.9 8.5
St. Lucia 302,510 325.7 14.8
St. Vincent & the Grenadines 97,432 95.6 2.2
Trinidad & Tobago 232,743 260.3 ND
Turks & Caicos Islands 150,579 304.0 ND
US Virgin Islands 671,362 1,365.9 ND
aAdapted from CTO (2007).  bAdapted from CTO (2008). cIncludes restaurant data. 
ND – no data. 
 
Table 2-2.  Caribbean tourist arrivals by primary market.  
 US Canada Europe Other 
Anguilla 44,489 1,977 9,220 17,276
Antigua and Barbuda  73,497 10,053 106,538 63,581
Barbados  130,767 49,198 240,923 141,670
Belize 152,509 15,553 34,370 44,876
Bermuda 227,725 27,675 32,347 11,226
Cayman Islands 217,363 14,910 16,721 18,263
Dominica 21,311 2,552 11,234 48,819
Grenada  27,121 6,334 32,496 52,539
Guyana 57,193 14,580 8,390 33,311
Jamaica 1,190,721 153,569 256,074 78,541
Montserrat 2,151 395 2,501 2,916
St. Lucia 117,450 17,491 85,565 82,004
St. Vincent & Grenadines 28,598 6,542 21,961 40,331
Trinidad & Tobago 87,452 26,040 45,646 73,605
US Virgin Islands  605,746 5,267 15,077 74,934
Adapted from CTO (2007). 
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Table 2-3.  Adoption of cleaner technologies in Caribbean hotels.   
 Antigua Barbados Jamaica St. Lucia 
Reasons for adopting cleaner technologies:     

To attract ‘‘green consumers’’     
To reduce costs     
To comply with international protocols     
To comply with national policies     
To do our part in maintaining 
environmental integrity 

    

Constraints to adopting cleaner technologies:     
Too expensive     
No requests from guests     
No government sanctions     
Lack of skilled, professional staff     

Adapted from Yaw (2005). 

 
 
Figure 2-1.  Relationships between tourism and the environment (Page & Dowling, 2002) 
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Figure 2-2.  Institutional drivers of environmental management (Hoffman, 2000) 

 
Figure 2-3.  Institutional drivers of environmental strategy (Hoffman, 2000) 

 

Figure 2-4.  Adopter categorization on the basis of innovativeness - for an innovation that has 
been adopted by the entire social system (Rogers, 2003) 
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Figure 2-5.  The Diffusion Process (Rogers, 2003) 

 

 



 

CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 

The methods used to evaluate environmental management in the Caribbean 

accommodations sector are outlined in this chapter.  The following sections are covered in this 

chapter. 

Study Sites 
Selection of Participants 
Data Collection 
Instrumentation 
Treatment of Data 
 

Study Sites 

This study was conducted among various types of accommodations within the English-

speaking countries of the Caribbean.  The countries included in the study were Anguilla, Antigua 

and Barbuda, The Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bermuda, the British Virgin Islands, the Cayman 

Islands, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, Montserrat, St. Kitts & Nevis, St. Lucia, St. 

Vincent & the Grenadines, Trinidad & Tobago, the Turks & Caicos Islands, and the United 

States Virgin Islands (Table 3-1).  

Accommodation in the Caribbean covers a wide range of properties, from less than five 

rooms to mega-resorts with over 1,000 rooms (CHA, 2007).    Accommodations include hotels 

and resorts, guest houses, villas, apartments, eco-lodges, and camping facilities, but hotels and 

resorts comprise the majority (Spittle, 2005; Travelwatch, 2006).  There is also a variety of types 

of accommodation units, from properties that are locally owned and operated, to those that are 

foreign owned and/or part of an international chain (Travelwatch, 2006).   

Traditionally hotels were operated under the European Plan (EP) which was a room only 

rate, the Full American Plan (FAP) which included the room and three meals, or the Modified 

American Plan (MAP) which included the room, breakfast and dinner (Issa & Jayawardena, 
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2003, 2005; Spittle, 2005).  In more recent years, the all-inclusive (AI) has emerged as the fastest 

growing part of the accommodations sector, though this growth has been less evident in the 

English-speaking Caribbean (Issa & Jayawardena, 2005) (Table 3-2).  The AI builds on the FAP 

by adding all drinks, activities (e.g., scuba diving, weddings, and golf), taxes, and depending on 

country regulations, transfers to and from the airport (Issa & Jayawardena, 2005).  Additionally, 

tipping is prohibited in AIs (Issa & Jayawardena, 2005). 

Tourism has long been proposed as a tool for economic development in the Caribbean and 

the accommodations sector has played a key part in this regard (Mings, 1969).  It has been 

suggested that hotels are often equated to tourism, however the entire tourism experience is a 

much larger phenomenon than just hotels (Poon, 2002).  Nevertheless, the accommodations 

sector does comprise a major element of the tourism industry in terms of employment (see Table 

2-1), consumption of goods and services (Table 3-3), consumption of natural resources, and 

generation of wastes (Hawkins et al., 2006; Tourism Global, 2007; Travelwatch, 2006).  It is 

noteworthy that the smaller accommodation units which are locally owned may contribute more 

to the economy than their larger and internationally owned counterparts (Travelwatch, 2006). 

Selection of Participants 

The study targeted general managers or owners of properties in the 19 countries identified.  

Since these individuals are normally responsible for strategic decision making, they were 

deemed the most suitable group to be surveyed.  Selection of hotels was based on membership in 

the Caribbean Hotel Association (CHA) or the individual country’s national hotel association.  

CHA is an alliance of 35 national hotel associations throughout the English, Spanish, Dutch, and 

French sub-regions of the Caribbean.  At the commencement of this study, there were 19 

member associations from the Anglophone Caribbean (CHA, 2007).  In addition to its 

association members, individual hotels or other types of accommodation units are members of 
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the CHA.  There were 849 hotels with membership in the CHA at the end of 2007, which 

account for approximately 125,476 rooms (CHA, 2007).  The CHA categorizes accommodations 

as small (75 rooms and less), medium (76-500 rooms) and large (over 500 rooms) (CHA, 2007).  

Two thirds of the membership of the CHA is within the small hotel category (CHA, 2007).  In 

the country of Belize for example, approximately 99% of accommodations have less than 50 

rooms, with 67% having less than 10 (Belize Tourism Board, cited in Craig, Nicholas & Oxley, 

2005). 

A database of hotels in the English speaking countries was compiled using CHA’s 

membership list in combination with membership lists from the 19 national hotel associations.  

This database in itself constitutes a sample of hotels in the Caribbean region, since not all 

accommodation units are members of either the national or regional association.  Therefore, all 

hotels in the database for which email addresses of general managers/owners could be obtained 

were emailed invitations to participate in the survey.  Some 920 hotels were in the database.  

However, despite telephone calls to each property to confirm an appropriate email address, a 

number of emails did not reach the intended recipient; 840 emails were confirmed received.  

Invitations to hoteliers in the Bahamas were accompanied by a letter of support from the 

Bahamas Hotel Association.  Executive Directors for associations in Anguilla, Grenada, St. Kitts 

& Nevis, and Trinidad also forwarded the survey link to their members.  These actions were 

undertaken to increase survey response rate. 

Data Collection 

Data for this study were collected from December 2007 until March 2008.  Table 3-4 

indicates the distribution schedule.  Data were collected through an online user administered 

questionnaire.  This method was chosen for several reasons.  Firstly, the study sites covered a 

wide geographic range and it was not feasible to travel to each country to administer surveys or 
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to recruit local researchers to do so.  Secondly, using an online survey significantly reduced the 

cost of paper, postage, and recruiting, hiring, and training research assistants to administer the 

questionnaire.  Thirdly, the database indicated that the majority of hotels had email addresses and 

a website.  Fourthly, online surveys have been found to have a quicker return rate and in some 

instances, the same or significantly higher response rate than mail surveys, particularly for 

groups that frequently use the email or the Internet (Kaplowitz, Hadlock & Levine, 2004).  In an 

experiment to determine whether response rates differed between email and postal mail methods, 

Schaefer and Dillman (1998) got a response rate of 57.5% using the postal approach, and 58% 

for the group contacted entirely by email.  Their chi-square test of the response rates found that 

there was no significant difference between the two responses (Schaeffer & Dillman, 1998).  In a 

meta-analysis of web based surveys Schonlau, Fricker and Elliott (2003) found that response 

rates ranged from 27% to 89%, with an average of 65% for government surveys of organizations 

conducted annually from 1997 to 2000.  However, the range was from 8% to 62% for non 

government surveys using censuses or probability samples (Schonlau et al., 2003).  In the survey 

in which the response rate was 8%, the respondents were contacted through an intermediary and 

this was cited as a plausible explanation for the low rate (Schonlau et al., 2003). 

General managers/owners were invited to participate in the survey by email.  To ensure 

that the email reached the intended target, email addresses for general managers or owners were 

confirmed through telephone calls to the hotel.  Since previous studies have shown better 

response rates when advance notification was made, a pre-notice was first emailed to alert the 

hotelier to expect an invitation (Kaplowitz, Hadlock & Levine, 2004; Schaefer & Dillman, 

1998).  This pre-notice also served to test the validity of the email addresses and those that were 

found to be invalid were removed from the database.  Following the pre-notice, an email with the 
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URL link was sent to the hotels (Table 3-4).  Subsequently, four email reminders were sent.  One 

reminder was sent in January and three were sent in February.  Each reminder contained the 

URL link to the questionnaire (Schaefer & Dillman, 1998).  Given the time of year (winter 

season) when the surveying commenced, the decision was taken to send the second reminder 

after a three week interval.  It was felt that this would help to recruit persons who may have been 

away for longer than one or two weeks. 

Instrumentation 

Data for this study was collected through a user administered -based survey.   The 

questionnaire was created and accessed through Zoomerang, an online survey tool.  The 

questionnaire was designed to solicit general managers’ and owners’ evaluation of the motives, 

facilitators, and constraints they experienced with environmental management in their hotels, as 

well as the outcomes that have resulted from its implementation.  A pilot study was conducted to 

test the questionnaire for content and face validity, and user-friendliness of the online survey.  

No problems were reported by the respondents of the pilot study. 

The questionnaire consisted of five main sections which measured variables that pertain to 

environmental management, motives, facilitators, constraints, and outcomes.  Property 

characteristics such as location, type, ownership, and size were also determined. 

Environmental Management 

This section assessed the level of environmental management by asking respondents to 

indicate the level of environmental management in operation at their respective hotel (Table 3-5).  

This was a forced-choice question in which the respondent was only able to select one option.  

The choices ranged from the implementation of basic environmental best practices to having a 

certified environmental management system in place. 
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Motives 

In this section motivations for implementing environmental management were measured 

(Table 3-6).  Based on the literature, motives were represented in three themes: (1) cost reduction 

and efficiency, (2) internal pressure, and (3) external pressure.   Some of the items were adapted 

from Ayuso (2007), Bohdanowicz (2005), Bramwell & Alletorp (2001), Stabler & Goodall 

(1997), and Vernon et al. (2003).  Items were measured on a five point Likert type scale with a 

range of 1 to 5, where 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4=Agree, 

and 5=Strongly agree.   

Facilitators 

This section assessed factors which were considered to facilitate the implementation of 

environmental management (Table 3-7).  Based on the literature, two main types of facilitators 

were identified: capacity building and incentives.  Some of the items were adapted from Ayuso 

(2007) and Bramwell & Alletorp (2001).  Facilitators were measured using a five point Likert 

type scale with a range of 1 to 5, where 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3= Neither agree nor 

disagree, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly agree.   

Constraints 

Factors which hampered the adoption or implementation of environmental management 

were assessed in this section (Table 3-8).  Three major types of constraints have been 

documented in the literature: costs, human resources, and technical.  Items were adapted from 

Ayuso (2007), Bramwell & Alletorp (2001), Hobson & Essex (2001), Stabler & Goodall (1997), 

Vernon et al. (2003), and Zurburg et al. (1995).  Constraints were measured using a five point 

Likert type scale with a range of 1 to 5, where 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither agree 

nor disagree, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly agree.   
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Outcomes 

This section measured the results from implementing environmental management in hotels 

(Table 3-9).  Some of the items were adapted from Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001, Enz & Siguaw 

(1999), Goodman (2000), Kirk (1995), and Tzschentke et al. (2004).  Outcomes were measured 

through four responses: ‘not at all’, ‘a little’, ‘somewhat’, and ‘a lot’. 

Treatment of Data 

Data for this study were exported from Zoomerang to Microsoft Excel and imported from 

Excel into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 14.0 for Windows Graduate Student 

Version (SPSS).   All data analyses were conducted using SPSS and Amos 6.0. 

All constructs and independent items were assessed through frequencies and simple 

descriptive methods prior to the testing of research questions.  Main construct scales were 

reduced to indices for additional analyses.  All analyses were evaluated for significance at the .05 

level.  Similarly, all regression analyses were conducted using the backward stepwise method, 

given that this research is largely exploratory (Field, 2005).   

The four main constructs: motives, facilitators, constraints and outcomes, were measured 

with multi-item scales.  The internal consistency of these scales was assessed using Cronbach’s 

alpha.  For the main scales, coefficient alpha of .7 and higher was considered to be acceptable 

(Nunnally, 1978).   However, given that this research was exploratory, and the fact that some 

indices only contained a few items (2-7), coefficient alpha of .6 was deemed acceptable for 

indices derived from the main construct scales (Cortina, 1993; Nunnally, 1978). 
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Environmental Management 

• Research question 1: To what extent has environmental management been adopted in the 
Caribbean accommodations sector? 

The frequency of environmental management implementation was calculated to determine 

the portion of the sample that had implemented the innovation and to assess the various levels of 

the innovation that had been implemented.  The diffusion of environmental management was 

determined by plotting the year of implementation (X axis) against the cumulative frequency (Y 

axis), thereby creating the diffusion curve. 

• Research question 2: Is there a difference between adopters and non adopters of 
environmental management in terms of (a) characteristics, (b) organization membership, 
(c) importance of natural resources to the accommodations sector, and (d) knowledge of 
environmental management? 

Chi-square analysis was used to assess characteristics and organization membership, while 

independent sample t-tests were used to assess importance of natural resources to the 

accommodations sector and knowledge of environmental management. 

• Research question 3: Is there a difference between green hotels and rejecters with regards 
to constraints? 

Independent sample t-tests were used for this analysis. 

• Research question 4: Do hotel characteristics influence the level of environmental 
management in Caribbean hotels? 

Level of environmental management was regressed on hotel characteristics.  Categorical 

predictor variables were coded as dummy variables for the regression analysis.   

• Research question 5: Do motives for adopting environmental management influence the 
level of environmental management in Caribbean hotels? 

Level of environmental management was regressed on motives.  Factor analysis was 

conducted on the items in the motive construct.  Environmental management was regressed on 

the ensuing factors. 
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• Research question 6: Do facilitators of environmental management influence the level of 
environmental management in Caribbean hotels? 

Level of environmental management was regressed on facilitators.  Factor analysis was 

conducted on the items in the facilitator construct.  Environmental management was regressed on 

the ensuing factors. 

• Research question 7: Do constraints experienced by hotels influence the level of 
environmental management implemented? 

Level of environmental management was regressed on constraints.  Factor analysis was 

conducted on the items in the constraints construct.  Level of environmental management was 

regressed on the ensuing factors. 

• Research question 8: Which variables have the most influence on the implementation of 
environmental management in Caribbean hotels? 

Logistic regression analysis was used to assess the relationships between factors of 

motives, facilitators and constraints and level of environmental management. 

Environmental Management Outcomes 

• Research question 9: Does level of environmental management implemented influence 
the number of outcomes experienced? 

Simple linear regression was used to determine such a relationship.  Level of EM was a 

categorical predictor variable. In the data collection each item in the outcomes construct was 

rated as not at all, a little, somewhat, or a lot.  This was used to develop a weighted total.  The 

weighted total number of outcomes was employed as the outcome variable.  

Environmental Management and Outcomes 

• Research question 10: What relationships exist between motives, facilitators, constraints, 
level of environmental management, and the outcomes of environmental management 
(Figure 1-4)? 

A path analysis based on multiple regressions was conducted to assess these relationships.  

Level of environmental management was regressed on factors of motives, facilitators and 
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constraints.  Total outcomes was regressed on factors of motives, facilitators and constraints and 

level of environmental management. 
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Table 3-1. Accommodations in the Anglophone Caribbean 
Country No.  

accommodation 
units (2007)a 

No. rooms 
(2005)b 

Average Stay 
(days)b 

Anguilla 25 746 8.1
Antigua and Barbuda 39 ND ND
Bahamas 59 14,800 ND
Barbados 76 6,353 7.4
Belize 41 5,593 ND
Bermuda 33 3,067 6.4
British Virgin Islands 32 2,722 9
Cayman Islands 44 2,954 4.9
Dominica 29 787 ND
Grenada 29 1,470 7.4
Guyana 35 ND ND
Jamaica 124 22,528 6.9
Montserrat 9 ND ND
St. Kitts & Nevis 19 ND ND
St. Lucia 67 4,511 10.1
St. Vincent & the Grenadines 47 1,692 ND
Trinidad & Tobago 64 5,929 ND
Turks & Caicos Islands 31 ND ND
United States Virgin Islands 41 4,762 4.3
TOTAL 844
ND Not determined 
(a) From CHA and national hotel associations’ databases 
(b) Adapted from Compendium of Statistics 2005 (WTO, 2007) 

 
Table 3-2.  All-Inclusive hotels in the English Caribbean 1993 & 1999.   
 No. of resorts 

(1993) 
No. of resorts  
(1999) 

Anguilla 3 1
Antigua and Barbuda 8 10
Bahamas 5 7
Barbados 5 6
Bermuda 1 1
Grenada 1 2
Jamaica 26 33
St. Kitts & Nevis 1 1
St. Lucia 8 9
Turks & Caicos Islands 4 2
United States Virgin Islands 2                      2 

Adapted from Issa & Jayawardena (2005). 
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Table 3-3. Consumption of goods and services by the Caribbean accommodations sector.  
Services/Goods Avg. purchased 

locally (%) 
Avg. purchased  
regionally (%) 

Electricity 100  
Water 100  
Telecommunications 91  
Agricultural produce: Vegetables 74 11 
Agricultural produce: Dairy 67 10 
Agricultural produce: Meats 63  
Agricultural produce: Fresh fruit 16 7 
Fish 20 8 
Light manufacturing (e.g., bakery products, 
uniforms, printing) 

47 13 

Construction, fixtures & equipment 39 8 
Services (e.g., information technology, 
transportation, maintenance, security) 

84  

Adapted from Tourism Global (2007). 
 

Table 3-4.  Questionnaire Distribution 
Pre-notice December 10, 2007 840 Emails to General Managers/Owners 
Invitation December 17, 2007 840 Emails to General Managers/Owners 
1st Reminder January 9, 2008 829 Emails to General Managers/Owners 
2nd Reminder February 5, 2008 809 Emails to General Managers/Owners 
3rd Reminder  February 18, 2008 798 Emails to General Managers/Owners 
4th Reminder  February 28, 2008 778 Emails to General Managers/Owners 

 
Table 3-5. Levels of environmental management. 
Some environmental initiatives in place (e.g., aerators, energy saving lights, towel/linen 
reuse programme, solid waste separation for reuse or recycling) implemented in ad hoc 
fashion 
Environmental programme (planned environmental actions throughout the property, 
involving all or most departments) 
Environmental management system (EMS) (Comprehensive environmental programme 
which includes a formal environmental policy, objectives, targets, and action plan, 
performance monitoring and feedback, participation at all staff levels, documentation) 
Environmental management system which has been certified against a recognized standard 
(e.g., local Authority or Environmental Agency, Green Globe, CST, ISO 14001) 
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Table 3-6. Motives for implementing environmental management 
Cost reduction & efficiency 

Potential cost savings  
Need to keep up with competitors  
Advantage over competitors 

Internal pressure 
Importance of conserving natural resources 
Internal Green Champion 
Pressure from shareholders 

External pressure 
Pressure from guests, tour operators, travel agents, etc. 
Government regulations 

Items were measured using a five point Likert type scale with a range of 1 to 5, where 
1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly agree. 
 

Table 3-7.  Facilitators of environmental management 
Capacity building 

In-house training 
Participation in external training 
Technical assistance from external agencies 

Incentives 
Funding (e.g., grants) 
Project assistance (e.g., participation in national or regional greening project) 
Government incentives (e.g., tax credits, duty free concessions) 

Items were measured using a five point Likert type scale with a range of 1 to 5, where 
1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly agree. 
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Table 3-8.  Constraints to implementing environmental management. 
Costs 

Implementation is costly 
Lack of capital  
Lack of time 
Potential benefits were not apparent 

Human resources 
Making necessary organizational changes is too difficult 
Employee resistance 
Lack of know-how 

Technical 
More advanced level of environmental management too difficult or complicated 
No access to technology 
Current level of Environmental Management is most appropriate for the property 
Environmental management is unnecessary 
Property unaware of any stage beyond its current level of environmental management 

Items were measured using a five point Likert type scale with a range of 1 to 5, where 
1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly agree. 
 

Table 3-9.  Outcomes of environmental management. 
Decrease in resource consumption (e.g., water, energy) 
Decrease in solid waste generation 
Change in organizational structure and culture 
Decrease in operating costs 
Increase in occupancy 
Environmental management used to market the property 
Increase in guest satisfaction 
Increased participation in community outreach activities 
Use of employee incentives to encourage participant in environmental management  
Environmental management performance incorporated in employee evaluations 
Environmental management performance incorporated in management evaluations 
Overall improvement in property management 
Environmental management component in annual property reports 
Improvement in employee morale 
Increase in staff training 
Implementation of an environmental purchasing policy 

Items were measured as ‘not at all’, ‘a little’, ‘somewhat’ or ‘a lot’. 
 
 



 

CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS  

Profile of Participants and Hotels 

The survey was conducted in 19 countries in the Anglophone Caribbean, with at least one 

respondent from each country (Table 4-1).  There were 197 usable questionnaires completed 

which yielded a 27% response rate.  Forty two percent (42%) of the participants represented 

hotels in Barbados, Belize, Jamaica, and Trinidad & Tobago.  Most participants were either, 

general managers (41%), owners (9%), or owner/general managers (27%).  Approximately 19% 

were managers or supervisors in other departments such as sales and marketing, front office, and 

human resources, while 4% were environmental officers or managers (Table 4-2).  

Small hotels (1-75 rooms) comprised the bulk of the sample (73%), while medium hotels 

(76-500 rooms) and large hotels (501+) were 25% and 3%, respectively.  The number of 

employees at these hotels ranged from one at a 4-room property in Tobago, to 800 at an 850-

room property in the Bahamas.  Roughly half of the hotels represented were established between 

1940 and 1989; there was one hotel in Bermuda which was over 100 years old (Table 4-3).  

Average annual occupancy ranged from 10% to 95%.  Occupancies of 50% or less were reported 

by 32% of the hotels.  Almost one quarter of the hotels (23%) experienced occupancies over 

75% (Table 4-3).  

The majority of hotels represented were categorized as either mid-range (47%) or luxury 

properties (34%); the remaining hotels were in the budget category.  Most hotels were both 

locally owned and operated (63%), while 24% were either foreign owned and operated or foreign 

owned and locally operated.  Hotels that were part of local chains and international chains 

collectively comprised 13% percent of the sample.  Most respondents indicated that the majority 

91 



 

of guests at their hotel originated in the United States (61%).  For 19% of the hotels, most guests 

originated in the United Kingdom, while 11% were from the Caribbean (Table 4-3). 

 The database used for the survey sample was compiled by merging the membership lists 

of the Caribbean Hotel Association and the national hotel associations of the individual 

countries.  Responses were mixed with respect to current or previous membership in these 

associations, the Caribbean Alliance for Sustainable Tourism and other environmental 

organizations.  Membership in the national association is a requirement for membership in CHA. 

About 83% of the hotels were members of their local association, while 77% were members of 

CHA.  Membership in CAST was 44%.  Similarly, membership in other environmental 

organizations such as the Green Hotels Association and the International Hotels Environment 

Initiative was 42% (Table 4-4).   

Respondents were asked two questions which sought to assess their understanding of the 

relationship between the accommodations sector and the natural environment, and their 

familiarity with the concept of environmental management within the sector.  Seventy-eight 

percent (78%) of respondents agreed (agreed and strongly agreed responses combined) that their 

property depended on the natural environment.  A similar pattern of agreement emerged with 

respect to the importance of the sector’s role in environmental protection (85%), the importance 

of a pristine natural environment to guests (91%), and the overall importance of the natural 

environment to the individual property (91%).  Interestingly, 25% of participants suggested that 

the accommodations sector did not have a positive impact on the natural environment, while 

51% felt that its impact was positive (Table 4-5).  In terms of their familiarity with 

environmental management in the accommodations sector, 41% of the respondents indicated that 

they were somewhat familiar, while 40% indicated that they were very familiar (Table 4-6). 
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Environmental Management 

 Among the sampled hotels, 68% had implemented some form of environmental 

management.  These hotels were classified as adopters; hotels that had not implemented any 

form of environmental management were categorized as non-adopters.  Most adopters were 

small with 75 rooms or less (69%), mid-range (45%) or luxury (39%) properties that were locally 

owned and operated (52%).  Additionally, guests at these hotels originated mainly from the 

United States (64%).   

Thirty-two percent (32%) of the properties started their environmental management efforts 

prior to 2000, while 68% started in 2000 or later (Table 4-7).  Adopters were asked to select one 

of four levels to describe their current efforts.  About forty-four percent (44%) were in the basic 

category of properties that had implemented environmental best practices (e.g., energy saving 

bulbs, water saving devices, linen and/or towel reuse program, practice of the 3 Rs) on an ad hoc 

basis.  Twenty-five percent (25%) had an environmental policy and a planned approach to their 

environmental initiatives, while 31% had implemented an environmental management system 

(Table 4-8).  Of this latter group, just over half indicated that their property’s EMS was certified 

against a recognized standard.  Standards included Green Globe, Blue Flag, and Certification for 

Sustainable Tourism (Table 4-9). 

 Respondents were asked whether their respective properties had a written environmental 

policy; 47% answered in the affirmative.  The average length of time to have had an 

environmental policy was 5.2 years.  One respondent from the United States Virgin Islands 

indicated that their property had a policy for over 30 years.  Additionally, 41% of adopters had 

an environmental officer or manager. 

Participants were asked to denote the portion of their overall operations budget that was 

allocated for environmental management.  The highest allocation reported was 60% of total 
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operating budget, while the lowest was 0%.  Eighty-three percent (83%) of the 46 hotels that 

noted a budget allocation for environmental management indicated that it was 15% or less (Table 

4-10).  Finally, respondents were asked to rate the overall benefit of environmental management 

to their properties based on a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 being extremely beneficial.  The lowest 

rating was 2, with the highest at 10.  The average rating was 6.7.  Notably, one participant 

indicated that while the benefit of environmental management to their property was a mere 2, the 

overall personal benefit was 8.  Other participants also indicated that they anticipated an increase 

in the overall benefit over time. 

Frequencies of Variables 

Motives 

 This construct assessed motives for implementing environmental management in the 

hotels.  Eight motive items were measured using a 5-point Likert-type scale format which ranged 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  The importance of conserving natural resources 

and potential cost savings were overwhelmingly cited as the top two motives for implementing 

environmental management.  Ninety-five percent (95%) of respondents were in agreement1 and 

2% in disagreement about the importance of conserving natural resources.  For potential cost 

savings, 82 % agreed that this was a motive, while 5% disagreed.  Other motives identified were 

advantage over competitors (63% agreement); internal green champion (49% agreement); and 

the need to keep up with competitors (40% agreement) (Table 4-11). 

 There were several items that hoteliers did not consider to be strong motives to 

implement environmental management.  Government regulations were considered to be the least 

important motive, as 53% were in disagreement.  However, 19% of respondents agreed that 

                                                 
1 Within the Frequencies of Variables section, ‘agreed/agreement’ represents agreed combined with strongly agreed, 
while disagreed/disagreement represents disagreed combined with strongly disagreed responses. 
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government regulations motivated their hotels to implement environmental management.  

Pressure from guests, tour operators, travel agents etc. (45% disagreement) and pressure from 

shareholders (42% disagreement) were also considered to be lesser factors behind hotels’ 

environmental initiatives.  Notably, a number of respondents agreed that pressure from guests, 

tour operators, travel agents etc. (25%) and pressure from shareholders (30%) were reasons for 

implementation of environmental management. 

 Based on composite mean values, Caribbean hotels were motivated to implement 

environmental management primarily because of the importance of natural resource conservation 

(mean=4.62), potential cost savings (mean=4.20), advantage over competitors (mean=3.61), and 

because of an internal green champion (mean=3.38).  The need to keep up with competitors, 

pressure from shareholders, pressure from guests, tour operators, travel agents etc., and 

government regulations were weaker motives for implementation (Table 4-11). 

Based on an open-ended question, hoteliers were also asked to indicate additional motives 

for implementing environmental management.  Approximately 34% of adopters indicated 

motives such as taking care of the environment for the sake of children and future generations, 

educating staff and guests, living up to the company’s social responsibility, improving the lives 

and livelihood of local communities, and simply because it was ‘common sense’ or the right 

thing to do (Appendix E). 

Facilitators 

This construct assessed factors that facilitated the implementation of environmental 

management in hotels.  Six items were measured using a 5-point Likert-type scale format which 

ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  In-house training was the most popular 

facilitator of environmental management with 83% in agreement and 6% in disagreement.  

Participation in external training was also a strong contributor to the implementation of hotels’ 
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efforts, with 62% in agreement and 19% in disagreement.  The third most popular facilitator was 

technical assistance provided by external agencies; 56% of respondents agreed and 22% 

disagreed (Table 4-12). 

There were two items that most respondents noted were not very helpful in implementing 

environmental management: government incentives (e.g., tax credits, duty free concessions) and 

funding (e.g., external grants).  Sixty three percent (63%) disagreed that government incentives 

was a facilitator, while 14% agreed it had helped in their efforts.  Also 51% disagreed that 

funding was a facilitator, while 18% agreed.  Project assistance (e.g., participation in national or 

regional greening projects) emerged as the most ambivalent of the facilitators.  Thirty-nine 

percent (39%) of hoteliers agreed that participation in projects helped them to implement 

environmental management while 35% disagreed. 

Based on composite mean values, there were several factors regarded as facilitators of 

environmental management.  The top three facilitators were in-house training (mean=4.03), 

external training (mean=3.50), and technical assistance from external agencies (mean=3.34).  

Project assistance, funding, and government incentives were weaker facilitators (Table 4-12). 

Participants were also asked whether other factors had been useful in implementing 

environmental management.  Most respondents (78%) noted the lack of other facilitators, while 

9% reported the affirmative.  Factors included participation in corporate programs, suggestions 

from guests, and having a pioneering approach.  Some respondents also indicated the projects in 

which their hotels had participated, or the agencies from which they received assistance.  

Assistance was provided through agencies such as CAST, Rainforest Alliance, Program for 

Belize, the Cayman Islands National Trust, and the World Heritage Alliance for Sustainable 

Tourism (Appendix E). 
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Constraints 

This construct assessed constraints to implementing environmental management in hotels.  

Respondents included both adopters and non-adopters.  Twelve constraints were measured using 

a 5-point Likert-type scale format which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  

Only a few of the items were actually ranked highly by the majority of respondents.  The top 

constraint to implementing environmental management or moving on to more advanced levels, 

was that implementation is costly (67%) followed by lack of capital (56%).  However, 21% 

disagreed that lack of capital was a constraint to implementation (Table 4-13).  Lack of time was 

noted as a constraint (42%) but 40% also disagreed.   

Thirty-nine percent (39%) of respondents agreed that more advanced level of 

environmental management was too difficult or complicated, while 24% disagreed.  Thirty-four 

percent (34%) agreed that current level of EM is most appropriate for the property and prevented 

them from moving to another level.  Ninety percent (90%) of respondents disagreed that EM was 

not necessary.  Similarly, 63% disagreed that lack of awareness was a constraint.  Also, 59% 

disagreed with potential benefits not apparent as a constraint. 

There were several other constraints with which respondents disagreed more than agreed, 

namely no access to technology, employee resistance, lack of know-how, and the difficulty in 

making organizational change.  Forty-nine percent (49%) disagreed that no access to technology 

was a constraint.  Conversely, 27% noted that no access to technology was a problem.  

Approximately 46% disagreed that employee resistance presented a challenge to implementing 

or expanding environmental management on their properties.  However, 22% acknowledged that 

employee resistance was a constraint.  Forty-two percent (42%) disagreed that lack of know-how 

was a constraint to implementing environmental management, while 29% agreed.  Finally, 
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making necessary organizational changes is too difficult was noted as a constraint for 41% while  

24% disagreed. 

Based on composite mean values, each of the twelve items was to some extent considered 

a constraint to implementation of environmental management.  The top constraints identified 

were costliness of implementation (mean=3.72), lack of capital (mean=3.53), difficulty or 

complexity of a more advanced level of environmental management (mean=3.18), and lack of 

time (mean=3.03).  Other constraints included were the current level of environmental 

management was most appropriate for the property, making necessary organizational changes 

was too difficult, a lack of know-how, no access to technology, employee resistance, potential 

benefits were not apparent, the property was unaware of any stage beyond their current level of 

environmental management, and the belief that environmental management was not necessary 

for the property (Table 4-13). 

Furthermore, respondents were asked whether there were additional factors that prevented 

them from implementing environmental management.  Only 18% noted other constraints which 

included the lack of- or limited recycling facilities, issues with land tenure, too much paperwork, 

disinterest of locals in environmental management, tourism not taken seriously, and the 

perception that environmental management was not a government priority (Appendix E). 

Outcomes 

This construct assessed the outcomes that properties experienced as a result of 

implementing environmental management.  Sixteen items were employed whereby respondents 

could indicate whether the outcome was not observed at all, or observed ‘a little,’ ‘somewhat’ or 

‘a lot’.  Decrease in resource consumption was the outcome most experienced by respondents.  

Less than 1% of respondents indicated that their hotels had not experienced this outcome, 

whereas 46% experienced it a lot, 39% somewhat and 14% a little.  The second most cited 
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outcome was overall improvement in property management.  Approximately 92% of hotels 

experienced this outcome2.   The decrease in solid waste generation was also one of the most 

achieved outcomes.  Twenty-eight (28%) of respondents noted their properties experienced this 

outcome a lot, 36% somewhat, and 27% a little (Table 4-14). 

The majority of adopters experienced decrease in operating costs.  Nineteen percent (19%) 

of the properties experienced it a lot, 37% somewhat, and 32% a little.  Implementing 

environmental management led to increase in staff training for 85% of respondents.  

Implementation of an environmental purchasing policy was an outcome for 84% of respondents.  

Most respondents (82%) also noted increase in guest satisfaction as an outcome.   

Seventy-six percent (76%) of respondents noted environmental management used to 

market the property as an outcome.  Likewise, 74% of respondents noted a change in 

organizational structure and culture.  Twenty six percent (26%) of respondents did not 

experience this outcome at all.  Improvement in employee morale was another outcome observed 

by a majority (73%) of respondents.  Similarly 71% indicated increase in participation in 

community outreach activities. 

Environmental management component in annual property reports was indicated as an 

outcome by 62%.  Other outcomes were use of employee incentives to encourage participation in 

EM (60%); increase in room occupancy (55%); EM performance incorporated in management 

evaluations (55%), and EM performance incorporated in employee evaluations (54%). 

As with motives, facilitators and constraints, respondents were as an open-ended question 

whether they had experienced other outcomes.  Only 8% indicated other outcomes which 

included: international recognition, recognition within the hotel chain, relationships with 

                                                 
2 Unless otherwise stated, experience of outcome is a combination of ‘a little’, ‘somewhat’, and ‘a lot’. 

99 



 

government agencies, inclusion in hotel school curriculum, and increased environmental 

awareness in the wider community resulting from changes in employee behavior (Appendix E). 

Results of Research Questions Tested 

Environmental Management 

• Research question 1: To what extent has environmental management been adopted in the 
Caribbean accommodations sector? 

Environmental management was in existence at 67% of the hotels that were surveyed (i.e., 

adopters).  Forty-four percent (44%) of adopters had implemented basic environmental best 

practices, while 56% had more advanced levels of environmental management such as a program 

of planned actions or a comprehensive environmental management system.  The innovation of 

environmental management or greening had diffused to approximately two thirds of the 

Caribbean’s accommodations sector.  These results suggest that the sector is still on the growth 

section of the s-shaped diffusion curve and is yet to reach the plateau stage (Figure 4-1).  The 

four levels of environmental management identified (environmental best practices, 

environmental program, EMS, certified EMS) were also graphed.  These followed the initial 

stages of the s-shaped diffusion curve, but like the main curve were yet to reach the plateau stage 

(Figure 4-2). 

• Research question 2: Is there a difference between adopters and non adopters of 
environmental management in terms of (a) characteristics, (b) organization membership, 
(c) importance of natural resources to the accommodations sector, and (d) knowledge of 
environmental management? 

Contingency tables and Pearson χ2 were calculated for each characteristic. ‘EM in place’ 

was operationalized as a dichotomous categorical variable. 
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(a) Hotel Characteristics 

A 2 x 3 contingency table was created for EM in place and property type (Table 4-15).  

Adopters (hotels with EM in place) comprised 16% budget properties, 45% mid-range 

properties, and 39% luxury properties, whereas non-adopters comprised 23% budget properties, 

54% mid-range properties, and 23% luxury properties There was no significant association 

between EM in place and property type (χ2
(2)=4.95; p>.05).  Consequently, there was no 

difference in property type between adopters and non-adopters. 

A 2 x 2 contingency table was created for EM in place and property size (Table 4-16).  To 

meet the Chi-square requirement of at least 5 cases per cell, large hotels were removed from this 

analysis because with large hotels included, the 2 x 3 contingency table had 2 cells with less than 

5 counts each.  Adopters comprised of 71% small properties and 29% medium properties, while 

non-adopters comprised 82% small properties and 18% medium properties.  EM in place was not 

significantly associated with property size (χ2
(1)=2.34; p>.05).   Adopters and non-adopters were 

not different with regards to property size.  

A 2 x 3 contingency table was developed for EM in place and property ownership (Table 

4-17).  To meet the Chi-square requirement of at least 5 cases per cell, the initial 6 categories for 

property ownership were reduced to 3, by grouping (a) locally owned and operated with locally 

owned and foreign operated; (b) foreign owned and operated with foreign owned and locally 

operated; and (c) international chain or group with locally operated chain or group.  Adopters 

comprised 54% of locally owned properties, 28% foreign owned properties, and 18% chain or 

group properties.  Non-adopters comprised 81% of locally owned properties, 16% foreign owned 

properties, and 3% chain or group properties.  There was a significant association between EM in 

place and property ownership (χ2
(2)=13.87; p<.01).  Adopters and non-adopters were different 
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with regards to property ownership.  Compared with adopters, non-adopters were more likely to 

be locally owned and less likely to be foreign owned, or part of a chain or group. 

A 2 x 4 contingency table was created for EM in place and guest origin (Table 4-18).  To 

meet the Chi-square requirement of at least 5 cases per cell, the initial 6 choices (USA, UK, 

Caribbean, Canada, Germany and other) was reduced to the 4 categories: USA, UK, Caribbean 

and Other (Canada, Germany and other countries).  Sixty-four percent (64 %) of adopters’ guests 

originated in the USA, 18% in the UK, 10% in the Caribbean, and 8% in other locations, while 

53% of non-adopters’ guests originated in the USA, 21% in the UK, 15% in the Caribbean, and 

11% in other locations. There was no significant association between EM in place and guest 

origin (χ2
(3)=2.02; p>.05).  Therefore adopters and non-adopters did not differ in the origins of 

their guests. 

(b) Organization Membership 

 To assess the difference in organization membership between adopters and non-adopters, 

2 x 2 contingency tables were created and Pearson’s chi-square calculated (Table 4-19).  Eighty-

seven percent of adopters were members of their National Hotel Association (NHA), compared 

with 73% of non-adopters.  There was a significant relationship between EM in place and 

national association membership (χ2
(1)=4.75; p=.03) in which adopters were more likely than 

non-adopters to be members of NHA. 

Seventy-seven percent of adopters were members of the Caribbean Hotel Association, 

compared with 76% of non-adopters.  There was no significant relationship between EM in place 

and membership in CHA (χ2
(1)=0.03; p>.05).  Therefore there was no difference between 

adopters and non-adopters in CHA membership. 
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Fifty percent of adopters were members of the Caribbean Alliance for Sustainable 

Tourism, compared with 28% of non-adopters.  There was a significant relationship between EM 

in place and CAST membership (χ2
(1)=5.03; p=.03).  There was a difference between adopters 

and non-adopters in CAST membership such that adopters were more likely to be members in 

CAST than non-adopters.   

Fifty-one percent of adopters were members of other green organizations compared with 

18% of non-adopters.  There was a significant relationship between EM in place and other green 

organization membership (χ2
(1)=10.61; p<.01) such that adopters were more likely to be members 

in other green organizations than non-adopters. 

(c) Importance of Natural Environment  

Independent sample t-tests were performed to determine the differences between adopters 

and non-adopters with respect to the importance of the natural environment to the 

accommodations sector.  Of the five statements, respondents were significantly different on the 

statement ‘the accommodations sector has a positive impact on the natural environment’ (t(154)=-

2.34; p=.02).  Non-adopters were more likely to agree with this statement (M=3.58) than 

adopters (M=3.22) (Table 4-23). 

(d) Knowledge of Environmental Management 

An independent sample t-test was conducted to determine whether familiarity with 

environmental management in the accommodations sector differed between adopters and non-

adopters.  The two groups were significantly different (t(100)=5.44; p<.001), with adopters being 

more familiar with environmental management (M=4.34) than non-adopters (M=3.41). 
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• Research question 3: Is there a difference between adopters and non adopters of 
environmental management with regards to constraints? 

Independent samples t-tests were conducted to determine whether adopters and non-

adopters differed in the constraints to environmental management.  Of the twelve constraints 

tested, adopters and non-adopters differed significantly on ‘EM is not necessary’ (t(133)=-2.07; 

p=.04) and ‘property unaware of any stage beyond current level of EM’ (t(100.03)=5.44; p<.001) 

(Table 4-21).  Adopters disagreed more with both ‘EM is not necessary’ (M=1.38) and ‘property 

unaware of any stage beyond current level of EM’ (M=2.18) than did non-adopters (M=2.07 and 

M=2.57, respectively).  Therefore, these items were more of a constraint for non-adopters than 

for adopters. 

• Research question 4: Do hotel characteristics influence the level of environmental 
management in Caribbean hotels?   

Hotel characteristics were measured as categorical variables which were dummy coded for 

the purpose of this regression analysis.  This resulted in 2 dummy variables for hotel size with 

small hotel as the referent category; 2 for hotel type with budget hotel as the referent category; 5 

for ownership with locally owned and operated as the referent category; and 5 for guest origin 

with USA as the referent category.  Level of EM was recoded to 2 categories to facilitate 

analysis: environmental best practices was kept intact as basic EM; environmental program, 

EMS, and certified EMS were combined to create advanced EM.  A logistic regression was 

conducted with characteristics as the predictor variables (with each characteristic in a separate 

block) and level of EM as the outcome variable. 

The regression model with all characteristics improved on the base model by correctly 

classifying 58% of the cases compared with the initial 53%.  However, none of the 

characteristics variables were significant, nor were the model changes (Block 1 χ2
(2)=1.73; p>.05; 

Block 2 χ2
(4)=2.57; p>.05; Block 3 χ2

(6)=5.42; p>.05; Block 4 χ2
(9)=11.55; p>.05).  The non-

104 



 

significant Hosmer & Lemeshow test statistic at each stage of analysis indicated that the model 

fit the data relatively well in terms of actual and expected classifications (Table 4-22).   Hotel 

characteristics did not predict the level of EM implemented. 

• Research question 5: Do motives for adopting environmental management influence the 
level of environmental management in Caribbean hotels? 

A logistic regression was performed on motives (8 predictor variables) and level of EM 

(outcome).  All predictor variables were entered into the model which was estimated by the 

backward likelihood ratio method3.  The regression model at each step of the estimation was 

significant.  However, the model at step 3 (χ2
(6)=18.37; p<.01) had the highest hit ratio (70%) and 

contained 6 variables (pressure from guests, tour operators, travel agents, etc., pressure from 

shareholders, internal green champion, need to keep up with competitors, government 

regulations, potential cost savings), of which one was statistically significant.  This model 

accounted for 21-28% of the variation between basic EM and advanced EM (R2=.21 (Cox and 

Snell), .28 (Nagelkerke)). The non-significant Hosmer and Lemeshow test statistic indicated that 

the model fit the data well (Table 4-23). 

Controlling for other variables, internal green champion, was significantly related to level 

of EM (β=0.90, p<.01, Exp(β)=2.45).  Internal green champion was positively related to level of 

EM.  Therefore a 1 unit increase in the motive internal green champion results in an increase by 

0.90 in the predicted probability that a hotel would be in the advanced EM group.  A 1 unit 

increase in internal green champion also increases the odds by 145% that a hotel would be in the 

advanced EM group.  The odds are that hotels motivated by internal green champion would 

implement advanced EM. 

                                                 
3 This method of estimation was used for all subsequent logistic regressions. 
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Based on the literature, three conceptual dimensions of motives for implementing 

environmental management were developed: (1) cost reduction and efficiency, (2) internal 

pressure, and (3) external pressure (Table 3-6).  An exploratory factor analysis was conducted to 

determine whether there were indeed any underlying dimensions within the motives construct.  

Following a principal component factor analysis with Varimax rotation, and using .5 as the factor 

loading threshold4, three factors were identified.  These factors explained 68% of the variance.   

Factor 1 consisted of four motives: need to keep up with competitors, advantage over 

competitors, potential cost savings, and government regulations.  Factor 2 consisted of three 

motives: pressure from guests, tour operators, travel agents, etc., pressure from shareholders, and 

importance of conserving natural resources.  Factor 3 comprised internal green champion.  

Cronbach’s alpha for factors 1 and 2 was determined to confirm internal consistency of the items 

(factor 1 α=.77; factor 2 α=.41) (Table 4-24).  The reliability analysis for factor 2 indicated that 

removal of importance of conserving natural resources would increase α to .71.  This step was 

conducted and the factor analysis was re-run with seven variables to determine any changes to 

the factor structure (Hair et al., 2005).  With the removal of importance of conserving natural 

resources, the variables still loaded as 3 factors, with 74% of explained variance.  Since factor 3 

consisted of a single item, it was excluded from further analysis (Table 4-25).  

Factor 1 was titled ‘Financial Motives’ and factor 2 ‘Stakeholder Pressure’.  Factor scores 

were subsequently employed as predictors in a logistic regression with level of EM as the 

outcome variable.  The regression model with the two predictors improved the model with 

constant only by correctly classifying 57% of the cases compared with the initial 52%.  

However, this model change was not significant (χ2
(2)=2.36; p>.05) and neither dimension was 

                                                 
4 This method was employed for all factor analyses. 
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significantly related to level of EM.  Thus, financial motives and stakeholder pressure did not 

predict level of EM (Table 4-26). 

• Research question 6: Do facilitators of environmental management influence the level of 
environmental management in Caribbean hotels? 

A logistic regression was performed on facilitators (6 predictor variables) and level of EM 

(outcome).  All predictor variables were entered into the model which was estimated by the 

backward likelihood ratio method.  The regression model was not significant at any step of the 

estimation, though at step 1 the hit ratio increased from 55% to 62%.  The model change was not 

significant (χ2
(6)=5.88; p>.05) and data fit was weak (R2=.07 (Cox and Snell), .09 (Nagelkerke)) 

(Table 4-27).  There were no significant relationships between facilitators and level of EM. 

Based on the literature, two conceptual dimensions of facilitators of environmental 

management were developed: (1) capacity building and (2) incentives (Table 3-7).  An 

exploratory factor analysis was conducted to determine whether there was an underlying 

structure within the facilitators construct.  The variables loaded well onto two factors, with .5 

used as the factor loading threshold (Table 4-28).  The two factors explained 72% of the 

variance.   

Factor 1, labeled ‘Incentives’, comprised three facilitators: funding, government 

incentives, and project assistance.  Factor 2, labeled ‘Capacity Building’, comprised three 

facilitators: in-house training, participation in external training, and technical assistance from 

external agencies.    Cronbach’s alpha for factors 1 and 2 was determined to confirm internal 

consistency of the items (factor 1 α=.79; factor 2 α=.66) (Table 4-29).   

The factor scores for Capacity Building and Incentives were employed as predictors in a 

logistic regression with level of EM as the outcome variable.  At step 1 of the estimation the 

regression model was not significant, at step 2 it was (χ2
(2)=4.17; p<.05), though the hit ratio 
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increased only marginally from 55% to 56%.  The model change was significant (χ2
(2)=4.17; 

p<.05). Controlling for Incentives, Capacity Building was significantly related to level of EM 

(β=0.47, p=.05, Exp(β)=1.60) (Table 4-30).  The positive relationship between capacity building 

and level of EM indicates that with a 1 unit increase in capacity building, there is a .47 increase 

in the predicted probability that hotels would be in the advanced EM group.  Additionally, with 

the 1 unit increase in capacity building, the odds of being in the advanced EM group increase by 

60%.  Incentives was not significant at the .05 level and therefore did not predict level of EM. 

• Research question 7: Do constraints experienced by hotels influence the level of 
environmental management implemented? 

Level of EM was regressed on 12 items in the constraints construct.  The regression model 

at each step of the estimation was significant.  The model at step 1 (χ2
(12)=33.26; p<.001) was 

retained because the number of significant items did not increase beyond this step.  This model 

had a hit ratio of 74% (compared with 53% at base) and explained between 37% and 49% of the 

variation between basic EM and advanced EM (R2=.37 (Cox and Snell), .49 (Nagelkerke)) 

(Table 4-31).  With other variables held constant, six of the twelve constraints were significantly 

related to level of EM: lack of capital (β=-1.37, p=.03, Exp(β)=.26); potential benefits not 

apparent (β=0.78, p=.04, Exp(β)=2.19); no access to technology (β=1.70, p<.01, Exp(β)=5.50); 

lack of know-how (β=-1.24, p=.02, Exp(β)=.29); lack of time (β=-1.11, p=.02, Exp(β)=.33); EM 

is not necessary (β=-2.08, p<.01, Exp(β)=.13).   

Lack of capital was negatively related to level of EM.  For a 1 unit increase in lack of 

capital, the predicted probability of hotels being in the advanced EM group decreased by 1.37, 

while the odds of this occurrence decreased by 74%.  Potential benefits not apparent was 

positively related to level of EM.  For a 1 unit increase in potential benefits not apparent, the 

predicted probability of hotels being in the advanced EM group increased by 0.78, while the 
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odds of this occurrence increased by 118%.  No access to technology was positively related to 

level of EM.  For a 1 unit increase in no access to technology, the predicted probability of hotels 

being in the advanced EM group increased by 1.70, while the odds of this occurrence increased 

by 450%. 

Lack of know-how was negatively related to level of EM.  For a 1 unit increase in lack of 

know-how, the predicted probability of hotels being in the advanced EM group decreased by 

1.24, while the odds of this occurrence decreased by 71%.  Lack of time was negatively related 

to level of EM.  For a 1 unit increase in lack of time, the predicted probability of hotels being in 

the advanced EM group decreased by 1.11, while the odds of this occurrence decreased by 67%.  

EM is not necessary was negatively related to level of EM.  For a 1 unit increase in EM is not 

necessary, the predicted probability of hotels being in the advanced EM group decreased by 2.08, 

while the odds of this occurrence decreased by 88%.   

Based on the literature, three conceptual dimensions of constraints to implementation of 

environmental management were developed: (1) costs, (2) human resources and (3) technical 

constraints (Table 3-8).  An exploratory factor analysis was conducted to determine whether the 

data pointed to any underlying dimensions within the constraints construct.  The variables loaded 

in four factors, which collectively explained 63% of the variance (Table 4-32).  Factor 1 

consisted of four constraints: more advanced level of environmental management too difficult or 

complicated, making necessary organizational changes is too difficult, lack of time, potential 

benefits not apparent.  Factor 2 consisted of three constraints: no access to technology, lack of 

know-how, employee resistance.  Factor 3 comprised two constraints: lack of capital and 

implementation is costly.  Factor 4 comprised three constraints: current level of EM is most 

appropriate for the property, property unaware of any stage beyond current level of EM, and EM 
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is not necessary.  Cronbach’s alpha was determined to confirm internal consistency of the items 

within each factor (factor 1 α=.64; factor 2 α=.67; factor 3 α=.84; factor 4 α=.49) (Table 4-33).  

Factor 4 was excluded from further analysis because of its unacceptable alpha.  Factor 1 was 

titled Organizational Constraints, factor 2 Technical Constraints, and factor 3 Cost Constraints.   

Organizational Constraints, Technical Constraints, and Cost Constraints were employed as 

predictors in a logistic regression with level of EM as the outcome variable.  The regression 

model with the three predictors did not improve on the base model, correctly classifying 51% of 

the cases compared with the initial 53%.  The model change was not significant (χ2
(3)=1.37; 

p>.05). None of the predictors were significantly related to level of EM (Table 4-34).     

• Research question 8: Which variables have the most influence on the implementation of 
environmental management in Caribbean hotels? 

Level of EM was regressed on the dimensions of motives (Stakeholder Pressure, Financial 

Motives), facilitators (Capacity Building, Incentives), and constraints (Organizational, Technical, 

Cost) which were identified via the factor analyses (Figure 4-3).  The regression model was not 

significant at any step of the estimation, nor were there significant relationships at the .05 level 

between the individual factors and level of EM (Table 4-35). 

Environmental Management Outcomes 

• Research question 9: Does level of environmental management implemented influence 
the number of outcomes experienced? 

To assess the relationship between level of EM and number of outcomes, outcomes was 

regressed on level of EM (basic EM, advanced EM).  The regression model was significant 

(F(1,107)=9.54; p<0.1) and explained 8% of the variance in total outcomes.  Level of EM was a 

significant predictor of total outcomes (β=6.20; p<.01); as level of EM changes from basic EM to 

advanced EM, total outcomes increases by 6.20.  Hotels with advanced EM are more likely to 

experience more outcomes than hotels with basic EM. 
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Environmental Management and Outcomes 

• Research question 10: What relationships exist between motives, facilitators, constraints, 
level of environmental management and the outcomes of environmental management in 
hotels (Figure 1-4)? 

A path analysis was conducted on (a) the dimensions of motives (Stakeholder Pressure, 

Financial), facilitators (Capacity Building, Incentives), and constraints (Organizational, 

Technical, Cost) identified by factor analysis, (b) level of EM, and (c) outcomes (Figure 4-4).  

To build the first stage of the path analysis, level of EM was regressed on Stakeholder Pressure, 

Financial Motives, Capacity Building, Incentives, Organizational Constraints, Technical 

Constraints, and Cost Constraints. No significant relationships were found between the factor 

dimensions and level of EM at the .05 level.   

To construct the second stage of the analysis, outcomes was regressed on level of EM, 

Stakeholder Pressure, Financial Motives, Capacity Building, Incentives, Organizational 

Constraints, Technical Constraints, and Cost Constraints.  Controlling for other variables, 

significant relationships were found between Capacity Building and outcomes (β=.30; p<.05) 

and Technical Constraints and outcomes (β=-.31; p<.05) (Table 4-36).  Capacity Building was 

positively related to outcomes.  Thus for a 1 unit increase in capacity building, outcomes would 

increase by .30. There was a negative relationship between technical constraints and outcomes 

where for every 1 unit increase in technical constraints, outcomes would decrease by .31.  

However, given that none of the dimensions was significantly related to level of EM, this 

variable did not play a mediating role between the dimensions and outcomes.  Thus the path 

analysis supported direct effects of the dimensions on outcomes, but no indirect effects. 
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Table 4-1.  Hotels participating in survey 
Country  % Total 

respondents 
 

Anguilla 2.5  
Antigua and Barbuda 5.1  
Bahamas 7.1  
Barbados 10.7  
Belize 11.7  
Bermuda 2.5  
British Virgin Islands 1.0  
Cayman Islands 2.0  
Dominica 10.2  
Grenada 5.1  
Guyana 0.5  
Jamaica 8.1  
Montserrat 0.5  
St. Kitts & Nevis 3.6  
St. Lucia 5.1  
St. Vincent & the Grenadines 6.6  
Trinidad & Tobago 9.1  
Turks & Caicos Islands 2.5  
United States Virgin Islands 5.1  
n=195   

 
Table 4-2.  Profile of respondents  
 % Total respondents 
General Manager 41.1
Owner 9.2
Owner/General Manager 26.5
Environmental Officer/Manager 4.0
Other 23.2
n=185  
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Table 4-3.  Profile of hotels  
 % Total respondents 
Hotel size   

Small (1-75 rooms) 72.9
Medium (76-500 rooms) 24.5
Large (500+ rooms) 2.6
n=192 

Hotel opening year 
Prior to 1900 0.5
1940s 1.1
1950s 3.7
1960s 9.6
1970s 13.4
1980s 18.2
1990s 27.8
2000+ 25.7
n=187 

Average annual occupancy 
Under 25% 4.6
26 – 50% 27.7
51 – 75% 44.5
Over 75% 23.1
n=173 

Hotel categories  
Budget 19.1
Mid-range 47.4
Luxury 33.5
n=194 

Hotel ownership  
Locally owned and operated 60.6
Locally owned and foreign operated 2.6
Foreign owned and operated 10.4
Foreign owned and locally operated 13.5
Part of international chain or group 8.8
Part of locally operated chain or group  4.1
n=193 

Guest origins 
USA 60.6
UK 18.7
Caribbean 11.4
Canada  2.1
Germany 2.1
Other 5.1
n=193  
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Table 4-4.  Hotels’ organization membership  
 % Total respondents 
National Hotel Association (n=158) 82.9 
Caribbean Hotel Association (n=171) 76.6 
Caribbean Alliance for Sustainable Tourism (n=119) 43.7 
Other Green organizations (n=118)                          42.4 

 
Table 4-5.  Importance of natural environment in the accommodations sector (frequency in 

percentage) 
Questionnaire statement SD D N A SA # of 

cases 
Mean 

This property is dependent on the 
natural environment 

6.2 6.2 9.8 32.1 45.6 193 4.05

The accommodations sector has a 
positive impact on the natural 
environment 

5.7 19.3 24.0 35.9 15.1 192 3.35

The accommodations sector has an 
important role to play in protecting the 
natural environment 

6.2 1.6 7.3 26.9 58.0 193 4.29

A pristine natural environment is very 
important to our guests 

6.3 1.0 2.1 27.1 63.5 192 4.41

The natural environment in very 
important to this property 

6.7 0.5 2.6 24.7 65.5 194 4.42

Note: SD=Strongly disagree; D=Disagree; N=Neither agree nor disagree; A=Agree; 
SA=Strongly agree.  
 
Table 4-6.  Level of familiarity with environmental management in the accommodations sector  
 % Total respondents 
Not all familiar 6.3
Somewhat unfamiliar 4.7
Neither familiar nor unfamiliar 7.9
Somewhat familiar 40.8
Very familiar 40.3
n=191  

 
Table 4-7.  Decades of environmental management implementation 
 % Total respondents 
1960s 1.1
1970s 2.2
1980s 5.5
1990s 23.6
2000+ 67.6
n=94  
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Table 4-8.  Levels of environmental management in place in hotels 
 % Total 

respondents 
Some environmental best practices in place (e.g., aerators, energy saving lights, 
towel/linen reuse programme, solid waste separation for reuse or recycling) 

43.5

An environmental policy and planned actions throughout the property 
(involving all or most departments) to reduce consumption of resources and 
generation of waste. 

25.2

An environmental policy and a comprehensive programme to reduce 
consumption of resources and generation of waste.  Programme includes 
objectives, targets, and action plan, performance monitoring and feedback, 
participation at all staff levels, documentation of all environmental and social 
initiatives. 

14.5

Certification against a recognized standard (e.g., local Authority or 
Environmental Agency, Green Globe, ISO 14001) 

16.8

n=131  
 
Table 4-9.  Types of environmental management certification 
 Total  
Green Globe 24  
Certification for Sustainable Tourism 4  
Other (Blue Flag, Rainforest Alliance, Program for Belize) 13  

 
Table 4-10.  Budget allocations for environmental management 
 % Total respondents 
Under 15% 82.6
16-30% 8.7
31-50% 6.5
Over 50% 2.2
n=46  
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Table 4-11. Motives for implementing environmental management (percentage) 
Questionnaire statement SD D N A SA # of 

cases 
Mean 
 

Pressure from guests, tour operators, 
travel agents, etc. 

23.8 20.8 30.7 20.8 4.0 101 2.60

Pressure from shareholders 20.2 21.3 28.7 21.3 8.5 94 2.77
Internal Green Champion 10.4 12.5 28.1 27.1 21.9 96 3.38
Need to keep up with competitors 15.9 17.8 26.2 30.8 9.3 107 3.00
Advantage over competitors 7.1 12.5 17.9 37.5 25.0 112 3.61
Importance of conserving natural 
resources 

2.4 0.0 2.4 24.0 71.2 125 4.62

Government regulations 22.7 29.9 28.9 11.3 7.2 97 2.51
Potential cost savings 3.4 1.7 12.7 35.6 46.6 118 4.20

Note: SD=Strongly disagree; D=Disagree; N=Neither agree nor disagree; A=Agree; 
SA=Strongly agree; NA=Not applicable. 
 
Table 4-12.  Facilitators of environmental management (percentage) 
Questionnaire statement SD D N A SA # of 

cases 
Mean 

In-house training 2.6 3.4 11.1 54.7 28.2 117 4.03
Participation in external training 7.6 11.4 19.0 46.7 15.2 105 3.50
Technical assistance from external 
agencies 

10.5 11.4 21.9 45.7 10.5 105 3.34

Funding (e.g., external grants) 30.2 20.8 31.3 10.4 7.3 96 2.44
Government incentives (e.g., tax 
credits, duty free concessions) 

43.5 19.6 22.8 8.7 5.4 92 2.13

Project assistance (e.g., participation in 
national or regional greening project) 

19.6 15.5 25.8 25.8 13.4 97 2.98

Note: SD=Strongly disagree; D=Disagree; N=Neither agree nor disagree; A=Agree; 
SA=Strongly agree. 
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Table 4-13.  Constraints to environmental management (percentage) 
Questionnaire statement SD D N A SA # of 

cases 
Mean 

More advanced level of 
environmental management too 
difficult or complicated 

3.0 21.2 37.1 31.8 6.8 132 3.18

Making necessary organizational 
changes is too difficult 

3.8 37.1 35.6 18.2 5.3 132 2.84

Implementation is costly 3.6 10.9 19.0 43.1 23.4 137 3.72
Lack of capital 4.4 16.3 23.0 34.8 21.5 135 3.53
Potential benefits not apparent 11.7 47.4 25.5 13.1 2.2 137 2.47
No access to technology 8.2 41.0 23.9 20.1 6.7 134 2.76
Lack of know-how 11.5 30.9 28.1 25.2 4.2 139 2.80
Employee resistance 16.7 29.5 31.8 18.2 3.8 132 2.63
Lack of time 7.5 32.8 17.9 32.8 9.0 134 3.03
Current level of Environmental 
Management is most appropriate for 
the property 

6.6 31.4 27.7 27.7 6.6 137 2.96

Environmental Management is not 
necessary 

53.4 36.1 6.8 3.0 0.8 133 1.62

Property unaware of any stage 
beyond current level of 
environmental management 

23.7 39.3 21.5 12.6 3.0 135 2.32

Note: SD=Strongly disagree; D=Disagree; N=Neither agree nor disagree; A=Agree; 
SA=Strongly agree. 
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Table 4-14.  Outcomes of environmental management (percentage) 
Questionnaire statement N L S AL # of 

cases 
Mean 

Decrease in resource consumption (e.g., water, 
energy) 

0.9 13.9 38.9 46.3 108 2.31

Decrease in solid waste generation 8.4 27.1 36.4 28.0 107 1.84
Change in organizational structure and culture 25.7 28.7 34.7 10.9 101 1.31
Decrease in operating costs 12.0 32.4 37.0 18.5 108 1.62
Increase in room occupancy 45.1 23.5 21.6 9.8 102 .96
Environmental management used to market 
the property 

24.5 28.3 30.2 17.0 106 1.40

Increase in guest satisfaction 17.6 21.6 37.3 23.5 102 1.67
Increase in participation in community 
outreach activities 

28.7 21.8 27.7 21.8 101 1.43

Use of employee incentives to encourage 
participation in environmental management  

39.6 31.7 18.8 9.9 101 .99

Environmental management performance 
incorporated in employee evaluations 

53.6 25.8 13.4 7.2 97 .74

Environmental management performance 
incorporated in management evaluations 

54.5 21.8 14.9 8.9 101 .78

Overall improvement in property management 7.8 29.1 40.8 22.3 103 1.78
Environmental management component in 
annual property reports 

38.0 22.0 23.0 17.0 100 1.19

Improvement in employee morale 26.7 35.6 27.7 9.9 101 1.21
Increase in staff training 15.5 30.1 40.8 13.6 103 1.52
Implementation of an environmental 
purchasing policy  

17.3 30.8 29.8 22.1 104 1.57

Note: N=Not at all; L=A little; S=Somewhat; AL=A lot. 
 
Table 4-15.  Property type and environmental management in place 

 Property type 
 Budget (%) Mid-range (%) Luxury (%) 
EM in place    

Adopters 16.0 45.0 38.9
Non-adopters 23.0 54.1 23.0

Chi-square 4.95
df 2
n=192    
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Table 4-16.  Property size and environmental management in place 
 Property size 
 Small (%) Medium (%) 
EM in place   

Adopters 71.2 28.8
Non-adopters 81.7 18.3

Chi-square 2.34
df 1
n=185   
 
Table 4-17.  Property ownership and environmental management in place 
 Property ownership 
 Locally owned 

(%) 
Foreign owned 
(%) 

Part of chain  
or group (%) 

EM in place    
Adopters 54.3 27.9 17.8
Non-adopters 80.6 16.1 3.2

Chi-square 13.9*
df 2
n=191    
*Significant at .05 level (2-tailed).  
 
Table 4-18.  Guest origin and environmental management in place 
 Guest Origins 
 USA 

(%) 
UK 
(%) 

Caribbean 
(%) 

Other 
(%) 

EM in place     
Adopters 63.6 17.8 10.1 8.5
Non-adopters 53.2 21.0 14.5 11.3

Chi-square 2.02 
df 3 
n=191     
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Table 4-19.  Organization membership and environmental management in place 
 Organization membership 
 Yes (%) No (%) 
 National Hotel Association 
EM in place   

Adopters 87.2 12.8 
Non-adopters 72.9 27.1 

Chi-square 4.75*  
df 1  
n=157   
 Caribbean Hotel Association 
EM in place   

Adopters 76.7 23.3 
Non-adopters 75.5 24.5 

Chi-square 0.03  
df 1  
n=169   
 Caribbean Alliance for Sustainable Tourism 
EM in place   

Adopters 50.0 50.0 
Non-adopters 27.8 72.2 

Chi-square   5.03*  
df 1  
n=118   
 Other green organizations 
EM in place   

Adopters 51.2 48.8 
Non-adopters 18.2 81.8 

Chi-square 10.61**  
df 1  
n=117   
*Significant at .05 level (2-tailed). **Significant at .01 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 4-20.  Importance of the natural environment to the accommodations sector 
 Mean  

Questionnaire statement1 
Adopters Non-

adopters 
t df 

This property is dependent on the natural 
environment 

4.14 3.82 1.77 189

The accommodations sector has a positive 
impact on the natural environment 

3.22 3.58 -2.34* 154

The accommodations sector has an important 
role to play in protecting the natural 
environment 

4.35 4.13 1.28 189

A pristine natural environment is very 
important to our guests 

4.42 4.37 0.30 188

The natural environment in very important to 
this property 

4.44 4.36 0.45 190

1Likert-type scale - Strongly disagree=1; Disagree=2; Neither agree nor disagree=3; Agree=4; 
Strongly agree=5.  *Significant at .05 level (2-tailed).  
 
Table 4-21.  Constraints to environmental management  
 Mean  

Questionnaire statement1 
Adopters Non-

adopters 
t df 

More advanced level of environmental management 
too difficult or complicated 

3.26 3.02 1.37 130

Making necessary organizational changes is too 
difficult 

2.87 2.79 0.45 130

Implementation is costly 3.73 3.68 0.28 135
Lack of capital 3.60 3.40 0.99 133
Potential benefits not apparent 2.38 2.62 -1.45 135
No access to technology 2.79 2.70 0.51 121
Lack of know-how 2.74 2.90 -0.83 137
Employee resistance 2.67 2.54 0.71 112
Lack of time 3.05 3.00 0.22 132
Current level of Environmental Management is most 
appropriate for the property 

2.93 3.02 -0.45 135

Environmental Management is not necessary 1.38 2.07 -5.10* 131
Property unaware of any stage beyond current level of 
environmental management 

2.18 2.57 -2.07* 133

1Likert-type scale - Strongly disagree=1; Disagree=2; Neither agree nor disagree=3; Agree=4; 
Strongly agree=5.  *Significant at .05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 4-22.  Level of environmental management regressed on hotel characteristics 
  B SE  Exp(β) 
Characteristics     

Type     
Mid-range  -0.16 0.55 0.85
Luxury  -0.39 0.60 0.68

Ownership  
Foreign owned  0.66 0.48 1.94
Part of chain or group  -0.03 0.61 0.97

Size  
MediumHotel  -0.17 0.49 0.85
LargeHotel  -0.65 1.24 0.52

Guest origin  
UK  0.68 0.50 1.98
Caribbean  0.28 0.65 0.66
Other1 2.10 1.12 0.06

Model change χ2 11.55
-2Log likelihood 157.05
Cox and Snell R2 .09
Nagelkerke R2 .12
Hosmer and Lemeshow χ2 4.64
Hit Ratio 58.2
n=122     
1‘Other’ includes Canada, Germany and other countries. 
 
Table 4-23.  Regression of level of environmental management on motives 
  B SE  Exp(β) 
Pressure from guests, tour operators, 
travel agents, etc. 

-0.10 0.31 0.75 

Pressure from shareholders -0.51 0.27 0.06 
Internal Green Champion 0.90** 0.27 0.00 
Need to keep up with competitors 0.17 0.30 0.57 
Government regulations 0.23 0.28 0.42 
Potential cost savings -0.29 0.29 0.31 
Model change χ2 18.37**
-2Log likelihood 91.03
Cox and Snell R2 .21
Nagelkerke R2 .28
Hosmer and Lemeshow χ2 6.22
Hit Ratio 69.90
n=79     
**Significant at .01 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 4-24.  Reliability analysis for factors of motives for implementing environmental 
management 

 Alpha Corrected 
item total 
correlation

Alpha if  
item  
removed 

Factor 1 (Financial Motives)    
Need to keep up with competitors .66 .67 
Advantage over competitors .64 .68 
Government regulations .51 .75 
Potential cost savings .50 .76 
Overall index item alpha .77  

Factor 2 (Stakeholder Pressure)  
Pressure from guests, tour operators, 
travel agents, etc. 

.51 -.33 

Pressure from shareholders .43 -.15 
Overall index item alpha .71

 
Table 4-25.  Factor analysis of motives for environmental management  
 Factor loadings 
Factor 1 (Financial Motives)    

Need to keep up with competitors .78  
Advantage over competitors .85  
Government regulations .73  
Potential cost savings .59  

Factor 2 (Stakeholder Pressure)  
Pressure from guests, tour operators, 
travel agents, etc. 

.79  

Pressure from shareholders .92  
Variance explained 74.0  
 
Table 4-26. Regression of level of environmental management on motives factors 
  B SE  Exp(β) 
Financial motives 0.12 0.23 1.12
Stakeholder pressure  -0.34 0.23 0.72
Model change χ2 2.36
-2Log likelihood 107.04
Cox and Snell R2 .03
Nagelkerke R2 .04
Hosmer and Lemeshow χ2 12.27
Hit Ratio 57.00
n=79     
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Table 4-27.  Level of environmental management regressed on facilitators 
  B SE  Exp(β) 
In-house training 0.14 0.29 1.15 
Participation in external training 0.19 0.26 1.21 
Technical assistance from external agencies 0.06 0.28 1.07 
Funding (e.g., external grants) 0.24 0.33 1.27 
Government incentives (e.g., tax credits, 
duty free concessions) 

-0.36 0.28 0.70 

Project assistance (e.g., participation in 
national or regional greening project) 

0.16 0.28 1.18 

Model change χ2 5.88
-2Log likelihood 109.80
Cox and Snell R2 .07
Nagelkerke R2 .09
Hosmer and Lemeshow χ2 6.34
Hit Ratio 62.00
n=84     
 
Table 4-28.  Factor analysis of facilitators of environmental management 
 Factor loadings 
Factor 1 (Capacity Building)   

In-house training .71 
Participation in external training .82 
Technical assistance from external agencies .77 

Factor 2 (Incentives)  
Funding (e.g., external grants)  .91
Government incentives (e.g., tax credits, duty free concessions)  .84
Project assistance (e.g., participation in national or regional 
greening project) 

 .70

Variance explained 72.00 
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Table 4-29.  Reliability analysis for factors of facilitators of environmental management 
 Alpha Corrected 

item total 
correlation 

Alpha if  
item  
removed 

Factor 1 (Capacity building)    
In-house training .35 .71 
Participation in external training .60 .38 
Technical assistance from external agencies .50 .53 
Overall index item alpha .66   

Factor 2 (Incentives)   
Funding (e.g., external grants) .73 .60 
Government incentives (e.g., tax credits, 
duty free concessions) 

.61 .73 

Project assistance (e.g., participation in 
national or regional greening project) 

.55 .80 

Overall index item alpha .79  
 
Table 4-30.  Regression of level of environmental management on facilitators factors 
  B SE  Exp(β) 
Capacity building 0.47** 0.24 1.60
Incentives 0.05 0.23 1.05
Model change χ2 4.17*
-2Log likelihood 111.52
Cox and Snell R2 .05
Nagelkerke R2 .07
Hosmer and Lemeshow χ2 12.04
Hit Ratio 56.00
n=84     
*Significant at .05 level (2-tailed). **Significant at .01 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 4-31.  Level of environmental management regressed on constraints 
  B SE  Exp(β) 
More advanced level of environmental 
management too difficult or complicated 

 0.90 0.46 2.47 

Making necessary organizational changes is 
too difficult 

 0.43 0.38 1.53 

Implementation is costly 0.28 0.57 1.33 
Lack of capital -1.37* 0.62 0.25 
Potential benefits not apparent 0.78* 0.39 2.19 
No access to technology 1.70** 0.59 5.50 
Lack of know-how -1.24* 0.53 0.29 
Employee resistance 0.01 0.32 1.01 
Lack of time -1.11* 0.46 0.33 
Current level of environmental management 
is most appropriate for the property 

0.05 0.32 1.05 

Environmental management is not necessary -2.08** 0.76 0.12 
Property unaware of any stage beyond 
current level of environmental management 

-0.33 0.33 0.72 

Model change χ2 33.26**  
-2Log likelihood 67.60  
Cox and Snell R2 .37  
Nagelkerke R2 .49  
Hosmer and Lemeshow χ2 4.73  
Hit Ratio 74.00  
n=73     
*Significant at .05 level (2-tailed). **Significant at .01 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 4-32.  Factor analysis of constraints to environmental management 
 Factor loadings 
Factor 1 (Organizational constraints)     

More advanced level of environmental 
management too difficult or complicated 

.62  

Making necessary organizational changes is 
too difficult 

.68  

Potential benefits not apparent .63  
Lack of time .75  

Factor 2 (Technical constraints)  
No access to technology .81  
Lack of know-how .78  
Employee resistance .64  

Factor 3 (Cost constraints)  
Implementation is costly .84 
Lack of capital .87 

Factor 4  
Current level of Environmental Management 
is most appropriate for the property 

 .62 

Environmental Management is not necessary  .79 
Property unaware of any stage beyond 
current level of environmental management 

 .64 

Variance explained 62.80  
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Table 4-33.  Reliability analysis for factors of facilitators of environmental management 
 Alpha Corrected 

item total 
correlation 

Alpha if  
item  
removed 

Factor 1 (Organizational constraints)    
More advanced level of environmental 
management too difficult or complicated 

.44 .56

Making necessary organizational changes is 
too difficult 

.43 .57

Potential benefits not apparent .43 .57
Lack of time .40 .59
Overall index item alpha .64  

Factor 2 (Technical constraints)  
No access to technology .56 .47
Lack of know-how .53 .51
Employee resistance .37 .72
Overall index item alpha .67  

Factor 3 (Cost constraints)  
Implementation is costly .73 
Lack of capital .73 
Overall index item alpha .83  

Factor 4  
Current level of environmental management is 
most appropriate for the property 

 

Environmental management is not necessary  
Property unaware of any stage beyond current 
level of environmental management 

 

Overall index item alpha .49  
 
Table 4-34.  Regression of environmental management on constraints factors 
  B SE  Exp(β) 
Organizational constraints .02 0.23 1.02
Technical constraints -0.35 0.24 0.71
Cost constraints .071 0.22 1.07
Model change χ2 2.33
-2Log likelihood 102.19
Cox and Snell R2 .03
Nagelkerke R2 .04
Hosmer and Lemeshow χ2 15.07
Hit Ratio 55.60
n=76     
**Significant at .01 level (2-tailed). ***Significant at .001 level (2-tailed) 
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Table 4-35.  Level of environmental management regressed on dimensions of motives, 
facilitators and constraints 

  B SE  Exp(β) 
Financial motives -0.31 0.42 0.73
Stakeholder pressure -0.36 0.38 0.70
Incentives 0.37 0.35 1.46
Capacity building 0.71 0.53 2.03
Organizational constraints 0.18 0.30 1.20
Technical constraints 0.31 0.30 1.37
Cost constraints -0.45 0.38 0.64
Model change χ2 5.44
-2Log likelihood 59.70
Cox and Snell R2 .11
Nagelkerke R2 .15
Hosmer and Lemeshow χ2 5.79
Hit Ratio 63.80
n=47     
 
Table 4-36.  Regression of outcomes on dimensions of motives, facilitators and constraints and 

level of environmental management 
  B SE  β 
Financial motives  1.48 1.35 .18 
Stakeholder pressure  -0.55 1.21 .17 
Incentives  1.11 1.14 -.06 
Capacity building  3.34* 1.66 .12 
Organizational constraints  -1.36 1.01 .30 
Technical constraints  -2.45* 0.98 -.16 
Cost constraints  1.78 1.18 -.31 
Level of environmental management  3.30 2.17 .18 
F ratio 4.66***    
R2   .51    
n=46     
*Significant at .05 level (2-tailed).  ***Significant at .001 level (2-tailed).
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Figure 4-1. Cumulative implementation of environmental management in Caribbean hotels 
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Figure 4-2. Cumulative implementation of levels of environmental management in Caribbean 

hotels 
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 Paths not significant at the .05 level. 

 
Figure 4-3. Relationships between dimensions of motives, facilitators, and constraints and 

environmental management. 
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*Standardized beta values significant at .05. 

 Paths significant at the .05 level. 
 Paths not significant at the .05 level. 

 
Figure 4-4. Relationships between dimensions of motives, facilitators, and constraints; 

environmental management; and outcomes of environmental management. 



 

CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

Since the late 1990s, the Caribbean Alliance for Sustainable Tourism has spearheaded a 

‘greening’ movement, which focused primarily on the accommodations sector.  This study was 

conceptualized to assess the extent to which greening has spread in the accommodations sector 

of the Anglophone Caribbean; understand why hotels were inclined to implement this 

innovation; factors that facilitated its implementation; and the associated challenges to adoption.  

The study also sought to assess the changes to properties that resulted from greening.  It was 

anticipated that not all hotels would be adopters of environmental management.  Thus this study 

further sought to determine why some hotels had not adopted this innovation and whether there 

were differences in hotel characteristics and constraints to adoption between adopters and non-

adopters. 

Summary of Results 

There was a 27% response rate to the survey which accounted for 197 of the hotels that 

had been invited to participate.  Hotels in the survey were mainly represented by owners or 

general managers.  A small percentage of the respondents were either Environmental Officers or 

Managers.  Most hotels were small, locally owned and operated, and either mid-range or luxury 

properties.  The majority of guests were from the US, followed by the UK and the Caribbean. 

Sixty-seven percent (67%) of hotels had implemented some level of environmental 

management that ranged from ad hoc implementation of environmental best practices, to 

environmental management systems certified against an international environmental standard.  

About 41% of hotels had an Environmental Officer/Manager, while 47% had a written 

environmental policy.  On average, hotels allocated 12% of their operating budget to 

environmental management.  The overall benefit of environmental management to the properties 
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averaged 6.7 out of 10, where 1 indicated that EM was not at all beneficial to the property and 10 

that it was extremely beneficial. 

The importance of conserving natural resources and potential cost savings were most often 

cited as reasons for implementing environmental management.  These were followed by 

advantage over competitors, internal green champion, and need to keep up with competitors.  

Additional motives included taking care of the environment for their children and future 

generations, educating staff and guests, and improving the lives of community members. 

In-house training was the most frequently selected facilitator of implementing 

environmental management.  This was followed by participation in external training and 

technical assistance from external agencies.  Government incentives and funding from external 

agencies were the least perceived facilitators.  Other facilitators included suggestions from guests 

and participation in corporate programs. 

The main constraint to implementing environmental management or advancing to a higher 

level of EM was implementation is costly, followed by the lack of capital and lack of time.  The 

least selected constraint was environmental management is not necessary.  Other constraints 

included limited recycling facilities, lack of interest from residents, and the intensiveness of 

paperwork required for environmental management. 

The number one outcome of implementing environmental management was decrease in 

resource consumption, followed by overall improvement in property management.  Other 

outcomes experienced included decrease in solid waste generation; decrease in operating cost; 

increase in staff training; increase in guest satisfaction; environmental management used to 

market the property; and change in organizational structure and culture.  Additional outcomes 
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proposed by respondents included international recognition, relationships with government 

agencies, and increased awareness within the wider community. 

Diffusion of Environmental Management in the Accommodations Sector 

An innovation may be adopted intact, rejected, or adopted with modifications (Rogers, 

2003).  The adoption of environmental management in the Caribbean accommodations sector has 

exemplified this position, whereby four different levels of environmental management have been 

implemented.  The levels were (1) environmental best practices implemented on an ad hoc basis; 

(2) an environmental program in which there is an environmental policy and planned actions; (3) 

an environmental management system in which there is an environmental policy and a 

systematic method to improve environmental performance through setting objectives and targets, 

developing an action plan, monitoring performance, involving staff, and documenting all 

initiatives; and (4) certification against a recognized standard. 

The findings of this study indicate that environmental management has diffused to two 

thirds of the hotels surveyed.  However, the diffusion has not reached a plateau (Figure 4-1).  

Since the amount of annual adoptions has not yet leveled, the possibility remains that additional 

hotels will implement environmental management.  It is unlikely that complete diffusion will 

occur as the accommodations sector is a dynamic system.  Annually, a number of new properties 

are added to the accommodations inventory which inevitably changes the number of potential 

adopters.  Further, though some new properties may be built with consumption reduction 

measures (e.g., aerators, energy saving bulbs), operational practices may militate against the 

efficacy of such measures. 

For a small group of properties in this study, the accommodations sector was perceived to 

have a positive impact on the environment (8%) and environmental management was not 
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necessary (4%).  Additionally, non-adopters’ were more likely to be unfamiliar with the concept 

of greening, and their lack of awareness may have been a factor in not adopting environmental 

management.  The lack of understanding which stymies the implementation of environmental 

management is congruent with what Kasim (2007, p. 37) termed as the “myopic view of 

environmental responsibility” in his study on the hotel sector in Pulau Pinang, Malaysia.   

Adopters and non-adopters were compared to determine differences on the importance of 

the natural environment to the accommodations sector, membership in organizations, familiarity 

with EM in the accommodations sector, and hotel characteristics.  With respect to the importance 

of the natural environment, adopters and non-adopters generally agreed that: (1) their properties 

were dependent on the natural environment, (2) the accommodations sector had an important role 

to play in protecting the natural environment, (3) a pristine natural environment was very 

important to their guests, and (4) the natural environment is very important to their properties.  

This is understandable because the Caribbean tourism industry has traditionally emphasized the 

use of coastal and marine resources and also other types of natural resources in the last two 

decades.  Therefore, hoteliers recognize the importance of natural resources to their properties.  

Adopters and non-adopters had divergent views on the impact that the accommodations 

sector had on the natural environment.  Non-adopters were more likely than adopters to agree 

with the item that, ‘the accommodations sector has a positive impact on the natural 

environment’.  Hotels that consider the sector’s impact to be positive may not perceive the need 

to change their operations.  A similar finding was reported by Stabler and Goodall (1997) where 

some respondents indicated that the tourism sector and specifically, the hospitality sector did not 

contribute to environmental problems.  These respondents were disinclined to make changes to 

their properties.  Comparable attitudes were also exhibited by Caribbean hoteliers in the CHEMI 
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project (Blanchard & Lorde, 2004) and by hoteliers in the popular tourist area of Plymouth, UK 

(Hobson & Essex, 2001). 

In terms of hotel characteristics, adopters and non-adopters were similar in property type, 

size and guest origins, but differed in ownership.  Adopters were more likely than non-adopters 

to be foreign owned or part of a chain or group.  Foreign owners of adopters may originate in 

countries in which environmental awareness is high and this might have influenced business 

practices.  Additionally, for some properties environmental management may require capital 

expense for retrofitting.  Foreign property owners may have greater access to funding to make 

the needed changes.  

Hotels that are part of a chain or group may have opportunities to implement EM that are 

not available to independent properties.  Álvarez Gil et al. (2001) suggested that being part of a 

chain gave individual properties greater access to information and also allowed for sharing of 

various types of resources.  Further, the economies of scale in a chain or group of hotels could 

allow for environmental initiatives that may be cost prohibitive for independent hotels.  

Additionally, chain/group hotels could provide internal pressure for continuous improvement, or 

could develop environmental management protocols centrally to be disseminated throughout the 

chain (Álvarez Gil et al., 2001).  Such a strategy has been implemented by Sandals Resorts 

International (R. May, personal communication, August 6, 2003). 

Adopters and non-adopters differed in membership in organizations.  Adopters were more 

likely to be members of their national hotel association, CAST, and other environmental 

organizations.  Information plays a crucial role in the diffusion of innovations (Rogers, 2003).  

Information on environmental management is likely to be shared within the national hotel 

associations and even more so within CAST and other environmental organizations.  
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Additionally, these organizations offer periodic training, usually at reduced rates to their 

members.  Thus membership in these organizations may have exposed adopters to information 

which may have helped them to implement environmental management. 

As evidenced by the diffusion curve (Figure 4-1), the rate of adoption increased after 1997, 

the year in which CAST was established.  For adoption of innovation by individuals, the 

escalation in adoption has been attributed to the sharing of information among individuals 

(Rogers, 2003).  In the case of Caribbean green hotels, the acceleration may have occurred in 

part because of the establishment of CAST, an organization that has focused on providing 

assistance to hotels - primarily in the form of information - on how to properly manage their use 

of and impacts on natural resources.  In this study, 44% of the respondents were members of 

CAST, while 42% were members of other green organizations such as the Caribbean 

Conservation Association and the International Hotels Environment Initiative.  For all of these 

organizations, building awareness is a key component of their activities.  In the case of CAST, 

particularly in its initial years of existence, much emphasis was placed on increasing awareness 

of environmental impacts.  Consequently, workshops were periodically conducted in various 

countries within the region. 

Hotel Characteristics 

Adopters were primarily small properties 75 rooms or less5.  This is not a surprising 

finding given that two-thirds of CHA’s membership comprises small hotels (CHA, 2008).  The 

small properties tend to be locally owned and operated, a pattern which was also reflected in the 

results of this study.  Similar to other studies conducted in the Caribbean, adopters in this study 

                                                 
5 This is in accordance with the Caribbean Hotel Association’s classification. 
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run the gamut in terms of size, ownership, and guest origin (Best, 2004; Blanchard, 2004; 

Brown-Thompson & Cresser, 2004).   

In this study hotel characteristics were not predictive of the level of environmental 

management implemented.   In previous studies, findings on the relationship between 

characteristics and environmental management (whether policy, likelihood of adoption, or 

implementation) have been mixed.  Kirk (1998) found that property characteristics such as size, 

ownership and classification (type) were not related to a property having a written policy 

(regarded as a key precursor to environmental action).  Álvarez Gil et al (2001) found that hotel 

size and chain affiliation to be significantly related to environmental management.   

Motives for Environmental Management 

The importance of conserving natural resources was the overwhelming motive for 

implementing environmental management. This is an important finding in light of the criticisms 

that have been leveled at the hotel industry, with regard to both its role in degrading natural 

resources, and the practice of ‘greenwashing’ (Butler, 1998; Honey, 1999).  The Caribbean is 

primarily comprised of Small Island Developing States (SIDS) which are vulnerable to even the 

slightest changes in the natural environment.  This is especially important for the tourism 

industry due to its reliance on the region’s terrestrial and marine resources for both mass and 

alternative styles of tourism.  With the survival of their businesses so heavily reliant on natural 

resources, hoteliers were perhaps more inclined to rank the conservation of resources highly.  

Another factor is that much resource degradation (e.g., marine pollution, coral bleaching and 

death) became apparent in the Caribbean in the 1990s and beyond.  This evidence may have had 

some influence on Caribbean hoteliers.   
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Hoteliers may also have been concerned about natural resources because they themselves 

reside in these communities or have personal interests in resource conservation.  Additional 

motives suggested by hoteliers included protecting resources for children and future generations 

and being individually responsible for environmental preservation.  Evidently, individual belief 

systems may have influenced such business decisions, a factor that was also highlighted by 

Dewhurst and Thomas (2003).  This type of influence was exemplified by a Jamaican hotelier 

who was motivated by “core values of personal responsibility, quality of life, concerns about 

providing next generation fair opportunities, global equality, love and appreciation for our 

mother earth.”  Understanding the influence of belief systems and norms is important since in 

small hotels and owner-operated hotels in particular, daily operations and policy decisions can 

easily be affected.  Given that small hotels and owner-run properties constitute the majority of 

the Caribbean accommodations sector this is crucial to the diffusion of environmental 

management. 

Reduced cost has been heavily promoted as a significant benefit of implementing 

environmental management (CAST, 2008; IHEI, 1993; Meade & del Monaco, 1999).  Therefore, 

it is not surprising that potential cost savings emerged as a strong motive for implementing 

environmental management since hotels are generally profit-seeking enterprises and greening has 

been perceived as a solid business strategy.  Yet, it is noteworthy that support for this motive was 

not as strong as in other studies (Ayuso, 2007; Bohdanowicz, 2005; Bramwell & Alletorp, 2001; 

Tzschentke et al., 2004) and agreement with this motive was 82% compared with 95% for the 

importance of conserving natural resources.   

The prospect of gaining a competitive advantage over other hotels was the third most 

popular motive for implementing environmental management.  Using EM to position one’s hotel 
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to be more attractive to the market and consequently increase room nights, is another benefit that 

has been used to encourage hotels (CAST, 2008; Meade & del Monaco, 1999).  This study found 

that 75% of hotels did include EM in their marketing, and 55% observed increases in room 

occupancy, which suggests that some competitive edge was gained by implementing EM.   

The items in the motives construct collectively predicted level of EM.  However, despite 

the respondents’ support for ‘the importance of conserving natural resources’ and ‘potential cost 

savings’, neither was individually a significant predictor of level of environmental management.  

In fact, of the top four motives, only internal green champion proved to be a significant predictor 

of environmental management.  The relationship between green champion and level of 

environmental management was positive.  Thus, having an internal green champion increased a 

hotel’s likelihood of implementing an advanced level of environmental management.  This 

finding is consistent with Rogers’ (2003) generalization that “the presence of an innovation 

champion contributes to the success of an innovation in an organization” (p. 414).  As an 

indication of this position, one of the goals of Jamaica’s Environmental Audits for Sustainable 

Tourism was to “develop environmental champions … to encourage adoption of best 

environmental management practices by others” (Brown-Thompson & Cresser, 2004, p. 98).  

The predictive relationship between internal green champion and level of environmental 

management is a key finding of this study because it does not appear that this item (IGC) has 

previously been tested. 

Two dimensions of motives were identified within the motives construct: financial motives 

and stakeholder pressure.  Neither dimension was a significant predictor of level of 

environmental management.  Thus, there may be additional items that may add to the predictive 

ability of these dimensions which were not included in the original motives construct. 
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Facilitators of Environmental Management 

The facilitator construct consisted of six items.  In-house training was the most often 

selected facilitator.  Formal or informal in-house training helps to share information about 

greening with all levels of staff and properly prepares them to implement the innovation.  

Training creates a ‘buy-in’ and consequently, employee support for the innovation which is 

critical for successful implementation. 

Besides in-house training, external training and technical assistance from external agencies 

were also noted as key facilitators.  Since environmental management is an innovation, it would 

be expected that a certain degree of training would be required for successful implementation.  

This would be relevant as hotels progress from basic to more advanced EM.  Participation in 

external training and technical assistance from outside agencies would also help hotels to 

improve the capabilities of its staff, particularly where in-house expertise is deficient.  Bramwell 

and Alletorp (2001) also found that technical expertise and advice from consultants were most 

often cited by Danish hoteliers as external facilitators of adopting environmental best practices. 

The perception of high implementation costs and lack of capital were major barriers to 

implementing environmental management.  This coupled with other types of resistance to 

greening have led to incentives by some governments to encourage change.  For instance, the 

Government of Barbados via the Tourism Development Act (2002) encourages greening by 

offering hotels tax concessions of 150% for “acquiring Green Globe or similar certification” 

(Part IV, §31 (b)), and duty free concessions on plumbing fittings (which may be water saving 

devices), energy saving bulbs and fittings, and waste water disposal and sewerage systems, 

among other items (Second Schedule).  However, such incentives are not widespread in the 
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Caribbean and it is not surprising to find that most hoteliers rated government incentives as a 

weak facilitator. 

Project assistance received mixed support as a facilitator.  Yet, since 1997, at least four 

major projects funded by international agencies have been conducted in the Caribbean: EAST (4 

phases), the Caribbean Hotels Environmental Management Initiative (CHEMI) which involved 

200 hotels in seven countries in the Eastern Caribbean, Jamaica’s Rural Enterprise, Agricultural, 

and Community Tourism Project (REACT), and more recently The Bahamas’ Sustainable 

Tourism Entrepreneurial Management & Marketing project (STEMM) which commenced in 

2006 and also targets between 100 and 200 hotels.  Of these projects, only CHEMI was focused 

primarily on environmental management in hotels, though it was still a strong component for the 

other four projects (Bahamas Hotel Association, 2007; Blanchard & Lorde, 2004; Brown-

Thompson & Cresser, 2004; REACT, 2008).  The magnitude of these projects may explain why 

about 40% of hoteliers regarded project participation as a facilitator. 

Respondents identified a number of facilitators to environmental management, but 

individually none was significantly related to level of EM.  These facilitators converged into two 

dimensions when they were factor analyzed: Capacity Building and Incentives.  Capacity 

Building was found to be a predictor of level of EM, whereby hotels were more likely to 

implement advanced EM if Capacity Building was considered a facilitator.  This serves to 

reinforce the idea that understanding the requirements of EM and being properly equipped to 

take action are important elements of implementing environmental management, particularly 

more advanced forms. 
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Constraints to Environmental Management 

The constraint construct was measured using 12 items.  Only two items, ‘implementation is 

costly’ and ‘lack of capital’, were noted as constraints by the majority of respondents.  The 

emphasis placed on cost and lack of capital constraints corresponds with much of the research on 

environmental management, where cost is seen as the primary barrier to adoption (Bramwell & 

Alletorp, 2001); Hobson & Essex, 2001; Stabler & Goodall, 1997; Zurburg et al., 1995).  

Constraints elicited responses from both adopters and non-adopters.  For adopters, cost and lack 

of capital posed challenges to expanding their existing EM or progressing to more advanced 

levels; whereas for non-adopters these constraints may have contributed to the decision to forego 

EM.  In addition cost of certification prevented respondents from seeking to have their properties 

certified.  

Lack of time was a constraint for 42% of the respondents.  Since most of the hotels were 

small, this finding is understandable.  A quarter of the properties in this study had 10 or less 

employees; 43% had 25 or less.  For smaller properties with few staff, implementation of 

advanced levels of EM may prove to be very difficult.  This position was also supported by 

responses to an open-ended question in which the requirements of advanced EM were presented 

as barriers by hoteliers who indicated that their properties were small with limited personnel.  

Lack of time was linked with costs in that some respondents felt that personnel did not have the 

time to work on environmental management and hiring additional personnel would be too costly.  

Lack of time and implementation is costly were correlated. 

Adopters and non-adopters experienced similar constraints, although they differed in the 

statements ‘EM is not necessary’ and ‘property unaware of any stage beyond current level of 

EM’.  Adopters disagreed more with both constraints than did non-adopters.  The constraint 
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‘property unaware of any stage beyond current level of EM’ was more relevant to adopters than 

to non-adopters.  Thus it appears that the necessity of EM may be the key to understanding why 

some hotels have not implemented EM.  Perhaps in situations where decision-makers see the 

necessity of EM, they seek ways to overcome the other challenges they may encounter.  

However, if EM is deemed unnecessary, then hoteliers would not make the effort to implement 

any form of EM. 

The items in the constraints construct collectively predicted of level of EM.  Within that 

construct, ‘potential benefits not apparent’, ‘lack of capital’, ‘lack of time’, ‘lack of know-how’ 

and ‘no access to technology’ were significant predictors of level of EM.  For adopters, ‘lack of 

capital’, ‘lack of time’, and ‘lack of know-how’ may have prevented them from moving from 

their current level of EM to a more advanced level, since level of EM decreased as agreement 

with these constraints increased.   

The relationship between ‘potential benefits not apparent’ and ‘level of EM’ and ‘no 

access to technology’ and ‘level of EM’ is unusual because as agreement with these constraints 

increased, so did the likelihood that hotels would be in the advanced EM group.  In the case of 

‘potential benefits not apparent’ it may be that respondents in agreement with this variable were 

hotels that had already implemented an advanced level of EM and could see no potential benefits 

of greater advancement.  For instance, managers/owners of hotels with an environmental 

program may not be convinced of the additional benefits of implementing an EMS which may 

require more manpower and capital (Ayuso, 2007).  Similarly, hotels with an EMS may not see 

the potential benefit of having their EMS benchmarked or certified.  ‘No access to technology’ 

may have similar circumstances, where hotels have already moved beyond simple environmental 
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best practices, but are unable implement the most advanced level of EM because they cannot 

access the technology to make certain changes within their properties. 

Four dimensions emerged from a factor analysis of the constraints.  Three of these, 

Organizational, Technical and Cost Constraints were used in further analysis.  Neither 

Organizational, Technical, nor Cost Constraints were significantly related to level of EM.  Thus, 

it appears that individual constraints have more direct relationships with level of EM and not all 

constraints within a dimension may affect a hotel to the same extent.  There may be additional 

items that could add to the predictive ability of these dimensions which were not included in the 

original constraints construct. 

Outcomes of Environmental Management 

Respondents generally agreed that their properties have benefited from environmental 

management, giving ‘overall benefit’ an average rating of 6.7 out of 10.  Benefits from EM are 

reflected in the outcomes which the properties have experienced.  The outcomes measured 

through sixteen items and delineated those changes that resulted from the implementation of 

environmental management.  Each item was experienced by a majority of the hotels, but 

‘decrease in resource consumption’ was the most frequently cited outcome.  Since all adopters 

have at least implemented basic measures aimed at reducing resource consumption, the 

popularity of this outcome is understandable.  This outcome may have wider benefits for the 

community since hotel guests have on average been seen to use significantly more resources than 

residents, as exemplified by previous research in Barbados and St. Lucia (Burke, 2007; Dixon et 

al., 2001). 

‘Overall improvement in property management’ was the second most cited outcome.  This 

improvement has oftentimes been an unanticipated result of implementing EM and is seldom 
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given as a motive for adopting environmental management.  Yet this is an important outcome 

because it emphasizes that environmental management can have a far reaching impact on a 

property. 

The potential of reducing operating costs was a motive for 82% of respondents.  For 88%, 

a ‘decrease in operating costs’ was an outcome of implementing EM.  This outcome has been 

reported in a range of studies in the accommodations sector as well as in other service and 

manufacturing sectors (see for example Goodman, 2000; Tzschentke, et al., 2004).  Blanchard 

and Lorde (2004) reported that small Caribbean hotels that had implemented environmental best 

practices enjoyed the cost savings accrued, and continued to more advanced levels of EM as a 

result.  

The average weighted total outcomes for adopters with basic EM was 17.5 out of 48, 

whereas for adopters with advanced EM it was 23.7.  ‘Level of EM’ also predicted the outcomes 

experienced by adopters.  Properties with advanced EM were more likely to experience a greater 

number of outcomes and to rate their experience of those outcomes higher than properties with 

basic EM.  Of the 16 items within the outcomes construct, less than half  could be achieved by 

implementing ‘ecotechniques’ only (e.g., ‘decrease in resource consumption’, ‘decrease in solid 

waste generation’, ‘decrease in operating costs’).  Thus, in order for hotels to enjoy a greater 

range of outcomes it would be necessary for them to implement policy changes and actions that 

are associated with more advanced levels of environmental management. 

Level of EM was analyzed as a mediating variable between dimensions of motives, 

facilitators, and constraints and outcomes.  Capacity Building and Technical Constraints were 

understandably influential.  However, while these dimensions directly influenced outcomes, 

there was no indirect effect through level of EM.   The direct influence of these dimensions on 
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outcomes suggests that the outcomes a hotel experiences may be influenced by Capacity 

Building and Technical Constraints regardless of the level of EM that has been implemented.    

Theoretical Implications 

This study has added to the diffusion of innovations theory in a number of ways.  The 

study examined the diffusion of an innovation in accommodations within a wide geopolitical 

range.  It considered the diffusion of three variations of the same innovation: environmental 

management at the basic level of best practices, at an intermediate level of an environmental 

program with planned actions, and at the most advanced level of an environmental management 

system.   

The geographic spread of adoption of these variations of EM was seen throughout the 

study region, though some countries such as Barbados and Jamaica exhibited a higher proportion 

of adopters than others.  This diffusion may result in part from the fact that despite geographic 

boundaries, accommodation sub-sectors within the region have a number of factors in common 

such as small size, limited resources, and membership in the Caribbean Hotel Association and 

the Caribbean Alliance for Sustainable Tourism.  Following Rogers (2003) an innovation 

diffuses more readily when there is homogeneity within a system and when members of the 

system share information. 

This study sought to understand why some hotels did not adopt the innovation of 

environmental management and assessed the differences between adopters and non-adopters in 

terms of characteristics, attitudes to the natural environment, understanding of innovation 

(greening/EM) and the constraints to adopting the innovation.  It found that there were very few 

differences between adopters and non-adopters. However, given that adoption of EM within the 

industry is still in the growth segment of the diffusion curve, the number of non-adopters may 
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decrease over time.  This is supported by the fact that some of the non-adopters have indicated 

that they were relatively new properties and/or intended to implement EM in the future. 

An important theoretical aspect of this study is that an open, dynamic system was studied, 

in that there is ongoing change in hotel ownership and the addition of new properties to the 

Caribbean accommodations inventory.  It is therefore unlikely that diffusion of this innovation, 

particularly the most advanced variation, would reach 100 percent.  Moreover, unlike an 

innovation in the form of a piece of equipment or a crop variety, environmental management as 

an innovation subsumes both operational policies and practices as well as hard products or 

equipment.  This increases the difficulty of diffusion since the innovation may easily be modified 

or differently interpreted by the adopter. 

This study analyzed the respondents’ basic familiarity with the innovation and focused on 

motives, facilitators, and constraints to implementing the innovation.   Furthermore, the study 

analyzed outcomes from the innovation; an area that has been found to be limited.  It found that 

outcomes accrued as a result of implementing even the most basic form of the innovation and 

that more outcomes accrued if an advanced level of the innovation was implemented.   

Management and Policy Implications 

The survival of the Caribbean accommodations sector depends to a large extent on the 

quality of the natural environment.  Therefore, the accommodations sector has an important role 

in protecting natural resources.  One way to enhance protection is for properties to implement 

environmental management.  Additionally the sector’s survival depends on its economic 

sustainability and the outcomes of EM proposed by this study emphasize that adopting this 

innovation makes sound business sense. 
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Adopters of environmental management in the Caribbean accommodations sector 

exhibited a range of characteristics.  This should provide encouragement to those properties that 

may think their respective characteristics preclude them from implementing environmental 

management.  Further, properties can choose how they want to begin environmental management 

whether by implementing basic environmental best practices or through more advanced 

environmental management from the onset.  Benefits accrue to the environment and to the 

property irrespective of the level of EM implemented.  

The various benefits of environmental management, primarily the increased efficiencies 

and corollary cost savings, are often used to persuade hotels to adopt environmental 

management.  For hotels that have adopted EM, these reasons are often cited.  Outcomes of 

environmental management were a highlight in this study.  Decreased resource consumption was 

the number one outcome, but surprisingly, improvement in overall management rather than 

increased cost savings was the second most experienced outcome.  Cost savings was nonetheless 

an outcome for most of the properties that had implemented EM.  For hotels considering 

implementing EM, it should be communicated clearly that the potential benefits of EM can be 

realized, as evidenced by the hotels in this study.  Furthermore, for adopters that are considering 

advanced EM should be encouraged by the finding that hotels with advanced EM were more 

likely to enjoy additional outcomes. 

While environmental management in its most advanced forms will involve most or all 

personnel within a property, the existence of a ‘Green Champion’ may help to take a property to 

the next level.  ‘Internal green champion’ was found to be the sole motive which predicted level 

of EM and this suggests EM may have a better chance of success if there is at least one person 

within a property who really drives the process.   
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Several additional motives for implementing EM were identified but the ‘importance of 

conserving natural resources’ was found to be the most popular.  However, not all hoteliers made 

the connection between tourism and the environment and this suggests a need for the national 

hotel associations and CAST to continue their efforts to raise awareness about the sector’s 

impact on the environment and actions that can reduce those impacts.   

Implementing environmental management, even at its most basic level is seldom an easy 

task.  Thus it is not surprising that capacity building influenced level of EM.  This again points to 

a role for national associations and CAST.  However, hoteliers should also be proactive and 

lobby their associations to organize appropriate training for them.  Technical assistance was both 

a popular facilitator and an element within capacity building.  While the national association may 

not be able to provide such services directly, they are better positioned to negotiate rates on 

behalf of their members, through economies of scale which would be impossible for individual 

hotels.  Additionally, CAST maintains a network of Technical Service Affiliates that hotels may 

find useful. 

Constraints to implementing environmental management were identified, several of which 

were seen to influence the level of environmental management implemented.  The influential 

constraints were lack of capital; lack of time; potential benefits not apparent; no access to 

technology; lack of know-how; and EM is not necessary.  While these and other constraints may 

have prevented some hotels from implementing environmental management, the fact that 67% of 

the respondents had implemented EM attests that such constraints were not insurmountable. 

Given the results of this study, the following are recommended: 

o National Associations and CAST should continue to encourage and where 
possible facilitate the environmental management in hotels. 
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For hotels: 
 

o Start environmental management at the most comfortable level comfortable. 
o Consider a more advanced level of EM if basic EM has already been 

implemented. 
o Work collectively to access ‘expert’ training or work with hotel association to do 

such. 
o Think outside the box and tap resources which may be often overlooked (e.g., a 

science teacher at a local school to deliver a staff workshop). 
o Consider membership in National Association and CAST if not yet a member. 

 
For policy-makers: 
 

o Partner with other sectors to conserve resources. 
o Work with the industry to implement infrastructural changes (e.g. recycling) 

which will also benefit residents. 
o Consider creating incentives (e.g. tax credits, duty free concessions) for properties 

to adopt environmental best practices. 
 
 

Delimitations  

This study targeted general managers and owners of hotels because they tend to make 

major decisions within a property.  However implementation of environmental management, 

particularly at advanced levels, requires input from most if not all personnel.  Therefore this 

study may have primarily captured one perspective of environmental management. 

This study was restricted to hotels within the Anglophone Caribbean though greening is 

also occurring in the Spanish, French, and Dutch sub-regions.  This was intentional to ensure the 

study manageable.  While this study may offer insight into environmental management, the 

findings should be considered within the context of the Caribbean. 

Limitations 

The research method for this study was an Internet based survey. This method of research 

is still developing and is relatively new to the Caribbean.  The responses from several hoteliers 

indicate that there was some reluctance to respond to the survey because of the method.  
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Hoteliers were invited to participate by email and in spite of having email addresses confirmed 

for each hotel, many of the contacts did not reach the intended recipient.  Additionally, emails 

may have ended up in junk mail despite attempts to prevent this occurrence. A pre-notice was 

sent to each hotelier in the database, however if this pre-notice went to junk mail it is highly 

likely that the subsequent invitation and reminders followed the same route.  Furthermore, the 

nature of emails is that they can be read and easily forgotten if the subject is not a priority.  

Responses from hoteliers also indicated that this had occurred on a number of occasions.  A 

solution to circumvent this issue would have been to send more frequent reminders.  However it 

was also felt that this would constitute harassment of the hoteliers. 

Another limitation of the study was the time frame in which the data was collected which 

limited the response rate.  Data collection started in December, during Christmas week and 

ended in March.  The entire data collection period was during winter season, the peak of 

Caribbean tourism activity.  In addition to Christmas and New Year’s, there were two other 

major events within the data collection period: Caribbean Marketplace in mid-January which is 

the Caribbean Hotel Association’s premiere event for hoteliers and their buyers, and ITB Berlin 

in early March, which is one of two major European events attended by Caribbean hoteliers.   

The response rate to the survey, though acceptable, was somewhat lower than anticipated.  

While the timing of the study did contribute to this limitation, it was also felt that fewer non-

adopters may have responded to the survey because of the misperception that it was aimed at 

hotels that had implemented environmental management.  It is possible that the low response rate 

and the type of respondents influenced the results of the study. 

The study was also limited in that much of the focus was on properties that had adopted 

some level of environmental management.  Therefore there was a low level of variation between 
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the responses to the questionnaire.  Also, the characteristics of responding hotels were very 

similar.  This relative homogeneity may have been the underlying reason why characteristics 

were not found to be predictors of the adoption of the innovation under study.   

Given the response rate to the survey, an attempt was made to determine whether non-

response bias existed.  However, extensive analysis on non-respondents proved difficult since the 

identities of most respondents were anonymous to the researcher.  Through a comparison with 

the Caribbean Hotel Association database, respondents and non-respondents were found to be 

similar with regards to size.  For both groups, two thirds were small hotels (75 rooms or less).    

Future Work 

While this study has contributed to the literature in various ways, it did not address the 

concern of cross-sectional studies, which offer a snap shot of a fixed point in time.  Given the 

dynamism of the accommodations sector and the tenet of continuous improvement inherent in 

environmental management, a longitudinal study capturing the same or similar data is 

recommended.  Such a study could look at the continued diffusion of environmental 

management, whether the proportion of adoption within the four levels changes, and differences 

to motives, facilitators, constraints and outcomes over time. 

This study was primarily quantitative.  More in-depth qualitative studies are recommended, 

whether on a country by country, hotel characteristic, or other basis.  Qualitative studies may be 

better able to investigate the nuances that this study has missed.  For example, adopters and non-

adopters were very similar on a range of variables, including constraints to adopting 

environmental management, so reasons for not adopting are not clear.  A qualitative study may 

be better poised to elicit this type of information.   
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A key finding in this study was the underlying dimensions within the motives, facilitators, 

and constraints.  However, not all scales were internally consistent.  The items included in these 

indices and the suggestions made by respondents should be reviewed with the intent of testing 

and refining the indices for use in further investigation. 

This study was conducted in the Anglophone Caribbean which in numbers of rooms 

represents less than half of the Caribbean accommodations sector.  To reach a more 

comprehensive understanding of environmental management in this sector it is recommended 

that the survey be extended to include hotels in the Spanish, French, and Dutch Caribbean.  Since 

most of the Caribbean’s room inventory is in the Spanish Caribbean, it is particularly important 

that hotels in these countries also be assessed. 

 
 

 



 

APPENDIX A 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Environmental Management in Accommodations in the Anglophone Caribbean 

1. In which country is your property located?     

2. In which year did your property first open?    

3. Please select whether you are a  

General Manager  Owner Owner/General Manager Other    

4. Approximately how many persons (total) does your property employ?    

5. Select your property type from the following categories.   

Budget Mid-range Luxury 

6. How many rooms does your property have?    

7. What is your average annual occupancy percentage?   

8. Select your type of property ownership from the following categories.  (Check one only). 

 Locally owned and operated 
 Locally owned and foreign operated 
 Foreign owned and operated 
 Foreign owned and locally operated 
 Part of international chain or group 
 Part of locally operated chain or group 

9. Where do the majority of guests to your property originate from? 

 USA    Canada   UK    Germany 

 Caribbean   Other      

10. Is your property currently a member or has ever been a member of the following organizations? 

National hotel association       Yes No 

Caribbean Hotel Association (CHA)      Yes No 

Caribbean Alliance for Sustainable Tourism (CAST)    Yes No 

Green organization (e.g., Caribbean Conservation Association,  
Green Hotels Association, International Hotels Environment Initiative)   Yes No 
 

11. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements about the accommodations 
sector and the natural environment.   1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor 
Disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree. 

 1 2 3 4 5
This property is dependent on the natural environment      
The accommodations sector has a positive impact on the natural environment      
The accommodations sector has an important role to play in protecting the 
natural environment 

     

A pristine natural environment is very important to our guests      
The natural environment in very important to this property      

 

156 



 

Environmental management, or ‘greening’ as it is more commonly known in the Caribbean, refers 
to the actions a property takes to reduce its harmful impacts on the natural environment. 

 
12. How familiar are you with environmental management in the accommodations sector? (Check 

one only). 

 Not all familiar 
 Somewhat unfamiliar 
 Neither familiar nor unfamiliar 
 Somewhat familiar 
 Very familiar 

 
13. Does your property have any type of environmental management in place?  Yes No 

13b. If yes, in what year did your property begin environmental management?    

*If no, go to Question 22.   

14. From the following list, please select the description which is most applicable to environmental 
management at your property. (Check one only). 

 Some environmental best practices in place (e.g., aerators, energy saving lights, towel/linen reuse 
programme, solid waste separation for reuse or recycling) 

Which of the following environmental best practices have been implemented on your property? (Check 
all that apply). 
Energy saving bulbs  
Aerators on taps in guestrooms  
Low flush toilets (1.6 gal/flush or less) in guestrooms  
Low flow shower heads (2.5 gal/minute or less) in guestrooms  
Towel reuse program  
Linen reuse program  
Reuse or recycling of copy/print paper  
Reuse or recycling glass or plastics   
 An environmental policy and planned actions throughout the property (involving all or most 

departments) to reduce consumption of resources and generation of waste. 

 An environmental policy and a comprehensive programme to reduce consumption of resources and 
generation of waste.  Programme includes objectives, targets, and action plan, performance 
monitoring and feedback, participation at all staff levels, documentation of all environmental and 
social initiatives. 

 Certification against a recognized standard (e.g., local Authority or Environmental Agency, Green 
Globe, ISO 14001) 
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14b. Based on your response to 14a, in which year did your property achieve this level of 
environmental management?    

 

15. If your property is certified, against which of the following standards is it certified? 

 Green Globe 
 ISO 14000 
 Certification for Sustainable Tourism (CST) 
 Other       

 
16. To what extent would you agree that the following items motivated your property to implement 

environmental management?  1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor 
Disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree. 

 1 2 3 4 5 N/A
a) Pressure from guests, tour operators, travel agents, 

etc. 
      

b) Pressure from shareholders       
c) Internal Green Champion       
d) Need to keep up with competitors       
e) Advantage over competitors       
f) Importance of conserving natural resources       
g) Government regulations       
h) Potential cost savings       

 

16b. Are there any other reasons?   Yes No 

16c. Please list           

17. Does your property have a written environmental policy?  Yes No 

18. If yes, how long has the policy been in place?  

 Less than 1 year 
 1-5 years 
 6-10 years 
 More than 10 years 

 
19. Approximately what percent of your overall operations budget is allocated for environmental 

management in your property?   
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20. To what extent would you agree that the following assisted your property in reaching its current 
level of environmental management? 1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor 
Disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree. 

 1 2 3 4 5 N/A
1. In-house training       
2. Participation in external training       
3. Technical assistance from external agencies       
4. Funding (e.g., external grants)       
5. Government incentives (e.g., tax credits, duty free concessions)       
6. Project assistance (e.g., participation in national or regional greening 

project) 
      

 

20b. Did you receive any other assistance in implementing your environmental management?   
  Yes No 

20c. Please list             

 

21. Does your property have an Environmental Officer or Manager on staff?  Yes No 

22. To what extent would you agree that the following were barriers to your property in 
implementing environmental management? 1=Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither 
Agree nor Disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly agree. 

 1 2 3 4 5 N/A
a. More advanced level of environmental management too difficult or 

complicated 
      

b. Making necessary organizational changes is too difficult       
c. Implementation is costly       
d. Lack of capital       
e. Potential benefits not apparent       
f. No access to technology       
g. Lack of know-how       
h. Employee resistance       
i. Lack of time       
j. Current level of Environmental Management is most appropriate for 

the property 
      

k. Environmental Management is not necessary       
l. Property unaware of any stage beyond current level of 

environmental management 
      

 

22b. Are there any other barriers to implementing environmental management?   Yes No 

22c. Please list             
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23. To what extent have the following outcomes resulted from your property’s incorporation of 
environmental management in its operations? 

 Not at 
All 

A 
Little 

Some- 
what 

A 
Lot 

a. Decrease in resource consumption (e.g., water, energy)     
b. Decrease in solid waste generation     
c. Change in organizational structure and culture     
d. Decrease in operating costs     
e. Increase in room occupancy     
f. Environmental management used to market the property     
g. Increase in guest satisfaction     
h. Increase in participation in community outreach activities     
i. Use of employee incentives to encourage participation in 

environmental management  
    

j. Environmental management performance incorporated in employee 
evaluations 

    

k. Environmental management performance incorporated in management 
evaluations 

    

l. Overall improvement in property management     
m. Environmental management component in annual property reports     
n. Improvement in employee morale     
o. Increase in staff training     
p. Implementation of an environmental purchasing policy      
 

23b. Are there other outcomes experienced as a result of implementation of environmental 
management?  Yes No 

23c. Please list             

24. On a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 is not at all beneficial and 10 is extremely beneficial, how would 
you rate the overall benefit your property has experienced from implementing environmental 
management?     

Additional Comments 

 

 

 

Thank you for your assistance. 

If you wish to be excluded from reminders to complete this survey, please indicate your email address 

      

For more information on this survey, please contact Mechelle Best at mechbest@ufl.edu, Tel. (352) 392-
4042 ext 1385 or Dr. Brijesh Thapa at bthapa@hhp.ufl.edu, Tel. (352) 392-4042 ext 1239. 

University of Florida  
Department of Tourism, Recreation & Sport Management 
330 FLG 
P.O. Box 118208  
Gainesville, FL  32611-8208 

160 

mailto:mechbest@ufl.edu
mailto:bthapa@hhp.ufl.edu


 

Survey as it Appeared on Zoomerang 
 
 Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector 

Dear Caribbean Hotelier  
 
My name is Mechelle Best. I am a Barbadian graduate student at the University of Florida. I am 
conducting a study of environmental management in Caribbean hotels. This research is in partial 
fulfillment of a Doctorate of Philosophy in Tourism. Your responses will be completely confidential and the 
findings will never discuss individual responses. This questionnaire should take less than 20 minutes to 
complete. Your responses will be very important in understanding the status of environmental 
management in Caribbean hotels. There are no anticipated risks, compensation or other direct benefits to 
you as a participant in this study. You do not have to answer any question you do not want to. You are 
free to withdraw your consent to participate and may discontinue your participation at any time without 
consequence.  
 
Will you participate in this study?  
 
If Yes, Thank you for taking the time to participate in this study.  
 
If No, Won’t you please reconsider? You were chosen at random and your responses represent hotels 
that were not selected.  
 
If Yes, Please continue with the survey.  
 
If No, Thank You!  
 
Should you experience problems completing the survey, please email me at mechbest@ufl.edu or call 
(352)392-4042 ext. 1385. 
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Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector  

1   
 
In which co ntry is your property located?  u 

   
 

2    
In which year did your property first open?

 

3   

 

 
Please select whether you are a  

 General Manager  
 Owner  
 Owner/General Manager  
 Other  

  

4   

 

 
Approximately how many persons (total) does your property 
employ?  

  

5   

 

 
Select your property type from the following categories.  

 Budget  
 Mid-range  
 Luxury  

  
 

6    
How many rooms does your property have?

  

7    
What is your average annual occupancy percentage?

  
 

8    
Select your type of property ownership from the following categories. (Check one only). 

 Locally owned and operated  
 Locally owned and foreign operated  
 Foreign owned and operated  
 Foreign owned and locally operated  
 Part of international chain or group  
 Part of locally operated chain or group  
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9   Where do the majority of guests to your property originate from?  

 USA  
 Canada  
 UK  
 Germany  
 Caribbean  
 Other  

 
  

 
10   Is your property currently a member or has ever been a member of the following 

organizations?  
  

1 
Yes  

2 
No  

National hotel association 
 

  
Caribbean Hotel Association (CHA) 
 

  
Caribbean Alliance for Sustainable Tourism (CAST) 
 

  
Green organization (e.g. Caribbean Conservation Association, Green Hotels 
Association, International Hotels Environment) 
 

  
  

11   

 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements 
about the accommodations sector and the natural environment.  

     
1 

Strongly disagree 
2 

Disagree  
3 

Neither Agree nor 
Disagree  

4 
Agree  

5 
Strongly agree  

 
This property is dependent on the natural environment 
 

     
The accommodations sector has a positive impact on the natural 
environment 
 

     
The accommodations sector has an important role to play in protecting 
the natural environment 
 

     
A pristine natural environment is very important to our guests 
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The natural environment in very important to this property 
 

     
  

  

 
 

Survey Page 1

 
Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector

  
Environmental management, or ‘greening’ as it is more commonly known in the Caribbean, 
refer s to the actions a property takes to reduce its harmful impacts on the natural environment. 

 
12    

How familiar are you with environmental management in the 
accommodations sector? (Check one only).  

 Not all familiar  
 Somewhat unfamiliar  
 Neither familiar nor unfamiliar  
 Somewhat familiar  
 Very familiar  

  
 

13   

 

 
Does your property have any type of environmental management in 
place?  

 
If yes, in what year did your property implement environmental 
management?  

  
  

 

 
 
 

 
14    
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From the following list, please select the description which is most applicable to 
environmental management at your property. (CHECK ONE ONLY).  

 
Some environmental best practices in place (e.g. aerators, energy 
saving lights, towel/linen reuse programme, solid waste 
separation for reuse or recycling).  
An environmental policy and planned actions throughout the 
property (involving all or most departments) to reduce 
consumption of resources and generation of waste.  

 

 

An environmental policy and a comprehensive programme to 
reduce consumption of resources and generation of waste. 
Programme includes objectives, targets, and action plan, 
performance monitoring and feedback, participation at all staff 
levels, documentation of all environmental and social initiatives.  

 
Certification against a recognized standard (e.g. local Authority or 
Environmental Agency, Green Globe, ISO 14000).  
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Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector  

15   

 

 
Which of the following environmental best practices have been 
implemented on your property? (Check all that apply).  

 
 Energy saving bulbs  

Aerators on taps in guestrooms   
Low flush toilets (1.6 gal/flush or less) in guestrooms   

 Low flow shower heads (2.5 gal/minute or less) in guestrooms  
 Towel reuse program  
 Linen reuse program  
 Reuse or recycling of copy/print paper  
 Reuse or recycling glass or plastics  
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Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector  

16   

 

 
In which year did your property achieve its current level of 
environmental management?  

 
  

17   

 

 
If your property is certified, against which of the following standards is it 
certified?  

 Green Globe  
 ISO 14000  
 Certification for Sustainable Tourism (CST)  
 Other  

 
  

  
Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector  

18   
 

 
To what extent would you agree that the following items motivated your 
property to implement environmental management?  
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1 

Str ly ong
disagree  

2 
Dis ee  agr

3 
Neither re  Ag e nor

Disagree  
4 

Ag ere   
5 

Strong ee N/A  ly agr

 
Pressure fr m s, tour rators, travel agento  guest  ope s, etc. 
 

      
Pressure from shar olders eh
 

      
Internal Green Cha pion m
 

      
Need to keep up with competitors 
 

      
Advantage over competitors 
 

      
Importan e of conserving natural resources c
 

      
Government regulations 
 

      
Potential cost savings 
 

      
  

19    
Are there any other reasons for implementing environmental 
management not listed in question 18?  
 

 
 

If yes, please list  

  
 

 
20   

 

Does your property have a written environmental policy?  
 

 
If yes, for how m ny years has it been in place?  a
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21   

 

 
Approximately what percent of your overall operations budget is 
allocated for environmental management in your property?  

  
 
Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector  

 
22   

 

 
To what extent would you agree that the following assisted your property in 
reaching its current level of environmental management?  

   
1 

Strongly 
disagree  

2 
Disagree  

3 
Neither Agree nor 

Disagree  
4 

Agree  
5 

Strongly agree N/A  

 
In-house training 

      
 

Participation in external training 
      

 
Technical assistance from external agencies 

      
 

Funding (e.g. external grants) 
      

 
Government incentives (e.g. tax credits, duty free concessions) 

      
 

Project assistance (e.g. participation in national or regional greening project) 
      

  
 

23    
Did you receive assistance other than that listed in question 21 in implementing 
your environmental management?  

 
 

If yes, please list  
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24    
D oes your property have an Environmental Officer or Manager on staff?  

  
 

 

 
 Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector  

 
25    

To what extent have the following outcomes resulted from your property’s incorporation of 
environmental management in its operations?  
 

    
1 

Not at All  
2 

A little  
3 

Somewhat  
4 

A lot  
 

Decrease in resource consumption (e.g. water, energy) 
    

 
Decrease in solid waste generation 

    
 

Change in organizational structure and culture 
    

 
Decrease in operating costs 

    
 

Increase in room occupancy 
    

 
Environmental management used to market the property 

    
 

Increase in guest satisfaction 
    

 
Increase in participation in community outreach activities 

    
 

Use of employee incentives to encourage participation in environmental management  
    

169 



 

 
Environmental management performance incorporated in employee evaluations 

    
 

Environmental management performance incorporated in management evaluations 
    

 
Overall improvement in property management 

    
 

Environmental management component in annual property reports 
    

 
Improvement in employee morale 

    
 

Increase in staff training 
    

 
Implementation of an environmental purchasing policy 

    
  

 
 

26   

 

 
 

Are there other outcomes (different to the list in question 26) 
experienced as a result of implementing environmental management?  

 
 

If yes, please list.  

  
 
 

27    
24. On a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 is not at all beneficial and 10 is 
extremely beneficial, how would you rate the overall benefit your 
property has experienced from implementing environmental 
management?  
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Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector  

 
28    

To what extent would you agree that the following prevented your property from going 
beyond its current level of environmental management?  
 

  
1 

Strongly 
disagree  

2 
Disagree  

3 
Neither Agree nor 

Disagree  
4 

Agree  
5 

Strongly agree N/A  

 
More advanced level of environmental management too difficult or complicated 

      
 

Making necessary organizational changes is too difficult 
      

 
Implementation is costly 

      
 

Lack of capital 
      

 
Potential benefits not apparent 

      
 

No access to technology 
      

 
Lack of know-how 

      
 

Employee resistance 
      

 
Lack of time 

      
 

Current level of Environmental Management is most appropriate for the property 
      

 
Environmental Management is not necessary 

      
 

Property unaware of any stage beyond current level of environmental management 
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29   

 

 
 

Are there any other barriers to implementing environmental 
management?  

 
 

If yes, please list.  

  
 
 

30   

 

Additional Comments  
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Environmental Management in the Caribbean Accommodations Sector  

 
31   

 

 
If you wish to be excluded from reminders to complete this survey, 
please indicate your email address.  
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Thank you for your assistance.  
 
For more information on this survey, please contact Mechelle Best at 
mechbest@ufl.edu, Tel. (352) 392-4042 ext 1385 or Dr. Brijesh Thapa at 
bthapa@hhp.ufl.edu, Tel. (352) 392-4042 ext 1239.  
 
University of Florida  
Department of Tourism, Recreation & Sport Management  
330 FLG  
P.O. Box 118208  
Gainesville, FL 32611-8208  
 
For questions regarding your rights as a research participant, contact  
University of Florida Institutional Review Board  
Tel. (352) 392-0433  
PO Box 112250  
Gainesville, FL 32611 
 



 

APPENDIX B 
LETTER FROM THE BAHAMAS HOTEL ASSOCIATION 
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APPENDIX C 
CONTACTS WITH HOTELS 

Pre-Notice 
 

Dear Caribbean Hotelier 

I am a Barbadian student at the University of Florida, where I am completing a PhD in Tourism.  
I am conducting a study of environmental management in Caribbean hotels in partial fulfilment 
of my degree.  I would like to invite you to participate in this study by completing a 
questionnaire which is accessible through the internet.  I wanted to alert you to the fact that you 
will be emailed the link to the questionnaire in a few days. Completion of the survey should not 
take too much of your time.  The data collected will be very useful in understanding 
environmental management in Caribbean hotels and will be beneficial to the industry.  Since 
only a sample of hoteliers will be invited to participate, your response is very important.   
 

Thank you in advance for your assistance.  I look forward to your participation. 
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Survey Invitation 
 
Dear Caribbean Hotelier 
 
I am a Barbadian student at the University of Florida, where I am completing a PhD in Tourism.  
I am conducting a study of environmental management in Caribbean hotels in partial fulfilment 
of my degree.  I would like to invite you to participate in this study by completing a 
questionnaire which is accessible through the internet.  Completion of the survey should not take 
too much of your time.  The data collected will be very useful in understanding environmental 
management in Caribbean hotels and will be beneficial to the industry.  Since only a sample of 
hoteliers will be invited to participate, your response is very important.   
 
You may access the survey by clicking on the following link.    
 
http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB2279R8L5VMS 
 
The survey may also be accessed by copying the link and pasting it in your browser. 
 
Thank you in advance for your participation.   
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178 

Survey Reminder 
 
Dear Caribbean Hotelier 
 
I recently invited you to participate in a study of environmental management in Caribbean hotels 
which I am conducting in partial fulfilment of a PhD in Tourism.  If you have already completed 
the questionnaire please accept my sincerest thanks for your participation.  If you have not yet 
completed the questionnaire there is still time for you to become involved.  
 
I am particularly appreciative of your help because research of this nature on environmental 
management in the Caribbean accommodations sector has not been conducted before.  
Completion of the survey should not take too much of your time.  The data collected will be very 
useful in understanding environmental management in Caribbean hotels and will be beneficial to 
the industry.  Since only a sample of hoteliers have been invited to participate, your response is 
very important.   
 
You may access the survey by clicking on the following link.    
 
http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB227B4GUYATD  
 
The survey may also be accessed by copying the link and pasting it in your browser. 
 
Thank you in advance for your participation.  
  

http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB227B4GUYATD


 

APPENDIX D 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

Table D-1. Other motives for implementing Environmental Management 
Country Other motives 
Anguilla                         • Best practices                                                                               
  
Antigua & Barbuda                • We believe we have a reponsibility to care for our 

environment and with this in mind chose off our own backs to 
pursue the green globe award for all our properties.       

          

• To become a green Globe certified green Hotel                          
  
Bahamas                          • A smarter way to do business.                                                     
                      • it is the right thing to do for the sake of our children                  
  
Barbados                         • It's the right thing to do...                                                            
  
Belize                           • Set good examples for employees that they can carry on to 

their homes                                                                                     
 • Environmental Best Practices result in improved living 

conditions for local communities.                                                  
 • How about just because you believe in community 

involvement, purchasing local goods where possible.  I see 
properties jumping on the bandwagon because of economic 
reasons and then not practicing what they preach                          

 • The protection and conservation of Belize's world heritage 
sites are a legacy to future generations.  The effect of this can 
be maxminized by educating tourists and locals.                           

 • As a local citizen it is vital that the environment be protected 
for future use                                                                                  

                         • Part of philosophy of the organization's management 
principles                                                                                        

  
Bermuda                          • Trends in tourism                                                                         
  
Dominica                         • We all need to do our part to help                                                
 • to sensitise staff to the importance of minimising costs and 

damage to environment. It was also aimed at educating the 
client and the community to the need for implementing best 
environmental practices                                                                 

 • A personal reason and what decide us to stay on that pure 
nature island and a decision to explain to staff anf locals how 
to keep the environment safe and green.Change the habits and 
be more consciencious about the eco environment protection.      
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Table D-1. Continued 
Country Other motives 
Dominica • Strong commitment to educating others on good 

environmental practices for a clean and green environment          
 • Health benefit, and keeping the natural beauty of the Island.     
 • more than we can imagine. Need and enviro manager but too 

costly and how to train???                                                              
 • common sense                                                                             
 • strong belief in it, used to train staff                                            
 • We are the Nature Island of the Caribbean, if not the world, 

and we each have a responsibility to preserve our naturalness.     
  
Grenada      • Our property is very much about peacefulness, creativity, 

relaxation and enjoying ‘the good things in life’ within our 
lush tropical environment, so doing our share in protecting this 
treasure called ‘nature’ came naturally with the concept of the 
property.                                        

 • General concern for the earth and our children.                          
 • To work along with local environmentalists, to set an 

example, create awareness and to encourage others in the hotel 
sector in the Caribbean                                                                   

  
Jamaica                          • Core values of personal responsibility, quality of life, 

concerns about providing next generation fair opportunities, 
global equality, love and appreciation for our mother earth    

 • To educate team members on the importance of 
Copnservation and how it affects the environment that we all 
live in.                                                                                             

 • Marketing tool                                                                             
 • To educate or staff and guest the importance of saving our 

ozone layer and also us living here in the �aribbean to protect 
our natural resources such as our reefs, educating our guest 
that whatever they see in the ocean to let it remain as the more 
we remove the longer they take to build back    

 • It is just the responsible thing to do                                             
 • As a training institution we are honored to be the first of it’s 

kind with this certification.We find it useful in the training 
environment.                                                                                  

 • Doing our part toconserve and maintain a cleaner and 
healthier environment                                                                    

 • It makes good sense to participate to offer assistance from a 
community point of view.                                                              

  
Montserrat                       • recycle waste water to kitchen garden – harvest used in 

restaurant                                                                                        
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Table D-1. Continued 
Country Other motives 
St. Lucia                        • Corporate Responsibility                                                             
                  • self interest in protecting the environment                                  
  
St. Vincent & the Grenadines  • Composting contributes to the quality of soil and reduces 

garbage rot & smells                                                                      
 • Good corporate practice.                                                              
 • For us who live here on the islands                                             
  
Tobago                           • Better management of systems previously not in place.             
                         • I am an environementalist and see destruction of the 

environment all around and I do my part to best educate others   
  
United States Virgin Islands   • Founded with the intention of being environmentally 

responsible.        
     • Good idea and it seems to be catching on!                                  
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Table D-2. Other facilitators of implementing environmental management 
Country Other facilitators 
Belize                           • To expand, project assistance from Programme for Belize in 

implementing Rainforest Alliance's Best Management 
Practices          

 • Rainforest Alliance                                                                      
 • A guest, who works with an environmental agency in the 

United States gave us tips/suggestions.                                   
 • Educational materials from the World Heritage Alliance           
  
Bermuda                          • corporate policy                                                                           
                        • corporate programs                                                                      
  
Cayman Islands                   • National Trust for the Cayman Islands                                        
  
Dominica                         • CAST consultant                                                                          
  
Jamaica                          • While we paid for it we partnered with Hotel Association 

Green Globe initiative                                                  
  
St. Kitts & Nevis                • cast                                                                                               
  
St. Lucia                        • as Sandals is a chain, after the pilot projcet it was 

impelmented in the best way on the other properties by the 
group director  

  
St. Vincent & the Grenadines  • CAST                                                                                          
  
Tobago                           • A grant for Solar water heating. i would not have been able to 

afoord it otherwise                                               
  
United States Virgin Islands    • We are more pioneering.                                                              
     • Corporate                                                                                     
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Table D-3.  Other constraints to implementing environmental management 
Country Other constraints 
Antigua & Barbuda • Too much papperwork to prove results. 
 • some what 
 • Budget and training materials 
 • Not seen as a necessity by the owner 
 • staff lassitude 
  
Bahamas • Government doesnt help. They see no need in it and the 

locals dont care at all 
 • Local help is hard to get ir recycling assistance 
  
Barbados • Hottel is too small to maintian the required records and woud 

require someone to be employed soley for this purpose 
 • we found GG to be unreasonable & costly with way too 

much paperwork.  More emphasis needs to be placed on 
environmental issues surrounding the Island and the Govt 
needs to be much more involved - awareness and education is 
paramount for all inhabitants of Barbados. 

  
Belize • Availability of products within Belize (against importing 

products without good reason etd) and lack of recycling 
facilities 

 • We will look long and hard at any environmental 
management system that is bureaucratic, creates anew 
recurrent overhead cost to maintain accreditation or seems 
over-engineered for a small operation such as our own. 

 • lack of time and experience newly opened 
 • No government support for such programs.  The value 

revenue over environment 
  
Bermuda • Bernuda only began recycling in June-infrastructure is slow 

to progress 
 • time, money, priority 
  
British Virgin Islands • local laes and land ownership 
  
Dominica • no recycling on the island except for beer and pop bottles. 

Electrical company shows no interest in introducing solar/ 
wind power which would be cleaner plus cheaper in the end 
result 

 • There has not been effective marketing in the destination 
such that there is a strain for management to market rooms. 
There is very little support for owners. 
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Table D-3.  Continued 
Country Other constraints 
Dominica • Location and shipping are MAJOR issues, no national 

support (such as recycling programs etc...) Don;t want to 
appear TOO 'rustic' or 'granola' 

Grenada • see earlier: e.g. no recycling facilities provided by the state or 
private company; as for solar energy, feeding back into the 
grid is not allowed as yet etc.; high duties on imported 
products, making energy saver bulbs etc. very expensive 

 • availability of resources and technical support 
  
Jamaica  • "For small properties mainly a question of affordability- 

aside from the initial capital expenditure being able to hire 
appropriate skilled staff to operate more highly technical 
systems. Most of our line staff are not skilled or properly 
educated or trained. We have to achieve higher levels of 
occupancy, increase profitability in order to be able to afford 
the required investments and engage appropriate staff. 
Furthermore the high cost of acquiring financing makes it 
almost impossible to borrow to invest so it must come from 
cash flow. There are also no incentives provided by the 
government. Utility rates also do not reward businesses that 
save as the rate structure benefits the larger users.  

 The management generally functions as the environmental 
officer in smaller businesses and therefore needs a good 
supporting network in terms of assistants in order to be able to 
devote sufficient time to developing the environmental 
systems - most times the daily operations consumes one''s 
time. " 

 • Financial assistance and continued committment 
 • Commitment from internal stakeholders 
  
St. Kitts & Nevis • No resources to re-cycle glass,metals in St Kitts 
 • Lack of island infrastrucrure - i.e. no recycling facilities, so if 

done on property, no benefit is derived as local authorities 
cannot handle recycled waste of any kind 

 • Local Government 
  
St. Lucia • any change in routine is difficult to implement especially 

something which was there all the time, free of costs - team 
members need to be made aware of what is surrounding them 
as a lot of them take everything for granted and then the 
change in attitude is much more difficult 
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Table D-3.  Continued 
Country Other constraints 
St. Vincent & the Grenadines • Cultural acceptance 
 • time enough for government to step up to the plate and deal 

with litter offerners and enviromental damagers more 
seriously. 

  
Tobago • Finance 
 • Funding 
  
Trinidad • Tourism in our country is nbot taken seriously enough. 
 • Funding is most important. Workshops should be available 

for educating the public on the environment. 
  
Turks & Caicos Islands • Government participation and assistance is needed to 

implement environmental in the Turks and Caicos 
  
United States Virgin Islands • lease on land runs out in 4 yrs 
 • Lack of governemental assistance 
 • Money 
 • Access to technology locally. People to service what they 

implement. 
 • Training, education and government support 
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Table D-4.  Other outcomes of environmental management 
Country Other outcomes 
Antigua & Barbuda • Alliance with Governemnt Bodies. 
  
Bahamas • World wide recognition. 
  
Barbados • I cannot answer these question as yet because we are working 

on becoming "Green" 
  
Belize • increased awareness of our buyer behaviour - the cradle to 

grave principle - and consciousness of contributing to our 
adopted community 

  
 • It is difficult to answer the above since we have not changed 

our policies much over the years, but have invested in various 
changes. We are very small and do not spend as much time on 
paperwork as, perhaps, we should. 

  
Bermuda • Environmental hotel of the year-Fairmont 
  
Dominica • more contacts by Green organizations on line 
  
Grenada • "since we are a new property, our decrease in consumption 

etc. is leveled out by the strong increase in occupation which 
comes with the natural growth rate of a new project, so our 
overall figures don't really work yet for statistics like this.  
Unfortunately, environmental practices on small islands are 
limited by e.g. the lack of recycling facilities etc." 

  
Guyana  • "Greater staff awareness and appreciation 

Better waste management via integration of kitchen waste into 
garden" 

  
Jamaica  • Inclusion in curriculum of Hotel School 
  
St. Lucia • indirect spreading of environmental awareness throughout 

the island via team members and their behavior 
  
Tobago • Energy saving 
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Table D-5.  Other comments 
Country Other comments 
Bahamas • we try to recyle as much as pissible wit the available 

resourese that we have created, no resourse avaialble on the 
island 

 • EMS, Solar System, R.O. Sytems 
  
Barbados Environmental policies needs to be lead from management and 

through staff. Perhaps hieghtended awareness through recent 
reports on sea level rises and Noble Peace prizes might help. 
There are always excuses why not do, just need to work on 
what if you don't implement 

Barbados • Environmental management to the highest level is very 
important. Not only does it reduce costs over time but it also 
has other benefits. Many travelers today are very discerning 
and this type of property can be very attractive to them. Most 
important of all is the quote, " We do not inherit the Earth from 
our ancestors, we borrow it from our children." Without proper 
management of the environment we can destroy our most 
important asset. 

Barbados As I have said before, we are now signing off on the contrat to 
become "Green". We have put a couple of energy saving 
devices in place.  We are now in the process of working 
toward becoming "Green".  

Barbados • Linen changes 
Chemicals used 

Barbados • We are a small property and we try to be environmentally 
responsible, however, we do need to put systems in place so 
that we may better do so.  Certainly, there is lots of room for 
improvement but with a small staff this can sometimes be 
difficult. 

  
Belize • Many of the organised certification schemes seem to lack the 

necessary flexbility to take account of our size and capital, as 
well as availability of goods within the country, and the 
conditions here. Assessments need to be able to be flexible, 
and not simply about ticking boxes. eg. we are marked down 
because we do not recycle grey water - we have over 150 
inches of rainfall a year, and we have xeric gardens requiring 
no irrigation. Tell me the benefit in recycling our grey water? 
Our problem is how to dispose of it!! 

 • Environmental Management has been catapolted to the the 
near top of priorities on the "to do" list and will result in many 
positive changes this season! 
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Table D-5.  Continued 
Country Other comments 
Belize • collected rainwater filtered into water tanks 

septic system 
well system for watering/outdoor shower 

 • The Black Orchid Resort has been using environmentally 
sensitive cleaning chemicals which do no harm to the 
surrounding environment since 2006.  The resort is also a 
member of the World Heritage Alliance and uses their 
available information in creating tours, best practices, 
consistent with their policies.  We have just embarked on this 
level recently (for the 2008 World Heritage Alliance 
workplan) and are in the process of educating the guests about 
World Heritage sites and ways to conserve their carbon 
footprint while here at the resort and in Belize. 

 • We are situated on the Barrier Reef. It is vital that waste 
water, sewerage and human resources be properly managed so 
as not to affect the environment. Clients are ask not to waste 
water, it is a necessity not a commodity, no touching of the 
reef,garbage is been taken into the mainland for disposal, 
holidng tanks in place for rain water, energy consumption is 
minimized. 

 • lack of finance can be attributed to our indiscretions where 
the environment is concerned, we tend to do what we can with 
what we have.    

  
Bermuda • Solar panels, guest-room terry/linen washing inititives. 
  
Dominica • environmental management is essential and needs to be 

implemented on a continuing basis. However, lack of apparent 
benefits and staff 

 • solar water heaters, composting, no unnecessary electrical 
usage, use green products when possible 

 • Dominica is advertising by the government ,TO and hoteliers as a 
nature isle of the caribbean but... we still have 40% hydroelectric 
and with an effort from the UNIQUE electricity company ,we can 
reach 70% here with our well known 365 rivers!the monthly cost 
average bill for a 5 rooms is 3000-4000!!!extreme for this island 
No delears or distributors of solar -everyhting here in a caribbean 
island.Weird? 
no rules about wate and reuse of anything! 
no school program or whatsoever... 
 
All the food from the restaurant is organic. we do not use chemical 
cause we are located by a riverside.we organise the garbage and 
have a compost from the restaurant.we will implemented next year 
the solar panel for the guests to have hot water ,for now it is electric! 
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Table D-5.  Continued 
Country Other comments 
Dominica • energy saving lights 
 • The environment suffers negatives from other businesses and 

it has been difficult to get them to join the circle for protection 
of the natural surroundings and the “Iguana” Habitat which is 
special. 

 • I strongly believe that environmental management should be 
implemented in the �odernizi accommodation sector 

 • organic farm, recycling, waste management 
  
Grenada • officially since the installation of solar panels in June 2007, 

although daily environmental practices had been in place from 
the start (just not in writing) 

  
Jamaica  • To go green is to go clean..... 
 • We r discussion about that. 
 • We are government owned 
 • Have recently undertaken programme to redress current 

deficiencies. 
 • We have actually taken over this property 2006 and it has 

been implemented since then. 
  
St. Lucia • We have implemented and implementing a lot of programs 

and initiatives but this is happening as I write, so benefits not 
apparent yet. Investment in �odernizing and increasing 
efficiencies. 

 • We are just 10 months old and are dealing with the teething 
stages and other organizational factors. I am a believer of 
environmental management and so is the owner. I am very 
familiar with Green Gold as I wrote a story for them whilst in 
employment at the Wyndham Morgan Bay a then existing 
hotel property in St. Lucia. We won a certificate for this. 

  
St. Vincent & the Grenadines • No motorized sports to protect the reef. Save the reef 

program. Save turtle program. 
 • we do our small part by asking guests to consider laundry 

necessities, turn off lights, etc. 
 • Sewage plant 

Desalination plant 
using only natural material for the construction 
Saving raining water in underground tank 

 • When I am more established I would give more thought into 
implementing environmental management in my establihment 
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Table D-5.  Continued 
Country Other comments 
Tobago • We strive to be a model in this field in Tobago 
  
Turks & Caicos Islands • We do not encourage littering on island and neither do we 

have cars etc. Company uses low impact Golf carts as means 
of transportation around the island. Minimizes the amount of 
properties or structures to be built online  since opening 
(1973)! 

 • Unfortunately Grand Turk does not have a recycling system 
in place. 

  
United States Virgin Islands • Waste water management, Energy conservation team, 

Environment conservation education 
 • This year our laundry facility  which works for two 

properties became completely green. We have installed ozone 
washers that use cool water and have enabled us to lower the 
temp of our driers as well as the drying time. 

 • Comply with OSHA Standards e.g MSDS, DPNR regulations 
 • We have a green team on property.  We have conducted an 

energy audit and hoping to get an environmental audit done 
early this year 
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