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Abstract: The tendency to implement diverse environmental tools and promote the adoption of
environmentally friendly practices in tourism activities is relatively new. One such tool is the EU
Ecolabel used in the hotel industry as a voluntary European initiative meant to attest to the responsible
attitude towards the environment. Since holding the ecolabel by the Romanian accommodation units
is rather an exception, our aim was to investigate the views of industry managers on environmental
issues, focusing on the EU Ecolabel, and get a glimpse of the challenges and prospects of ecolabelling
within the seaside hotel industry. To this end, the study was designed and conducted on 60 hotel
managers. The research results gave evidence to the measures already implemented, those pending
implementation, reasons for not applying for the EU Ecolabel, and the most challenging criteria.
The potential impact of the EU Ecolabel on the economic activity efficiency, and its role in customer
decision processes and in marketing communication, was highlighted. Subsequently, a mathematical
model was proposed, revealing that the intention to meet the criteria and obtain the EU Ecolabel
depends on the managers’ level of knowledge of the EU Ecolabel, their opinion on whether holding
the EU Ecolabel represents a competitive advantage, and the current efficiency level of the hotels’
economic activity. Considering the research findings, it is obvious that the industry would benefit
from ampler and more sustained information campaigns on the EU Ecolabel.
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1. Introduction

Tourism has proved to be a robust industry after its spectacular recovery from the world economic
crisis of 2007–2008. The latest data provided by the World Tourism Organization [1] confirm the
resilience and boost of the industry, a sector accounting for 10% of the world’s GDP, 7% of global trade
and one in ten jobs. Due to its continuous and constant expansion, tourism has gained a vital role in
global and social development, with an obvious and significant environmental impact.

Since the 1980s, specialists have emphasized the potential negative impact of the tourism industry
on the environment, particularly because of the extensive use of natural and anthropic resources [2–6],
pollution caused by the intensive tourism flows, and rapid development of tourism facilities [7,8].

Starting with the works of Ceballos-Lascurain [9] and Romeril [10], the concepts of ecotourism,
sustainable tourism, and responsible tourism have received broad attention from researchers,
governmental bodies, international tourism organizations, consumers, and tourism enterprises.
The emergence and implementation of various environmental tools and certification schemes, aimed at

Sustainability 2019, 11, 265; doi:10.3390/su11010265 www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
http://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9329-3230
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8846-4405
http://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/11/1/265?type=check_update&version=1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11010265
http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability


Sustainability 2019, 11, 265 2 of 13

reducing the impact of tourism and promoting green practices in general tourism management, have
therefore come as a natural consequence. The tourism industry has witnessed a great proliferation
of these certification schemes and programs—if more than 70 were identified at the beginning
of the 21st century [11], at present, there are more than 150 such schemes and programs [12].
It has led to increased interest from academics, who have developed studies addressing different
tourist subindustries (accommodation, transport, food services, etc.) and several issues related to
environmental measures—the certification process (steps to be taken, difficulties in implementation,
financial concerns, duration, ethical considerations), general tourism businesses management, and
consumer perceptions [13–17]. One of these areas of interest is in the EU Ecolabel, the unique official
environmental label of the European Union, certified by an independent organisation and valid
throughout Europe. Therefore, the present article focuses on the hotel managers’ opinions about the
EU Ecolabel, the challenges they face as far as environmental issues are concerned, and the prospects
for more environmentally responsible tourism in the area.

The objectives of the present research are:

• To classify the most common environmental measures implemented in the accommodation units
on the Romanian seaside;

• To reveal the measures pending implementation in the next years;
• To observe the level of the managers’ awareness regarding the EU Ecolabel;
• To gain knowledge on the reasons why the EU Ecolabel was not applied for by the Romanian

hotel managers, the criteria considered the most difficult to implement given the particularities of
the seaside tourism, and the managers’ perceptions on the impact that the EU Ecolabel has on
activity efficiency;

• To investigate the factors influencing the intention to meet the criteria and to obtain the EU
Ecolabel by the hotels on the Romanian seaside, and to this end, a model will be proposed.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 is devoted to the conceptual framework, Section 3
presents the methodology adopted in this study, Section 4 contains the results and discussions, and the
last section concludes the work.

2. Conceptual Framework

The scientific research has detailed multiple facets of the implementation of environmental
protection measures. Investigations regarding the voluntary or mandatory nature of such measures
suggested that hotels voluntarily embracing green policies obtained better results [13]. Several
works [14–21] analysed the economic advantages that such measures bring to tourism businesses and
revealed mixed results. In some cases, the empirical studies unveiled advantages, such as the reduction
of water and energy consumption, or even the positive relationship between the implementation of a
certification scheme and tourism firm efficiency [14–17]. Other studies provided evidence that there
were registered significant differences in the economic performance of certified hotels compared to
those not certified [18] and that the environmental responsibility is strongly and positively related to
firm performance [19]. However, the findings revealed that tourism managers are not convinced that
holding a certification would automatically yield financial benefits [20], or market advantage [21].

Numerous empirical studies [22–28] conducted on the tourist accommodation industry showed
that in the case of eco-friendly hotels (whether the respective hotels had an environmental certification
or just implemented environmental protection measures) a positive influence on consumer decision was
frequently recorded; however, depending on the country/region where the study had been conducted,
different results were revealed. Certain investigations regarding the effects of the eco-friendly measures
taken by the hotels’ management concluded that their presence influenced the intention to choose
the hotel, to have a longer stay, and even to pay more [22,23]. Millar and Baloglu [24], in a study
conducted in the USA, observed that consumers appreciate eco-friendly functionalities such as the
re-use policies for towels and linens and the electronic efficiency control of power use when they chose
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accommodation. On the other hand, several studies identified different consumer behaviour. In a
study about the Polish customers, Bohdanowicz [25] concluded that the environmental certification
or the eco-friendly measures for an accommodation facility are less important than the price and the
location of the holiday destination. Kasim [26] and Volsky, Ozanne, and Fontenot [27] show that even
though customers are aware of the concern and necessity of environmental protection, they consider
other criteria as more important when choosing their holiday accommodation. The study conducted
by Blamey, Bennett, Louviere, and Morrison [28] revealed the same contradiction between the fact that
most consumers are concerned about the necessity to protect the environment and that the purchase
decision seems to take no account of the eco-friendly facilities or ecolabels.

The scientific studies deal in most cases with the plethora of certification schemes and programs as
an ensemble covering the environmental perspective related to the tourism industry, without singling
out one or another of these schemes and programs and without elaborating on them as individual
certification schemes. In this paper, we focus on ecolabelling, with a particular interest in the EU
Ecolabel in tourist accommodation, which is the voluntary European initiative implemented after 2003
in order to attest to the responsible attitude towards the environment [29].

As with the other certification schemes, ecolabelling initiatives have grown since the mid-1970s,
when the first ecolabelling scheme was implemented. The authors preoccupied with studying the
ecolabel implementation process [30–34] emphasized that the main motivation of tourism enterprises to
obtain such a certification is the image delivered to customers—an environmentally friendly business.
Studies on the impact of ecolabelling have focused on several directions: the advantages of ecolabelling
for tourism companies, tourism industry, and tourists [35,36], the difficulties that companies face
when trying to obtain such a certification, and the impact of holding an ecolabel on the consumers’
decision [17,37]. There are also less investigated aspects, such as those regarding the real advantages
that an ecolabel brings to tourism businesses, although the theoretical advantages are listed in several
research works [35,38]. Other aspects that are even less studied are represented by the opinions of the
managers from the hospitality industry regarding the necessity to obtain an ecolabel. Covering this
research area are the works of Dziuba [36], Ryglova [39], and Duglio et al. [40].

Therefore, we investigated the hotel managers’ opinions concerning the balance between
marketing considerations, competitive advantage, and technical or financial constraints, focusing on
the hotel industry from the Romanian seaside.

The research on the topic in Romania reveals a situation that is similar to that identified in
international research—several general aspects regarding certifications were investigated, while
the particular case of the EU Ecolabel received less attention. The challenges related to ecolabel
implementation, the consumer behaviour regarding ecolabeled tourism accommodation units or
the hotel managers’ perspective towards the advantages and the challenges of having an ecolabel
certification are, at present, insufficiently researched at the Romanian tourism industry level. In their
study conducted in Brasov on the customer’s interest in eco-certified accommodation, Constantin,
Ispas, and Candrea [41] found that 47% of the tourists from the investigated sample were interested
in choosing an eco-certified hotel. Candrea and Bratucu [42] investigated the Romanian tourism
managers’ opinion about the implementation of environmental protection measures, and the results
showed that most of the interviewed managers lacked knowledge on the existence of environmental
management systems and certification schemes, but were interested in energy saving measures.
The authors considered that the low response rate of the accommodation unit managers invited to
participate in the survey showed little interest in environmental protection measures. One of the few
articles focusing on the EU Ecolabel in the Romanian hotel industry [37] tested several hypotheses
regarding customer perception. The research investigated customer awareness regarding the Ecolabel,
the opinion about the presence of the Ecolabel as related to the quality of the services provided by
the hotel, the willingness to pay more for the services offered by an ecolabeled hotel. Over 75% of
the respondents had no knowledge about the Ecolabel. Moreover, customers tended to associate the
presence of the Ecolabel primarily to the image of the hotel and not to the quality of the services.
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Only 15% of the respondents stated that they were willing to pay more due to the existence of the EU
Ecolabel. Another study [43] investigated the managers’ willingness to comply with the criteria and
apply for obtaining the EU Ecolabel in Natura 2000 Crişul Repede Gorge-Pădurea Craiului Pass site
and revealed positive attitudes among operators to meet the requirements for EU Ecolabel awarding.
The study also reported that managers viewed the Ecolabel as a promotion vector that differentiated a
tourism business from its competitors.

3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Research Hypotheses

Two research hypotheses were formulated and tested using the Chi-square test.

Hypothesis 1. The efficiency of the hotel’s activity significantly influences the decision to implement additional
environmental protection measures in the next three to five years.

Jarvis et al. [20] cited Medina (2005), Mycoo (2006), and Vertinsky and Zhou (2000) in order
to emphasize that the implementation of environmental protection measures and applying for a
certification scheme were usually associated with high costs for the tourism business, which could
hinder this endeavour. Therefore, our assumption was that the efficiency of the economic activity
affected the decision to implement environmental measures.

Hypothesis 2. The hotel classification category significantly influences the decision to implement additional
environmental protection measures in the next three to five years.

The only two hotels in Romania holding the EU Ecolabel are a five-star and a four-star hotel,
respectively. The other five-star hotels generally hold some sort of environmental certification. On the
other hand, one or two-star hotels with environmental certifications are rather exceptions. Our interest
was, therefore, to find out if the managers are influenced by the classification category of their hotel
when they consider implementing additional environmental protection measures.

To reveal natural groupings within the sample of hotel managers, a cluster analysis was performed
in IBM SPSS Statistics 23, using the Two Step algorithm. This algorithm was preferred due to its ability
to generate clusters using both categorical and continuous variables. Two predictors were used:
a. the reasons for not applying for the EU Ecolabel, and b. the presumed impact of ecolabelling on
the efficiency of the hotel’s activity. The economic efficiency of the hotel’s activity represented the
assessment field. For a further reference on the Two Step cluster analysis in SPSS please see [44].

3.2. Sample Selection

To achieve the objectives, the research targeted hotel managers and was conducted between
November and December 2018. The research was aimed at the managers of the hotels established
in the tourist resorts from the Northern Romanian seaside and in Constanta city (Figures 1 and 2).
The choice of the seaside tourism region for the research was sustained by the importance of the
seaside within the national tourism of Romania.
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The sample was compiled using proportionate stratification sampling, based on the statistical
information regarding the number and classification of the hotels from the seaside tourist resorts,
provided by the County Statistics Directorate. Proportionate stratification is a type of stratified
sampling where each stratum has the same sampling fraction. The population is divided into
separate groups and a sample is drawn from each group. Therefore, the hotels were grouped by
their classification and proportional subsamples were extracted from each classification category.
Subsequently, hotel managers of hotels in each classification category were approached by telephone
and e-mail, until the sample was compiled. Once a hotel manager answered positively to the invitation
to participate in the research, a meeting was scheduled with one of the authors of the article.
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The sample size, n, was computed using Yamane’s formula [45]:

n =
Nz2

α p(1 − p)
z2

α p(1 − p) + Ne2 ,

where N is the population size, zα is the z-score, e is the margin error, and p is the probability to obtain
an affirmative answer to the question addressed.

In this study, N = 107 (according to the official statistics provided by the County Statistics
Directorate for the year 2017), zα = 1.96, corresponding to a confidence level of 95%, e = 0.089, p = 0.5.

3.3. The Questionnaire

The research instrument was a questionnaire, and in order to ensure the proper understanding of
the research scope and the completeness of the information provided, the respondents filled in the
questionnaires during a scheduled meeting with one of the authors of this article.

The questionnaire integrated four sections. The first section focused on obtaining information on
the environmental measures that had been already implemented by the accommodation unit, the ones
pending implementation in the near future, and the existence of any kind of ecological certification.
The respondents’ degree of familiarity with the EU Ecolabel was subsequently targeted, using a
five-point semantic differential, from 1 (very little familiarized) to 5 (very familiarized). Since none of
the respondents indicated a high degree of familiarity with the EU Ecolabel, the authors delivered a
short presentation of the mandatory and optional criteria for ecolabel awarding.

The second section focused on obtaining information on whether applying for the EU Ecolabel was
considered, and if not, what were the reasons why the management did not take it into consideration;
questions were also asked about the criteria that would be the most difficult to meet.

The third section of the questionnaire focused on the managers’ views and opinions on customer
cognition of the matter and on the perceived impact of the ecolabel on the economic activity of the
accommodation unit. The managers gave their opinion on the customers’ perception of ecolabeled
accommodation units. Subsequently, three-point semantic differentials from 1 (very unlikely to be a
criterion) to 3 (very likely to be a criterion) were used to assess the managers’ opinion on whether the
environmental protection measures represent a criterion for choosing hotel accommodation, by both
Romanian and foreign tourists. Next, a five-point Likert-type scale was used to assess the managers’
opinions whether during the next 3–5 years the EU Ecolabel would become a major criterion for
customers when choosing their accommodation. Also, a five-point Likert-type scale was used to assess
whether the managers considered that holding the EU Ecolabel would have a positive impact on the
economic efficiency of the hotel’s activity. Finally, the managers’ intention to meet the criteria and
obtain the EU Ecolabel was investigated, using a scale from 1 (little interested) to 5 (very interested).

The last section was directed toward obtaining general information about the respondents, such as
their age, gender, education, and work experience in tourism.

3.4. Modelling

Based on the collected data, a multiple linear regression model was determined for the dependence
between the declared intention to meet the criteria and obtain the EU ecolabel (Y) and the managers’
level of knowledge about the EU Ecolabel (Z1), their opinion on whether ecolabelling represents a
competitive advantage (Z2), and the current efficiency level of the hotel’s economic activity (Z3):

Y = β1Z1 + β2Z2 + β3Z3 + ξ, (1)

where ξ is the residual variable.
The data summary is available as Supplementary Materials.
The model was tested for accuracy using the following tests: (1) the Student t-test, for the

significance of coefficients, (2) the F-test for the model’s significance, (3) the Kolmogorov—Smirnov
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test for the residual’s normality, (4) the F-test and the Levene test for the residual’s homoscedasticity.
The correlogram was also built to study the residuals’ autocorrelation [46–48]. The determination
coefficient was also provided.

4. Results and Discussions

Table 1 contains the characteristics of the sample targeted in our study. Most of the respondents
were women, i.e., 61.7%. As far as the age was concerned, the majority of the respondents (46.7%)
were 36–45 years old. One may easily notice that more than 70% of the respondents were less than 45
years old.

Table 1. Characteristics of the sample.

% Gender Studies

Female Male Elementary education Bachelor Post-university
61.7 38.3 6.7 41.7 51.6

Age (years)

18–25 26–35 36–45 46–55 56–65
8.3 20 46.7 20.0 5.0

Experience in tourism (years)

0–5 6–10 11–15 16–20 >20
10.0 31.7 35.0 13.3 10.0

Thirty-five percent of the respondents had between 11 and 15 years of work experience in tourism,
31.7% had between six and ten years, 13.3% had between 16 and 20 years, while 10.0% had more than
20 years of experience in tourism.

Most respondents (51.6%) stated they were post-graduate university graduates (master’s or
doctorate degree), followed by university (BA) graduates (41.7%).

In this study, we relied on the perceived efficiency of the economic activity of the hotels.
The managers were invited to assess the efficiency of the economic activity of the hotel, based on the
results from the previous two years, in terms of income and expenditure. Considering the efficiency
of the economic activity of the hotels included in the sample, the hotels were grouped into three
categories—low efficiency (group 1), medium efficiency (group 2), and high efficiency (group 3).
This yielded the following structure of the sample: group 1—8.3%; group 2—53.3%; group 3—38.3%.

One of the pursuits of our research was to classify the most common environmental
measures already implemented by hotels and to discover whether the hotel management had other
environmental measures planned for the next three to five years. The results revealed that in most
hotels the environmental measures implemented targeted the reduction of energy consumption,
with 58.3% of the hotels having taken such measures. Secondly, 36.7% of the hotels targeted water
consumption, followed by waste (26.7%).

The research revealed that most of the hotels (73.3%) were planning to implement other
environmental measures during the next three to five years. These measures targeted energy
saving (43.3%), water consumption (40.0%), waste reduction (26.7%), and hazardous chemical
products (11.7%).

At the time of the research, only four hotels had an ecological certification well established in the
field of tourism, other than the EU Ecolabel. However, in two cases the certification, although well
established, was not related to the accommodation services provided.

When asked how familiar they were with the EU Ecolabel, most managers (48.3%) indicated that
they were little familiarized; 23.3% had no previous knowledge of the issue, and 28.3% were moderately
familiarized with the EU Ecolabel. None of the managers asserted that they had solid knowledge
of the EU Ecolabel. The results confirmed other findings identified in the literature [39,42,43]. It is
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worth mentioning that the necessity to raise awareness on the EU Ecolabel is a current concern of the
European responsible bodies [29].

The research then aimed at finding whether the hotel had previously considered applying for the
ecolabel; if it did not, we aimed to identify the reasons behind this decision. Only five managers claimed
that the hotel had previously considered applying for the EU Ecolabel, and eight said that they did not
have information on whether applying for the ecolabel was considered or not. Most respondents, i.e.,
47 (78.3%), stated that applying for the ecolabel was not previously taken into consideration. The most
cited reasons for not considering applying for the ecolabel were the lack of information on the EU
Ecolabel (38.3%), the difficulty in meeting the criteria (33.3%), and the customers’ lack of awareness
regarding the Ecolabel (20.0%). Other reasons included the costs of the certification and holding other
types of ecological certification. Focusing on the Ecolabel criteria, the managers considered that the
most difficult to comply with was the energy criterion (41.7%), followed by waste reduction (28.3),
water consumption (18.3%), as well as general management (15.0%).

The majority of the managers (88.3%) were convinced that holding the EU Ecolabel would
represent a competitive advantage for the hotel. This finding is in line with previous studies, which
revealed that generally, the environmental protection measures were considered a source of competitive
advantage [20].

The research focused next on the managers’ opinion regarding the tourists’ perceptions of the
Ecolabel. Most of the respondents (26.7%) singled out the role of the Ecolabel in building company
reputation, while 23.3% considered that the Ecolabel might endorse service quality. 21.7% of the
respondents viewed it as a marketing element, while the rest considered that the clients were not
interested in the matter and they perceived the EU Ecolabel more as expense rather than advantage.

The next two research questions focused on whether managers considered that the environmental
measures implemented by hotels and advertised to customers, represented a criterion for choosing
accommodation for Romanian and foreign tourists, respectively. A three-point semantic differential
was used in order to assess the managers’ opinions, from 1 (very unlikely to be a criterion) to 3
(very likely to be a criterion). The results indicated that managers considered foreign tourists to be
slightly more inclined to choose accommodation based on hotel environmental measures than the
Romanian ones, with a mean score of 1.97 for foreign tourists, and 1.35 for Romanian tourists. However,
managers did not foresee a dramatic change in the consumers’ attitude in the next years. On a five-point
Likert-type scale (from −2 completely disagree to +2 completely agree), the opinion regarding whether
the EU Ecolabel would become an important criterion for choosing hotel accommodation during the
next three to five years was assessed. The mean score of 0.11 indicated that managers were rather
sceptical about the prospective role of the Ecolabel in tourist behaviour. This is consistent with the
previous research conducted both in Romania [37], and worldwide [49].

We then assessed the managers’ opinion on whether fulfilling the environmental criteria and
receiving the EU Ecolabel would have a positive impact on the economic efficiency of the activity.
A five-point Likert-type scale (from −2 completely disagree to +2 completely agree) was used.
The mean score of 1.00 indicated that managers presumed that the Ecolabel would have a positive
impact on the efficiency of the hotel’s activity. Previous results on economic efficiency related issues
revealed mixed results—in some cases the managers considered that the environmental protection
measures had a positive impact [14,15,18,19], while others expressed their doubts regarding a positive
impact [20].

The results of the tested hypothesis are the following:
For Hypothesis 1, χ2 (2) = 11.403, p = 0.003, indicating that the efficiency of the hotel’s activity

significantly influences the decision to implement additional environmental measures in the next three
to five years.

For Hypothesis 2, χ2 (4) = 2.852, p = 0.583, revealing that the hotel classification category does not
significantly influence the decision to implement additional environment protection measures in the
next three to five years.
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Using the Two-Step algorithm and based on the two predictors, the reasons for not applying
for the EU Ecolabel and the presumed impact of ecolabelling on the efficiency of the hotel’s activity,
and choosing—as assessment field—the economic efficiency of the hotel’s activity, three clusters
resulted, covering 39.7%, 34.5%, and 25.9% of the study data.

The cluster quality was good, based on a silhouette coefficient of cohesion and separation of 0.6.
The size of the smallest cluster was 15 (25.9%) and the size of the largest one was 23 (39.7%). The ratio
of sizes was satisfactory (1.53).

The first cluster includes the managers who considered that the most important reason for not
applying for the EU Ecolabel was their lack of information and knowledge regarding the certification
and found that holding the EU Ecolabel would have a low to moderate impact on the efficiency of
the economic activity. The second cluster includes the managers who considered the difficulty of
meeting the criteria as a reason for not applying for the EU Ecolabel and found that holding the EU
Ecolabel would have a moderate impact on the efficiency of the economic activity. The third cluster
includes the managers who considered that the customers’ lack of awareness was the main reason for
not considering applying for the EU Ecolabel, and that holding the EU Ecolabel would have a strong
impact on the efficiency of the economic activity.

The modelling results are provided in Table 2 and Figures 3–5.

Table 2. Coefficients of the variables in the regression model.

Variables Coefficients Standard Error t Stat p-Value

Z1 0.70649 0.10925 6.46628 2.45 × 10−8

Z2 −0.37611 0.16943 7.865639 0.03042
Z3 0.73392 0.10549 2.502161 3.743 × 10−9
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The coefficients of the variables are in the second column of Table 2, the values of the Student
t-statistics are presented in the fourth column, and the corresponding p-values are in the fifth column.
Since the p-values are all less than 0.05, all of the coefficients of the model are significant.

The F-test did not reject the hypothesis regarding the significance of the model as a whole because
the p-value corresponding to the F statistics is 2.94 × 10−38 (< 0.05).

The analysis of residuals was also performed.
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The Kolmogorov—Smirnov test did not reject the hypothesis that the residuals are normally
distributed at the significance level of 0.01 since the p-value associated is 0.019 > 0.01 (Figure 3).
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The correlogram analysis does not emphasize the existence of the residuals autocorrelation, as
one may observe in Figure 4, where the vertical bars represent the values of autocorrelation functions
at different lags and the dotted line represents the limits of the empirical confidence interval at 95%
confidence level.

As the residuals are Gaussian and not correlated, they are independent. They are also
homoscedastic since the p-value corresponding to the Levene test are greater than 0.05 (Figure 5).

The value of the determination coefficient (R2 = 0.9564) confirms the existence of a strong
relationship between the dependent and independent variables. Therefore, the model:

Y = 0.706 Z1 − 0.376 Z2 + 0.734 Z3 + ξ, (2)

is statistically correct, describing the intention to meet the criteria and obtain the EU Ecolabel (Y),
the function of the managers’ level of knowledge about the EU Ecolabel (Z1), their opinion on whether
ecolabelling represents a competitive advantage (Z2), and the current efficiency level of the hotel’s
economic activity (Z3).

5. Conclusions

Tourism is one of the most dynamic economic sectors and is extremely environmentally
challenging. The scientific literature on the tourism accommodation industry and environmental
related issues is abundant in studies concerned with the way tourism businesses should implement
environmental protection measures and obtain a certification. At the same time, a similar scientific
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interest is paid to the customers’ appreciation of the accommodation units awarded with such a
certification. Less studied perspectives are those related to whether these eco-certifications bring real
benefits to tourism businesses and the hotel managers’ opinion on obtaining a certification in terms
of the opportunities to increase their income and maintain profitability. Our research investigates
precisely one of these less studied perspectives, that is, the managers’ opinion regarding environmental
protection measures and their appreciation of the impact a certification would have on the hotel
economic activity, with an emphasis on the EU Ecolabel. The situation in Romania, where there are
only two hotels holding the EU Ecolabel, is consistent with that of other countries in Central and
Eastern Europe (Poland, Hungary, Greece, Bulgaria) and in contrast with several Western and Southern
European countries (Italy, France, Spain, Austria). Therefore, the aim of the research was to investigate
the tourism managers’ perspective, who are, in the end, the decision-making factors in adopting
environmental friendly measures and obtaining certifications.

The research proposed five objectives, which were attained. The research results revealed that the
most common environmental measures implemented in the Romanian seaside hotel industry targeted
the reduction of energy consumption, followed by water consumption, and waste. The research
also showed that most hotels are planning to implement other environmental measures during the
next three to five years, especially targeted at energy saving, water consumption, waste reduction,
and hazardous chemical products.

A significant conclusion of our research is that most managers are convinced that the EU Ecolabel
represents a competitive advantage for the hotel, which is in line with previous findings [20]. However,
most managers had never considered applying for the EU Ecolabel. The most cited reasons for not
applying are the lack of information about the EU Ecolabel, the difficulty of the criteria (especially the
energy, waste, and water criteria), the customers’ lack of awareness and interest regarding the ecolabel.
These findings confirm the results of the previous studies on the managers’ lack of information about
the EU Ecolabel [39,42], the customers’ attitude [26,28,37,49], and the high implementation costs
(Medina, 2005; Mycoo, 2006; Vertinsky and Zhou, 2000, cited in [20]). Bearing in mind the research
findings, it is our strong belief that the entire hotel industry would benefit from coherent and sustained
information campaigns on the EU Ecolabel.

In accordance with the results of previous studies on the consumers’ perception of the
accommodation units with an environmental certification [25–28,37], the managers were rather
sceptical about the prospective role of the EU Ecolabel in tourist behaviour. Moreover, they considered
foreign tourists to be slightly more inclined to choose accommodation based on the existence of
environmental protection measures than the Romanian ones.

The novelty of our research resides in investigating the factors that influence the managers’
decision to implement additional environmental measures during the next years, meet the criteria,
and apply for obtaining the EU Ecolabel. The results indicated that the efficiency of the hotel’s activity
significantly influences the decision to implement additional environmental measures during the next
years, while the hotel classification category does not. Finally, yet importantly, the constructed and
tested model confirmed that the decision to meet the criteria and obtain the EU Ecolabel depends
significantly on the managers’ knowledge of the EU Ecolabel, their opinion on whether ecolabelling
represents a competitive advantage, and the current efficiency level of the hotel’s economic activity.

Given the obtained results, a future research direction would be to investigate the opinions of the
Bulgarian seaside tourism managers, bearing in mind the similarities between Bulgaria and Romania
concerning seaside tourism.
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