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1. INTRODUCTION
Promoting sustainable tourism, which respects the environment and supports the wealth of local
communities, is a crucial issue for the evolution of modern tourism. This implies a responsible
behaviour both by tourists and by tourism businesses involved in travel production and
distribution.
The main objectives of the research work are as follows:
 assessing the methodologies to analyse responsible tourism and Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) in Small and Medium-Sized tourism Enterprises (SMEs), starting from the
literature available and the experiences developed by the project partners, the members of the
Earth network and other international tourism operators;
 discussing the opportunity to adopt a set of common standards acknowledged at
international level or to maintain a flexible metrics, taking into account the different size and
typology of tour operators involved and their level of specialisation on responsible tourism;
 proposing the adoption of a common definition of responsible tourism at European level and
a Community label, which classify the CSR programmes adopted in Europe by big and small
tourism businesses according to a set of variables, the scope being to provide incentives for
operators to embrace the principles of CSR and help them to choose the best programme
according to their priorities and needs.
Given these objectives, the research has been developed according to the following steps.
First of all, a review of different definitions of responsible tourism and related concepts (e.g.
ecotourism, fair tourism, sustainable tourism, supportive tourism, etc.) and of Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) has been carried out, analysing those used in the literature and by the Earth
partners (Chapters 2-4).
Secondly, an analysis of the methodologies planned and/or implemented by the four Earth project
partners (AITR, QUIDAMTUR, ATES and KATE) to raise awareness of responsible tourism and CSR
among their members and to develop a process of CSR, has been developed, focussing on: main
steps, stakeholders involved, sectors analysed, tools used, main aspects investigated and grid of
criteria/indicators developed (Chapter 5).
Starting from this analysis, a review of the methodologies developed by other members of the
Earth network, not involved in the European project, and by other international tourism operators
has been conducted, in order to complete the framework of analysis (Chapter 6). The data
collected helped researchers to compare the information collected and to identify different and
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common procedures/indicators adopted for monitoring the ecological, social and economic
dimensions of sustainability and responsibility (within the company, for customers, employees, on
the environment, on the society and on the whole supply chain).
According to the results obtained, the opportunity to identify common standards for certification
or indeed to highlight the importance of maintaining a flexible metrics has been discussed,
according to the territory and the characteristics of the operators involved (big operators vs.
SMEs), the different perspective taken (environmental, social, economic, etc.) and the different
point of view adopted (intermediary, service provider, local community, client).
The creation of a common EU responsibility label has been proposed in Chapter 7, which aims at
ranking all certification schemes in tourism available at European level, according to four main
criteria: the coverage of the three main aspects of responsibility (environmental, economic and
social aspects); the size of the tour operators involved (big companies vs. SMEs); the level of
integration between the tourism responsibility approach and the certification approach; the
presence of an external audit. The scope is firstly to give tourism operators a tool, acknowledged
at EU level, to choose the most suitable certification scheme, according to their characteristics and
requirements. Secondly, to provide customers with more information to assess tour operators’
activities and products, since the EU label certifies that tour operators who have it use
certifications programs acknowledged by the European Community.

2. DEFINING RESPONSIBLE TOURISM AND RELATED CONCEPTS

2.1. Sustainability and alternative forms of tourism: general concepts
At the beginning of the 80s, the widespread concern of the international community about the
negative effects produced by mass tourism and the growing attention paid to the topic of
sustainability, led the development of actions aimed at promoting and supporting alternative
forms of tourism (Del Chiappa et al., 2009; Anderek K. L. et al. 2007).
The starting point was the World Tourism Conference in Manila. The awareness of the negative
socio-economic and environmental impacts that can derive from an indiscriminate tourism
development (see, for example, Kasim, 2006; Akama, Kieti, 2007), which generates a volume of
6

tourist flows higher than the destination’ carrying capacity (Costa, Manente, 2000), led
international organisations to coin the definition of ‘ sustainable tourism’.
It has been defined as the tourism that “meets the needs of the present tourists and host regions
while protecting and enhancing the opportunity for the future. It is envisaged as leading to
management of all resources in such a way that economic, social and aesthetic needs can be
fulfilled, while maintaining cultural integrity, essential ecological processes, biological diversity and
life support systems.” (WTO, 1998; UNEP, 2004; D. V. Tesone, 2004).
In this sense, sustainable tourism emphasizes the need to preserve the traditions and the sociocultural identity of the local community (M. Altinay, K. Hussain, 2005), to protect the environment,
to generate revenue and labour for host destinations (A. Mortara, 2007; L. K. Medina, 2005) and
finally to involve the local community in decision-making processes of the tourism industry (World
Travel and Tourism Council, 1993; L. K. Medina, 2005).
At the same time of sustainable tourism, the concept of responsible tourism started to emerge.
As Del Chiappa states (Del Chiappa, 2009), understanding how the concept of responsible tourism
distinguishes itself from that of sustainable tourism is not an easy task. Firstly because different
definitions were given over the time and with similar and ambiguous meanings (A. Kasim, 2006).
Secondly, because there was a proliferation of correlated concepts in the public domain ecotourism, fair-trade tourism, rural tourism, supportive tourism, community-based tourism, propoor tourism, geotourism, etc. which have often been defined as similar as
sustainable/responsible tourism to make hard their identification (Responsible Travel Handbook,
2006; P. Bohdanowicz, 2006)(Tab. 1).
Table 1. An example of the vast collection of terms related to responsible tourism
AGROTOURISM
It is a subcategory of ecotourism and rural tourism. It encourages visitors to experience and learn about agricultural
life for periods of a day, overnight, or longer-term. Visitors may have the opportunity to work in the fields alongside
farmers, coffee growers, vineyardists, or fishermen.
COMMUNITY-BASED TOURISM
Community-based tourism is a wholistic approach to tourism that incorporates the environmental, social, cultural, and
economic impacts of tourism. According to Crooked Trails (www.crookedtrails.com), community-based travel includes
the basic goals of ecotourism but with a few enhancements:
- Travel to natural destinations inhabited by indigenous cultures. Community-based travel is all about learning from
and directly helping the disappearing indigenous communities around the world through cultural exchange, financial
assistance, and education.
- Minimize impact: Like ecotourism, community-based travel seeks to minimize the adverse effects of tourism by
encouraging and supporting environmentally sensitive practices, not only by travellers but also by local people.
- Build awareness. Community-based travel is about the exchange of knowledge and wisdom for both visitors and
residents of host communities alike.
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- Provide financial benefits and empowerment to indigenous people. Like ecotourism, community-based travel seeks to
benefit local people by helping them to maintain their right to self-determination by giving them decision-making
authority regarding the conduct of tourism in their lands.
- Respect local culture. Environmental sensitivity doesn’t stop with the ecosystem but extends to understanding and
respecting cultures in their own context.
CONSCIENTIOUS TOURISM
It implies travelling with one’s conscience and connecting with others in a particular place. Travel encourages a deeper
understanding of people and place and this concept recognizes the fact that travellers engage in various activities in
the same day. For example, the adventure traveller may also be a craft buyer and a birder. Being aware of one’s social
and environmental footprint is a core value of the conscientious traveller.
ECOTOURISM
The proper definition of ecotourism is ecologically sound tourism. It is "responsible travel to natural areas that
conserves the environment and improves the well-being of local people." (TIES, 1990). This special form of tourism
meets three criteria, according to Planeta.com:
- It provides for environmental conservation
- It includes meaningful community participation
- It is profitable and can sustain itself.
This means that those who implement and participate in ecotourism activities should follow the following ecotourism
principles:
- Minimize impact.
- Build environmental and cultural awareness and respect.
- Provide positive experiences for both visitors and hosts.
- Provide direct financial benefits for conservation.
- Provide financial benefits and empowerment for local people.
- Raise sensitivity to host countries' political, environmental, and social climate.
If projects are to be considered ecotourism, they must include local participation and they must assist conservation
efforts. This is not to say that tourism services that don’t include these components are not “good” – they simply are
not ecotourism
FAIR-TRADE TOURISM
"These days an increasing number of consumers want to be more ‘people-friendly’ ... This is often called ‘fair trade'. If
you’ve seen or bought fair trade coffee or bananas you’ll know what we’re talking about," says Tourism Concern,
www.tourismconcern.org.uk. Fair Trade in Tourism takes fair trade one step further, into travel. This means working
with the travel industry to make things fairer for people living in what are traditionally known as "destinations."
Fair trade in tourism is guiding the way toward sharing benefits more equitably between travellers, the tourism
industry, governments of the countries visited, and most importantly, the host-country nationals.
GEOTOURISM
National Geographic coined this term. It is “tourism that sustains or enhances the geographical character of a place—
its environment, culture, aesthetics, heritage, and the well-being of its residents.” What ‘geotourism’ offers is explicit
recognition and value of cultural heritage. Cities will embrace this and no doubt countries, particularly if there is a
chance they can be profiled by the Society.
HERITAGE TOURISM
Tourism that respects natural and built environments, in short the heritage of the people and place, is called ‘heritage
tourism.’ Renewed appreciation for historical milestones, the development of ‘heritage trails’ linking cultural
landmarks produce new tourism services and products that can assist local economies.
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PRO-POOR TOURISM
Pro-Poor Tourism (PPT) is tourism that results in increased net benefits for poor people. PPT is not a specific product
or niche sector but an approach to tourism development and management. It enhances the linkages between tourism
businesses and poor people, so that tourism’s contribution to poverty reduction is increased and poor people are able
to participate more effectively in product development (www.propoortourism.org.uk). Links with many different types
of ‘the poor’ need to be considered: staff, neighbouring communities, land-holders, producers of food, fuel and other
suppliers, operators of micro tourism businesses, craft-makers, other users of tourism infrastructure (roads) and
resources (water) etc. There are many types of pro poor tourism strategies, ranging from increasing local employment
to building mechanisms for consultation. Any type of company can be involved in pro-poor tourism—a small lodge, an
urban hotel, a tour operator, an infrastructure developer. The critical factor is not the type of company or the type of
tourism, but that an increase in the net benefits that go to poor people can be demonstrated.
REALITY TOURS
Reality Tours, according to Global Exchange, promotes socially responsible travel as its participants build “people to
people ties.”
Reality Tours are founded on the principles of experiential education and each tour focuses on important social,
economic, political and environmental issues. The emphasis is on meeting the people, learning the facts firsthand, and
then working toward the alleviation of global problems and enacting positive change.
RURAL TOURISM
Rural tourism provides travellers with an opportunity for recreational experiences involving visits to non-urban
settings for the purpose of participating in or observing activities, events, or attractions that are a fundamental part of
rural communities and environments. These are not necessarily agricultural in nature (see agro-tourism).
SUSTAINABLE TOURISM
According to United Nations Environment Programme on Tourism, www.uneptie.org/pc/tourism/about-us/whytourism.htm ,“Sustainable tourism development meets the needs of the present tourists and host regions while
protecting and enhancing the opportunity for the future. It is envisaged as leading to management of all resources in
such a way that economic, social and aesthetic needs can be fulfilled, while maintaining cultural integrity, essential
ecological processes, biological diversity and life support systems.”
Sources: Responsible Travel Handbook, 2006; International Ecotourism Society

The analysis of all these concepts highlights that there is a strong overlapping of different terms,
and of the principles behind them, considering their ethical implications and then the actions
made and behaviour taken by all stakeholders involved. For example, one of the founding
principles of ‘rural tourism’ is the participation of the local population to the organisation and
management of tourism activities and, at the same time, the positive economic impact of these
activities on the local community. These elements are also central in the concept of ‘community
tourism’, which is hardly distinguishable from the previous one, apart from the fact that it is
determined by a specific historical and geographic context (Castagnone, 2009).
Focussing on ‘eco-tourism’, ‘sustainable tourism’ and ’responsible tourism’, they are given similar
definitions (see Clifton and Benson, 2006; Medina, 2005; Reichel, Uriely and Shani, 2008;

9

Kerstetter, Jou and Lin, 2003), which are often used in an interchangeable way 1(Reichel, Uriely
and Shani, 2008).
This although it not always possible to consider ecotourism as a form of sustainable tourism. Some
researchers believe this is not coherent when the eco-tourists do not use means of transport that
respect the environment or they do not give their contribution to the economic development of
the destination, for example buying local products (Tao, Eagles and Smith, 2004).
In the same way, some research works have highlighted that taking into account the number of
people declaring a positive attitude towards responsible tourism, only 1 out of 20 can be
considered as a real responsible tourist (Chafe, 2005).
Others think that ecotourism is different from sustainable tourism and responsible tourism,
because of the action size (socio-economic development) and the greater emphasis posed to the
nature and the environment (Franch et al., 2008).
Generally speaking, this discussion highlights that every definition correlated to sustainable
tourism and responsible tourism mentioned before - ecotourism, fair-trade tourism, rural tourism,
supportive tourism, community-based tourism, etc. - entails one or more different aspects of a
common concept. Whether the vast collection of terms shows the dynamics of these forms of
tourism and the manifold aspects and approaches characterising them, on the one hand, it also
highlights the difficulty in identifying a set of concepts clearly defined and mutually exclusive, on
the other.
A confusion similar to that recorded between eco-tourism and sustainable tourism has involved
the concepts of sustainable tourism and responsible tourism.
Recently, some new contributions in the literature have suggested that the two concepts entail a
different perspective of definition. Responsible tourism would imply a demand-side perspective
and sustainable tourism a supply-side one. In more detail:
 responsible tourism would mean the adoption by tourists of a model/a travel behaviour
that push them to respect the places they visit and the people they meet during the
holiday, and to promote/support the wealth of the host community (for example, buying
local products);

1

As Del Chiappa argues (Del Chiappa, 2009), according to WTO declarations, ecotourism is different from sustainable
tourism because the first one refers to a tourism segment, while sustainability concerns all tourism segments
(traditional and alternative). From this point of view, ecotourism can be acknowledged as a sub-component of
sustainable tourism (C. Sambri, G. Pegan, 2006).
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 sustainable tourism refers to the planning of a development policy and a management
strategy for the destination respecting the interests of all stakeholders involved (Sambri,
Pegan, 2006).
In other words, the sustainable tourism product would represent the natural reply that tourist
operators give to fulfil the needs and wishes of responsible tourists.

2.2. Responsible tourism: An overview of different definitions
According to what discussed before, the concept of responsible tourism has changed over the last
years. From being defined as a form of tourism characterising developing countries or destinations
at the early stage of their life cycle (Clifton and Benson, 2006), it has become a new way to
conceive holidays, a sort of new lifestyle (Budeanu, 2007) pushing a growing number of people
(Meric and Hunt, 1998) to make their travel choices according to values like consciousness,
sobriety (Lori and Volpi, 2005), responsible consumption and respect of the cultural, social,
environmental and economic context of the local community. This independently from the fact
that the tourism destination chosen is domestic or international, mature or at the early stage of its
life cycle (Sambri and Pegan, 2007; Franch et al., 2008).
Following the Responsible Travel Handbook, “responsible travel goes beyond fancy packaging and
eco-certification. It also goes far beyond simplistic internal hotel policies of washing sheets and
towels, or accommodations simply being located in natural jungle or forest areas. Responsible
tourism has to do with an everyday lifestyle that promotes cultural and biological diversity, and
promotes environmental and natural resources conservation, at home and while travelling”
(Responsible Travel Handbook, 2006, p. 13).
Responsible Tourism is about “making better places for people to live in and better places for
people to visit (H. Goodwin: www.haroldgoodwin.info). It requires that operators, hoteliers,
governments, local people and tourists take responsibility, take action to make tourism more
sustainable.
The
Cape
Town
Declaration
(2002)(http://www.gdrc.org/uem/eco-tour/cape-towndeclaration.html)
recognises that Responsible Tourism takes a variety of forms. It is characterised by travel and
tourism which:
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1. “minimises negative environmental, social and cultural impacts;
2. generates greater economic benefits for local people and enhances the well being of host
communities, by improving working conditions and access to the industry;
3. involves local people in decisions that affect their lives and life chances;
4. makes positive contributions to the conservation of natural and cultural heritage and to the
maintenance of the world’s diversity;
5. provides more enjoyable experiences for tourists through more meaningful connections with
local people, and a greater understanding of local cultural and environmental issues;
6. provides access for physically challenged people; and
7. is culturally sensitive and engenders respect between tourists and hosts.”
Behaviour can be more or less responsible and what is responsible in a particular place depends
upon environment and culture.
The Kerala Declaration (2008)(http://www.responsibletourism2008.org/keraladeclaration.php)
reviews progress made since Cape Town in 2002 and reflects the experience gained from efforts at
implementation around the world, giving some recommendations for actions in different fields
(education and training, campaigning and awareness raising, media, governance, partnerships,
markets, etc.). Regarding the monitoring of responsible tourism, the verification and reporting on
key local social, economic and environmental issues through locally agreed indicators is
considered crucial to the management of tourism impacts - measure, verify and report.
“Transparent and auditable reporting is essential to the integrity and credibility of our work and to
establishing benchmarks and targets which enable individual consumers and businesses to make
informed choices. In determining who are the responsible tourists and what are the responsible
forms of tourism we need to rely more on the measurement of impacts rather than the selfdeclared motivations of the travellers or the companies concerned. Measurement enables the
identification of the specific activities, businesses and tourists who deliver impacts which fulfil the
locally defined Responsible Tourism priorities recognising that the tourists who have the lowest
environmental impacts may also have low economic yield - choices will need to be made within
the framework of local sustainable development priorities. Credible and robust measuring of local
impacts assists in ensuring that an holistic assessment is made of the contribution of tourism to
sustainable communities and assists in engaging colleagues in local and national government to
contribute their expertise and resources to the management of tourism. Local government should
establish with all stakeholders to create the systems and processes to document and report the
collective impacts of stakeholder action at local destination level” (Responsible Tourism 2008,
Kerala Declaration: http://www.responsibletourism2008.org/keraladeclaration.php#3).
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According to the International Coalition for Responsible Tourism, Responsible Tourism defines as
the application of the concept of Sustainable Development on Tourism Sector. So, Responsible
Tourism indicates any form of development or tourist activity which respects and preserves in the
long term natural, cultural and social resources and contributes in a positive and fair way to the
development and the bloom of people who lives, works and spend their holiday in this place
(http://www.coalition-tourisme-responsable.org/ENGLISH/tourisme-responsable.html). The main
stakeholders involved are within and outside the destination: the resident population, the local
tourism enterprises (especially SMEs), external intermediaries (outgoing travel agencies and tour
operators) and tourists.
However, the definitions adopted also vary according to the country where this form of tourism
develops or where the responsible tourists originate from.
In Italy, responsible tourism has been identified by AITR (Italian Association for Responsible
Tourism) as “tourism developed according to the principles of economic and social justice and
respecting the environment and local culture. Responsible tourism acknowledges the centrality
of the host community and its right to be the main driver of the sustainable and socially
responsible development of their territory. This form of tourism acts supporting the positive
interaction between the tourism industry, the local community and travellers”(www.aitr.org).
Here the focus is on the social aspects of this alternative form of tourism.
Likely, in Spain responsible tourism has been defined as ”the tourism product or the system of
tourism production in which the tourists and the local stakeholders take responsibility over the
destination from the environmental, social, cultural and economic point of view, recognizing the
central role of the local community” (Palomo, 2006), Junta de Andalucía (Fitur, 2009).
(http://www.turismoresponsablehoy.org/).
In Germany, there isn’t an official definition of responsible tourism, but the term ‘fair tourism’ is
used. It identifies “socially and environmentally compatible tourism” (http://www.katestuttgart.org/content/e825/index_eng.html)
Also in France there isn’t an official definition of responsible tourism, but a number of different
concepts which share some aspects with it: le tourisme durable (durable/sustainable tourism),
l’ecotourisme (ecotourism), le tourisme equitable (fair tourism), le tourisme solidaire (solidarity
tourism). As for fair tourism, it is defined as “a group of tourist service activities proposed by
tourist operators to responsible travellers and totally or partially developed by local communities.
These communities also take part in the management of these activities. Economic, social and
cultural benefits have to be spread locally and go for most part to the benefits of local population”
(http://www.tourismesolidaire.org/).
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As for solidarity tourism, it groups the “alternative forms of tourism that put at the core of travel
the meeting with local communities and that aim to the develop the local territory. The
involvement of local populations in different steps of the tourist project, the respect of people,
culture and nature and the equal allocation of the resources created by the project, are the basic
foundations of this kind of tourism”( http://www.tourismesolidaire.org/).
Laurent (2003) states that the “tourisme responsable” includes all type of tourism mentioned just
above, whose borders are fuzzy and dynamic: “le tourisme integer et diffuse, essentiellement en
milieu rural, l’écotourisme, le tourisme solidaire, le tourisme equitable, le tourisme
communautaire et pour les puavres (pro-poor), le tourisme durable”.
The following table compares the main elements characterising responsible tourism and other
alternative forms of tourism presented just above, showing the relevance/intensity of each
element analysed. The relevance is measured by the number of crosses (from 5=maximum to
1=minimum).
Table 2. Responsible tourism and other alternative forms of tourism: relevance of social, economic
and environmental aspects
Elements
Definition
Responsible
tourism
Sustainable
tourism
Ecotourism
Fair tourism
Solidarity tourism
Community-based
tourism

Community
involvement

Local
development

Equity

Environmental
preservation
XXX

Respect for
different
cultures
XXX

Meeting with
local
population
XXX

XXXXX

XXXX

XX

XX

XXXX

XX

XXXX

XXX

X

XXX
XXXX
XXXXX
XXXXX

XXX
XXX
XXXX
XXXX

X
XXXXX
XX
XX

XXXXX
X
XXX
XXX

XX
X
XXX
XXX

XX
X
XXXX
XX

Generally speaking, it could be stated that, if developed respecting the elements highlighted in
the table, all alternative forms of tourism can be considered as responsible way of travelling and
included in a broad definition of responsible tourism. The founding elements are the same, but
their importance changes in intensity.
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3. DEFINING CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY (CSR) IN TOURISM

3.1. The general concept
The concept of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) developed since the mid-1990s outside the
tourism sector, as an essential framework for changing management practice in general. The
scope was to “retain consumer confidence against a background of decreasing public trust in
business standards and ethical behaviour. Major industry players see the principles and practices
of CSR as a tool and a pre-requisite for responsible and sustainable development of industrial and
service operations“ (Kalish, 2002).
The premise is that sustainability cannot be achieved if businesses do not take responsibility of
their actions toward society. Whether in the past the financial bottom line only was
acknowledged, now it is common to use the term of “triple bottom line”, referring to the fact that
businesses have to be aware of the economic, social and environmental impacts they produce
with their activities (Fig. 1). Beyond maximising profits, they have to act respecting the staff, the
local community, the environment and other stakeholders (Kalish, 2002).
Figure 1. The components of CSR

Source: WBCSD, 1999

However, CSR lacks of a generally accepted definition. “For some, it is simply a management
approach in which the interests of all the organisation’s stakeholders are identified, assessed and
respected. For other, and much akin to this first definition, CSR is a dynamic process of recognizing
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and responding to evolving forms of accountability between the organisation and its stakeholders”
(White, 2006).
According to the Business for Social Responsibility, CSR means “achieving commercial success in
ways that honour ethical values and respect people, communities and the natural environment”
(White, 2006). Like the first two, this definition stresses the idea of recognizing and responding to
a broader spectrum of stakeholder interests that includes, but it is not limited to, shareholders.
The World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) acknowledges that CSR is “the
continuing commitment by business to behave ethically and contribute to economic
development while improving the quality of life of the workforce and their families as well as of
the local community and society at large”(WBCSD, 1999). It is driven by a commitment to “human
rights, employees rights, environmental protection, community involvement, supplier relations,
stakeholder rights and monitoring”.
A similar definition is given by the World Bank, who claims that CRS describes the commitment of
a company to be responsible toward stakeholders in all its activities. A socially responsible
company considers the impacts its produces on the environment and the local community when it
takes decisions, balancing the interests of all stakeholders while making profits (World Bank,
2003).
The European Commission has recognized the role of CSR as a contributing factor to the Lisbon
Strategy for growth and jobs, in that it can help to shape the kind of competitiveness model that
Europe wants.
According to the definition coined in 2001, CSR is "a concept whereby companies integrate social
and environmental concerns in their business operations and in their interaction with their
stakeholders on a voluntary basis " (EC COM (2001) 366, p. 6). This means that:
 CSR covers social and environmental issues at the same time, in spite of the English term
‘Corporate Social Responsibility’;
 CSR is not or should not be separate from business strategy and operations. It is about
integrating social and environmental concerns into the enterprise’s activities;
 CSR is a voluntary concept;
 an important aspect of CSR is how enterprises interact with internal and external stakeholders
(employees, customers, local communities, neighbors, non-governmental organizations, public
authorities, etc.).
”Being social responsible means not only fulfilling legal expectations, but also going beyond
compliance and investing more into the human capital, the environment and the relations with
stakeholders” (EC COM (2001) 366, p. 6).
16

In 2006, the Commission published a new Communication (COM (2006) 136 final) emphasizing the
importance of CSR and challenging businesses to take leadership in this field. It also outlined ways
in which the Commission intends to continue to promote CSR as a voluntary concept, with an
emphasis on dialogue between stakeholders. According to this document, CSR can play a key role
in contributing to sustainable development and to the competitiveness of enterprises of all sizes.
In particular, the Commission aims at making Europe a pole of excellence of CSR, also launching
the European Alliance for CSR, a political umbrella for new or existing CSR initiatives . The main
goals of this initiative are:
 raising awareness and improving knowledge on CSR and reporting on its achievements;
 helping to mainstream and develop open coalitions of co-operation;
 ensuring an enabling environment for CSR.
Consequently, CSR is based on the premise that sustainability and sustainable development
cannot be achieved without corporate acceptance of responsibility to society at large as well as
to shareholders (owners and financial investors) (Kalish, 2002).
There are eight core areas of CSR use in a company, according to the principles developed by
different organisations (Tab. 3).
Table 3. The eight core area of CSR use in a company
1. Accountability (in stakeholder engagement, reporting on environmental and human rights issues,
performance related to standards);
2. Business conduct (competitive conduct, corruption and bribery, proprietary information, intellectual
property rights, political activities)
3. Community involvement (community economic development, employment of local and/or underutilised workers, philanthropy)
4. Corporate governance (right of shareholders, conduct of executive boards)
5. Environment (precautionary principle, input/output, stakeholder engagement, training of employees,
management systems, public policy, sustainable development)
6. Human rights (indigenous peoples’ rights, health and safety, child/forced labour, freedom of
association, wages and benefits, working conditions, discipline)
7. Marketplace/consumers (marketing/advertising, product quality and/or safety, consumer privacy)
8. Workplace/employees (non-discrimination, training, harassment/abuse, downsizing, child/elder care,
maternity/paternity leave).
Source: Gordon, 2001
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The implementation of a CSR strategy produces benefits not only for the environment and for
society at large, but also for the business itself. These benefits can change in nature and intensity
according to the type of company and the sector it belongs to and generally occur over a mediumlong period of time. The most important ones are as follows:
1. internal savings: e.g. using alternative sources of energies or recycled paper are actions that
contribute to preserve di environment and reduce internal costs, without impairing the quality
of services delivered;
2. Differentiation and ability to respond to new consumers’ requirements: the number of people
concerned about the environment and interested in having a true contact with the destination
and the local community is growing. They require the enterprise to produce goods and services
respecting all these elements. Consequently, a business that implements an adequate CSR
strategy can be more competitive in attracting this market segment;
3. better risk management : applying a CSR strategy can help the enterprise to better manage the
internal and external process (e.g. production, human resources, relationships with partners,
etc.) and improve its image and reputation. For example, the production of goods and services
that directly or indirectly employs children’ work or that has negative effects on the
environment can push consumers to boycott the business. On the contrary, taking on a social
and environmental responsibility can contribute to enhance the business’ reputation and
improve its long-term profitability;,
4. preventing future regulations: there is a growing interest in public opinion, supported by nonprofit organisations, to strengthen the controls on businesses’ activity and impose new
regulations, which often translate in a cost increase. The adoption of a CSR approach reduces
the need for these new regulations. In addition, businesses that already have their own code of
conduct or that already adhere to a certification program are in a better position than their
competitors and can also affect decisions taken at global level.

3.2. CSR in tourism

“As service industry using people and environments at national and international level, tourism
bears major responsibility for sustainable development and respect of human rights in
destinations” (Kalish, 2002).
From this point of view, sustainable tourism is more than just environmental conservation of a
natural area. It “embraces a systematic and integrated approach to the environmental as well as
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the social and economic effects of corporate trade activities within destination management”
(Kalish, 2002).
This was also emphasized by Tourism Concern, which highlights the need for tourism development
to be “guided by the wishes of local people, recognising the contribution that people, customs and
lifestyles make to the tourism experience, and recognising that local people must have an
equitable share in the economic benefits of tourism” (Tourism Concern, 1992 in Kalish, 2002).
“Sustainable tourism, in addition to the principles of sustainable development requires a holistic,
integrated perspective that takes into account all industries and resources upon which tourism
relies” (Dodds and Juppe, 2005).
In particular, the set of criteria that identify the conditions for its achievement comprises (Dodds
and Joppe, 2005):
 protect and conserve sustainable resources;
 be a multi-stakeholder approach
 be environmentally responsible






maintain the well-being and involvement of local population or host
provide meaningful and fairly remunerated employment for the host population
have economic benefit
have a long-term view
have a triple-bottom line approach (environmental, social and economic)

 be equitable
 government must play a leadership role (e.g. impose ‘greater good’ approach)
 obtain optimum guest satisfaction and educate tourists about environmental and social
concerns.
Consequently, the definition of CSR has many similarities with sustainable tourism, in that “both
focus on how stakeholders should be identified and engaged and that initiatives should be
measured to determine their impacts on others” (Dodds and Joppe, 2005). This is coherent with
what stated in Section 2.1. about the fact that sustainable tourism is recently assumed as the
supply-side version of responsible tourism.
As for the development of CSR standards and practices, the tourism industry “is still some way
behind other industries in using the framework of CSR to implement sustainability in a holistic
way” (Kalish, 2002). In the opinion of experts “CSR is still largely a terra incognita in the tourism
sector in comparison with other industries”(Ermlich, 2009). Whether in these industries and in
services (e.g. food, textiles, information technology, etc.), CSR standards have been developed by
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companies to respond to external pressure, “in tourism the use of codes of conduct and
certification is not widespread and is not based upon agreed international standards” (Dodds and
Joppe, 2005).
This in spite the United Nation Foundation states that “CSR is no longer a luxury for the travel and
tourism sector, but a necessity in the global marketplace” (Harms, 2009 in Ermlich, 2009).
The characteristics of the tourism sector (high fragmentation, cross-sectional, prevalence of small
and micro enterprises, etc.) and of the product (heterogeneity, etc.) make it difficult for most
enterprises to accomplish the strict requirements of these standards.
Whether international hotel companies and tour operators have already adopted individual ad hoc
actions for good causes as well as social and environmental projects that are already presented as
CSR initiatives2, SMEs find it difficult to organize their core business in a socially and ecological
responsible way and to develop the conditions under which a product can be defined as
“responsible”(Ermlich, 2009). They often do not have appropriate knowledge of the destination,
understanding and skills in community development and the budget to invest in long-term
planning such as a CSR strategy requires.
Another important aspect is that “certification programs are costly to run and most are
subsidised by governments or international funding agencies” (Dodds and Joppe, 2005). Not only
the costs refer to the expenses met for an expert driving the certification process and for the
certification issue, but also to the reconfiguration of internal processes. Whether in large
companies the costs of implementing a CSR strategy can be limited in some cases, because
existing procedures can be re-adapted and complemented to incorporate CSR principles, for SMEs
the situation can be more complicated.
In addition, some of these programs “have not delivered on promised marketing benefits and
consumer awareness”, also for big and medium tourism companies (Dodds and Joppe, 2005). A
study commissioned by the World Bank Group showed that “although increasing in their number
and scope over the past ten years, certification schemes have not enabled SMEs greater access to
market opportunities, not have they moved the tourism industry significantly towards
responsibility” (Dodds and Joppe, 2005). Whether guidelines are becoming more common,
implementation and evaluation are still weak.
A last aspect to be taken into account is the plethora of certification programs available, most of
which are not acknowledged at international level. This can generate confusion in tourism
2

According to Lynn (2009), 8 of top 10 hotel companies reported giving charitable donations, 60% reported having
diversity policies, and 40% mentioned social responsibility as part of their company mission statements. Community,
environment, marketplace, vision and values, and workforce were the categories the top 10 hotel companies’
available information was entered into.
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enterprises, who are not able to distinguish among them and identify the most effective and
credible program, also taking into account the characteristics of their business (Dodds and Joppe,
2005). This aspect will be discussed in detail in the following section.

4. CERTIFICATION SCHEMES AND RESPONSIBLE TOURISM

4.1. Certification in tourism and CSR standards
4.1.1. Definitions
According to Russillo et al. (2008), “certification is a marketing-based tool. It links players in the
value chain by guaranteeing, or certifying, to users (tourists and tourism intermediaries) that the
suppliers (tourism providers) adhere to a specific set of standards and indicators of sustainable
practices”. Following these authors, entering into a certification program:
 allows tourism businesses to improve quality and performance of their activities and staff;
 implies “do the right thing” to protect the environment and local communities;
 cut costs;
 gain marketing advantages;
 avoid being lumped with “greenwashed” businesses that are not sustainable, yet try to claim to
be.
Looking at the basic of tourism certification, it implies (Robson, 2006):





checking management system conformity;
do not simply address “ecofriendliness”;
developing a business integration system;
choosing between voluntary certification and second or third party audit;

There are many certification schemes regarding tourism that relate to sustainability (e.g. Green
Globe, Blue Flag) and a number of eco-certification projects are in the pilot or development phase
in different part of the world.
The impetus for environmental certification began with the 1992 Earth Summit, held under the
United Nations sponsorship in Rio de Janeiro, and then with the Agenda 21. Since 2000, there has
been a growing recognition that most environmental certification programs have not seriously
21

considered socio-cultural issue, while social land labour systems have not considered
environmental factors. A different evolution has occurred in tourism certification. “Quality
certification (e.g. “star rating” in hotels) has existed for decades, whereas environmental
certification in tourism is relatively new and only since 1987. Socio-cultural aspects have been
added since about 1996 in the Americas and 2000 in Europe” (Bien, 2008).
Programs and practices vary region to region around the world. “By 2007, as many as 80 programs
exist or are under development, although many smaller programs have ceased to certify new
businesses” (Bien, 2008). In order to avoid the dangers of uncontrolled proliferation, a formal
effort was established through the Sustainable Tourism Stewardship Council, which should identify
the programs with the minimum standards for certifying sustainable tourism and ecotourism, as
well as establishing a clear distinction between these types of tourism. Among the concrete results
is the establishment of harmonized standards in Europe: the VISIT-Voluntary Initiative for
Sustainable Tourism Standard program. It is “an inclusive system to raise standards and cooperation among European programs, and markets approximately 4,000 certified products
through ethical trade fairs (green travel markets) and to tour operators” (VISIT, 2002 in Dodds and
Joppe, 2005).
Regarding the sub-sectors involved, “the majority of certification schemes accredit
accommodations (approximately 63%), whereas only 7% address tour operators, mainly ground
operators specifically dealing with ecotourism. Approximately 40% of criteria or indicators relate
to management issues and the remaining 60% to specific actions, such as environmental
benchmarking (34%), economic indicators (8%) or socio-cultural criteria (12%)”(Font, 2003 in
Dodds and Joppe, 2005).
According to the data provided by the WTO Voluntary Initiative (2001), 68% of certification
schemes involve accommodation, about 18% destinations, 7% tour operators, 5% sport and leisure
facilities and 2% transportation.

4.1.2. Importance of certification
Certification is not an end in itself. It is one of the number of tools for motivating businesses and
other to improve their environmental, social and economic performance, while rewarding them
for doing so. These rewards are sometimes tangible and sometimes not.
Certification brings benefits to (Bien, 2008):
 enterprises: certification educates them and stimulates voluntary improvements; it tends to
reduce operating costs, supports better operating business, allow easier access to technical
assistance and financing. Certification and the use of a logo are thought to give tourism
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companies a competitive advantage and increased linkages into the distribution chain and to
consumers through marketing;
 consumers: certification provides them with environmentally and socially responsible choices,
help them to distinguish businesses that are truly responsible and to have better services,
increase public awareness and alert tourist to specific issues in an area. ;
 governments: certification help them to protect their market niches, especially when the
credibility of destinations is threatened by greenwashing; raises industry standards; lower the
regulatory costs of environmental protection; requiring economic benefits to communities, it
can help them to reduce poverty, especially in rural area;
 environment and local communities: certification protects both the environment and the
social and economic structure of local communities. It requires the business to respect the local
culture and provide real social and economic benefits for it.
However, although the benefits these certification programs can have, many of them have
insufficient funds for effective, broad-scale consumer marketing, which can be notoriously
expensive (Bien, 2008). In addition, as Font highlights, certification schemes tend to be developed
for tour operators addressing ecotourism development rather than for large mass market
operators, who manage the majority of world tourism flows and have the main access to the
market (Font, 2003 in Dodds and Joppe, 2005). This implies:
 lack of critical mass (too few certified products, since less than 1% of tourism business are
certified);
 too many certification programs and industry awards;
 lack of a unified brand (fragmentation leads to competition and duplication of efforts, although
in presence of varied criteria)
 lack of awareness by industry, consumers and government;





lack of credibility (many local schemes with no international recognition);
low consumer demand (general tiredness with growth of labels of all kinds);
lack of proven marketing benefits (and lack of marketing by certification bodies);
lack of incentives for tourism companies to join;

 lack of readiness to disclose information;
 cost of adherence and perception that recognition/label can be ‘bought’.
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4.1.3. Types of certification
There are many types of certification systems, as well as related awards and eco-labels, and there
is often confusion about how they differ. Although certification programs can differ considerably,
they almost share some similar components. These are (Bien, 2008):
 voluntary enrolment by businesses;






well-defined standards and criteria;
assessment and auditing;
recognition and awarding the use of a logo;
periodic follow-up audits to renew the certification;
continual improvement;

 transparency;
 participatory mechanisms to define standards.
As for the technical aspects ensuring the fairness and objectivity of a certification system, they can
be very complicated. Among the most important ones are:
 non discrimination: certification should available to all applicants who meet the standards and
whose activities are covered;
 certification should be free of undue financial consideration and independent of size and
membership in groups and organisations;
 standards should consist of clearly defined criteria, specifically related to what is being
certified;
 the certifying organisation should be able to make impartial evaluations and certification
decisions, based on clearly defined criteria;
 the certification body should allow the participation of all parties significantly concerned with
the activity being certified, with respect to the content and functions of the certification
system;
 the person who evaluates a business should be separate from the entity that decides whether
to award the certification and both should be independent of whoever provides consulting
service to help the business qualify;
 the certification body should be free from commercial or financial pressure that might influence
decisions;
 the certification should award a logo and include a sunset clause that requires re-application
after a given time period, to protect against greenwashing;
 there should be established procedures for appeals, for revoking certifications, for revising and
changing criteria and standards and so on.
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About the main distinctions among programs, they basically concern:
1. the assessment system (first- vs. second- and third-party audit);
2. the focus of the certification program (product- vs. process- based systems or process- vs.
performance-based systems)(Bien, 2008).
As for the assessment system, first-party certification is basically a self-evaluation. Second-party
certification implies that a purchaser (e.g. consumer) or a industry body assures that the product
meets the purchaser’s standards. Third-party certification is when a neutral, independent third
party evaluates the compliance of the product or service with clearly defined standards.
As for type of standards, product standards reflect the appropriate characteristics a product is
expected to have.
A controversial topic is whether processes or results (performances) should be certified.
Process standards (e.g. ISO 9000 or 14001) refer to the appropriate characteristics of the process
put in place, from the creation of the product to final distribution. They certify businesses that
have established and documented systems for assuring the improvement of quality or
environmental performance. However, they do not determine any specific performance results
other than the company’s own and those required by law. Consequently, businesses receive a
certification for its efforts, not for its actual performance.
Performance standards certify whether or not a business or activity complies with objective
outside criteria. This allows a direct comparison between two businesses to show which one has
better environmental performance (e.g. how many litres of water per guest per night the two
hotels consume?). Performance systems are better suited for SMEs, because they tend to be
cheaper to implement than process standards in a number of ways. They measure achievements
and results according to tangible criteria, not intent. They are more transparent and can include
environmental and socio-economic criteria within and without business. They can offer different
levels of logos reflecting different levels of performance.
At first sight, performance-based systems appear to be better than process-based systems of
certification. However, according to Bien (Bien, 2008), there are a number of elements to take into
account.
Process-based systems ensure that a company documents its performance, and more importantly,
that it has internal controls in place in order to continue to maintain good performance. Whether
a performance-based system might certify on the basis of one or a few measurements of key
indicators, a process system can ensure that the indicators are constantly monitored and that
there is a person and a budget available to do so. Consequently, this system can be very costeffective for large companies, but not for medium and small-size tourism enterprises.
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Consequently, “in tourism there has been a growing international consensus that sustainable
tourism certifications systems should incorporate elements of both process and performance, but
emphasizing performance” (Bien, 2008).
Currently, large tourism operators, like hotel chains, airlines and big tour operators, generally opt
for international process standards such as ISO 9001, which provides a quality assurance
accreditation, or ISO 14001, which provides specific environmental accreditation. One of the
attraction of these schemes is that “they brought with them improved management practices and
processes, although they were see as bureaucratic by smaller enterprises” (Goodwin, 2005).
In 2010 the ISO 26001 will be at work in Europe. ISO, the International Organization for
Standardization, has decided to launch an International Standard providing guidelines for Social
Responsibility (SR). The guidance standard will be published in 2010 and be voluntary to use.
Unlike other standards, it will not include requirements and will thus not be a certification
standard.
As mentioned before, these schemes are however not widely adopted, due to a lack of awareness
and marketing, but also because of their cost. Furthermore, many companies are not willing to
accomplish all the requirements of these standards and prefer to develop their own internal
monitoring or benchmarking systems. These problems amplify for SMEs.

4.2. Certification approach vs. responsible tourism approach: a discussion
According to Harold Goodwin –Director of the International Centre for Responsible Tourism at
Leeds Metropolitan University -, one of the major problems with certification schemes is that
“they are opaque, the consumer does not know what is special about the hotel or resort - they
know only that a certificate has been awarded” (Goodwin, 2005).
As discussed before, there are currently a plethora of schemes. “From a responsible tourism
perspective, the large number of local schemes is desirable – it is a product of the cultural and
ecological diversity of the world and the fact that there are different issues and priorities in
different places” (Goodwin, 2005). This implies that official certification schemes find it difficult to
get consumer recognition in a majority of originating markets, because they generally lack a clear
and meaningful customer proposition.
“Since there is no international accepted way of rating hotels or of grading hotel rooms, it is not
likely that there will ever be one uniform way of certifying the sustainability and responsibility of
tourism in any meaningful sense” (Goodwin, 2005).
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Following Goodwin’s thought, certification and responsible tourism represent two different
approaches (Tab. 4). They are not mutually exclusive in principle, but imply a different
perspective in assessing the responsibility of tourism.

Table 4. Comparing Certification and Responsible Tourism Approaches

Driver
Users
Auditing
Orientation
Transparency
Consumer
engagement
Focus
Funding
Legal
Improvement
Marketing value

Competition

Responsible Tourism approach
Market led
Consumers
Consumer auditing
Output orientated
Highly transparent and content rich
The enterprise makes some specific statements
about the experience – part of the contract
Economic, social & environmental
No subsidy – self-financing
Contractual obligation
Consumers expect to see the improvement
Strong marketing value – high levels of product
differentiation focused on experiences of
particular places and communities
Significant – there is a ratchet effect as a result
of competition and increasing consumer
pressure

Certification approach
Supply-side governance and CSR
Investors & Businesses
Third- party auditing
Process orientated
Opaque – devoid of content
Low – the consumer know only that a
certification has been awarded
Primarily environmental
Expensive – subsidised
Very limited liability
Certified commitment to continuous
improvement
Very weak marketing value – no
differentiation between products and
experiences
Limited – tends to produce a level playing
field

Source: Goodwin, 2005

 Certification basically applies a process- and/or performance-oriented perspective. It is “of
most utility for businesses concerned to audit their supply chains and improve their
management”, but “rarely provides the holiday-maker or travellers with an enhanced
experience” (Goodwin, 2005). Provided that the business does not claim to have a certificate
(and it does not), there is no risk of dispute, with no differentiation between certified products
and little marketing advantage. Certification is often promoted as a means of encouraging
enterprises to continuously improve (e.g. the 14001 process orientation supports this
approach). However it is often difficult for consumers to see the difference year on year.
 By contrast, responsible tourism orientation adopts a market-driven perspective. It focuses on
product standards and then reflect the appropriate characteristics a product is expected to
have.This approach both responds to and creates tourists who demand a more real encounter
with the environment and the community, based on values of respect for other people and
their places (Goodwin, 2005). These informed consumers subject the products and experiences
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to continuous review. When they like it they recommend it to others and return themselves.
When a responsible tourism product fails to match its claims, the tourist complains and in the
worst cases the enterprise risks litigation for misrepresentation. There is a ratchet effect as
consumers expect and demand more – benefits accrue to those companies and products which
enable consumers to realise their aspirations, as do the communities and environments around
them. This approach both responds to changing consumer demands and enable people to
experience the difference, creating demand for new products and experiences .
The final question is: who is ultimately more powerful – the demanding consumer or the expert
auditing social and environmental performance?
However, the responsible tourism and certification approaches are not incompatible or mutually
exclusive. There are examples of tour operators (e.g. AITO, FTO, First Choice) that have tried to
combine these two aspects. These cases will be discussed in section 6.
Concluding, according to Goodwin opinion, certification is most useful as a means of ensuring
compliance and improvement in the supply chain, while consumers are best engaged through a
responsible tourism approach.
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5. ASSESSING RESPONSIBLE TOURISM AND CSR: OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGIES
DEVELOPED BY EARTH PROJECT PARTNERS
Starting from the review of the literature in the field and from the discussion on the evolution of
different definitions and terms made in Chapter 4, an analysis of the approaches already
developed by the EARTH project partners has been carried out, in order to measure the
environmental, social and economic impacts of tourism and, in one case, the application of a CSR
policy and communication strategy.
The scope is to compare the methods developed in Italy, France, Germany and Spain in order to
identify common points and differences in assessing the quality of tourist services and the
responsibility/sustainability of the activities carried out by tour organisers, partners and local
providers.
The following table summarises the main characteristics and peculiarities of each assessment
system, which will be analysed in depth in the following paragraphs.
The first aspect to highlight is that the methodologies implemented focus on a different evaluation
unit:
 the travel package (AITR);
 the structure and organisation of the tour operator (ATES);
 the single tourism enterprise along the supply chain (Quidamtur);
 the tour operator inside and outside the company and along the value chain (KATE).
These differences are coherent with the Goodwin’s theory about the existence of a responsible
tourism vs. a certification approach. In particular, the four procedures can be seen along a sort of
continuum, going from a strong market-driven perspective assessing the product (AITR) to a
certification process of all tour operator and partners’ processes (internal and external)(KATE).
The following figure shows the positioning of each system according to the importance they give
to product standards vs. process standards.
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Table 5. The assessment systems developed by the EARTH project partners
AITR

Main objectives

Evaluation
unit/certification
object
Approach
adopted
Axes/principles/
aspects
Criteria/variables
Indicators/subvariables
Benchmark
indicators
Sources/annexes

Assessment
system
CSR report

ATES

QUIDAMTUR

 distinguish resp.
tourism from other
forms of tourism;
 protect consumers,
ensuring that the
travel bought respect
 assessing the level of
characteristics and
responsibility of TOs/TA
principles of
and of tourist enterprises
responsible tourism;
 sharing a common
along the tourism value
 protect AITR
vision and identity
chain
members from other
among members;
operators’ use of the
 developing an
 promote transparency,
term “responsible
unambiguous tool,
informing travellers
tourism”, for
universally applicable, to
and ensuring them
marketing reasons;
evaluate the sustainability
that ATES members
 provide AITR
of tourist services
respect the principles
members with a set
developed
of responsible tourism;
of minimal
operational standards  enhance the credibility
of ATES members with
and indications for
partners and public
the building of a
opinion
responsible travel
package
Each tourist unit along the
The TO structure and
package supply chain
organisation and the
(TO/TA, accommodation,
project carried out
transports, restaurants, other
The travel package
(activities+partnership)
activities)

KATE

 spread the principles of
sustainability and CRS in
tourism
 help tour operators to build an
integrated responsible
strategy to assess and monitor
their performances
 give transparency on
ecological, social and
economic impacts of business
operations
 ensure comparability and
verifiability
 increase credibility among
customers
 setting up a acknowledged
certification system

The tour operator (internal and
external) and all the components
of the holiday package

Responsible tourism

Responsible tourism

Certification
(process and performance)

Certification
(process and performance)

5

3

4

-

13

10

54

8

23
(EnD 6, SD 10, EcD 7)

29
(EnD 5, SD 17, EcD 7)

98
(EnD 26, SD 43, EcD 29)

57
(EnD 19, SD 16, EcD 12, OTH 10)

-

-

-

10

8

14
 First-party audit
(Self-evaluation )
 Second-party audit
(Client satisfaction)
 Internal ATES audit
with the co-operation of
external experts
(every 3 years for
current members)

 First-party audit
(Self-assessment)
 Second-party audit (Client
satisfaction)
 External audit
(by local TOs/TAs)

 Third-part audit
 (Official certification system:
mgmt system, reporting system,
product) by an independent
group of external auditors

NO

NO

SI

 First-party audit
(self-evaluation) and
internal AITR audit
 Second-party audit
(Client satisfaction)
NO

-

Notes: EnD= Environmental dimension; SD = social dimension; EcD= Economic dimension; OTH=other)
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Figure 2. Responsible tourism vs. certification approach: the positioning of the Earth partner
systems
Process standards assessment

+

CERTIFICATION APPROACH

KATE

Quidamtur

ATES

RESPONSIBLE TOURISM APPROACH

-

AITR

Product standards assessment

+

As stated by Goodwin, these approaches are not incompatible, but can be combined and adapted.
An example are ATES and Quidamtur systems, which at different level try to combine a marketdriven perspective with a growing attention to the organization and activities developed by the
tour operator and, in the second case, by all components of the supply chain. Quidamtur, in
particular, embeds the KATE certification system into its certification process.
A description of each of the four assessment system is given herewith.

5.1. AITR - Responsible Tourism Standards
5.1.1. Organisation and objectives
The Italian Association for Responsible Tourism (AITR) is a not-for-the profit network, with about
90 members, 42 of which are tourism SMEs (small travel agencies, tour operators and
accommodation establishments). In Italy, small associations have to sell their products/services to
their members only, so also tourists buying a travel are members of the association.
The Association has developed the Responsible Tourism Standards, with the objective of
establishing the principles and values useful to certify travels made by their members with the
label of “responsible tourism».
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In particular, the main goals are:
 distinguish responsible tourism from other forms of tourism;
 protect the consumer, ensuring him/her that the travel bought respect the characteristics and
principles of responsible tourism;
 protect the travel organisers who are members of AITR from the use that other operators can
or could do of the term “responsible tourism”, for marketing reasons;
 provide to AITR members a set of minimal operational standards and indications for the
building of a responsible travel package.
The Standard applies to travel packages created by AITR members. Two work groups have been
organised, one for travels in Italy and the other for travels abroad, in order to take into account
the peculiarities of different destinations (in terms of travel organisation, local partners,
population, etc.).
If a member is not authorised to manage and sell travels directly, applications that envisage thirdparty technical organisation can be accepted.
The ‘certification’ of responsible tourism products-travels is granted, by an internal auditor
commission, to operators who:
1. are members of AITR;
2. have not been involved directly or indirectly 3 in tourism activities (also intermediary activities)
that are against the principles of responsible tourism or that imply pornographic purposes,
exploitation of child labour, ravages of the environmental heritage and landscape.
The travels organised respecting the criteria mentioned above will be granted with the AITR
certification and the organisation will be enrolled into the AITR Registry with the list of the travel
products certified.
In the experimental phase, applications will be accepted of those members who submit for
certification a number of travel packages corresponding to at least 50% of total turnover deriving
from direct selling of travel packages.
Whatever the destination chosen, tourists who choose a responsible package sold by AITR
members, travel in small groups, away from big tourism infrastructures. They experience special

3

The indirect involvement implies cases in which these activities are managed by organisations controlling or
controlled by the applicant.
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contact with local populations, respecting their culture and environment, stay in the habitants’
homes or in accommodation close to the villages and contribute to the local economy.
5.1.2. The methodology
The methodology for the definition of travel standards applied by AITR is based on 5 principles,
divided into 13 criteria and 23 indicators. 8 document sheets have to be provided by applicants to
accomplish these criteria.
The following box shows the five main principles that all stakeholders involved have to respect.
Principles
Principle 1: Enhancing the centrality of the host community
- Responsible tourism recognises the centrality of the host community and its right to be the driver of the sustainable
and socially responsible development of its territory
- It acts supporting the positive interaction between the tourism industry, the local community and travellers;
- It respects and encourage the right of local communities to decide the tourism development in their territory and
establishes continuous fair-trade co-operation. Local communities can express an opinion about the tourism
movements, deciding whether to welcome visitors or not and, if yes, choose appropriate welcoming proposal.

Principle 2: Supporting the meeting with cultural backgrounds and the knowledge of the historical and
environmental heritage of the destinations visited, respecting the differences
- Responsible tourism acts to draw growing attention on the interaction between tourists, tourism industry and host
community, respecting cultural differences;
- It proposes travel solutions which allow travellers to interact with places and people living in the destinations visited
and to deepen the knowledge of the historical, cultural and environmental heritage;
- It favours relationships between travellers, people and local communities, by creating opportunities for meeting and
exchange;
- It asks the traveller to adapt to local customs, in the light of mutual respect and equal dignity between cultures and
customs.

Principle 3: Developing travellers’ awareness
- Responsible tourism aims that travellers become conscious of their role as consumers of a responsible tourism
product, which affect the quality of tourism supply and the lives of millions of people residing in the destinations;
- It asks the traveller to assess his/her real travel motivations and the travel organisers to prepare tourists before
leaving, in order to make them aware of the characteristics and peculiarities of the travel he/she is going to do;
- The traveller is asked to think about the environmental, social and economic impacts of his/her travel also during
and after the travel itself.

Principle 4: Minimising environmental and social impacts
- Responsible tourism aims at minimising socio-cultural and environmental impacts produced by tourist flows and
activities
- It acts supporting choices that imply a minimum environmental impact, asking both local communities and travellers
to become aware of different travel impacts, in order to guide their behaviour
- It proposes a critical remark on means of transport at high environmental impact, like air flights, promoting the
travellers’ consciousness about this issue and carrying out compensation policies
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Principle 5: Developing solidarity economy/equity/legality
- Responsible tourism is tourism developed according to the principles of economic and social justice, respecting the
environment and culture
- It makes sure that the price paid is equitable for all (tourists, operators and local communities) and that the income
produced also benefit other sectors and have positive social impacts at destination
- It favours the use of local small-scale or family-managed services (accommodation, restaurants, transports, etc.) and
prefers those services that can be used by both visitors and residents
- It operates so that the actors involved in responsible tourism activities respect the regulations in force and there is
an acknowledgment of the specificity of this kind of tourism by tourism authorities

The information useful to assess whether these principles are respected by each member, are
collected through a set of technical documents prepared by the applicant (AITR member or thirdparty organisation) and fill in by the same applicant or by the traveller. These documents are:
FD1. Travel technical sheet , prepared by the applicant
for the travellers and delivered before the travel. It
includes:
 flight plan and information regarding travel insurance
 presentation of the travel itinerary
 travel program day-by-day
 presentation of local partners and of projects visited
during the proposed itinerary

FD2: Travel internal tecnical report, prepared by the
applicant for internal use. It includes:
 report on travel conception and planning
 list of partners and providers (updated annually)
 costs and feed backs from partners (updated
annually)

FD3: Standard sheet on “price composition”, prepared
by the applicant. It states the economic impact of the
responsible travel on local community, expressed by the
price share (in %) going to the benefit of resident
population

FD4: Questionnaire on customer satisfaction, prepared
by the applicant and filled in by the traveller once come
back home. Travellers can further contribute to the
monitoring process of certified travels by sending critical
reviews of their travel experiences made with AITR
members. These reviews can be sent using a standard
format prepared by AITR that travellers can download
directly from the AITR website.

FD5: Administrative/legal documents, representing the
set of documents the travel organisers must provide by
law. They include:
 tour operator licence and Chamber of Commerce
enrollment;
 alternatively, statute and enrollment to the national
APS register;
 insurance policies the travel organisers should have
by law;
 travel contract.

FD6: Local partner sheet, prepared by the applicant for
internal use. It includes:
 partner personal data and description of his
activities
 documents stating the relationships with partner
organisations. Where there are no formal contracts,
if required, the travel organiser provides the auditor
the mails exchanged with partners and providers.
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FD7: Travel preparatory sheet, developed by the
organiser. It self-certifies the information/training
activities done for the traveller before-during-after the
journey. The sheet includes at least:
 an informative telephone call before booking;
 delivery of information materials (also by email)
 a preparatory meeting before the journey with a
representative of the travel organiser
 monitoring during the travel;
 checks after the travel (see Sheet n. 4 and other
initiatives)

FD8: Minimising environmental impact sheet, prepared
by the travel organiser, which self-certifies that the
choices made for the travel organisation minimise the
environmental impact of tourism on the destination. It
includes:
 the use of KM 0 products
 destination’s carrying capacity
 energy savings
 transports and emissions
 water consumption
 waste disposal

Criteria and indicators
As mentioned before, for every principle a number of criteria has been developed, explaining the
different aspects of each principle.
These criteria have been translated by AITR into a set of indicators, which help auditors to test
that the choices and actions made by the travel organisers are coherent with the principles of
responsible tourism. The testing is made according to the information collected through the set of
documents described above.
The following tables show, for every principle, the criteria identified, the indicators selected and
the sources used to build them.
Principle 1: Enhancing the centrality of the host community
1.1 The travel is organised with the participation of local communities
Indicator 1.1.1. - The travel organiser plans and/or
manages the whole travel or part of it in co-operation
with local partners/providers or other people active at
local level

SOURCES
Internal Travel Technical Report (FD2) and Travel Technical Report
(FD1), which include the following information:
 partner organizations involved;
 description of their role and tasks;
 value of activities developed by partners.
Documents stating the money transfer to local partners to pay their
activities are made available, except for payments made during the
travel with common funds
The travel organiser keeps the documentation stating the legal
status, ownership and management/governance of local
organisations (Local Partner Report – FD6)
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Indicator 1.1.2. - The travel organiser uses services
provided by local tourism operators

SOURCES
The Internal Travel Technical (FD2) includes the following
information:

List of main providers (accommodation, transport, tourist
guides/cultural agents) and description of services bought from
each of them.

Total value of services purchased.
Documents stating the money transfer to local partners to pay their
activities are made available, except for payments made during the
travel with common funds

Principle 2: Supporting the meeting with different cultural backgrounds and the knowledge of the
historical and environmental heritage of the destinations visited
2.1 Meetings with the local population are a fundamental part of the travel experience provided
Indicator 2.1.1. - The travel organiser uses local guides/cultural agents

SOURCES
- FD1
- FD2
- FD4

Indicator 2.1.2. - The travel program includes some meetings with local testimonials and
associations

SOURCES
- FD1
- FD2
- FD4

2.2 The travel program pays attention to local diversities and cultural peculiarities
Indicator 2.2.1. – The travel program proposes the tourist to experience different cultural
backgrounds

SOURCES
- FD1
- FD2
- FD4

2.3 The travel program pays attention to natural and environmental characteristics of territories
Indicator 2.3.1. – The travel program proposes tourists the direct knowledge of elements
characterising the biodiversity of territories and, where possible, of initiatives of nature
preservation

SOURCES
- FD1
- FD2
- FD4

2.4 The travel is flexible and organised in a way that allow tourists to deepen the knowledge of the destination
Indicator 2.4.1. – The travel organiser commits himself to propose programs that balance the
travel length with the time of transfers

SOURCES
FD1

Indicator 2.4.2. –Monitoring the travel program during the travel

SOURCES
FD7
FD4
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Principle 3: Developing travellers’ awareness
3.1 The travel organiser provides appropriate information to tourists and make them aware of the socio-ecoonmic and cultural
aspects of the destination
Indicator 3.1.1. – The travel organiser prepares and delivers a “Travel technical Report” to
the traveller (FD1). There should be an acknowledgment stating that the Report has been
presented and delivered before the travel

SOURCES
FD1
FD4

Indicator 3.1.2. – The travel organiser assures the presence of a cultural agent, with proved
expertise and knowledge of the destination and also of the definition of responsible tourism
according to AITR principles

SOURCES
FD1
FD6
FD2
FD4

Principle 4: Minimising environmental and social impacts
4.1 The activities included in the travel program are organised respecting the local eco system and the habitats where they take
place
Indicator 4.1.1. – The travel does not take place in fragile environmental areas, except in case
of special agreements with local authorities

SOURCES
Report on “Minimising
Environmental Impact”

Indicator 4.1.2. – To minimise the environmental impacts, the travel organiser:
 Identifies the critical areas included in the travel itinerary;
 collect the local regulation for preserved areas and do his best to respect it;
 adopts specific measures to minimise impacts;
 write all these measures in the Report “Minimising Environmental Impact”, which is made
available to all clients

SOURCES
Report on “Minimising
Environmental Impact”

4.2 The travel organiser chooses most suitable transport modes, in order to minimise their use and the impact on the
environment
Indicator 4.2.1. – Whether air transport has to be used, the travel organiser commits himself
to compensate the environmental impact with the support to reforestation programs, to the
development of renewable energies or to other initiatives proved to be effective in reducing
carbon dioxide

SOURCES

Indicator 4.2.2. – The travel itineraries have been adapted – when possible – to the timetable
of local transports having limited environmental impact

SOURCES

4.3 The travel organiser adopts approaches and techniques that minimise the environmental impact of tourist activities, taking
into account the specific features of the travel

Indicator 4.3.1. – The travel organiser , according to conditions and rules established in travel
destinations, develop suitable actions in order to limit waste production, such as avoiding the
use of plastic tableware and plastic bottles (except for specific health conditions); using
recycled paper for catalogues and brochures; using recyclable vessels for foods and drinks

SOURCES
Report on “Minimising
Environmental Impact”
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Indicator 4.3.2. – The travel organiser informs clients about the actions he has adopted to
minimise environmental impacts

SOURCES
Report on “Minimising
Environmental Impact”

Principle 5: Developing solidarity economy/equity/legality
5.1 The travel is organised according to the principles of transparency and equity for all actors along the tourism value chain
Indicator 5.1.1. – The travel organiser shows that an adequate documentation has been
prepared explaining the items included in the travel prices

SOURCES
FD3 (Price composition sheet)

Indicator 5.1.2. – There is evidence that the Price Composition Sheethas been delivered to
travellers before departure

SOURCES

5.2 The travel has been organised so a so maximise positive impacts on the local economy and the community

Indicator 5.2.1. – Locally-owned and managed accommodation, restaurants and transports are
used (where present), chosen according to the best quality/price relationship

SOURCES
FD1, FD2, FD3, FD4, FD6

Indicatore 5.2.2. – The travel organiser develops or promote and support (financially and/or
with its organisation) the development of projects for the local community

SOURCES
Presentation of the initiative
/project and of the activities
carried out/supported

Summarising, the AITR “certification” system currently involve small Italian tour operators who are
members of the Association, their partners and providers. The ‘certification’ is based on a selfassessment procedure, according to a number of technical documents the applicant should fill in
and provide, and on comments/judgements expressed by clients after the travel experience, and is
checked and ratified by an internal group of auditors.
As mentioned at the beginning, AITR opts for a market-driven approach, with a focus on the
responsible travel and not on the tour operator activity. Consequently, the Association endorses
that the travel sold by each AITR member to its clients and the relationships the member
develops with providers to create this product, respect the principles of responsible tourism.
They do not ensure the quality of services provided by local providers and partners at destination
level.
This means that the attention is paid more on "front office" than on "back office" activities. The
product responsibility along the whole value chain is only partially assessed and there aren’t any
check list of self evaluation for local providers (e.g. accommodation, tourist guides, etc.). In
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addition, the sustainability of work and activities within their members (internal CSR) is not
assessed.
The future objective of the Association is to create a label/license “AITR”, to be awarded to
members who respect the standards of the Association.
About the aspects assessed, the AITR approach seems to be more focussed on the social and
cultural dimension of travel, than on the environmental or economic ones. The centrality of the
local community and its participation to the organisation of travel, the meeting between tourists
and the resident population, the respect of diversities are key elements of its philosophy.

5.2. ATES - Chart for Responsible Tourism
5.2.1. Organisation and objectives
L’Association pour le Tourisme Equitable et Solidaire (ATES) was created in 2006 in France by the
Union Nationale de Tourism et de pleine air (UNAT), the Plate-Forme pour le Commerce Equitable
(PFCE), la federation Loisirs Vacances tourisme (LVT) and travel professional associations.
ATES groups 22 associations selected according to a grid of ethic criteria and that commit
themselves to develop tourist activities that helps the local development of destinations, through
a tight co-operation with local communities and their representatives.
The association was formed according to a common Chart and represents the first national
network of tour operators specialised in responsible tourism.
Like AITR, whatever the destination chosen, tourists who choose a responsible package sold by
ATES members, travel in small groups, away from big tourism infrastructures. They experience
special contact with local populations, respecting their culture and environment, stay in the
habitants’ homes or in accommodation close to the villages and contribute to the local economy.
A part of the price paid by tourists is used to finance development projects at local level, which are
decided and managed by the local community directly.

5.2.2. The methodology
The « Charte du tourisme èquitable et solidaire » summarises the main principles that the tour
operators who are members of ATES have to respect, starting from two fundamental concepts on
which responsible tourism is based:
 tourism is an important driver of development for local communities and destinations ;
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 the project developed - i.e. the tourism activity carried out by the tour operator and the
development program linked to it - is planned and managed in tight co-operation with local
communities and their representatives.
The Chart ensures that the tour operators who are members of ATES respect the principles of
responsible tourism. The ‘certification’ concerns the structure and the organisation of the tour
operator instead of the products/travels sold only. The scope is to promote the credibility of the
whole enterprise among potential clients , partners and public opinion in general.
However, the approach chosen is still more focussed on ensuring that the activities developed
accomplish the principles of responsible tourism than on process/performance standards. This
explains the positioning of ATES close to AITR in the figure explaining the relationships between
responsible tourism and certification approach (see Fig. 2)
A tour operator who would like to join ATES as active member has to present a dossier, divided
into two parts:
 an administrative dossier about the structure, the organisation and the management policy of
the enterprise;
 a qualitative dossier, showing the compliance of its structure, organisation and activities to the
principles of the Chart.
The qualitative dossier involves all products/travels organised. The dossier is divided into five main
sections:
1. the structure and organisation of the tour operator (type of organisation, turnover, networking,
partners, no. of staff, no. of travellers per year, transparency of prices, transparency in internal
management and in partners’ organisation, etc.);
2. the travel preparatory steps (documentation provided to travellers, meetings organised before
the travel, etc.);
3. the economic aspects of their activities, that has to be assessed on all travels proposed (role of
the local communities, relationship with partners and with local providers, type of contracts
signed, impact of tourist activities on local economic activity, employment created,
remuneration and personnel training, etc.) and for each destination (two grids listing: the first
one, the type of travel package, length of stay, accommodation, transport, n. of travellers per
year and per group; the second one, the no. of local partners, the management of receipts, the
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part of price paid by the traveller and devoted to local development; the responsible for local
development projects, etc.)
4. the social aspects of their activities (strengthening the links with local population, preservation
of the local cultural identity, organising meetings between tourists and local populations during
the travel, providing travellers with news and sending them the customer satisfaction
questionnaire after the travel, etc.);
5. the environmental aspects of their activities (participation to environmental awareness’
projects for local populations or tourists; participation to environmental projects; developing
actions to preserve the environment at the destination, etc.).
In more detail, the documents that have to be included in the Dossiers are as follows:
A. Brochure with the travel description
B. Description of other communication tools used (e.g. information on the TO’s website and its contents)
C. Customer satisfaction questionnaire, filled in by tourists
D. Report on travels’ conception, planning and organisation
E. Partnership agreements
F. Partners’ presentation
G. Report on the activities carried out by the TO and, if required, by partners
H. Financial report of the TO and, in required, of its partners
I. Study on the impact of travels on local communities and destinations, also carried out by external
experts
J. Travel plans, with the indication of the size of the group
K. Copy of the Charte
L. Graphic tool showing the composition of travel price
M. Documents delivered to travellers
N. Destination sheets
O. Technical sheet by country or region
P. Other documents considered useful for the assessment.

Looking at the Chart, it develops along 3 main axes. Starting from these axes, as follows :
Axe 1. The relationship with local partners/providers and the travel organisation
 The tour operator organises the stay at the destination in co-operation with the local
communities, who are the driver of the welcoming process. It also favours the meeting and the
exchange between the local communities and tourists as the core of the travel
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 the tour operators gives priority local partners organised around a development project that

goes to the benefit of the local community
 the tour operator organises its travel packages in order to maximise the positive impact on the
destination, respecting its environmental, economic and social equilibrium
Axe 2. The involvement in favour of the local development
 The tour operator organises its activities and fix the price of its travel packages so as to allocate
resources to development funds
 These funds are given to the populations at the destination
Axe 3. The travellers’ awareness and the transparency in communication
 The tour operator informs travellers and make them aware about the principles of voyage
solidaire and the characteristics of each destination sold (economic, environmental, social and
cultural situation, manners)
 The tour operator informs the traveller about the price sharing of its travel packages
 It communicates to its clients about the actions carried out for the local development and the

environment preservation
 The tour operator promotes le tourisme équitable et solidaire and the respect of its principles.
It also promotes the ATES network and its activities
The 3 axes develop into the following 10 selection criteria:
1. The local population is at the earth of the welcoming process and the travel organiser arrange
the tourists’ stay with its co-operation
2. The travel operator chooses partners that are involved in development project for the local
community
3. The travel operator organises its travel programs in order to maximise positive impacts on the
local economy
4. The travel operator organises its travel programs in order to respect the local economic, social
and environmental balance
5. The travel operator promotes the meeting between travellers and local communities during
the travel
6. The travel operator promotes responsible tourism and its principles and engages himself in
spreading ATES philosophy and activities
7. The travel operator declares the composition of the travel price
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8. The travel operator informs travellers on the development activities carried out at the
destination and/or on the environment preservation actions developed thanks to the tourist
activities
9. The travel operator informs travellers on the destinations visited (environmental, economic and
social situation, behaviour rules)
10. The travel operator organises its activities and decides the travel price so as give part of it to a
development fund reserved to local projects
The proposal of creating a 11st criterion assessing the internal organisation of the tour operator
(“the tour operator adopts a internal responsible management approach (e.g. work environment,
staff satisfaction, etc.)) was replaced by defining a sort of "pre-requisite" put at the beginning of
the grid.
Starting from these criteria, the following tables present the grid of 29 indicators corresponding to
the criteria above and the sources used to build them. The grid is used to select the tour
operators who can be invited or who can apply for becoming active members of ATES. The grid
certifies the context in which the tour operator operates and the content of the responsible
tourist activity, i.e. the quality of the organisation process and of the partnerships put in place
by the member/candidate member to arrange the travel to the destination. It does not evaluate
the destination in itself and the local community.
1. The local population is at the earth of the welcoming process and the travel organiser arrange the
tourists’ stay with its co-operation
Indicator 1.1. – The travellers are welcomed by the local population and are in contact
daily with them

SOURCES
A, B, C and meeting with the operator

Indicator 1.2. – The local partners are informed about tourists’ feedbacks

SOURCES
Meeting with the operator

Indicator 1.3. – The tourists’ stay has arranged in co-operation with the local population

SOURCES
D and meeting with the operator

Indicator 1.4. – The tourists’ stay is part of a partnership project and partners are
clearly identified

SOURCES
E and meeting with the operator
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2. The travel operator chooses partners that are involved in development project for the local community
Indicator 2.1. - The local partner works for the interest of local community

SOURCES
F, C and meeting with the operator

Indicator 2.2. – The tourists’ stay allow local development projects to be financed

SOURCES
H,C and meeting with the operator

Indicator 2.3. – The development project involves a network of local operators and
associations . These actors are clearly identified

SOURCES
G, I and meeting with the operator

3. The travel operator organises its travel programs in order to maximise positive impacts on the local
economy
Indicator 3.1. – During the stay, the travel operator encourages the use of local
resources by the travellers and highlight the abilities of local population and the
characteristics of local activities

SOURCES
C and meeting with the operator

Indicator 3.2. - The local population is employed for the organisation of the tourists’
stay

SOURCES
G,C and meeting with the operator

Indicator 3.3. – The travel operator controls that work conditions respect the labour
international rules so and that wages given to each partner’s worker is fair

SOURCES
G and meeting with the operator

Indicator 3.4. – The travel operator helps to organise training activities for the partners,
if needed

SOURCES
G and meeting with the operator

4. The travel operator organises its travel programs in order to respect the local economic, social and
environmental balance
Indicator 4.1. – The travel operator provides information on the population’s quality of
life and on the environmental situation of the destination

SOURCES
Meeting with the operator

Indicator 4.2. - The travel operator controls that the tourists activities it has developed
at destination do not create an irreversible economic dependency from tourism

SOURCES
Meeting with the operator

Indicator 4.3. – The travel operator adopts some actions with its local partners and
clients in order to minimise their own impacts

SOURCES
B,C and meeting with the operator

Indicator 4.4. .- The travel operator manages the number of tourists in each
destination, according to the area and the seasonality, in co-operation with local
partners

SOURCES
J

5. The travel operator promotes the meeting between travellers and local communities during the travel
Indicator 5.1. – The travel operator favours the travellers’ stay close to the population
or in the residents’ homes

SOURCES
A,C and meeting with the operator
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Indicator 5.2. – The travel operator arranges specific time for meetings between
travellers and local population

SOURCES
A, B

6. The travel operator promotes responsible tourism and its principles and engages himself in spreading
ATES philosophy and activities
Indicator 6.1. - The travel operator declares publicly its engagement in favour of
responsible tourism and recall its principles on its communications tools (brochures,
website, etc.)

SOURCES
A, B

Indicator 6.2. - The travel operator commits himself to respect the ATES Chart and
spread its principles among its travellers

SOURCES
K,C and meeting with the operator

Indicator 6.3. – The operator arranges actions to make the public opinion aware of
responsible tourism through conferences, interviews, exhibitions, etc.

SOURCES
G and meeting with the operator

7. The travel operator declares the composition of the travel price
Indicator 7.1. – The operator uses a graphical tool showing that shows the price
composition by item (% share for international flights, internal expenditures of the
operator, development fund and the remittances to local partners)

SOURCES
L

Indicator 7.2. - The travel operator uses a graphical tool similar to the previous one,
which does not take into account international flights

SOURCES
L

Indicator 7.3. – The travel operator publishes the price composition and communicate it
to travellers and public in general

B,M

8. The travel operator informs travellers on the development activities carried out at the destination
and/or on the environment preservation actions developed thanks to the tourist activities
Indicator 8.1. - The travel operator has documents certifying the development activities
or preservation actions carried out by its partners

SOURCES
P

Indicator 8.2. - The travel operator communicates the outcomes of the development
and preservation actions during interviews, conferences, etc.

SOURCES
B, G

9. The travel operator informs travellers on the destinations visited (environmental, economic and social
situation, behaviour rules)
Indicator 9.1. - The travel operator has information tools (brochures, documents, etc.)
for each destination

SOURCES
N, O

Indicator 9.2. - The travel operator delivers to travellers a document such “the traveller
guide”, stating the commitments of travellers at the destination

SOURCES
C ,M
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10. The travel operator organises its activities and decides the travel price so as give part of it to a
development fund reserved to local projects
Indicator 10.1. – Part of the development fund is devoted to the development of
individual or general-interest projects (transferred from the operator from its margin or
integrated in the remittance to local partners)

SOURCES
G, L

Indicator 10.2. - The travel operators or its partners arrange a specific procedure to
select the projects that will be financed through the development fund

SOURCE
Meeting with the operator

Operatively, the ‘certification’ is based on a referential system with self-assessment procedure and
ratified by an internal commission, formed by ATES members and qualified external experts.
The procedure is applied to both new entrants and current members.
The assessment concerns the travel programming on 50% of destinations sold, with a minimum of
3 destinations (for tour operators programming more than 3 destinations), chosen among those
having the highest number of travellers.
The assessment focuses on a project (the tourist activity developed by the TO and the related
development program at local level) for each destination. Each member or candidate member
has to self-assess this partnership filling in the grid and providing the set of required documents to
ATES.
The scoring system used is based on a ternary counting: 0 = the behaviour of the operator does
not correspond to the indicator; 1 = the behaviour of the operator partially corresponds to the
indicator; 2= the behaviour of the operator corresponds to the indicator), with an allowance
permitted. For each criterion, a total score is obtained by calculating the arithmetic mean of the
scores obtained for each indicator included in it.
The maximum score achievable according to the 10 criteria is 20. The output of the assessment
procedure can provide three results: total integration, partial integration and stand by. In detail:
 a score higher or equal to 16/20 represents a total integration of the tour operator into the
network (complete coherence with the Chart principles);
 a score between 16/20 and 13/20 represents a partial integration. The tour operator is asked to
make progresses on some criteria, but the its integration in ATES is not called into question;
 a score lower than 13/20 represents a warning: the tour operator is insufficient on a number of
criteria. Its integration in ATES is called into question.
Consequently, to submit their documentation to the ATES internal commission, members and
candidate members are required to justify a minimum score of 13/20. Currently, of 22 members,
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14 have obtained the maximum score (higher than 16/20) and 5 a score between 13/20 and
16/20.
About the frequency of the evaluation procedure, current members are asked to fill in the
evaluation grid every 3 years.
Although most indicators are qualitative, the use of a numerical assessment allows the TOs to be
ranked according to their level of responsibility and then their performances to be compared and
monitored more easily.
Being focussed on the structure and the organisation of the tour operator rather than on the
destinations or on a specific range of products, this methodology is only partially market driven,
according to Goodwin’ framework. However, it is close to this approach, in that the main objective
is to analyse the TO project, i.e. the tourist activity it has developed with local partners and the
related development program at local level, for each destination. In addition, the product
responsibility along the value chain is only partially analysed (no check list of self evaluation by
accommodation providers).
As for its application, this evaluation procedure does not distinguish between the “North” and the
“South” of the world and then does not take into account different situations in terms of
organisation, procedures, etc. tour operators can meet with partners located in these two regions.
Furthermore, the internal assessment procedure used for ATES active members requires that they
are divided into groups of 2-3 tour operators each at random, and each group is in charge of
evaluating the components of another group, with the support of an external supervisor (an ATES
associate member). This can give heterogeneous results, since the tour operators within each
group cannot be comparable according to their organisation, etc.
In 2009, ATES launched a study in co-operation with the PICRI-Ile de France (Partenariat
Institutions Citoyens pour la Recherche et pour l’Innovation) with the following objectives:
 build a new assessment system suitable for the needs and the characteristics of ATES members
and able to help them to improve their activities, taking into account the relationships with
local partners;
 analyse deeply the relationships between ATES members and local partners, focussing on the
economic and political management (power distribution, responsibility for decisions, etc.);
 build a methodological framework to assess the impact of tourist projects developed by ATES
members at destination;
 strengthen the links between researchers and operators involved in responsible tourism,
supporting exchange of knowledge and experiences.
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The study, developed in the first phase in West Africa, consisted in a number of formal and
informal interviews with local public and private stakeholders, ATES partners, tourists, etc. in
Burkina Faso, Mali and Senegal, in order to collect information on different perceptions of
responsible tourism and, with expert stakeholders, to assess the evaluation grid already used by
ATES. Then, an analysis of the relationships between ATES members and their local partners was
carried out. The topics analysed regard: the partners’ trust; the formalisation of partnership (type
of contract, conditions, etc.); the sharing of common objectives within the relationship; the
different views and conflicts; the transparency; the mutual contribution.
The results obtained concern first of all the importance local partners attribute to evaluation and
the identification of criteria considered crucial to define and measure responsible tourism. As for
the first aspect, evaluation is considered important to promote local progress, to distinguish
operators and associations really involved in responsible tourism from others pretending to do
“responsible tourism” and to create a common tool shared by Northern and Southern operators.
The evaluation system should be qualitative and close to the characteristics of destinations and its
creation should involve national and local government. About the application of the same
methodology used by ATES to assess the activity of local partners (self-evaluation and internal
audit by 2-3 other ATES members chosen at random), they prefer to opt for a guided selfassessment evaluation (self assessment and external assessment by an ATES member in cooperation with an expert residing in the country or in the geographical area). An evaluation by
other local operators is judged risky, in that it can create conflicts at local level.
Looking at the criteria considered crucial to define and measure responsible tourism, starting from
the evaluation grid used by ATES, the West African partners highlight the importance of criterion 3
(The travel operator organises its travel programs in order to maximise positive impacts on the
local economy), criterion 2 (the travel operator chooses partners that are involved in development
project for the local community) and criterion 5 (the travel operator promotes the meeting
between travellers and local communities during the travel). In more detail, the maximisation of
the economic impacts is considered crucial and particularly the use of local resources, skills and
local transports, in order to create employment. Another priority is the financing of local
development projects thanks to the incomes coming from tourism, which requires a local
coordination of actions (formal links with local authorities). A further important aspect is the
meeting between travellers and local communities.
As for other criteria not included in the ATES grid, local partners highlight the importance for
French operators to develop a deep knowledge of local culture, to act a political role in supporting
local actions at destination and to respect local regulations in developing their activities.
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Concerning the criteria to assess the partnership, they mention mutual trust, a flexible application
of transparency in terms of delay, their involvement in the elaboration of a common methodology
to share benefits, as well as an agreed management and decision-making process with free
circulation of information.
Finally, taking into account the criteria they consider useful to assess their own activities, the
internal assessment system created by ATES is not considered suitable for themselves. A guided
self-evaluation combined with an external assessment made by a member of ATES with a local
expert is preferable.

5.3. QUIDAMTUR – I+D Project (Enterprise Indicator for Responsible Tourism)
5.3.1. Organisation and objectives
Quidamtur is a consulting company based in Malaga that proposes systems and procedures to
make the tourist activities as much sustainable as possible, in co-operation with public
administrations, travel agents, accommodation establishments, other tourist services and the
travellers. They also organise training courses and actions to increase the awareness of tourism
operators and tourists regarding responsibility in tourism and responsible tourism.
With Ismalar Rutas (a tour operator specialised in responsible tourism) and the University of
Malaga-Department of Tourism, they have developed an integrated system for assessing the
sustainability of the tourism supply along the tourism value chain and the level of responsibility
the activities carried out by tourist enterprises.
From the perspective of tourism marketing, the system has to accomplish two basic goals:
 its objectives has to be easily understandable by demand and testing agents. This implies
offering an unambiguous tool to ensure that the products bought from the tourist
enterprises involved in the evaluation process accomplish the principle of responsible
tourism;
 it has to be universally applicable, so as to assess the sustainability of tourist services
developed in both the North and the South of the world, favouring the competition
between them. This means that the variables chosen are objective and allow researchers
to rank tourist activities according to their level of ‘responsibility’.
The object of the study, i.e. the assessment unit, is the single tourist enterprise involved in the
production of the tourist service. In particular, four main groups of activities have been identified:
1. Accommodation establishments;
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2. Restaurant services;
3. Transports;
4. Other activities (tourist guides)
As for tourist activities at destination, the evaluation procedure consists of three evaluation steps:
1. Self-assessment by managers/owners of enterprises interested to market their products with
the ‘responsible tourism’ label. For each tourist activity (accommodation, transports, etc.), a list
of specific questions has been prepared by I+D project partners, although they all derive from
the same variables/parameters mentioned before;
2. Evaluation by clients, through a satisfaction survey carried out after the service consumption.
The questionnaire can be filled in online (on the Quidamtur web portal) or on paper, in the
tourism enterprise;
3. Evaluation by external experts (local incoming tour operators and travel agencies), through a
deep investigation of the characteristics and structure of tourism supply and services sold,
according to variables identified.
The responsibility of incoming tour operator and travel agencies is assessed through the
implementation of the KATE system (see section 4.4.). Ismalar Rutas is one of the pilot enterprises
at international level, where the KATE system partner has been tested.
The final scope of the project is to identify an objective indicator (the Enterprise Indicator for
Responsible Tourism) so as to monitor the enterprise performances through a single mark,
obtained by combining the evaluations given by self-assessment, clients and external auditors.
According to I+D project partners, this choice implies opportunities and threats.
From the enterprise point of view, the self-assessment means a direct involvement in the
investigation, a higher comprehension of its role in responsible tourism and complete information
given to clients. The issue is whether they tell the truth or not about its activitie.
From the customers’ point of view, it implies a higher demand perception and knowledge, but
they can provide general assessment and there is the risk of non response.
From the auditors’ point of views, their assessment diminishes the risk of non response,
contribute to protect the enterprises, to increase their consciousness and to check the truth of
data provided to the self-assesment procedure. However, being too technical can move experts
away from the real tourists’ requirements
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According to the Goodwin theory, the approach chosen is a certification approach, with a strong
orientation to process standards. However, the important role given to customers in the
certification procedure (as described below, the results obtained by each variable are weighted
according to clients’ judgements) seems to highlight that the process is transparent and that the
enterprises make some specific statements about the experience. Looking at Figure 2, this explains
the positioning of Quidamtur in the gravitational area of KATE, but not completely far from the
responsible tourism approach.

5.3.2. The methodology
The methodology developed is divided into four steps:
1. firstly, the kind of aspects/variables useful to assess the responsibility of tourism supply at
global level have been identified;
2. secondly, the metrics to be used have been defined;
3. then, a model has been designed to build the Enterprise Indicator for Responsible Tourism. This
implies analysing the relationships between variables, defining their weights on the final
assessment mark and specifying the nature of the indicator (discrete or continuous);
4. finally, testing the indicator and adapting it in order to enhance its effectiveness.
As for Step 1, four aspects have been identified, representing the main areas according to which
the responsibility of an enterprise can be assessed:
 Social aspects: the relationship between the tourist enterprise and the local community
 Environmental aspects: the environmental consciousness of the enterprise, the actions it
carries out to respect the environment (saving water, energy, etc.)
 Economics aspects: quality policy developed by the enterprise and the impact of its activity on
the local and global economy;
 Cultural aspects: culture is a tourism product but it also suffers the effects of tourism.
Consequently, the evaluation of the impacts generated by tourist activities have to take into
account also this aspect.
For each aspect, a number of variables have been developed in order to detail the analysis. They
represent the basic elements that have to be studied to assess the responsibility of the tourist
activity. There are three types of variables:
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 Internal variables (within the enterprise): variables explaining the relationships between the
tourist enterprise and the society/local community, through the actions characterising the daily
activity of the enterprise (e.g. relationships with workers; internal management)
 External variables: variables explaining the relationships with external stakeholders
(shareholders and clients, on the one side; distributors and providers, on the other);
 Variables related to actions in favour of society/local population: variables explaining the
relationships between the tourist enterprise and the society/local community, through other
actions, i.e. those that do not characterise its daily activity (e.g. investment in social actions;
investment in environmental actions; actions for social and cultural integration)
 Assessment and control variables: variables referring to the relationships of the enterprise
with society through the development of evaluation plans linked to a quality system (e.g.
inventory of social impacts of activities, analysis of carrying capacity).
Each variable is in its turn divided into a number of sub-variables, which are parameters that can
been observed and measured directly and that represent the basic observation unit. Each subvariable is converted into one (or more in the case of external assessment) question, for each of
the stakeholders who provide the information (clients, managers/owners, external auditors). As
already mentioned, starting from a previous assessment of the weight attributed of each
stakeholder, the value of the information provided from each of them will be balanced in order to
get the final assessment. The variables and sub-variables presented are common to all tourist
services analysed.
Looking at the metrics (Step 2), the variables are weighted according to their importance within
each aspect. They take a specific score (from 0 to 100%) for each of the tourist service analysed,
depending on the level of accordance that each stakeholder involved in the evaluation attributes
to the variable analysed. The score derives from the mean of values obtained by the answers (subvariables) given by managers, clients and external auditors to the questions related to each
variable. The final score of the variable that contribute to the general aspect it refers to, will be
weighted according to the results of the customer survey.
It is possible that some sub-variables cannot be assessed by clients because they do not have
enough information to do that or because they do not want to reply to them. In addition, there
are variables that embed just one sub-variable and then these sub-variables have not been
defined in the following table.
The tables above shows, for each macro-aspect, the grid of related variables and sub-variables.
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SOCIAL ASPECTS
Type of variable
Internal variables

Name of the variable
s.i.1.-Internal communication (information to workers)
s.i.2.- Workers are treated respectfully and no discriminatory
actions are put in place

External variables
(relationships with
external groups of
interest/stakeholders)

s.e.1.- The enterprise provides social information

Variables related to
actions in favour of
society/local population

s.s.1.- The enterprises invests in social actions
s.s.2.- The enterprise develops social promotion actions to
local population
s.s.3.- The enterprise condemns unfair situations
s.s.4.- The enterprise promotes its social integration
s.c.1.- The enterprise describes the social impact of activities
carried out
s.c.2.- The enterprise assess the social actions developed
s.c.3.- The enterprise introduces social actions in its planning
s.c.4.- External assessment

Control variables

s.e.2.- The enterprise run its business respecting social
principles
s.e.3.- The enterprise adopts a respectful behaviour (respect
of human rights but also accessibility for all and non
discriminatory treatment)

Subvariables

Clients
Shareholders
Distributors
Providers
Clients
Shareholders
Distributors
Providers

ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECTS
Type of variable
Internal variables

Name of the variable
m.i.1.- Recycling, reuse and reduction of materials

m.i.2.- Choice of resources

External variables
(relationships with
external groups of
interest/stakeholders)

m.i.3.-The enterprise provides environmental information
and advice to its workers
m.e.1.- The enterprise provides environmental information
to shareholders and clients
m.e.2.- The enterprise run its business respecting the
environment (relationships with distributors and providers)

Variables related to

m.s.1.- The enterprises invests in environmental actions
m.s.2.- The enterprise develops environmental promotion

Subvariables
 Fungible materials
 Non fungible materials
 Water
 Energy
 The enterprises works with native
flora and fauna
 It chooses organic farming
products
 It uses water responsibly
 It chooses renewable energies
 It chooses fungible responsible
materials
 It chooses non fungible materials
that respect the environment
 It uses and support the diffusion
of sustainable transports
 Equipment and facilities that
respect the environment

Clients
Shareholders
Distributors
Providers
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actions in favour of
society/local
population
Control variables

actions to local population
m.s.3.- The enterprise condemns unfair situations
m.s.4.- The enterprise promotes its environmental
integration
m.c.1.- Studies on carrying capacity
m.c.2.- The enterprise describes the environmental impact of
activities carried out
m.c.3.- The enterprise assess the environmental actions
developed
m.c.4.- The enterprise introduces environmental in its
planning
m.c.5.- External assessment

ECONOMIC ASPECTS
Type of variable
Internal variables

Name of the variable

Subvariables

e.i.1.- Legal status of the enterprise




e.i.2.- Level of economic feasibility




e.i.3.- Proper human resource management

e.i.4.- Proper process management

e.i.5.- Service quality

External variables
(relationships with
external groups of
interest/stakeholders)

Variables related to
actions in favour of
society/local population
Control variables

e.i.6.-Use of local products
e.e.1.- The enterprise adopts fair and honest behaviour
with shareholder and clients

e.e.2.- The enterprise adopts fair behaviour with
distributors and providers
e.s.1.- The enterprise invests in I+D+i local.
e.s.2.- It participates to business networks for local
development
















Capital source
Legal entity representing the
enterprise
Turnover compared to current
number of clients
Actions for assuring the continuity
of the enterprise
Contingency actions
Training
Motivation
Remuneration
Selection
Organisation chart
Distribution of functions
Well identified process flow chart
Well defined responsibilty of each
position
Contingency plans
Infrastructures and equipment
Safety
Comfort
Cleanliness and maintenance

 It knows the client’s needs
 Quality/price
 Client care (complaints,
suggestions, post selling, service)
Providers
Distributors

e.c.1.- The enterprise describes the economic impact of
activities carried out
e.c.2.- The enterprise assess the economic actions
developed
e.c.3.- The enterprise plans its economic actions in the
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short, medium and long term
e.c.4.- External assessment

CULTURAL ASPECTS
Type of variable
Internal variables

Name of the variable
c.i.1.- The enterprise respects local customs

c.i.2.- The enterprise uses material elements that respect
local culture

External variables
(relationships with
external groups of
interest/stakeholders)

Variables related to
actions in favour of
society/local population

Control variables

c.i.3.- The enterprise provides cultural information and
advice to its workers
c.e.1.- The enterprise provides cultural information to
shareholders and clients
c.e.2.- The enterprise runs its business respecting local
culture (Distributors, Providers).
c.s.1.- The enterprise invests in cultural actions
c.s.2.- The enterprise carries out cultural promotion actions
to local population
c.s.3.-The enterprise condemns unfair cultural situations
c.s.4.- The enterprise acts in favour of the cultural
integration
c.c.1.- The enterprise describes the cultural impact of
activities carried out
c.c.2.- The enterprise assess the cultural actions developed
c.c.3.- The enterprise introduces cultural actions in its
planning
c.c.4.- External assessment















Subvariables
Gastronomía
Parties
Rites and legends
Language
Popular wisdom
History
Music
It avoids the trivialisation in the
use of local customs
Decorative elements
Popular architecture
Crafts
Arts
It avoids the trivialisation in the
use of local resources

Clients
Shareholders
Distributors
Providers

As discussed before, the approach chosen is a certification approach, with a strong orientation to
process and performance standards. However, the important role given to customers in the
certification procedure seems to highlight that the process also embeds a responsible approach.
Comparing this system with the previous ones, it has to be noted that there are no indicators
referring to the involvement of local population in the development of the tourist product and to
the role played by the meeting between travellers and the local community, which are
55

acknowledged as important aspect of responsible tourism. For example, there aren’t any variable
assessing the involvement of local communities in the decision-making process concerning the
travel planning and organisation.
On the other hand, the Quidamtur procedure assesses some aspects concerning the tourist
enterprise (safety, cleanliness, quality/price rate, etc.), which are usually very important for
tourists. In addition, the use of a three-level assessment system assures more objective results and
the assignment of numeric values to variables and sub-variables make it easy to assess the level of
business responsibility. However, the methodology appears complex for SMEs.

5.4. KATE – CRS Reporting Standards in Tourism
5.4.1. Organisation and objectives
KATE – Centre for Environment & Development is an environment and development organisation
based in Stuttgart, that works on issues of sustainability and corporate social responsibility (CSR) in
the North and South, with special emphasis on:
• environmental management
• quality and sustainability management
• CSR - corporate social responsibility in tourism
• sustainable tourism in Latin America
• development education for fair globalisation and fair tourism
The KATE office has a sustainability management system in place which ensures regular evaluation
and improvement of its own environmental, economic and social performance and which is
certified according to EMAS, ISO 14001:2005 and ISO 9001:2000.
In co-operation with Church Development Service – Special Desk Tourism Watch4, forum anders
reisen5, UNI europa6 and six pilot enterprises, they have developed a Corporate Social
4

Tourism Watch (TW) is a special desk of the church development service (EED). It works in the field of education and solidarity on
Third World tourism and cooperates with ecumenical partners to promote sustainable, socially and environmentally friendly
tourism development, following the motto ”Fair tourism - A matter of heart and mind”.
5

„forum anders reisen“ is a business association of small and medium-sized tour operators aimed at promoting sustainable
tourism. The members have committed themselves to a comprehensive set of criteria. Every two years an external institution will
evaluate whether the criteria are being met. The non-profit umbrella organisation was founded in 1998 by twelve tour operators
and now has more than 140 members. The mission of the association and its members is to promote forms of tourism that are
environmentally sustainable, economically feasible and ethically and socially just.
6

UNI Europa is the European regional organisation of Union Network International (UNI) with about seven million members. UNI
Europa is recognised as a European Trade Union association by the European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC). The basic aim of
UNI Europa is to build a social and democratic Europe. To ensure the social and democratic dimension of the European integration
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Responsibility (CSR) reporting system for tourism SMEs and have tested it in the companies’ daily
operations. As a result, every company has introduced its own sustainability reporting system, has
published its sustainability report and is able to transparently communicate to its customers,
business partners and the public its ways of doing business in a sustainable manner, and the most
relevant indicators.
Starting from the principles of responsible tourism and of Corporate Social Responsibility, the
main goals of the project are:
 firstly, to go beyond the mere raising of consciousness by tour operators regarding the
concept of sustainability and responsibility in tourism, providing the companies with a set
of tools that allow them to build an integrated responsible strategy and to assess and
monitor their performances;
 to give transparency on the social, ecological and economic impacts of business operations;
 to ensure comparability and verifiability;
 to increase credibility among customers.
Sustainable development and social responsibility are based on three main pillars (environment,
economy and society). CSR describes the contribution a small and medium-sized tour operator
makes to sustainable development by integrating social and ecological responsibility into its core
business operations, complementing legal provisions in the field.
The aim is to balance the impacts of economic, social and environmental systems, taking into
account the interests of various stakeholders involved: customers and employees, shareholders
and owners, hoteliers and other suppliers at the destination, local communities and host countries
(see figure below).
The CSR Reporting Standards measure the degree to which the objectives of CSR and the
sustainability policy of the tourism enterprise are achieved. It implies:
 measuring the responsibility within the company;
 measuring the responsibility along the supply value chain (product development);
 developing and improvement program.
Consequently, the approach followed is a typical certification one, that basically combines a
process-and performance-oriented perspective. This explains the KATE positioning it the top left of

process, UNI Europa works on policies and action related to the institutions of the European Union. One of the most important
aspects in this context is to represent the member organisations in the European institutions that influence the social, economic
and cultural conditions of the member organisations and their members.
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the figure 2, which explains the relationships between responsible tourism and certification
approach.
Figure 3. KATE: the stakeholder map

5.4.2. The methodology
The CSR Report includes standards that make reports meaningful and comparable and prevent
information from becoming arbitrary.
The starting point for the project was the guidelines for sustainability reporting issued by the
Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). These guidelines offer comprehensive sets of indicators for all
areas of sustainability, especially in international companies. However, for small and mediumsized companies without respective internal desks they are too complex and the collection of data
is too costly. The GRI has also developed a set of sector-specific indicators for tourism that has so
far hardly been used.
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The aim is then to create sector specific CSR standards for tourism which are verifiable, offer
incentives for improvement and are easy to apply especially in SMEs.
In CSR reporting, data on all components of a holiday and all along the supply chain need to be
gathered. At the same time, CSR reporting can become an instrument to raise awareness in both
tourist-sending countries and destinations.
The CSR reporting system developed fulfils the conditions of an environmental statement
according to EMAS (Eco-Management and Audit Scheme) for the certification of environmental or
sustainability management systems. In their essence, the main elements are being developed by
the company already in the CSR reporting process. The required elements, such as an
environmental policy, a CSR manager, a review and description of all significant environmental
aspects, a description of environmental objectives and a report to be updated annually, fulfil the
core requirements of a management system that follows the so-called PDCA management cycle:
Plan – Do – Check – Act.
The CSR reporting system is structured into eight sections. The sections represent the set of
criteria already applied by forum anders risen:
1. Company profile: description of activities, services and other relevant information about the company
(foundation date, size, structure, ownership, location, fields of doing business, services offered, regional
focus, figures on shareholdings, n. of employees, organisation chart)
2. Sustainability within the company: presence of a sustainability policy and of a CSR manager, description
of internal and external communication
3. Responsibility for customers: description of how company informs its customers about the
environmental and social aspects regarding the holiday packages and destinations/local people and
what it does to raise awareness for responsible travel
4. Environment: the relevant ecological aspects pertaining to the company and its own location;
5. Employees: description of staff (number, % women in management positions, training programs and
hours of training, staff satisfaction, sustainability training for CSR managers, ILO core labour standards in
the supply chain, etc.)
6. Social responsibility: description of company’s activities and commitment which benefit a sustainable
society
7. Product responsibility in the supply chain: procedures for destination selection; terms of contract with
service providers/suppliers; description of measures taken to ensure social and labour standards,
protection of children; sustainability checks of partners agencies, accommodation, transport companies
and tourist guides (ecological, social and economic dimensions of sustainability).
8. Programme for improvement: description of the sustainability objectives in a programme for
improvement, as an outcome of the analyses carried out on the current situations and of the priorities
defined. It should be reassessed and updated annually.
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Unlike Quidamtur system, each set of criteria is self-assessed by the tour operator. Consequently,
the evaluation of the product responsibility along the value chain is made by the tour operators
only, customers are not involved in it.
Each of these criteria comprehend a number of indicators, as described in the following boxes.
1. COMPANY PROFILE - Indicators
• Number of employees (nationally and internationally)
• Number of holiday packages offered
• Number of tourists
• Overall turnover
• Most important sources of income (in percent)
• Pattern of expenditure
• Local value added in the destination (in % of overall turnover)
• Development of turnover during the past three years

2. SUSTAINABILITY WITHIN THE COMPANY - Indicators
• Sustainability included in the policy?
• CSR manager appointed?
• Description of internal and external communication
3. RESPONSIBILITY FOR CUSTOMERS – Indicators
• Information on how a company informs its customers about holiday packages and destinations and
what it does to raise awareness for responsible travel (customer info check)
• Guide to tourist ratio
• Response rate of customer questionnaires (customer satisfaction check)
4. ENVIRONMENT - Indicators
• Energy consumption (differentiated according to source of energy: electricity, oil, gas, etc.)
• Electricity consumption (Source of electricity, e.g. eco power)
• Water consumption
• Paper consumption
• Recycled paper (in percent)
• Overall number of catalogues printed (recycled paper?)
• Catalogue weight (in g) per tourist
• Mobility on business trips: km travelled per means of transport (flight, train, car)
 CO2 emissions (in total and per employee)
 CO2 compensation
• Sourcing: eco-fair products (in percent)
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5. EMPLOYEES - Indicators
• Number of staff
• Number of staff abroad (locations)
• Women in management positions (in percent)
• Number of training programmes / hours of training / number of employees trained
• Index of staff satisfaction
 Rate of fluctuation
• Number of staff away sick
• Number of vocational training positions and traineeships provided • Sustainability training for CSR managers
• ILO core labour standards in the supply chain
6. SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY - Indicators
• Support for sustainability projects (in percent of turnover)
• Voluntary commitments signed
7. PRODUCT RESPONSIBILITY IN THE SUPPLY CHAIN - Indicators











Development, destination check and general terms of contract
Terms of contract that include social standards
Service providers/suppliers
Partner agencies
Partner agencies checked?
Degree to which partner agencies meet sustainability criteria (partner agency check)
Accommodation
Accommodation checked?
Degree to which accommodation meet sustainability criteria (accommodation check)
Tourist guides
Tourist guides checked?
Degree to which tourist guides fulfil sustainability criteria
% of qualified guides who have received basic training
No. of tourist guides who have received training regarding sustainability aspects
No. of training programmes aimed at sustainability (internal briefings, in-house training programmes, external
training programmes
Trasports
• Number of tourists per means of transport transferred to the departure airport
• Distance in kilometres and emissions per means of transport to the destination
• Distance in kilometres per means of transport in the destination
• Tourists paying CO2 compensation that meets “atmosfair” standards (in percent)
• Number of flights of less than 700 km
• Number of flights between 700 and 2,000 km with a length of stay of less than 8 days
• Number of flights of more than 2,000 km with a length of stay of less than 14 days
• CO2emissions per tourist per day

The sustainability check mentioned in the previous box consists in a number of questionnaires
aimed at assessing the economic, environmental and social sustainability of activities carried out
by tourism providers (partner agencies, accommodation, tourist guides and transports) the tour
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operator works with. These questionnaires are filled in by the TO and allow it to assess the
providers’ activities and then to select them carefully. Herewith the sample questionnaire used for
accommodation.
ACCOMMODATION CHECK



NA

100%

75%

50%

25%

0%

1. General sustainability criteria

1.4.

Is the accommodation establishment linked to the local culture?
Is the accommodation managed directly by the owner and his/her
family?
Does the accommodation inform its clients about eco-friendly
behaviour?
Does the accommodation employ local resources respecting
environmental and social standard? Does it assess its providers
according to the same standards?

1.5.

Is customer satisfaction systematically assessed?

1.6.

Is the enterprise certified or has it received some awards?

1.1.
1.2.
1.3.

1
1
1

1
1
1

2. Environmental dimension

2.3.

Does the restaurant menu include local products?
Does the accommodation apply the separate collection of rubbish?
Does the restaurant avoid mono portions?

2.4.

Is rubbish recycled?

2.5.

2.7.

Is there an eco-friendly use of cleansing agents?
Does the accommodation economise water? Does it recycle rain
water?
Is there a local or proprietary program of sewage
disposal?

2.8.

Are light bulbs for energy saving used?

2.9.

Are specific actions and behaviour for energy saving promoted?

2.1.
2.2.

2.6.

1
1
1
5
1
1
1
1
1

2.10. Are any renewable energy sources used?

1

2.11. Is the accommodation well linked to local public transport?

1

2.12. Does the establishment support local environmental project?

1

Does the establishment collect information on the local
2.13. environmental situation?

1

3. Social dimension
3.1.

Does the accommodation prevent child labour?

3.2.

Are workers adeguately paid?

3.3.

Do staff have social insurance?

3.4.

Are workers adequately trained?
Does the enterprise prevent sexual use of children with appropriate
actions?

3.5.

1
1
1
1
1
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4. Economic dimension
Does the enterprise contribute to creation of local Value Added? Are
4.1. part of the profits invested locally?
4.2.

Does the enterprise give preference to local products?

4.3.

Does the enterprise promote biological agricolture ?

1
1
1

Starting from these indicators, a set of benchmark indicators has been selected.
BENCHMARK INDICATORS


Local value added in the destination (in percent)



Response rate of customer questionnaires



Customer satisfaction index



Brochure weight (in g) per tourist



CO2 emissions in total and per employee



Staff satisfaction index



Degree to which partner agencies meet sustainability criteria



Degree to which accommodation providers meet sustainability criteria



Degree to which tourist guides meet sustainability criteria



CO2 emissions per tourist per day
(For groups in Europe (less than ,000 km) and worldwide (more than ,000 km))

KATE has developed a methodology to assess the CSR of medium and small tour operators and
also a guide to help them to implement this procedure, giving them the steps to be followed in
order to prepare a CSR Report. The whole process, which lasts about 6 months, include 8 steps:
Step 1: Decide and plan
The whole process will succeed or fail depending on the decision and support by the top
management. Appointing a CSR manager conveys a clear message regarding the importance of
sustainability in the company and provides clarity as to who is in charge of the process. Another
first step is to develop a preliminary report structure and to think about content.
Step 2: Kick-off workshop – internal communication
All employees should participate in the kick-off workshop. In this workshop, the structure of the
report and the check lists will be presented, the time frame will be set and the assignment of tasks
will be agreed upon.
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Step 3: Data review
By using check lists and sustainability checks, data of relevance to the company will be gathered by
those in charge in order to describe the current situation regarding the responsibility for: customers
(assessment of customer information and customer satisfaction); employees (assessment of staff
satisfaction); society (starting from the stakeholders map). In addition, economic, social and
environmental data will be collected and also the product responsibility along the supply chain
(through the sustainability checks). A portfolio analysis should be developed to assess and prioritise
different fields of action according to two criteria: “potential for improvement” (X axe) and
“relevance for sustainability”(Y axe). Not all of these tools need to be used when developing the
first sustainability report.
Step 4: Data assessment
Once collected, all the data will be assessed. If possible, data will be visualised to facilitate
presentation. All the results are to be incorporated into the given report structure
Step 5: Workshop: Developing strategies
In a second workshop with the employees, the team will be informed of the results of the data
review. The policy will be analysed with regard to sustainability aspects. The data gathered will be
assessed and suggestions for improvement in the various areas will be collected and priorities will
be defined.
Step 6: Setting up a programme for improvement
Strengths and weaknesses emerge from the assessment of the current situation. In the policy, the
direction has been laid down in which the company is to move in the future. A programme for
improvement with clear and measurable targets, including measures to achieve them, shows in a
transparent manner what is to be achieved next.
Not all the identified potentials for improvements can be addressed at once. It is advisable to
develop the first programme for improvement covering a time frame of two to three years.
Progress is to be assessed annually, using indicators to determine to what extent the objectives
have been achieved, and the programme is to be updated annually. The programme for
improvement needs to be agreed upon and needs to be adopted by the top management.
Step 7: Writing a CSR report
Every year a CSR has to be prepared. How the report is to be illustrated and whether it is to be
printed or not depends on the ways of communication to be used to make it wide accessible. Then
it has to be published through all communication channels available (e.g. catalogue, website,
press)
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Step 8: External auditing
The report can be audited by a specialised external organisation. If the criteria are met, a CSR label
(CSR report certified) can be issued. TourCert is the certification system adopted
(www.tourcert.org) and the certification process is ratified by a network of independent European
experts working for universities and international bodies.
Before coming into action, the KATE whole procedure has been tested by six TOs, in order to check
the feasibility of all phases.
Summarising, this is a certification procedure, combining process and performance standards. The
responsible tourism approach is marginal, in that the main goal in fact is to assess the
responsibility of TOs along the tourism value chain. TOs are not asked to publicly declare their
commitment to the principles of responsible tourism, even if the publication. In addition, in
Section 3 (Responsibility for customers) the tour operator is only required to provide information
regarding the actions taken to make tourists aware of responsible travels, but to prove that the
package sold respect
Looking at the triple bottom line of CSR, although the indicators mentioned cover all sustainability
areas, the social aspects seem to be less highlighted than environmental ones. Although great
attention is given to the level of responsibility shown towards clients and staff, there are no
indicators regarding the involvement of local community and the organisation of meetings
between tourists and residents during the stay. In Section 6, for example, the TOs can be required
to prove that the financed actions are taken in agreement with the local community. In Section 7,
there are no indications about whether the decisions taken about the travel planning and
organisation involve representatives of local stakeholders, or that tourist guides provide tourists
information on local culture, history and customs.
An explanation stays probably in the difficulty to translate social aspects into measurable
indicators. For example, AITR and ATES use qualitative indicators, asking the operator to enclose
documents proving the accomplishment of some standards.
As for the application to tour operators of different size, this procedure seems more suitable for
medium than for small and micro TOs, because it requires the collection of a large amount of data
and the development of a number of procedures, which can be complex for operators with a small
staff of people.
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5.5. Comparison of different approaches
The investigation carried out shows that although the four associations share basically the same
broad principles (harmonise the products/activities developed by their associates or by the tourist
units along the value chain according to the principles of responsible tourism, so as to gain
credibility on the market, among institutional bodies, potential clients), the main goals they
pursue and the perspectives they adopt, are quite different.
Summarising, the approaches chosen to get these objectives differ in terms of :
 evaluation unit/certification object used;
 stakeholders involved;
 tools used to collect information;
 criteria/indicators used;
 aspects analysed;
 auditing
Regarding the evaluation unit/certification object:
1. AITR ‘certifies’ the travel package sold by their members and the relationships developed with
providers to create the product;
2. ATES ‘certifies’ the structure and organisation of the tour operator who is member of the
association and the projects it develops at each destination, meant as the tourist activities it
carries out and the related partnerships/development programs built at local level
3. QUIDAMTUR ‘certifies’ the sustainability of the tourism supply along the tourism value chain,
i.e. the activities developed by each tourist unit at local level (accommodation, transports,
restaurants, tourist guides) to build the travel package. Tour operator/travel agencies activities
are assessed according to KATE system;
4. KATE certifies the responsibility of the tour operator within the company (employees) and
outside the company (customers, environment, society) and for all the components of the
holiday package along the tourism value chain (partner agencies check, accommodation check,
transport check, tourist guide. The responsibility is ensured and described in the CSR Reporting
Standards.
These differences confirm the presence of two perspectives, according to Goodwin:
 a responsible tourism approach, developed by AITR. The association adopts a more customeroriented perspective of the tour operator’s business, assessing the environmental, social and
economic responsibility of the single product (travel package) through an internal+customer
auditing;
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 a certification approach, developed by KATE. The association opts for a more business-oriented
perspective, developing a third-party certification system to assess the CRS of the tour operator
(inside and outside the company) and of all components of the package travel, i.e. the service
suppliers along the supply value chain;
 in the middle, there are ATES and Quidamtum. ATES, like AITR, adopts a more customeroriented perspective, but it evaluates the responsibility of the tour operator’ structure and
organisation as a whole. Quidamtur applies a business-oriented perspective similar to KATE. In
contrast with it, the Spanish system also involves tourists (customer auditing) in the evaluation
of the activities of all tourist units in the supply chain and it does not develop an official
certification system.
As discussed at the beginning, the four procedures can be represented along a sort of continuum,
going from a strong market-driven perspective assessing the product (AITR) to a certification
process of all tour operator and partners’ processes (internal and external)(KATE)(Fig. 2).
According to Goodwin, whether a responsible tourism approach implies a strong marketing value,
because it stimulates high levels of product differentiation focused on experiences of particular
places and communities, the certification approach generally implies no differentiation between
products and experiences (Goodwin, 2005).
The choice of the certification unit also explains the type of stakeholders involved in the analysis.
Whether AITR and ATES focus on customers’ opinions regarding the TO activities and on the
impact of tourist activities on local communities, QUIDAMTUR and KATE give more importance to
the check of suppliers’ activities as well as to the impact of responsible pratices on internal staff.
In the Spanish system the suppliers are accommodation, restaurants, transports and tourist
guides, in the German system partner agencies, accommodation, transports and tourist guides.
KATE is the only one assessing the characteristics and work conditions of internal staff
(employees). In the table below the number of crosses shows the level of involvement of each
stakeholder within each assessment system.
STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED

AITR

ATES

Quidamtur

KATE

Employees

-

-

XXX

XXXXX

Suppliers

-

-

XXXXX

XXXXX

Customers

XXXXX

XXXXX

XXXXX

XXXX

Local community

XXXXX

XXXXX

XXX

XX

Legend : XXXXX= maximum involvement ; X= minimum involvement
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About the tools used to get the information, AITR, ATES and KATE have implemented a selfevaluation questionnaire for TOs and a customer questionnaire to assess clients’ satisfaction on
TO activities. Quidamtur uses the KATE questionnaire for assessing TOs/TAs activities.
As for evaluating the components of the supply value chain (accommodation, transports, etc.),
Quidamtur has developed three combined questionnaire: a self-evaluation questionnaire and
other two forms, one for external experts (local incoming TOs/Tas) and one for clients. In the KATE
approach the local suppliers check is made by the tour operator only through sustainability check
sheets and local partner agencies are one of the components of the supply chain. KATE is also the
only one that has planned a staff questionnaire.
This explain the different importance each system gives to stakeholders. Ideally, an integrated
assessment system should take into account all stakeholders and their activites equally, both
considering a certification approach and a responsible tourism approach. For example, it could be
difficult to acknowledge that a tour operator has developed a responsible tourism package,
according to the AITR approach, if there are no indications that also the local stakeholders and
partners involved in the creation of the package have acted according to its principles.

TOOLS USED

AITR

ATES

Quidamtur

KATE

TO Self-evaluation questionnaire

YES

YES

NO

YES

Staff questionnaire

NO
YES

NO
YES

NO
YES

YES
YES

Local suppliers questionnaire

NO

NO

YES

YES

External experts qustionnaire

NO

NO

YES

NO

Customer questionnaire

Looking at the aspects analysed and the criteria/indicators used, as mentioned at the beginning,
their number and level of detail varies in each of the four approaches analysed.
The grids used by AITR and ATES are more flexible in comparison to others. There are no strict
recommendations regarding their applications: the assessment is based on a list of ‘good
intentions’/statements that the package travel or the tour operator’s structure and organisation
have to respect/accomplish.
Quidamtur and KATE systems are more strict. In KATE, the set of criteria represents the minimum
requirement for CRS Report and the funding elements for the CSR Certification. In addition, the
systems focusses more on the enterprise sustainability, checking that it is managed according to
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the sustainability rules applied both in in the residence country and abroad. KATE is the only one
proposing a set of benchmark indicators.
Axes/principles/
aspects

Criteria/variables

Indicators/sub-variables

Benchmark indicators

AITR

5 principles

13 criteria

23 indicators

-

ATES

3 axes

29 indicators

-

4 aspects

10 criteria
54 variables/actions,
divided into four
groups
(internal, external,
actions for local
population,
assessment and
control)

63 sub-variables

-

-

8 criteria

80 indicators

10 benchmark indicators

Quidamtur
KATE

In particular, considering the evaluation of social, economic and environmental responsibility,
AITR and ATES give more importance to social aspects in comparison to others, and specifically on
the role of local communities in the creation of the travel package and on the interactions
between tourists and resident populations. The Enterprise Indicator developed by Quidamtur
focuses more on economic aspects. They are more detailed and take into account the level of
economic feasibility of enterprises, the process management, the service quality, the local impacts
generated by the use of local products, etc. As for cultural aspects, Quidamtur distinguishes
between society and culture, identifying different variables and sub-variables for each aspect. For
culture, the approach analyses the preservation of local customs, the use of materials in
accordance with local culture, etc.
The KATE certification system is the one that seems to give priority to environmental issues,
through a number of indicators referring to both the situation at the destination and within the TO
main office. The following table summasises the differences. The number of crosses indicates the
attention each Earth partner devote to the three main responsible aspects.
Responsibility in
terms of :
Environment
Society/culture
Economy

AITR

ATES

Quidamtur

KATE

XXX

XX

XXX

XXXXX

XXXXX

XXXXX

XXX

XX

X

X

XXXXX

XXX

Legend : XXXXX= maximum attention; X= minimum attention
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Finally, taking into account the assessment methods, AITR and ATES opt for a first-party audit
(company’s self-assessment) combined with the customers’ satisfaction analysis. In both cases, he
results are ratified by an internal audit commission formed by members of the association and, for
ATES, also by external experts.
Quidamtur also includes an external experts’ assessment for local stakeholders, carried out by
local Tos and TAs.
KATE has a formal certification process, carried out by an external Certification Council formed by
independent European experts, coming from universities and international bodies.
AITR

Assessment
system
CSR report and
label

ATES

 First-party audit
(Self-evaluation )
 Second-party audit
(Client satisfaction)
 First-party audit
 Internal ATES audit
(self-evaluation) and with the co-operation
internal AITR audit
of external experts
 Second-party audit (every 3 years for
(Client satisfaction) current members)
NO

NO

Quidamtur

 First-party audit
(Self-assessment)
 Second-party audit
(Client satisfaction)
 External audit
(by local TOs/TAs)

KATE
 First-paty audit (TO selfevaluation)
 Second-party audit (client
satisfaction and staff
questionnaire)
 Third-part audit: official
certification system by an
independent group of
external auditors

NO

YES

6. REVIEW OF OTHER METHODOLOGIES DEVELOPED AT INTERNATIONAL LEVEL
After a deep analysis of the assessment systems developed by the EARTH project partners, a
review of the literature have been carried out in order to find methodologies and experiences
developed by other members of the EARTH network, not involved in the EU project, and by other
international tourism organisations and operators.
As for the other founding members of the EARTH network, the review has involved: KOAN
Consulting (Spain), Tourism Concern (UK), Tourisme Autrement (Belgium) and ATT (Association des
Tour Opérateurs Thématiques). Only KOAN and ATT have provided information regarding their
assessment systems.
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Concerning the systems developed by other international tourism operators, the following
initiatives have been analysed:
 Tourism Operator Initiative (TOI)
 GRI Tour Operators’ Sector Supplement
 FTO (Federation of Tour Operators) Sustainability Guidelines and Travelife Sustainability System
 AiTO (Association of independent Tour Operators) Sustainable Tourism Guidelines and ST Star
classification system
 First Choice FTSE4Good system
 Responsibletravel.com CSR Policy

6.1. Members of the EARTH Network
6.1.1. Koan Consulting
Koan Consulting is a consulting company located in Spain and formed by a group of professionals
with expertise in tourism development and a special focus on sustainable development, local
communities and destinations. From this point of view, Koan has become a reference body for Cooperation in Tourism Development. It works with international co-operation entities (Associations,
NGOs, etc.).
Recently, they have increase their involvement in promoting and developing responsible tourism
and in the spread of CSR principles and strategies.
Concerning CSR, they support tourism enterprises in implementing CSR criteria, by offering
technical assistance in:
 compensation of gas emissions;
 integrating social responsibility and sustainability in tourist activities;
 integrating social responsibility and sustainability in the company’s brand;
 responsible incentives;
 organisation of sustainable events.

In particular, they have adopted the Travelife Assessment System, developed by the UK Federation
of Tour Operators (FTO)(see section 6.2.3.). Consequently, the description of the system and of
indicators used is postpone to section 6.2.3.
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6.1.2. ATT
The French Association des Tour Opérateus Thématiques (Association of Theme Tour Operators)
was created in 2004 and is formed by a number of small and medium-size tour operators. All of
them organise travels “with a sense”, generally following a specific theme, and promote a
responsible behaviour among operators and tourists, so as to respect the social, cultural and
environmental features of the destination.
ATT has developed a certification system for its members (ATR-Agir pour un Tourisme Responsible
Certification)(Acting for Responsible Tourism: www.tourisme-responsable.org), following the
AFNOR Certification procedure 7 (www.afnor.org). The scope is to make tour operators and other
tourism stakeholders aware of their influence and impacts on the destination and to allow them to
be involved in a responsible procedure, which concerns the whole tourism process (from travel
planning to the concrete development of the travel package and to the real experience lived by
tourist). In a competitive but often opaque market, this transparent choice can make a difference.
The main objectives of the certification are as follows:
 Encourage the development of qualitative tourism, so as to ensure a true discovery of
destinations;
 Watch that the economic impacts are equally distributed among all stakeholders involved in
the creation of the travel package at local level;
 Respect local populations and involve them in local development, favouring the direct
employment of local people on equal expertise and the use of local resources to build the travel
package;
 Respect local customs and different cultures at the destinations;
 Respect the environment and the local natural and cultural heritage;
 Inform tourists sincerely and transparently;
 Apply the principle of responsible management also within their enterprise.
The commitments do not concern the TO performance (that is assessed through a customer
satisfaction survey), but the level of “responsibility” it has gained in achieving this performance.
Consequently, it a process-based certification rather than a performance-based one.

7

The AFNOR certification is a service certification scheme coherent with the Consumer Code adopted in France. It
aims at certifying the quality of services delivered by the enterprise and at stating that the enterprise’s commitment
towards clients comply with certification rules. From this point of view, the procedure is complementary or alternative
to quality process like ISO 9001.

72

The assessment scheme includes 4 main commitments, divided into a number of sub-aspects,
which are explained through the description of the actions the TO have to carry out and to prove
through proper documentation (see below).
N°

Committments

Details of the committment details and
Documentation to be provided
tools implemented
(control criteria)
1 Provide clients with clear information and make them aware of responsible tourism
1.1 Provide a general
information to clients
1.1.1 The client receives
clear and readable
information about the
proposed services and
the commitment of TO
to responsible tourism

 The TO describes precisely in its communication
materials (quotation and/or technical documents)
the range of services included in the travel
package

 The TO shows clearly his commitment to
responsible tourism and its principles on his
communication materials

 Sale documents (quotation, website,
contracts, brochures, etc.). These
documents have also to include
information about the amount of
discretionary and institutional tips. The
last ones can be included in the service
fare
 Main communication tools, and in
particular information on the TO website

1.2 Make clients aware
of responsible tourism
through:
1.2.1
 The TO distributes to his clients the ATR Code of
The respect of local
Ethics
populations and cultures  Whenever needed (the geographical distance of
the destination often requires specific information
to clients), the TO provides to clients information
on the destination proposed

1.2.2
The
clear  The TO provides clear communication (also with
communication
of
detailed figures), on his main communication
actions taken by the TO
tools, about the actions carried out for the
for the preservation of
preservation of the environment and the local
the environment and/or
development according to the ATR principles
local development
1.2.3
 The TO proposes to his clients to take part to the
The proposal to take part
previous actions, both launched according to
in one or a number of
personal or ATR initiative
initiatives for the
preservation of the
environment and/oro
local development
and/or the diffusion of
cultures, related to
tourism

 ATR Code of Ethics
 Technical sheets by country or region,
providing informations on:
- the natural and historical environment
(flora/fauna, etc.)
- the economic situation
- the social organisation
- the cultural charateristichs and main
savoir-vivre rules,
- a basic vocabulary and some bibliography
references
 Check on all communication tools

 Check on all communication tools
 % of clients who has taken ipart in
these actions
 Balance sheet of the actions

Bring clients at destination and guide them according to the principles of responsible tourism, through:
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N°

Committments

2 2.1 A selection of local
stakeholders/partners
who support local
employment

2.2 The transfer of
competence to
identified local
stakeholders

2.3 Inform clients to
respect local
environment, heritage
and cultures
2.4 2.4. Management of
tourist flows by
destination

Details of the committment details and
tools implemented

Documentation to be provided
(control criteria)

 At least 60% of travellers are accompanied by

local staff. This commitment is not applicable to
independent travel package
 At least 60% of travellers are lodged in local
accommodation establishments, whose staff is for
75% coming from the area
 After the assessment of needs, the TO applies, and 
check the presence of, a training program for
accommodation establishments and local tourist
guides (Tour leaders)



 During the stay, the Tour leader informs clients
and make them aware on the local environment,
the heritage and local cultures
 The TO limits the travel groups to a maximum of
15 people for adventure travels and to 25 people
for other type of travels
 The TOs organising seminars, cruises, event
travels and incentive travels that involve a large
number of travellers, organise these travels so as
to avoid a congestion of destinations and use
proper resources (financial and human) for the
cleaning and restoration of sites
 The TO commits to communicate to ATR the
degradation of the visit conditions of a destination
so as the network push local authorities and
tourism stakeholders to develop a proper
management policy of tourist flows

Follow-up reports of local staff for total
travellers

Training plan on specific topics related to
travel planning, organisation and
management
Training registries
Progresses in the implementation of the
training plan
 Check of number or percentage of
trained staff
 Results of the Customer satisfaction
survey
 Group travel planning, showing the
number of clients in each group
 Contracts signed

 Results of customer satisfaction survey
 Information reporting prepared for ATR

3 Identify the stakeholders/partners according to the principles of responsible tourism:
3.1 The
stakeholders/partners
run their business
according to the legal
rules in force in their
countries
3.2 The selected
stakeholders/partners
assure proper work
conditions to their
employees, taking into
account specific local
conditions

 The TO only works with staholders and partners
respecting the legal rules and specifically the
tourist regulation in force in their countries,
wherever they are present
 The TO respects the rules established by ATR and
concerning the work conditions of local
stakeholders, according to the destinations. If a
destination is not mentioned in these rules, the
criterion is not applicable







Licences, PC
Other documents

Destination sheets developed for ATR
Results of the client satisfaction survey
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N°

Committments

Details of the committment details and
tools implemented

 For oper-air trips, including short excursions, the
policy concerning the management of wast and
the use of natural resources established by ATR is
communicated by the TO to local stakeholders
with contract documents
 For trips involving hotel stays, a document
prepared by ATR and stimulating a responsible
policy by the hoteliers is distributed by the TO
with the contract documents
3.4 The TO commits  The TO states that he favours lasting relationships
himself to a long-lasting
with the stakeholders and commits himself to not
relationship with its
terminate a contract illegally
stakeholders/partners
 The TO states that there are no annual changes of
stakeholders in the same destination during 3
years in a row, except for specific situations
3.3 The selected
stakeholders/partners
are made aware
towards the application
of a proper waste
management policy and
natural resource
management policy

Documentation to be provided
(control criteria)
 Contract documents
 Contract documents

 Contrats / charts / partnership
agreements
 Contract documents
 Commitment document signed by the TO
with his partners

4 The TOs commits himself to apply the principle of responsible management also within their enterprise
4.1 Training the internal  The staff training plan includes (for staff involved
 Staff training plan
staff according to the
in the organisation and selling of travels and for
 Staff training registries
principles of responsible
tour leaders) a set of actions to make them aware
tourism
of the importance to respect local populations and
cultures and to preserve environment and local
heritage
4.2 Applying an
 The TO develops and applies within its enterprise  Document describing the environmental
environmental
a proper environmental policy
policy adopted
management policy
 All written documents stating the
withi the enterprise
application of this policy
 Results of the analysis of incomes and
expenditures carried out by the TO and
of the corrective actions put in place on
critical points
4.3 Managing the
communication policy
4.4 Applying a
procedure to share the
value created by the
activities
4.5 Supporting actively
and financially the
development of local
populations
4.6. Taking into account
the clients’ satisfaction
deriving from the
enterprise’s
committments

 The TO provides staff regularly with information
about the enterprise and its development
 The TO develops a system of social benefits to
share the value created by the enterprise’s
activities with the staff

 Internal communication tools
 List of social benefits or of the
procedures put in place to share the
value

 The TO takes part in actions proposed by ATR
 Evidence of the TO participation to these
actions or
 The minimum amount for participation has been
established by a qualified majority of 90% of votes  Actions developed by the TO and the
given during the general assembly by ATR
amount devoted to them
members
 The TO includes in the customer satisfaction
 Customer satisfaction questionnaire
questionnaire some questions regarding the social  Results of the customers’ survey
and environmental aspects proposed by ATR

To each indicator a numerical value is associated, so as to determine the TO level of achievement
of each objective according to a range already established (minimum and maximum values).
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In addition, each TO has to define an organisation structure that allows it to assure its continuous
respect of the commitments listed above. The main aspects concern:
TO organisation structure

Details

 Presence of an organisation chart defining the responsibilities of all people
involved in the development of services
 Defining the mission for the development of the certification procedure
2. Organisation and
 Procedure defining the management and registration of documents
management of internal
 List of documents and registrations
documents

3.
Definition of work rules  Application of the destination sheet prepared by ATT
for each destination
1.

Responsibility

The respect of commitments is checked regularly by a series of controls, as described below.
Control and
monitoring process

Details

1. Controls

 Presence of a table showing the responsibles for controls and the frequency of self-controls defined
for each commitment and made by the TO in oder to check their respect regularly
 Realisation of an internal audit each year in order to check the respect of commitments, organisation
arrangements, etc.
 Presence of an audit programme established by the responsible for the certification
 Presence of a list of internal qualified auditors, identified by the responsible according to the
independence from the activities audited
 Presence of training registry of internal auditors
 Improvement plan developed by the responsible according to the gaps identified during the internal
audit
 Presence of a registry of all complaints made by clients and of all written responses sent with a
maximum delay of one month
 Analysis of the response rates
 Organisation of a customer satisfaction survey according to a specific questionnaire
 Analysis of survey’s results
 Improvement plant developed by the quality manager, starting from the weaknesses identified
through the survey
 Satisfaction rate of clients for each item checked, in comparison with the objectives stated for the
same item by the TO
 Table summarising the value assumed by each indicator, according to the objectives established:
- a target value for the realisation of the activity and the respect of the commitment
- a minimum value below which the commitment is not accomplished.
 Check of the coherence of the target values for each indicator
 Evolution of the indicators and analysis of corrective and preventive actions
 Annex report to the annual balance sheet, highlighting the data related to the quality of services
delivered and the respect of the commitments
 Action plan aimed at filling the gaps
 Registration of the gaps identified during controls, internal audits, analysis of customers’ complaint,
etc.
 Anlysis of the gap evolution
 Check that all communication tools publish and mentione the TO certification (e.g.logo, AFNOR
Certification website, the list of main TO commitments, etc.)

2. Internal audits

3. Management of
clients’ compliants
4. Customer survey

4.

5. Performance
indicators

5.

6. Annual balance
sheets

6.

7. Gap management

7.

8. Communication
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The certification is released by an external body, AFNOR Certification, acknowledged at
international level. AFNOR manages the steps of the certification procedure and the control and
audit procedures. Below the logo received by certified member.

Currently, 13 members have already received the certification and 6 are completing the
certification procedure.
Although the approach followed by ATT with ATR is basically a process-based certification
procedure, it also includes a responsible tourism perspective according to Goodwin theory (Fig. 2).
The certification process in fact gives great attention to clients and to their opinions and
perceptions, as well as to a proper public communication by the TO of the commitments he is
taking according to the principles of responsible tourism.
From this point of view, comparing this approach with those developed by the four members of
the EU Earth project, it is similar to KATE procedure, in that ATR certifies the responsibility of the
tour operator within the company (employees) and outside the company (customers,
stakeholders, society). However, it partially takes into account the components of the TO value
chain, focussing only on accommodation and tourist guides.
Looking at the relevant aspects of responsible tourism (Tab. 2), although the ATR approach gives
importance to community involvement and highlights the cruciality of developing lasting
relationships with local stakeholders as well as of preserving the environment and respecting
different cultures, there are no specific initiatives to favour the meeting between local population
and tourists, not indicators assessing the realisation of these initiatives by TOs.
Considering the triple bottom line of CSR, the ATR approach focuses above all on social and
environmental aspects, while the economic dimension is mentioned only referring to the sharing
of benefits within the enterprise, but not to the fair distribution of benefits at destination level. In
addition, there are indicators neither related to the TO economic performance nor to the share of
the package price paid by clients that go to the advantage of local population.
As for the TO value chain, it is interesting to mention the importance given to training activities
the TO should develop for his employees and local stakeholders/partners, so as to make them
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aware of responsible tourism and push them to adopt a proper behaviour. The transfer of skills,
competences and best practices can be very important to support the development of
destinations and to assist local enterprises in developing countries.

6.2. Other international experiences
The other experiences investigated at international level are mostly carried out by associations of
tour operators or by single intermediaries.
They are both specialized/niche operators with a focus on sustainable/responsible tourism or
mass-market operators that include responsible packages in their programming or that are
committed to include sustainability/responsibility principles in their activities and processes (CSR).
According to Goodwin’s view (Goodwin, 2005), the majority adopt a combined methodology: a
responsible tourism approach and a certification scheme approach.

6.2.1. Tourism Operator Initiative (TOI)
The Tour Operators Initiative for Sustainable Tourism Development (http://www.toinitiative.org)
is a network of tour operators from many different countries 8 that have committed to integrate
sustainable development into their business practices, and to work together through common
activities to promote and disseminate methods and practices compatible with sustainable
development.
As Association, the Initiative was registered in Switzerland in 2001. It is voluntary, non-profit, and
open to all tour operators, regardless of their size and geographical location.
The Initiative has been developed by tour operators for tour operators with the support of the
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and the World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), who are also full
members of the Initiative.

8

Members of TOI are: Accor (France), Atlas Voyages (Morocco), Aurinkomatkat-Suntours (Finland), Steppes Discovery (UK),
Dynamic Tours (Morocco), FreeWay Adventures (Brazil), KEL 12 (Italy), Kuoni Travel Holding Ltd., NES Travel (Turkey), REWETouristik (Germany), Sahara Tours International (Morocco), Settemari (Italy), Studiosus (Germany), TLB Destinations (Lebanon),
Transat A.T. Inc., Travel Walji’s PVT (Pakistan),TUI Travel PLC
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Under this international umbrella, tour operators who are members of the Initiative should be
able to respond to international agendas while creating a platform to develop ideas and projects
to address the environmental, social, economic and cultural aspects of sustainable development
within the tourism sector.
Within socially responsible tourism development, TOI implements the Code of Conduct for the
Protection of Children from Sexual Exploitation in Travel and Tourism.
The TOI statement is based on 3 main axes:
1. Commitment to sustainable development and management of tourism, which implies
regarding Sustainable Tourism Development as a guiding concept for the sound management of
the TO business; being committed to developing, operating and marketing tourism in a sustainable
manner (promote all forms of tourism which make a positive contribution to the natural and
cultural environment, which generate benefits for the host communities, and which do not put at
risk the future livelihood of local people); being aware as Tour Operators’ of their role as
important contributors to Sustainable Tourism Development, in order to anticipate and prevent
economic, environmental, social and cultural degradation; entering into a partnership with the
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), and
the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), to improve TOs
performance in order to achieve sustainable development and management of tourism.
2. Respect the principles of sustainable development and management of tourism, which
means, among others: recognising that tourism can contribute to the viability of local economies,
but can also have negative impacts on the economy, environment, nature, social structures and
local cultures; being committed to complying with local, national and international laws and
regulations applicable to our business activities; opposing and actively discouraging illegal, abusive
or exploitative forms of tourism; managing and monitoring the environmental, cultural and social
impacts of our activities and also encouraging partners, suppliers and sub-contractors to improve
their contribution to sustainable development and management of tourism, and will work with
them and share information to assist in this.
3. Develop public awareness and communication, which implies creating awareness and active
involvement among customers towards the natural, social and cultural environment of the places
they visit. At the same time, encouraging host communities and customers to develop a better
understanding and mutual respect for one another; endeavouring in TOs public communication
and advertising to promote behaviour and activities compatible with the principles of sustainable
development and management of tourism; encouraging other tour operators to support this
Statement.
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The mission of TOI Initiative is:
 to advance the sustainable development and management of tourism;
 to encourage tour operators to make a corporate commitment to sustainable development
This mission should be achieved by pursuing the following strategic objectives and associated
actions:
1. Assist tour operators in implementing sustainable tourism through the adoption of best
practices in their internal operations and management of the supply chain, and in
destinations. This by: facilitating the exchange of best practices adopted to implement the
principles for sustainable tourism and the Initiative’s Statement of Commitment; developing
new management tools and adapting existing ones, specific to the industry (EMS, ISO14001,
LCA etc) for tour operators own operations, and for sustainable management practices in the
supply chain; providing a platform for dialogue with other partners (eg. with destination
authorities and stakeholders focused on implementing programmes for sustainable
development in destination areas); involving tour operators in the relevant programmes of
work of UNEP, UNESCO, UNWTO; assessing progress made on a regular basis; facilitating
partnerships between members to address issues with a common voice.
2. Broaden the support for sustainable development among other players in the tourism sector,
including of tourists, by: cooperating with key stakeholders, including business partners,
regional and national governments, NGOs and other groups (eg. ECPAT, Blue Flag, etc.) with a
common agenda, on specific activities and projects; increasing the awareness of key players,
like tourists, other segments of the tourism industry, local communities and people, tourism
trade associations, and local and national authorities
3. Create the critical mass of committed tour operators, by: increasing the visibility of committed
tour operators and creating the image of the Initiative as a world leader in the area of
environmentally, socially and culturally responsible tourism (public and industry recognition);
establishing partnerships with other organisations that contribute to achievement of these
objectives, eg. by setting up national/regional focal points for the Initiative to engage in
outreach activities; strengthening links with regions through tour operators’ associations and
UNEP, UNESCO and UNWTO networks, where the Initiative is underrepresented at present.
Responses by individual tour operators in each of these areas vary considerably, influenced by
their size, type of holiday packages offered (and hence type of customers) and destinations
served.
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Focussing on the issue of integrating sustainability into the tour operators’ supply chain, the Tour
Operators’ Initiative has developed a methodology for tour operators seeking to integrate
economic, environmental and social sustainability criteria into their choices of service suppliers
and
their
contracts
with
those
suppliers
http://www.toinitiative.org/fileadmin/docs/publications/SupplyChainEngagement.pdf).
The key components of this methodology include:
1) Establish a sustainable supply chain policy and management system, which means setting a
coherent company policy and accompanying management system that define clear targets and
actions for economic, environmental and social performance. Key elements of a successful
sustainable supply chain policy include: a sustainability action plan for improving the economic,
environmental and social sustainability performance of suppliers and integrating the
implementation of the policy into existing company management systems; a baseline assessment
of tourism service suppliers, to assess strengths and weaknesses in their current performance on
sustainability, determine priority targets and actions, identify areas for improvement, and
generate a baseline against which to measure progress over time and review and modify the
sustainable supply chain policy and action plan; and a system for monitoring and reporting on
progress (as measured against the initial baseline), to ensure that goals have been achieved,
identify any potential problems at an early stage, promote transparency, and share results
internally and among external stakeholders.
2) Support suppliers in reaching sustainability goals, by: raising awareness on sustainability
issues amongst suppliers and demonstrating why sustainability performance is important;
providing technical support to suppliers on how to improve their sustainability performance,
particularly in areas that have been identified as priorities; and offering incentives to sustainable
suppliers by recognising and rewarding improvements on key environmental, social and economic
issues.
3) Integrate sustainability criteria into suppliers’ contracts, setting both minimum performance
standards that all suppliers of a particular type must meet and further optional criteria that they
are encouraged to achieve. Performance against sustainability criteria will need to be monitored
and assessed as part of regular reviews of suppliers and improvements can be rewarded by
preferentially contracting suppliers that meet the sustainability criteria.
In 2002, TOI also co-operated with GRI-Global Reporting Initiative to develop a sustainability
reporting framework. In the following section, the GRI system has been described.
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6.2.2. GRI Tour Operators’ Sector Supplement
The Global Reporting Initiative is a network-based organization that has developed the world’s
most widely used sustainability reporting framework and is committed to its
continuous improvement and application worldwide. Also KATE system is based on GRI reporting
standards.
In order to ensure the highest degree of technical quality, credibility, and relevance, the reporting
framework is developed through a consensus-seeking process with participants drawn globally
from business, civil society, labour, and professional institutions.
This framework sets out the principles and indicators that organizations can use to measure and
report their economic, environmental, and social performance. It is formed by three main parts:


the Sustainability Reporting Guidelines, which contain the basic principles and are divided
into three main areas (economic, social and environmental). The guidelines include the
general information and the general list of indicatorsthe Sector Supplements, which
integrate the Guidelines providing a set of specific indicators for each industry sector;



the Technical Protocols, which offer pratical and technical advices to users.

Sustainability reports based on the GRI framework can be used to benchmark organizational
performance with respect to laws, norms, codes, performance standards and voluntary initiatives;
demonstrate organizational commitment to sustainable development; and compare
organizational performance over time.
Within the Sector Supplements, in November 2002 GRI released the pilot version of the
sustainability guidelines for the Tour Operator Sector (Tour Operators’ Sector Supplement). This
Supplement was developed by a multi-stakeholder working group formed by members of the TOI
initiative and by GRI members.
The scope was to capture issue that were either essential components of sustainability unique to
tour operators or relevant to numerous sectors, but of critical importance to tour operators’
sustainability performances. The supplement only applies to businesses dedicated to organising
holiday package. It was not designed to capture sector-specific aspects of the various service
industries associated with the package, such as transports, accommodation and other tourism
services.
Although the project is currently in stand-by and the final version of the Sector Supplement has
not been prepared yet, a description of its main characteristics is given below.
The performance indicators drafted request information on tour operators’ performance both in
terms of policies and management systems as well as areas of impact. The indicators are divided
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into five categories that reflect the life cycle of the holiday product: from the planning stage, to
the development and delivery of the product:
1. Product management and development (PMD): it includes actions related to the choice of the
destination as well as the type of services to be included (e.g., the use of train vs. plane);
2. Internal management (IM): it reflects all the operations and activities that take place in the
headquarters or country offices (e.g., use of office supplies, production of brochures, direct
employment);
3. Supply chain management (SCM): it addresses actions related to the selection and contracting
of service providers;
4. Customer relations (CR): it summarises the actions taken to deal with customers, not only with
regards to the responsibility to serve them and reply to their comments, but also the
opportunity to provide information and raise consumer awareness regarding sustainability;
5. Co-operation with destination (D): it includes all activities and decisions related to destinations
that tour operators make beyond the production and delivery of their holiday package. This
mainly includes efforts made by tour operators to engage in dialogues with destination
operators about the impacts of tour packages, and philanthropic activities.
The first four categories cover actions and decisions that tour operators make in preparation of
the holiday package. Through these actions and decisions, tour operators have either a direct
impact on sustainability (e.g., managing office supplies), or a significant influence on sustainability
(e.g., through the supply chain). The fifth area covers efforts to address product impacts at the
destination.
Within these five categories, the indicators have been further grouped in the three sustainability
headings where the working group felt relatively clear boundaries between environmental, social,
and economic performance exist (e.g., internal management). In some categories, the indicators
have not been separated into economic, environmental, and social, since the operators could not
make a distinction between these issues within their business operations.
Herewith the list of performance indicators proposed for each category.
PRODUCT MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT (PMD)
PMD1. Indicate % of reporting organisation’s business (by passengers carried) and market share in operating destinations.
PMD2. Describe policies on selecting, developing and deselecting destinations based on environmental, social and economic issues.
2

PMD3. Describe key environmental, economic and social issues identified in destinations and types of information gathered .
Issues may include:
Environment: water, wastewater, energy, and transport infrastructures; hazardous and solid waste disposal; air and water quality;
land-use and biodiversity conservation; local environmental management structures.
Socio-economic: respect for human rights (including indigenous and tribal people); compliance with International Labour
Organization (ILO) conventions on child and forced labour; freedom of association; non-discrimination; programmes to
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combat sexual exploitation of children and to combat and mitigate the social impacts of HIV/AIDS; citizen participation in
planning process.
PMD4. Indicate % of destinations in which organisation operates for which issues (PMD3) have been identified, and percentage of
reporting organisation’s business this represents (by passengers carried).
PMD5. Describe types of approaches taken in gathering information (PMD3) and rationale for applying an approach to a given
destination.
Approaches include own research, third party report, customer feedback, destination self-assessment, stakeholders’ consultation,
dialogue with competitors. Specify stakeholders approached.
PMD6. Indicate length of time over which this information (PMD3) has been collected, and the frequency with which it is updated.
PMD7. Quantify overall economic, environmental, and social impacts of typical holiday products.
PMD8. Describe changes in design of holiday packages and other actions to address key environmental, economic and social issues
(see PMD3) of destinations.
PMD9. Describe Measures to maximise economic benefits to destinations.

INTERNAL MANAGEMENT (IM)
Labour practices:
IM1. Provide evidence of recruiting local residents (including destination nationals) for destination posts including management
positions.
Health and safety:
IM2. Describe existence of policies and programmes to address the physical and mental well-being of staff at headquarters and
destinations.
Training and education:
IM3. Describe types and mechanisms of training on environmental, social and economic issues by category of employee. Include
destination representatives, senior management, middle management, professional, technical, administrative, production, and
maintenance.
IM4. Describe policies and actions in place to accommodate cultural customs, traditions and practices of staff throughout the
organisation.
Materials:
IM5. Describe policies to minimise the environmental impacts associated with the production, distribution and use of promotional
materials and customer documentation.
IM6. Indicate total quantity (tonnes or kg) of material used by type (e.g., paper, plastic) and environmental quality (e.g., recycled
content), for the production of promotional materials and customer documentation.
IM7. Indicate percentage of promotional materials and customer documentation that are produced in accordance with an
environmental standard. Specify standard.
Waste:
IM8. Describe policies and targets for redistribution, reuse and recycling of promotional materials.
IM9. Indicate percentage of total travel retailers that agree to adopt policies and practices on reuse and recycling of promotional
materials. Also refer to Supply Chain Management section.

SUPPLY CHAIN MANAGEMENT (SCM)
SCM1. Describe the supply chain management policy, objectives and targets on environmental, social, and economic performance.
State the use of supplier prioritisation and screening criteria.
SCM2. Describe processes through which suppliers, by type, are consulted during development and implementation of the supply
chain management policy, described in SCM1.
SCM3. Describe issues identified through supplier consultation and actions to address them.
SCM4. Describe processes through which suppliers, by type, are engaged in the implementation of the supply chain management
policy, described in SCM1.
Processes include: One way communication (e.g., questionnaires), two-way communication (e.g., information exchange), active cooperation (e.g., supplier training), rewards and recognition for high performers.
SCM5. State joint actions taken with suppliers, by type, to support improvements in suppliers own environmental and social
performance.
SCM6. Describe progress in achieving objectives and targets related to supply chain policy.
SCM7. Indicate percentage of suppliers, by type, subject to supply chain management policy.
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SCM8. Indicate percentages of suppliers, by type, subject to supply chain policy that have a published sustainability policy,
implemented a sustainability management system and/or have a staff person with management responsibility for corporate
sustainability.
SCM9. State types of information requested from suppliers, by type, on their3: (a) Environmental practices and performance.
Include: Materials, water, energy, purchasing, solid waste, hazardous waste, effluents, emissions, transport, land-use and
biodiversity. (b) Social practices and performance. Include: Community and staff development, indigenous and tribal people’s
rights, formal employment contracts, social security, working conditions according to ILO Convention 172, equal treatment,
non-discrimination, recognition of independent trade unions and application of collective bargaining agreements, health and
safety committees, policies excluding child labour as defined by ILO, programmes to combat commercial sexual exploitation of
children, and to combat and mitigate the social impacts of HIV/AIDS.
SCM10. Indicate percentage of suppliers, by type, subject to supply chain management policy that provided the requested
information.
SCM11. Indicate percentage of suppliers, by type, subject to supply chain management policy whose environmental, social and
economic performance has been reported. Through, for example: • Supplier self declaration; • Spot checks by reporting
organization; • Environmental and social audits; • Certification schemes (including eco labels); • Third party verification (state
if verifier is accredited, and by whom).
SCM12. State actions taken by the reporting organisation in response to suppliers reported performance (as per SCM 11), by type
of suppliers. Include incentives and rewards.
SCM13. State actions to inform suppliers of customers’ requirements.
SCM14. State contracting policy and how it is communicated to suppliers. Include negotiating terms and conditions for payment,
cancellation and compensation of contracts with suppliers.
SCM15. Describe joint initiatives with suppliers to improve environmental, social and economic conditions in destinations.
SCM16. State benefits for the reporting organisation from implementing the sustainable supply chain policy.

CUSTOMER RELATIONS (CR)
CR1. Describe tools and measures used by reporting organisation to raise the awareness of consumers of suppliers’ environmental,
social and economic performance. Indicate joint efforts with suppliers, NGOs, national tourism organisations (NTOs), and
authorities in destinations; main themes communicated; and specify the moment of the holiday experience, from selection to
return, at which communication took place.
CR2. Describe tools and measures used by reporting organisation to raise the awareness of consumers of destinations’
environmental, social and economic issues. Indicate joint efforts with suppliers, NGOs, NTOs, and authorities in destinations;
main themes communicated; and specify the moment of the holiday experience, from selection to return, at which
communication took place. CR3. Describe tools and measures used by reporting organisation to raise the awareness of
consumers of sustainable holiday-making. Indicate joint efforts with suppliers, NGOs, NTOs, and authorities in destinations;
main themes communicated; and specify the moment of the holiday experience, from selection to return, at which
communication took place.
CR4. Describe means to invite customers’ feedback on economic, environmental, and social issues related to the holiday product
and actions taken to respond to feedback.
CR5. Indicate percentage of total feedback received, related to economic, environmental and social issues. Break down feedback in
terms of positive and negative and main issues covered.
CR6. Provide evidence of consultation with destination stakeholders and suppliers on how the destination and services are
portrayed to customers.
CR7. Indicate number of complaints from destinations’ stakeholders and holiday-makers regarding misleading and inaccurate
representation of destinations. Indicate actions taken to address complaints.

COOPERATION WITH DESTINATIONS (D)
Partnerships:
D1. Describe ways reporting organisation engages with destination stakeholders to address issues, including those identified in
PMD34. Include information exchange, awareness raising, consultation, dialogues and incentives provided.
Community development:
D2. Describe measures taken to identify and offer commercial opportunities and assistance to non-contracted suppliers that
support community development.
Philanthropy and charitable donations:
D3. Describe procedures and criteria for selecting projects and organisations to which philanthropic and charitable donations are
made.
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D4. Indicate total funds (in cash and estimated value of in-kind contributions) for conservation and social development projects.
Identify: • Sources (corporate budget, consumers’ contributions); • Type (cash, in-kind); • Distribution of funds to conservation
and community development projects and organisations; • Location of projects/organisations receiving the funds (in operating
destinations, headquarters and international).
D5. Describe programmes for philanthropic and charitable donations in relation to conservation and community development
projects.
D6. Provide evidence of benefits generated (in D4 and D5), particularly at destinations, in support of community development,
biodiversity conservation and other social, economic and environmental improvements at destinations.

Other important indicators to determine the enterprise responsibility and common to all sectors
are listed in the General Guidelines. They refer to economic and environment aspects, as well as
to labour, human rights, society and product responsibility. Among them, we can mention:
Economic indicators
EC1 Direct economic value generated and distributed, including revenues, operating costs,
employee compensation, donations and other community investments, retained earnings, and
payments to capital providers and governments;D
EC5 Range of ratios of standard entry level wage compared to local minimum wage at significant
locations of operation.
EC6 Policy, practices, and proportion of spending on locally-based suppliers at significant locations
of operation.CO R E
EC7 Procedures for local hiring and proportion of senior management hired from the local
community at significant locations of operation.
EC8 Development and impact of infrastructure investments and services provided primarily for
public benefit through commercial, in-kind, or pro bono engagement.
EC9 Understanding and describing significant indirect economic impacts, including the extent of
impacts.
Environmental indicators
EN2 Percentage of materials used that are recycled input materials. R E
EN3 Direct energy consumption by primary energy source.
EN5 Energy saved due to conservation and efficiency improvements.
EN7 Initiatives to reduce indirect energy consumption and reductions achieved.
EN11 Location and size of land owned, leased, managed in, or adjacent to, protected areas and
areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas.R E
EN12 Description of significant impacts of activities, products, and services on biodiversity in
protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas.
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EN14 Strategies, current actions, and future plans for managing impacts on biodiversity.
EN16 Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions by weight.
EN18 Initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reductions achieved.
EN26 Initiatives to mitigate environmental impacts of products and services, and extent of impact
mitigation.CO R E
EN29 Significant environmental impacts of transporting products and other goods and materials
used for the organization’s operations, and transporting members of the workforce.
EN30 Total environmental protection expenditures and investments by type.
RE
Labour indicators
LA1 Total workforce by employment type, employment contract, and region.
LA2 Total number and rate of employee turnover by age group, gender, and region.
LA3 Benefits provided to full-time employees that are not provided to temporary or part-time
employees, by major operations.CO R E
LA7 Rates of injury, occupational diseases, lost days, and absenteeism, and total number of workrelated fatalities by region.
LA8 Education, training, counseling, prevention, and risk-control programs in place to assist
workforce members, their families, or community members regarding serious diseases.
LA10 Average hours of training per year per employee by employee category.
LA11 Programs for skills management and lifelong learning that support the continued
employability of employees and assist them in managing career endings.
LA14 Ratio of basic salary of men to women by employee category.
u
Human rights indicators
HR2 Percentage of significant suppliers and contractors that have undergone screening on human
rights and actions taken.
HR3 Total hours of employee training on policies and procedures concerning aspects of human
rights that are relevant to operations, including the percentage of employees trained.
HR4 Total number of incidents of discrimination and actions taken.
HR6 Operations identified as having significant risk for incidents of child labor, and measures taken
to contribute to the elimination of child labor.
HR9 Total number of incidents of violations involving rights of indigenous people and actions
taken.
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Society indicators R E
SO1 Nature, scope, and effectiveness of any programs and practices that assess and manage the
impacts of operations on communities, including entering, operating, and exiting.
SO2 Percentage and total number of business units analyzed for risks related to corruption.
SO3 Percentage of employees trained in organization’s anti-corruption policies and procedures.
SO6 Total value of financial and in-kind contributions to political parties, politicians, and related
institutions by country.
SO8 Monetary value of significant fines and total number of non-monetary sanctions for
noncompliance with laws and regulations.
Product responsibility indicators
PR1 Life cycle stages in which health and safety impacts of products and services are assessed for
improvement, and percentage of significant products and services categories subject to such
procedures.
PR5 Practices related to customer satisfaction, including results of surveys measuring customer
satisfaction.
PR6 Programs for adherence to laws, standards, and voluntary codes related to marketing
communications, including advertising, promotion, and sponsorship.
PR8 Total number of substantiated complaints regarding breaches of customer privacy and losses
of customer data.
These indicators are only a part of the set of 80 indicators included in the Guidelines.
It has to be noted that there are specific references to the relationships with the local community,
that is neglected in other methodologies. The TO is required to prove this relationships (indicators
D2 and EC6), to provide evidence of consultation with destination stakeholders and suppliers on
how the destination and services are portrayed to customers (indicator CR6) and to describe ways
it engages with destination stakeholders to address issues (indicator D1).
On the contrary, it is not mentioned the meeting between tourists and local populations, that the
TO could include in the travel package.
The TO responsibility is assessed along the whole tourism value chain, involving all stakeholders:
employees, suppliers/partners, customers and society in general.
From this point of view, it follows a certification approach, according to the classification proposed
by Goodwin. However, unlike other certification programs, in the general Guidelines are also
present indicators referring to the product responsibility .
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Although the system is well articulated and complete, it is also complex and costly. The GRI itself is
aware of that and acknowledges the difficulty and cost of collecting some data and the
unreliability of some information, which lead some enterprises to exclude some indicators in the
analysis. In addition, this system is basically designed for big tour operators, like those members of
TOI (Kuoni, TUI, etc.), but not for SMEs.

6.2.3. FTO Sustainability Guidelines and Travelife Sustainability System
As stated by Goodwin (Goodwin, 2005), the UK Federation of Tour Operators (FTO) has worked in
order to combine the responsible tourism and the certification approach.
The Federation has secured the commitment of all of its members to a programme of introducing
sustainable tourism principles and some of them are using responsible tourism as part of their
marketing. The members of the FTO Responsible Tourism Committee have signed a ‘Statement of
Commitment’ in three points, which is the same as that adopted by TOI Initiative.
The Federation has also taken part into the Travelife project, in order to create a certification
programme that enable its members to share the auditing of suppliers, essential to delivering their
own commitments. They have developed a Suppliers Sustainability Handbook (Travelife
Sustainability Handbook) in order to clarify the many crucial issues relevant to their business and
to give suppliers a useful source of reference.
This Handbook derives from the Travelife Audit System, which was created with the support of the
EU LIFE – Environment funded project TOUR-LINK.
In 2003, the Dutch and United Kingdom tour operator associations committed themselves to
introduce a sustainability management approach among their members which would create a
stronger demand for certified suppliers at the holiday destinations. The project ran from July 2004
to December 2007. In the UK, this system was adopted by members of FTO (Federation of Tour
Operators) and ABTA (Association of British Travel Agencies).
The TOUR-LINK project aimed at testing and demonstrating the effectiveness of a common coordinated approach by:
• supporting tour operators in the introduction of a common and widely accepted sustainable
supply chain management system.
• creating synergies between the VISIT platform for tourism eco-labels, EU Eco-label and the tour
operators environmental inspection systems for suppliers (leading to more certified supply).
• testing common actions of a strong group of tour operators (market pressure) in two exemplary
destinations to promote sustainable development (e.g. foster certification of accommodations).
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• developing and testing a common, clear and attractive tour operator consumer communication
strategy to promote green purchasing.
• disseminating the tested model for “linking tourism suppliers and Eco-labels with tour
operators” (TOUR-LINK) to tour operators, suppliers and destinations in all EU member states.
The results of the project include:
 a tested and broadly accepted European sustainable tourism supply chain management model.
Practical and tested training strategy, curricula, manuals and tools for different tour operator
staff members and product groups.
 implementation of sustainable supply chain management systems at more than 75 tour
operators from more than five countries. Proven environmental benefits based on common
indicators;
 standardised tour operators’ checklists and inspection systems (for their tourism suppliers).
Solid co-operation in standards and marketing between the EU Ecolabel and VISIT (the
European platform for Tourism Ecolabels;
 common tour operator destination approach methodology. More certified hotels and other
suppliers in Catalonia and Austria;
 European business-to-business matching service for certified suppliers and tour operators.
Tourism businesses in Europe are well informed about tour operators expectations and
European tour operators are aware of available certified tourism products. Sustainability as a
factor in purchasing and contracting;
 Tour operators communication channels promote green products and raise consumers’
awareness. Sustainability images and messages in tour operators catalogues. Common logo for
certified products.
The Travelife Assessment System
Within the TOUR-LINK project, the Travelife project (http://www.travelife.eu/index.php) has been
set up to support an efficient and costeffective introduction of sustainability principles within the
Tour Operator sector. It aims to increase:
• the quality of travel products
• customer satisfaction
• the quality of life in the destinations.
Travelife aims at bringing together the individual and collective experiences of tour operators and
their associations and builds upon the experiences of other initiatives within the tourism sector.
The introduction of a common approach should support a rapid introduction and dissemination of
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the knowledge and desirable practices within the sector. It also should help to avoid the
emergence of competing standards and systems which would create confusion within the sector
and among consumers.
The Travelife Project partners are: the European Centre for Eco and Agro Tourism – Projects,
Netherlands; the Association of ANVR Tour operators, Netherlands; the Federation of Tour
Operators, UK; Leeds Metropolitan University, UK; Lund University, Sweden; the Catalan Ministry
of Environment, Spain; the Austrian Ministry of Environment, Austria; the Royal Award
Foundation, Denmark, and the Dutch Alps Platform, Netherlands.
Travelife is supported by a growing number of trade associations that have committed their
members to implement this management systems and tools. The system is presently introduced
among more than 450 tour operator members of European tour operator associations such as the
Dutch ANVR, the British FTO, the German FAR and the Belgian ABTO, BTOV, VVR, BFNO and FBAA
with the support of Toerisme Vlaanderen.
To fulfill the different requirements in order to receive a Travelife Certificate, tour operators have
to accomplish the following criteria referring to their whole value chain:
1. Sustainable management
2. Internal management
3. Sustainable Supply Chain Management
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Sustainable Transport
Sustainable Accommodation
Sustainable excursions
Destination
Customer communication

The following boxes describe the variables included in each criteria.
1. SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT
1.1 Engagement solution:

A sustainability coordinator is appointed and his/her role and activities are defined.
 Sustainability related tasks and responsibilities are part of the company procedures and
processes.
 Appropriate responsibilities are assigned to the company’s staff for actions related to the
sustainability policy.
 A sustainability mission statement is defined.
 The sustainability manager has successfully passed the Travelife training.
 Management and other staff members have successfully passed the Travelife training.
 The Sustainability coordinator, staff members and management have received additional
education related to sustainable tourism management (e.g. ISO 14001, University courses,
training for guides and others).
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1.2 Baseline Assessment



1.3 Policy
1.4 Action Plan
1.5 Monitoring and
evaluation





1.6 Reporting




Staff members are regularly updated on the company’s sustainability progress (e.g.
newsletters, intranet and other internal communication channels used by the company).
The organization is actively involved in external forums and working groups which are
supportive to sustainable tourism.
All experiences and best practices are concerning sustainable tourism are shared with other
organizations and/or on the Travelife website.
The organization makes donations to (local) institutes, nature protection organizations or
other sustainable local/national initiatives.
The company has identified the nature and the number of suppliers whom is working with
(directly or indirectly) and their sustainable performance (e.g. through the Travelife baseline
assessment).
The organization has a formal, written policy statement on sustainable tourism.
The organization has a sustainability action plan.
The organization developed an (internal) management system to monitor and evaluate the
progress of the sustainable management system (e.g. by extension of existing management
programmes with sustainability information and files).
The Travelife sustainability report is submitted every year.
A public sustainability report is published annually.

2. INTERNAL MANAGEMENT
2.1 Social Policies

2.2 Internal environment
management

 Trade union membership, collective negotiation agreements and representation of members by
trade unions is allowed.
 All employees of the organization have a written employment contract.
 The organization contributes to a healthcare insurance for all employees.
 The organization offers schemes for pregnancy- , maternity and parental leave for all employees.
 The organization contributes to a disability-risk insurance of all employees.
 The organization has a pension scheme for all staff members.
 The organization contributes financially to education and training of its employees.
 The organization has other arrangements for its employees
 The risk of corporate accidents and illness is minimised.
 Physical and mental wellbeing of staff in the main office and in destinations is arranged in
compliance with national legislation.
 Staff changeover does not exceed the national average.
 The organization gives preference to the assignment of local staff in destinations, incl.
management positions.
 The organization ensures that no discrimination based on ethnic background, race, religion or sex
will occur in staff employment, training/education and/or access to superior employment levels.
 There is an effective complaints procedure and possibility to claim for compensation for all
employees.
 Training aimed to maintain staff competencies are stimulated at all levels of responsibility
 The organization offers the possibility to present important labour matters to superior
management.
 Disciplinary procedures are documented and all staff is informed on them.
 The printing company works with a certified environmental management system (>50% of total
corporate printing in kilo’s or pages)
 Brochures are printed on environmentally friendly paper for more than 50% of total corporate use
(in kilo’s or pages)
 Efficient use of brochures is stimulated. For example with use of a demand system, barcodes to
verify stocks or container deposits.
 Purchasing policy gives preference to sustainable products and services.
 More than 50% of paper use in the office consists of sustainable paper.
 At least 50% of coffee and team provided in the office consists of fair trade or organic produce, or
has sustainable certification.
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Other office supplies (maps, pens, furniture etc.) are produced sustainably.
Products are purchased in bulk in order to reduce amount of materials.
Use of biodegradable cleaning materials and environmentally certified cleaning companies.
Catering works with sustainable purchasing, transport, waste etc. and offers a maximum possible
of organic food.
 Presence of other positive examples of sustainable purchasing.
 The organization is actively engaged in waste reduction.
 The organization has implemented an effective policy for separation and reuse of waste.
 Glass is recycled.
 Paper/cardboard is recycled.
 Plastic is recycled.
 Toner/ink is recycled.
 Organic waste is recycled.
 Batteries are recycled.
 Other waste is recycled.
 The organisation complies to the national legislation concerning waste disposal.
 The organisation has an energy- saving policy.
 At least 75% of energy efficient lighting is installed in the organization.
 An automatic switch on/off system with for example timers or movement sensors is operational.
 Is all equipment switched off after office hours (not on ‘standby’)
 Does the organization use low energy equipment?
 Other measures, not indicated above, are taken.
 At least 50% of total energy consumption is ‘sustainable energy.
 CO2 emission from the use of fossil energy for the offices is compensated.
 The organization has an active policy to reduce water consumption.
 Flow restrictors are installed in min. 75 % of the taps.
 Aerators are installed.
 Percussion taps are installed in min. 75 % of all taps.
 Push buttons or other water saving equipment is installed in the toilets.
 Other water-saving examples are available.
 Grey water is recycled and treated before use.
 The wastewater is treated the correct way, according to national legislation.
 Staff is reminded regularly to save water.
 The organisation has a mobility policy for the staff.
 Business flights of staff are compensated.
 Employees are stimulated to use public transport or sustainable transport means like bycicles.
 Corporate policy aims to reduce the transport necessaty by tele-work, tele/video meetings and
other means.
 Compensation for private or lease cars is limited to cleanenergy cars category A or B.
 All employees are invited to participate in training or receive information (posters/email) on social
and environmental policies.
Traineeships are offered to students

3. SUSTAINABLE SUPPLY CHAIN MANAGEMENT
3.1 Selection of new
suppliers
3.2 Incentives
for
current suppliers








New suppliers are also selected on their sustainability
Child labour Suppliers that work with children younger than 14 years of
Current suppliers should meet with the basic criteria
Suppliers are stimulated to implement the Travelife
The Best Practice standards are distributed to all
Suppliers are encouraged to monitor and evaluate their organization on a regular basis with the
Travelife
 Manuals and other information for more sustainable management are distributed to suppliers on a
regular basis.
 Suppliers are advised on specific training tools and (local)
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 Suppliers have participated in local or (inter)national sustainability training and education.
 Financial and non-financial incentives are offered to suppliers who engage actively in more
sustainable production.

4. SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT
4.1. Coach




4.2. Less polluting
transport to destinations






4.3. Transport in
destination




Collaboration with certified coach transport companies.
Transport providers are incentivised to implement a sustainable driving style by means of
communication of the ´eco-driving´ technique or international equivalents.
Sustainable (public) transport is offered to the point of departure for the international journey.
(part of) The transport offered to the destination is sustainable.
CO2 compensation for the international transport is included in the package price.
The organization does not offer flights: For distances <700 km; If total holiday package is less than
8 days, no flights or distances 700><2000km are offered; If total holiday package is less than 14
days no flights for distances >2000 km are offered.
Suppliers and local agents are stimulated to offer sustainable transport for local transfers and
excursions.
Suppliers are stimulated to implement sustainable operations by means of communication of
Best

5. SUSTAINABLE ACCOMMODATION



5.1. Accommodation










Preference is given to accommodations that function sustainably.
Preference is given to accommodations with internationally acknowledged and/or Travelife
certification.
The tour operator gives preference to accommodations which are operated by/owned by local
entrepreneurs.
In countries/regions renowned for sexual exploitation of children the accommodation suppliers
are informed on how to recognise the signals of sexual exploitation and other related criminal
activities, and on possible means to prevent it.
In countries/regions renowned for sexual exploitation of children, the accommodation contracts
include clauses which enable the tour operator to end the contractual agreement prematurely if
the accommodation supplier does not take adequate measures to prevent sexual exploitation of
children.
Personnel in countries renowned for sexual exploitation of children receive relevant training.
Accommodations are stimulated to offer locally produced and sustainable souvenirs.
Local suppliers do not promote souvenirs which are produced with materials from threatened
flora and fauna species as indicated in the Cites treaty and the IUCN ‘Red List’.
The tour operator collaborates with hotel managers, sales points within the accommodations and
shops within the destination to assure that the local offer of souvenirs is sustainable. Moreover,
clients are informed on the reasons

6. SUSTAINABLE EXCURSIONS
6.1. Excursions








The development/production of excursions offered to tourists cause minimal or no damage to the
natural environment, infrastructure etc.
The organisation offers no products or services that are damaging to humans, animals, plants,
natural sources (e.g. water/energy), or which are socially/culturally unacceptable.
Activities, products, product parts that are not according to national/international legislation
and/or agreements are not offered by the organization.
No promotion is made for hunting, unless it takes place with consideration of all environmental
interests and with government permission.
Excursions and activities which are supportive to local communities are developed and offered to
consumers.
Excursions and entertainment with attention for child prostitution or aimed at child prostitution
will not be promoted and will not be offered.
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7. DESTINATIONS
7.1. Destinations











In product development preference is given to sustainable destinations (e.g. no traffic, sustainable
city planning and infrastructure)
When composing the tours the organization gives preference to destinations which are easily
accessible by sustainable means of transport.
Extremely vulnerable destinations (e.g. Antarctica, Galapagos) will not be visited unless the visit is
ecologically responsible.
The organization supports initiatives that improve the relationships between accommodations and
local producers, among which the producers of local food products and souvenirs etc. (e.g.
initiatives to improve quality level, logistics, transport)
The tour operator collaborates with other tour operators, nature protection organizations,
government organizations in order to prevent trade in threatened flora/fauna and
archaeological/cultural heritage.
Excursions that promote local crafts and local (food) production methods are developed and
promoted.
The tour operator influences local government (when possible together with other tour operators
and stakeholders) concerning sustainability, destination management and planning, use of natural
sources and socio-cultural issues.
Local initiatives to support sustainability are included in excursions (e.g. regarding biodiversity,
social projects and nature conservation)
The tour operator supports the development of adequate waste (water) management,
infrastructure and facilities in beach destinations.

8. CUSTOMER COMMUNICATION
8.1.
Customer
satisfaction





















The corporate sustainability policy is accessible to consumers and clearly communicated.
The corporate results regarding the sustainability policy are communicated to consumers.
Consumers are provided with information on sustainable tourism and sustainable behavior (e.g.
respectful attitude regarding local socio-cultural and natural environment). Recommendations on
how to contribute to this.
Consumer is informed on the natural and socio-cultural environment in the holiday destination.
Clients receive guidelines and/or codes of conduct for attractions with animals (in captivity).
Clients receive information on sustainable behaviour on the beaches of the holiday destination.
Clients receive guidelines/code of conduct for all marine activities, e.g. observing whales, dolphins,
turtles etc.
Clients receive guidelines/code of conduct for sustainable snorkelling and diving.
Clients receive guidelines/codes of conduct for sustainable sports fishing.
Clients receive guidelines/code of conduct for suitable behaviour in cultural destinations/sites.
Clients receive guidelines/code of conduct on wildlife tourism.
Clients receive guidelines/code of conduct for encounters with native and traditional cultures.
Clients receive guidelines and/or code of conduct for sustainable winter sports activities.
Clients receive general guidelines for sustainable behaviour and/or code of conduct for local
activities.
Clients are informed on several transport means to reach the destination, with the environmental
impact and (more) sustainable alternatives.
Clients are informed on the possibilities for CO2 reduction/compensation, in particular for packages
including transport by airplane.
Sustainable accommodations and excursions are promoted with logo’s or other promotional
materials, clearly visible and recognisable to consumers.
Clients are informed on all relevant legislation concerning the purchasing, sales, in- and export of
historic or religious artefacts and articles containing materials of threatened flora and/or fauna.
Clients are stimulated to use meals also in local restaurants, not solely in the holiday
accommodation. Local staff and local representatives promote sustainable local excursions and local produce.
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Clients are encouraged to donate to local charity and sustainable initiatives (e.g. nature conservation
and social projects).
 Client satisfaction Client satisfaction is structurally measured.
 Sustainability is an integral part of the research into client satisfaction (incl. complaints).

Like GRI, this procedure follows a certification approach (process- and performance-based
standards), with a great attention not only to the TO’s commitments regarding the organisation of
its activities within and outside the enterprise, but also to the criteria with which the operator
selects the destinations and the local stakeholders/partners, in particular accommodation and
transports. But it also integrates a responsible tourism approach, in that TOs are required to
communicate with consumers and to involve them in the assessment of their activities.
To help tour operators and their suppliers, Travelife offers a set of integrated industry-wide
instruments and tools, such as:
 system: an international management standard for the implementation of sustainable tourism
by tour operators;
 training: a state-of-the-art course including the best industry practises;
 planning: setting and monitoring the company commitments through an “action planning
system”;
 reporting: an online instrument for tourist organisations to report in- and externally on the
accomplishment of specific sustainability actions. It provides an overview of possible actions
which correspond with the actions in the ´Action Planning´ tool;
 industry wide best practise standards and assessment for tour operator suppliers and
destinations.
The Travelife system is currently adopted by many important TOs like TUI, Kuoni and Thomas
Cook.
Operatively, the system (http://www.travelifesystem.co.uk/) is accessible through a Web based
facility (http://www.travelifesystem.co.uk/), which is divided into two sections: one for travellers
and the other for business users (tour operators, tourism businesses, advertisers, auditors).
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As for travellers, the system provides a Directory of sustainable tourism business (The Travelife
Collection), i.e. of business respecting the principles of social and environmental sustainability.
Regarding business users, the Supplier section is designed for use by businesses that provide
goods and services direct to tour operators or their agents (accommodation, excursion providers,
transports, Ground Handling Agents, Bars, Restaurants, Entertainment Venues). Once registered,
suppliers can evaluate their own social and environmental performance by completing checklist
questions once per year relating to criteria for good environmental and social management. The
system compares their rating with those of other tourism businesses and provides them with help,
advice and support on how they can improve themselves.
In the Sustainability System, the TO can find out about its supplier’s present performance. When
suppliers reach a certain performance level, they can apply for an audit which provides them with
the opportunity to be noted in the catalogues of tour operators through the Travelife bronze,
silver or gold sustainability logos.

97

6.2.4. AiTO Sustainable Tourism Guidelines and ST Star classification system
The UK Association of Independent Tour Operators (AiTO) represents some of Britain’s specialist
tour operators. Members are independent companies, most of them owner-managed, specialising
in particular destinations or types of holidays.
Like FTO, AiTO has incorporated into its business charter a Commitment to Responsible travel and
green tourism and introduced a certification scheme for their members. The commitment is based
on five principles:
 to protect the environment – its flora, fauna and landscapes
 to respect local cultures – traditions, religions and built heritage
 to benefit local communities – both economically and socially



to conserve natural resources – from office to destination
to minimise pollution – through noise, waste disposal and congestion

These responsibilities are fulfilled by each member according to its own distinctive style and field
of operation, by:
 establishing its own policies and involving its staff
 informing clients about Responsible Tourism and, where appropriate,
 encouraging them to participate
 working with its suppliers and partners to achieve responsible goals and practices


publicising good practice to encourage and spread Responsible Tourism

Regarding the certification scheme, it is based on a star classification system, with the rating going
up from a minimum of 1 RT to a maximum of 5 RT stars. It was launched in autumn 2008. When a
member signs up the commitment, it is awarded one star. Reaching 2 RT stars and above means
that the member has gone above and beyond the minimum RT requirements expected by AITO.
In order to achieve the star ratings, a company fulfils a number of criteria covering five main areas:
1. RT policies
2. implementation of sustainable office practice
3. communication with customers
4. environmental practice
5. practical destination activity
The latter two areas have the most points allocated to them. Currently, 19 members have secured
a 2 start status, 23 members 3 star status, 17 4 star status and a further 21 have secured 5 star
status.
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To ensure that the programme is kept fully up to date AiTO has created a dedicated Responsible
Tourism committee of members and advisors who review progress.
To monitor and progress issues, AiTO has developed a range of services and advice for
members and an on-line evaluation procedure to allow members to monitor progress over time.
All AITO members are required to appoint a member of their staff as a Responsible Tourism
representative and to formally accept AITO's RT Guidelines.
Although the specific indicators included in the five areas are not known, the AiTO system seems
to follow a combined approach (responsible tourism and certification). However, the certification
is assigned by an internal committee, like in AITR and ATES, which makes this system more similar
to them.

6.2.5. First Choice FTSE4Good system
First Choice, trading name of TUI UK Limited and part of the TUI Travel PLC Group of companies, is
the UK’s leading leisure travel company.
The operator has combined a certification approach, recognised by listing the company on the
FTSE4Good Index, with a strong responsible tourism movement approach, developed through a
number of operators (Exodus, the Adventure Company, Imaginative Traveller, Trips Worldwide
and Waymark), who are part of the First Choice Group and who sell their trips on
responsibletravel.com.
The FTSE4Good Index Series (http://www.ftse.com/Indices/FTSE4Good_Index_Series/index.jsp)
has been designed to measure the performance of companies that meet globally recognized
corporate responsibility standards, and to facilitate investment in those companies. The Index
main objective are as follows:
 to provide a tool for responsible investors to identify and invest in companies that meet
globally recognised corporate responsibility standards;
 to provide asset managers with socially responsible investment (SRI) benchmark and a tool for
socially responsible investment products;
 to contribute to the development of responsible business practices around the world.
The criteria are based on internationally respected codes and principles with new criteria being
subjected to a widespread consultation and approved by an independent oversight committee.
To qualify for inclusion in the FTSE4Good Index Series, eligible companies must meet criteria
requirements in five areas:
a.
b.

working towards environmental sustainability;
developing positive relationships with stakeholders;
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c.
d.
e.

up-holding and supporting universal human rights;
ensuring good supply chain labour standards,
countering bribery

a. Environmental criteria: companies are classified as high, medium or low impact based on the
environmental footprint of their activities. The higher the environmental impact of the company's
operations, the more stringent the inclusion criteria (e.g. presence of an environmental policy,
identification of significant impacts, internal audits). These include the presence of an
environmental policy, the commitment to monitor their performances, the identification and
description of the impacts produced. Hotels, catering and facilities management are considered
medium-impact sectors, while air transport is included in high-impact companies.
b. Social& Stakeholder criteria: to qualify for inclusion, all companies must disclose information
that meets at least two of the seven indicators considered either globally or in their home
operating country (adopting an equal opportunity policy and/or including a commitment to equal
opportunities; adopting a Code of Ethics; providing evidence of equal opportunities systems
and/or of health and safety systems and/or of training and employee development systems;
prviding evidence of systems to maintain goos employee relations; making charitable donations or
operating payroll giving schemes or providing gifts in kind or assigning responsibility for charitable
donations).
c. Human Rights criteria: companies have been divided into two groups according to their
potential impacts and involvement in countries with greatest human rights concern. The higher
the potential human rights impacts of the company’s operations, the more stringend the criteria
to meet to be included in the index (e.g. public policy covering human rights, a statement of
commitment to respect the ILO standards, training for employess in HR policy).
d. Supply Chain Labour Standards criteria: these criteria area applicable to the management of
first-tier suppliers and and to companies identified as exposed to highest levels of supply chain
risks, owing to the nature of their business (i.e. the product they sell, the countries that is sources
from and the exposure in these markets in terms of revenue). The criteria basically refer to the
adoption of policy/code to commit to or clearly be based on the main ILO Core Convention Areas
(equality/discrimination, forced labour, child labour, worker representatation).
e. Countering Bribery criteria: these criteria first apply only to companies that have been
identified as having the highest levels of exposure to risk of engaging in bribery, which varies
according to location and contexts (sector, country, public contracts). The basically criteria refer to
the commitment to obeying to relevant laws, to restricting and controls facilitation payments, to
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restricting giving and receiving gifts and to communicate the policy adopted to employees and to
the public.
The FTSE4Good criteria are designed to reflect a broad consensus on what constitutes good
corporate responsibility practice globally. Using a widespread market consultation process, the
criteria are regularly revised and updated to ensure that they reflect developments in corporate
responsibility thinking and trends in socially responsible investment as they evolve.
FTSE works in association with the Ethical Investment Research Service (EIRIS) and its network of
international partners to research company corporate responsibility performance. FTSE4Good
indices are reviewed twice per year, in September and March, by the FTSE4Good Policy
Committee.
A variety of mechanisms are employed to access the most up-to-date relevant data, such as:
scrutiny of annual reports; research of company websites; written questionnaires and liaison with
companies where appropriate; other publicly available material. In addition, factsheets detailing
the information held by EIRIS are distributed to companies on a regular basis for updating and
review.
Looking at the tourism sector, the First Choice system is suitable for big companies, quoted on the
Stock Exchange and that have to communicate the commitments and responsibilities to
shareholders, but not for SMEs.

6.2.6. Responsibletravel.com CSR Policy
Responsibletravel.com is the world's first dedicated online travel agent for responsible holidays.
It started its activities in 2001, the main scope being offering locally distinctive, authentic holidays
from across the globe that are better for destinations and local communities.
The platform includes over 300 tour operators and 600 accommodation establishments (villas,
lodges, B&Bs and small hotels).
They publish holiday reviews in 101 different countries with tips, highlights and responsible
tourism credentials to help travellers find their perfect trip.
Responsibletravel basically applies a responsible tourism approach. They have a responsible
tourism (or 'corporate social responsibility') policy. In 2009 they have published their first
Responsible Tourism Report, detailing the social and environmental impacts of their activities
between 1st July 2008 and 30th June 2009.
The responsibility audit is made by a reviews system, through which tourists are invited to report
back on ways to improve the responsibility of the holidays. These feedbacks are sent to the
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holiday provider and published on the website. Those holidays or operators that do not meet their
criteria are removed from the website.
The CSR policy
Looking at the CSR Policy, responsibletravel.com aims to help “re-invent the tourism industry for
the long-term benefit of local people, the environment, tourists and the tourism industry”.
The premise of their business is “to market and distribute more responsible holidays, thereby
creating more jobs for local people, greater income for local people and increased benefits for
conservation, whilst at the same time minimising negative impacts on local environments and
cultures”.
They claim to take their responsibilities to the environment, local communities, customers,
partners and employees very seriously and to constantly review their policy and strive to make
improvements.
The main points of their CSR policy are as follows:






relationship with members
Industry wide initiatives
Impact on society
Environmental impact
Relationship with employees.

Relationship with members
responsibletravel screen tour operators and accommodations against responsible (social,
environmental and economic) tourism criteria before they can become members and be marketed
on responsibletravel.com. Prospective members need to demonstrate that their policy and
practice meet the responsibletravel.com minimum standards. Each prospective member therefore
has to provide the following information and documents:
Responsible Travel Criteria
1. Policy & Procedure
i. A copy of the company responsible travel policy
ii. Written confirmation that the company policy has been provided to staff, destination suppliers and travellers
iii. Written confirmation that the company has a procedure for responding to travellers complaints & suggestions
concerning responsible travel practices

2. Environmental Policy
i. Evidence of 1 UK-based initiative to reduce waste, and evidence that the company policy requests waste
management practice of suppliers (reduce-reuse-recycle)
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ii. Evidence that travellers are provided with suggestions for how to reduce water use in their destinations
iii. Evidence that travellers are provided with relevant suggestions to minimise damage to the environment, wildlife
and marine ecosystems
iv. * Evidence that the company provides suggestions for destination visits to appropriate local projects with direct or
indirect environmental benefits. This is an essential requirement for all trips published on responsibletravel.com
* Tour operators may suggest alternative social projects – section 3.iv

3. Social Policy
i. Evidence that travellers are provided with accurate pre-trip information on the social and political situation in each
destination
ii. Evidence that travellers are provided with suggestions of ways to minimise negative impacts on local cultures
iii. Evidence that the company policy requests destination suppliers to ensure that a local guide accompanies all group
visits to local communities
iv. * Evidence that the company provides suggestions for destination visits to appropriate local social projects with
direct or indirect benefits to the host community. This is an essential requirement for all trips published on
responsibletravel.com
* Tour operators may suggest alternative environmental projects – section 2.iv

4. Economic Policy
i. Evidence that the company policy requests destination suppliers to employ local people wherever possible
ii. Evidence that the company policy requests destination suppliers, where local standards permit, to make use of
local produce, manufacturers and other services
iii. Evidence that travellers are provided with pre-trip suggestions of local services that provide local community
benefits (e.g. restaurants, guides, shops, craft markets)

In addition, prospective members are required to present a short summary of the responsible
travel aspects of every trip and form of accommodation on the site.
Companies must be transparent in their policies for responsible tourism at a company level and on
a holiday by holiday basis. Each tour company is required to write a detailed policy for responsible
tourism which must meet their minimum criteria. responsibletravel members must also write a
paragraph on how the specific holiday ‘makes a difference’. Travellers can find this text included
on every holiday page featured on the site.
Once accepted, members may use the responsibletravel.com logo in their marketing and
promotion - but only in association with specific trips or accommodation that have met the
minimum criteria. For some members, the minimum criteria have been met for all their trips, for
others this applies to only a select number.
Once members have met the minimum criteria for responsibletravel.com, they may continue to
add to or improve on these criteria as applied to their own products and services. This helps to
differentiate individual members and enables them to pursue future change and improvement as
appropriate.
Looking at the methodologies for monitoring responsible tourism, responsibletravel recognizes
that there is no global accreditation scheme and they do not aim to create it. Many of the hotels
103

on their site have been accredited by different schemes. As for tour operators, they have tried to
devise their own approach. Travellers are invited to comment on their experiences regarding a
particular operator or accommodation’s responsible tourism policies on their return from their
holiday, in the form of ‘travellers' reviews’. All of these reviews are sent to the tour companies
and hotels as a form of consumer-driven auditing in order to encourage continuous improvement.
Organisations that are found to have misrepresented their practices are removed from the site but
far more commonly. However, most tour operators and accommodation have usually listened to
customers’ concerns and made changes to improve the sustainability of the holidays. In these
cases, evidence of such changes is given on the website.
Industry wide initiatives
Many of the tour operators working with responsibletravel are subsidiaries of major companies in
the industry and have made changes to their businesses in order to embrace responsible tourism
principles.
In 2004, they ran a campaign against Thomson Holidays, Thomas Cook and MyTravel to persuade
them to publish policies on responsible tourism. As a result, The Federation of Tour Operators
(FTO) - who represent 70% of the market - made a public commitment that their members would
publish policies for responsible travel and tourism within a year.
In 2004, they also created The Responsible Tourism Awards, that are organised every year since
then and are a powerful tool for encouraging improvement within the tourism industry by
demonstrating examples of best practice. The public nominates tourism organisations and the
long-listed organisations are then required to fill in a detailed questionnaire which encourages
them to assess the impact that they have on local environments, cultures and communities.
The judges particularly look for examples of organisations that deliver benefits to local people and
the environment, create widespread change with replicable initiatives or those that have real scale
to them, are able to quantify their achievements and measure improvement, and are using their
influence to encourage their suppliers to be more responsible too.

Impact on society
The scope of responsibletravel business is to market holidays that have a greater positive impact
on the local communities, cultures and people visited. Whether in the UK or overseas, the holidays
should help create jobs for local people, greater income for local people and minimise negative
impacts on cultures.
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All the holidays sold “increase the linkages to local enterprises, thereby increasing the multiplier
effect of every GB £1 spent by the tourist in the destination”.
All operators and accommodations listed on the website are required to provide travellers with
information that helps sensitise them to local cultures and different ways of life.
In addition, they have to provide suggestions to the tourists for destination visits to appropriate
local social and conservation projects with direct or indirect benefits to the host community.
Since 2006, responsibletravel have worked with NGO, Conservation International to launch an
initiative which provides free marketing through responsibletravel.com for community based
tourism ventures around the world, in order to help promote them to consumers and tour
operators. In addition, they donate money to charity.
They also offer an employee payroll giving scheme. Payroll Giving Quality Mark is a Government
funded scheme that recognises and rewards organisations of all sizes for making payroll giving
available to staff. They have been awarded the Gold Award as over 10% of staff use the scheme
and donate to charity via the payroll each month.
Finally, responsibletravel has a policy of always using local suppliers wherever they can, so as to
bring as much income to the local area as possible.
Impact on the environment
Within tourism destinations, the company is engaged in actively reducing the negative impact of
tourism on the local environment. Every holiday on the site has been screened for its
environmental criteria. The holidays must show evidence of waste reduction and waste
management initiatives and they must also demonstrate that visitors are provided with
suggestions of how to reduce water use in the destination as well as information on how to
minimise damage to the local environment, wildlife and marine ecosystems during their visit.
responsibletravel encourages people to take fewer flights each year and take fewer, longer breaks
as part of their overall efforts to reduce their carbon emissions. During 2007 they have increased
the number of UK holidays on our site by over 200% and we now offer UK travellers plenty of
responsible holiday options closer to home. In addition, they have actively promoted train travel
on the site and have a dedicated product section for ‘Lower carbon travel' holidays.
They are also among the travel organisations to introduce carbon offsets in early 2002, and now
they are one of the first to remove them for environmental reasons.
As for office environmental, recycling and waste policy, responsibletravel.com is committed to:
 continuous improvement in all areas within this policy;
 the education and training of all employees in environmental issues and the environmental

effects of their activities;
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 being a 'paperless' office as much as possible (no fax or photocopier machines, vast majority of

communication by email not letter, no unnecessary printing). Our business is 100% web-based.
They also promote the use of public transport rather than private vehicles by staff whilst on
company business.
responsibletravel expect similar environmental standards from our suppliers where possible.
Relationship with employees
Concerning employees, their scope is to create a place to work which is supportive, empowering,
friendly, fun and which rewards excellence and loyalty. They offer staff flexible full-time and parttime working arrangements and half of our employees work from home several days a week.
We are committed to a good work/life balance for our staff.
The CSR Report
As mentioned before, in 2009 responsibletravel published its first Responsible Tourism Report,
detailing their social and environmental impacts between July 2008 and June 2009.
The Report describes the vision, achievements and targets regarding their members, team, office
environment, customers and suppliers and those concerning low-carbon travels, co-operation with
charities and NGOs, communication campaigns to make people aware of responsible tourism and
actions in favour of the local community.

6.3. Some conclusions

The review of the methodologies adopted by other members of the Earth network and by other
European tour operators show that the majority of them try to combine a responsible tourism
approach with a certification approach, according to what stated by Goodwin (see Section 4.2).
The following figure summarises the positioning of all the systems reviewed, including also those
developed by the Earth project partners.
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Process standards assessment

Figure 3. Responsible tourism vs. certification approach: the positioning of all the systems
analysed
Certification approach

TOI-GRI
First Choice- FTSE

KATE

FTO-Travelife
ATT-ATR
Quidamtur

AiTO

ATES

Responsibletravel.com

AITR

Responsible tourism approach
Product standards assessment

At the upper bound there are the TOI-GRI, First Choice-FTSE and KATE systems and at the lower
bound the AITR system. The first three follow a certification approach and assess the tour
operator’s activity within and outside the enterprise and along the whole value chain. AITR adopts
a market-driven perspective, certifying that the travel sold by its members respect the principles
of responsible tourism.
In the middle, there are all the other methodologies. The procedures adopted by QUIDAMTUR and
FTO-Travelife are similar to that implemented by KATE. The methodology used by ATT-ATR seems
the one that better balance both approaches, while ATES, Responsibletravel.com and AITO
systems are closer to the Responsible Tourism Standards of AITR.
Table 6 summarizes the main characteristics and peculiarities of the assessment systems
developed by the Earth partner not involved in the project (ATT-ATR) and by other European tour
operators.
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Table 6. The assessment systems developed by other Earth partners and by other European tour
operators

ATT-ATR

TOI+GRI

RESPONSIBLE
AiTO
FTO-TRAVELIFE
TRAVEL.COM
Main objectives  support the
 integrate
 product and
 Increase the  Help TOs and

development
sustainable
distribuite
engagement
their suppliers
of sustainable development into responsible
of their
to operate
and quality
TO business
travels, which
members
according to the
tourism
pratices
create new
towards
principles of

income and job
responsible
responsible
 monitor the
 create a reliable
tourism
tourism
economic
reporting system, opportunities for
local
impacts
which can ben
 Inform
communitiers and
used by
consumers
 respect
minimise
enteprises of all
heritage,

negative impacts
wenvironmen sizes, economic
sector and
 selection and
t and cultural
nationality
control of partner
differences
TOs
 develop
public
awareness
transparently
Evaluation
The TO
The TO structure
The
The
The social and
unit/certificatio structure and
and organisation
characteristics of
responsible
environmental
n object
organization
and the CSR
travels created
tourism
performances of
policy adopted
and distributed;
pratices and
TOs and their
(within and
the
policies
value chain
outside the
environmental,
adopted by
(suppliers)
enterprise)
social and
the TO
economic
pratices and
policies adopted
by the TO
Approach
Responsible+ Responsible+
Responsible
Responsible+
Responsible+
adopted
certification certification
certification
certification
Axes/principles
4
_
_
_
Data not
/aspects
engagements
available
Criteria /
16 sections
5 categories
4 criteria
5 criteria
Data not
Variables
available
Indicators /
24 indicators 126 indicators
14 indicators
Data not
Data not
sub-variables
available
available
EnD SD EcDEnD SD EcD OTH EnD SD EcD OTH
6 14
4 35 55 10
26
4 4
3
3
Benchmark
_
_
_
_
_
Indicators
Sources/annexe
17
_
_
_
_
s
Assessment
First party
First party audit
First party audit
First party
First party audit
system
audit (self(self-assessment)
(self-assessment)
audit (self(selfassessment)
+ Internal
assessment)
assessment)
+ Third party
Responsibletravel + internal AiTO + Internal Travelife
audit (AFNOR
audit
audit
audit (Travelife
Certification)
certificate)
CSR CSR Report
No
Yes
No
No
No
Notes: EnD= environmental dimension; SD= social dimension; EcD= economic dimension; OTH= other)

FIRST CHOICEFTSE
Contribuite to
the development
of responsible
activities
Provide a tool to
identify and
invest in
responsible
companies
Provide a socially
responsible
investment
benchmark

The TO and its
CSR policy

Responsible+
certification
5 areas
Data not
available
Data not
available
_
_
FTSE and EIRIS
(external audit)

Yes
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For those systems that provide specific data (ATT-ATR, TOI+GRI Tour Operators’ Sector
Supplement and Responsibletravel.com), the following table scompare:
 the priority given to the three CSR dimensions (environmental, social and economic);
 the stakeholders involved;
 the tools used to get the information.

Looking at the CSR dimensions, it is the TOI+GRI system that tries to balance all three aspects,
while ATT-ATR and Responsibletravel are relatively more focused on social aspects.

Responsibility in
terms of:
Society-culture
Environment
Economy

ATT- ATR

TOI+GRI

XXXX
XXX
X

XXXX
XXXXX
XXXXX

Responsible
travel.com
XXX
XX
X

Legend: XXXXX= maximum attention; x= minimum attention

As for the stakeholders involved, also in this case it is the TOI+GRI system that involves all
categories mentioned and especially suppliers and consumers. Although ATT-ATR involves all
categories too, it focuses more on consumers. On the contrary, Responsibletravel only involve
consumers and the local community, with a strong emphasis on the first ones.

Stakeholders
involved
Employees
Consumers
Suppliers
Local community

ATT- ATR

TOI+GRI

XX
XXXXX
XXX
XX

XXXXX
XXXX
XXXXX
XXX

Responsible
travel.com
_
XXXX
_
XX

Legend: XXXXX= maximum involvement; x= minimum involvement

The different importance attributed to stakeholders can explain the differences in the tools used
to get the information. ATT-ATR and Responsibletravel use a self-evaluation questionnaire and the
customer questionnaire, while TOI+GRI also adds the local suppliers questionnaire, like KATE and
Quidamtur.
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Tools used

TO Self-evaluation questionnaire
Staff questionnaire
Customer questionnaire
Local suppliers questionnaire
External experts qustionnaire

ATT-ATR

TOI+GRI

YES
NO
YES
NO
NO

YES
NO
YES
YES
NO

Responsible
travel.com
YES
NO
YES
NO
NO

7. TOWARDS THE CREATION OF A COMMON EU RESPONSIBILITY LABEL

7.1.

The definitions and methodologies reviewed: critical aspects

The overview of the definitions correlated to sustainable tourism and responsible tourism has
shown the difficulty in identifying a set of concepts clearly defined and mutually exclusive.
In addition, looking at the approaches developed by the Earth EU project partners, other members
of the Earth network and other international tourism operators, the review of the literature has
highlighted that there are a plethora of methodologies and schemes that can be adopted by
tourism businesses to address the commitment to responsible tourism towards clients and the
responsibility of activities and processes developed within and outside the enterprise and along
the tourism value chain (CSR).
It is impossible to say what is the best one, since each procedure has its strengths and weaknesses
according to what can be defined as an “ideal system”, i.e. a system that takes into account all
aspects of responsibility in tourism (social, cultural, economic and environmental), that assesses it
within the enterprise as well as along the whole supply chain, involving all stakeholders (internal
staff, suppliers, clients, local population), and that is integrated by some specific statements the
enterprise makes for tourists about the experience (responsible tourism approach).
Furthermore, as discussed previously, a large number of local schemes is the product of the
cultural and ecological diversity of the world and responds to different issues and priorities in
different places (Goodwin, 2005).
In particular, a number of critical issues emerge from the analysis:
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1. the first one is about the identification of a common concept of “responsible tourism” at EU
level, widely acknowledged and adopted. According to what discussed in Chapter 2, there is an
overlapping of different terms, and every definition correlated to sustainable tourism and
responsible tourism - ecotourism, fair-trade tourism, rural tourism, supportive tourism,
community-based tourism, etc. - entails one or more different aspects of a common concept.
Furthermore, the definitions adopted also vary according to the country where this form of
tourism develops or where the responsible tourists originate from;
2. the second one concerns the object of certification, i.e. the enterprise and/or of the travel
package. Apart from the AITR system, all the methodologies analysed basically focus their
attention on the enterprise. This decision is also linked to the type of approach adopted.
Whether certifying the enterprise can be more useful for the tour operator itself, its suppliers
and shareholders, the focus on the travel package can be more effective in showing customers
the engagement of the TO and in making them aware of responsible tourism practices. This is
the reason why many methodologies try to combine both approaches. Looking specifically at
the systems reviewed, there are different market-driven perspectives to responsible tourism,
taking into account the number of definitions on responsible tourism and the characteristics of
businesses and operators committed to. Likely, there is currently a plethora of CSR and
process-driven certification schemes, developed by the different bodies investigated.
According to Goodwin, as mentioned in section 4.2, this proliferation is positive, because it is a
product of the cultural and ecological diversities and of the presence of different issues and
priorities in different places (Goodwin, 2005). In contrast, Dodds and Joppe (2005) argue that
the most important failures related to certification schemes are determined by the presence of
too many certification programs and the lack of a unified brand, which imply a lack of credibility
and low consumer demand, due to a general tiredness of customers with labels of all kinds. This
combines with lack of critical mass and lack of awareness by the industry;
3. the dispute between a plurality of schemes vs. a unified approach and their applicability faces
another important aspect, which is related to the size of the tour operators involved.
Methodologies like the TOI+GRI reporting system or the First Choice-FTSE4 Good Index Series
system cannot be applied easily by small tour operators, because they are complex and costly
in terms of time and human and financial resources needed to join the system and collect the
information. Unlike big companies like TUI or First Choice, small operators cannot afford the
cost to apply for official certification systems or to employ an external consultant or do not
have the financial resources to implement social or environmental improvements to meet the
minimum standards required by the reporting systems;
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4. An additional aspect, linked with the previous one, concerns the TO specialisation in
responsible tourism: the involvement of individual tour operators vary considerably and is
influenced by the type of holiday packages offered (and hence the type of customers), by the
destinations served and by their brand identity (in terms of reliability). The level of
“specialisation” in responsible tourism can be assessed as the percentage of travel package
having this label and the percentage of total turnover deriving from these packages. Currently,
only big tourism companies with a strong brand identity and for which responsible tourism
often represent a marginal amount of their annual turnover, have the strength to develop
market and communication campaigns and adopt internationally-acknowledged certification
systems, often combined with a responsible tourism approach. However, big tour operators
have few connections with smaller local certification schemes and prefer to opt for
international recognised standards, like ISO9001 (quality assurance accreditation) or ISO14001
(environmental accreditation) (Dodds and Joppe, 2005), or to create their own internal
monitoring system also for marketing purposes. The credibility of this system takes advantage
of their brand identity, on the one side, but also contribute to strengthen their brand identity,
on the other. From this point of view, some of the systems analysed aim at certifying tour
operators specialised in responsible tourism only (e.g. AITR, ATES, Responsibletravel, ATT-ATR).
Others (KATE, TOI+GRI, First Choice-FTSE, AiTO, etc.) are open to all tour operators and their
purpose is to assess the level of implementation of CSR policy and the enterprise’s
environmental, social and economic performances;
5. a last critical aspect concerns the assessment system (first-party certification or selfevaluation vs. third-party certication or external audit). As already discussed in section 4.1.3.,
the second choice assures a neutral, independent and transparent evaluation according to
established standards. The self-evaluation, on the other hand, does not ensure that the
statements made by the enterprise are objective and true. According to Goodwin, an external
audit is useful to encourage enterprise to continuously improve their business and
performance, but it is often difficult for consumers to see the differences year on year. From
this point of view, the self- evaluation can better respond to tourists demanding a more real
encounter with the environment and the community, in that they are able to experience the
difference and complain if the products/services fail to meet their expectations. However,
there is also a third option, i.e. a second-party certification by a purchaser (e.g. consumer) or by
the association the TO belongs to. The last one is the procedure followed, for example, by AITR,
ATES and AiTO. Although this choice implies a further control in comparison to self-evaluation,
it can be acknowledged as not completely objective and fair, in that the TOs assessed are
members of the same association. Generally speaking, whether the external auditing is the best
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solution, it is often the cost of the process that forces enterprises to choose the other two
options.
Along with these critical aspects, there are other two issues that have to be taken into account.
The first one concerns the difficulties for some tour operators to work with suppliers that can be
defined as “responsible”. In developing countries, the service standards adopted by local tourism
suppliers often cannot accomplish the principles of responsible tourism, because of the lack of
knowledge and adequate tools. This situation does not allow tour operators to respect the
minimum requirements for an appropriate management of the whole supply chain. The obstacle
can be overcome by both adopting a tolerance threshold in standards’ application and by forcing
tour operators to commit themselves to support local suppliers with knowledge transfer and
training.
The second issue regards the difficulty to translate some principles in measurable indicators. For
example, whether assessing the social responsibility of the tour operator is important (e.g.
evaluating its commitment to involve the local community in travel planning and promote the
meeting between tourists and residents), it is not easy to build a set of indicators to check this
aspect.

7.2. The EU responsibility label: a proposal to classify European assessment systems
Given all these elements, it is important to discuss the role that the European Union can take on in
this context, in order to promote responsible behaviour in both big and small tour operators and
to ensure at the same time the protection of consumers.
This chapter puts forth the proposal of creating a system to identify and give recognition to the
best programmes currently employed for reporting on and certifying travel and company
responsibility.
The scope is firstly to provide an incentive for European tour operators to embrace the principles
of responsible tourism, and as a consequence, to boost the adoption of CSR policies. Secondly, it is
hoped that by doing so, consumers and other stakeholders will be offered sufficient guarantees
with regard to the degree of responsibility assumed by individual companies.
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As discussed in the previous section, experts in the field concur that the implementation of
responsible practices on the part of operators in the tourism industry is still rather limited. The
variety of programmes available are useful for meeting the different needs and priorities of tour
operators and certifying organizations and for responding to different product characteristics and
organizational features. However, so much variety and choice can be perplexing and even meet
resistance on the part of tour organizations and tourists (Goodwin, 2005). Indeed, it compromises
the credibility and validity of the certifications themselves. Finding out about existing certification
programmes is a complicated process for operators and it is not an easy task to evaluate and make
comparisons to determine which particular programme best responds to specific situations and
individual business needs.
In order to address these issues, which very often end up deterring the adoption of more
responsible behaviour and practices, the plan of action proposed here is that the European Union
introduces a “umbrella label” to classify the assessment programmes already existing at
European level and adopted by tour operators. The programs will be entitled to obtain the EU
label according to the scores they obtain on a number of selected criteria. Each programme must
achieve a minimum number of points for each of the established criterion in order to be classified.
The final scores will then be made public to inform potential clients, as well as to promote those
tour operators who have committed themselves to certifying their business responsibility.
The EU label, as it has been conceived, has the objective of supporting and promoting
assessment/certification recognition and credibility, while at the same time aiming to achieve
the right balance of variety. With the multitude of systems available, those who do gain the
proposed recognition will in actual fact be easily identifiable and stand out from the others. With
the official approval of the European Union, they will be seen to be trustworthy and reliable by
tour operators, consumers and the community at large.
The final scope is not to identify the best responsibility program at European level, but to
provide operators and consumers with a list of EU-assessment programs. In particular:
 tour operators who would like to certify their activities or assess their products can choose
among the programs listed, according to their characteristics and needs;
 consumers are ensured that the tour operators showing the EU label respect a set of
responsible criteria;
 the approach encourages the organisations managing the certification programs to improve
their position in the EU ranking and to update their program according to the evolution of the
market and of the analyses and studies in the field of CSR.
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It is hoped that this proposal will serve as a guide for operators in the field, particularly small
businesses; indeed, the express purpose is to support them during the selection process by
providing them with a tool to assist them in deciding which programme is the most appropriate
for their needs and supplying information about the individual characteristics of each programme.
To guarantee the label success and to ensure the support of certifying organizations, it would be
also highly advisable to have as many organizations as possible involved in the decision-making
process with regard to choosing assessment methods and establishing classification criteria. While
organizations may be fully in favour of the creation of a label that gives them greater visibility and
lends more importance to their programmes, problems could arise if some enterprises do not
achieve the minimum score necessary to be included in the EU classification ranking.

7.2.1. The model selection
One of the principal decisions to be made for the successful development of the EU label concerns
the choice of the model by which certification programmes will be classified and judged to be
worthy of recognition.
Given that the assessment systems in question are characterized and distinguished by many
diverse aspects, both quantitative and qualitative, and that it is the integration of these aspects
that confers effectiveness and validity, it follows that it is necessary to evaluate the methodologies
in relation to several variables.
The choice therefore must fall on a model capable of evaluating assessment frameworks on the
basis of multi-decision criteria to which different levels of importance can be attributed. The
model will then have to combine together the results of each individual parameter to produce a
final overall score.
From amongst all the models currently available, the model chosen to construct the assessment
system and programme classification is AHP (Analytic Hierarchy Process), developed by Thomas
Saaty in the 1970s. It is part of the family of multi-criteria models and can be defined as a
methodology that evaluates the overall performance of different alternatives (in this case, the
assessment programmes), by giving a final score to each individual alternative, obtained by
adding together the sum of points achieved with respect to each set of criteria.
The model is a valid support to decision-making and has had considerable success in a variety of
fields due to the effectiveness of its approach (Marchi, Lenti, 2003). Indeed, thanks to its ability to
structure and organize the process of analysis that each individual must go through at the moment
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of decision when making a choice from different alternatives, AHP allows the decision maker to
successfully manage the complexity of the decisional process and to arrive at the best and most
suitable choice.
This explains the reasons behind the decision to adopt it as a model for classifying the assessment
programmes: the purpose of the proposed tool is not just to supply a ranking of programmes, it
should also be seen as a guide for operators who wish to compare the different assessment
systems at their disposal and to decide which one would be the best to use.
In addition, AHP permits, better than other models, the translation of qualitative aspects into
quantitative assessment terms, relating to the importance given to the different alternatives and
criteria. This is an extremely useful feature of the model, given that the certification programmes,
as we will see below, must be assessed according to predominantly qualitative parameters.
The AHP model is based on a 6-step procedure, summarized as follows:
1. identifying the goals to be achieved;
2. defining criteria and any eventual sub-decision criteria considered to be important for the
choice;
3. identifying possible alternative decisions;
4. determining how much weight to give the alternatives in relation to the established criteria;
5. determining the weight of the decision criteria in relation to the goals;
6. constructing the ranking from the possible alternatives.

7.2.2. Defining goals, decision criteria and alternatives
The first three phases as described above lead towards the construction of a dominance hierarchy.
This involves a reticular structure composed of several levels, where the first (the one at the top)
represents the general objective or goal of the assessment, while the second contains the criteria
by which the alternatives are evaluated. Each of these can in turn be subdivided into more specific
sub-criteria and so on, until arriving at the base of the structure where, directly linked to more
specific parameters (the definitive ones), we find all the different alternatives from which to make
a choice.
In our case, as we have already mentioned, the objective to be achieved lies in the classification of
responsible business programmes and determining which ones merit the EU label. The choice of
parameters considered to be useful for evaluation and assessment are naturally only a proposal.
All those involved or interested in the evaluation would need to give their consensus to make it
work. The choice of criteria represents, in actual fact, a crucial phase in the construction of the
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entire model, given that opting for certain parameters rather than others will create significant
differences in the final ranking.
Given these premises, the criteria and the relative sub-criteria crucial for evaluating the
methodologies are as follows:
1. Degree of coverage given to the three elements of Responsible Business: the assessment
systems that will be recognized by the EU label have the task of evaluating and certifying
responsible business practices on the part of tour operators. Responsibility that covers three
areas: social, environmental and economic. Given the fact that assessment programmes, if they
are to acquire a reputation for seriousness and reliability, must be capable of assessing all three
elements with appropriate indicators, the first decision criterion therefore assesses the
thoroughness of each of the methodologies in each of the three areas. The decision was then
taken to divide this criterion into three sub-criteria, which in turn were divided into further subcriteria. Each of the latter represents a category of indicators, the presence (or absence) of
which contributes to determining the degree of coverage given to the three elements in the
certification programmes.
2. Degree of implementation of responsible business practices on the part of SMEs: the European
tourism industry is composed mainly of small and medium-sized enterprises, as we have
already mentioned. The fact that they cannot draw on the same resources as large corporations
may mean that smaller businesses encounter organizational and economic difficulties with
regard to investing in certification programmes (Miller, 2000).
If we consider that the aims of the EU label of approval are to encourage operators to embrace
responsibility and to support them by identifying the assessment tools and certification
programmes that are most appropriate for their needs, it follows that the assessment systems
must be evaluated and classified in relation to their applicability for SMEs. In doing so, small
and medium-sized tour operators will also have the opportunity to be informed about which
programmes are best suited to the size of their business and the resources at their disposal.
This second criterion is also composed of two sub-criteria: the estimated costs of adhesion and
implementation of a programme and the degree of ease with which the entire process of
certification is carried out together with the elaboration of the indicators. With regard to the
latter, the sub-criteria is illustrated by a further two ancillary parameters: the number of
indicators and the ease with which the required data can be gathered, up-dated and processed
in order to construct those very same indicators.
3. Level of integration between the approach taken by certification and that of responsible
tourism: a key element by which to distinguish the various assessment programmes measuring
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company responsibility is to identify the approach these programmes take. There are two ways:
the certification approach or the responsible tourism approach (Goodwin, 2005). While
establishing a system according to one approach rather than another means that only certain
elements will be analysed (e.g. internal business processes and the supply chain or sales of
package holidays), the integration of the two approaches allows us to gather together
simultaneously all the aspects of responsibility and to disseminate pertinent information to all
the stakeholders, from tourists to the host community, from suppliers to employees. For this
reason, decision criteria have been included to evaluate the methodologies of certification on
the basis of their ability to integrate the two approaches.
4. Type of auditing: the fourth and final decision criterion is the type of assessment that tour
operators will be subjected to by the programmes. The type of auditing carried out does in fact
determine the reliability, objectivity and transparency of the certification programmes adopted
by operators in the eyes of the general public. In relation to this parameter, the best
assessment systems therefore will be those that require an appraisal by a third party; following
on from this are the assessment systems that envisage the ratification of a report on a company
by a business partner, while in last place are those that simply require self-assessment by the
operators themselves.
The following table shows the four main criteria and the list of sub-criteria they are divided into.
Table 7. Model for classifying certification programmes: suggested criteria and sub-criteria
CRITERION 1: Degree of coverage given to the three elements of Responsible Business
1.1 The environmental element: the presence of one or more indicators as listed below
1.1.1.
1.1.2.
1.1.3.
1.1.4.
1.1.5.

1.1.6.

Indicators to verify whether the company has an environmental policy in place
Indicators to check the measures adopted by the company with regard to its supply chain and respect for
the environment
Indicators inherent to energy consumption, water, paper and the recycling of water, paper and other
materials carried out by the company
Indicators with regard to CO2 emissions produced by the company and the measures adopted by the
company to reduce or compensate for the emissions by financing projects to safeguard the environment
Indicators regarding information given out by the company to employees, suppliers, the local community
and tourists concerning environmentally-friendly behaviour and any environmental problems in holiday
destinations
Indicators in relation to the measures adopted by the company to prevent/reduce negative impacts on the
environment as a result of tourist activities in holiday destinations (e.g. using local public transport to get
around, reducing waste and energy and water consumption, monitoring tourism impact on the
environment)

1.2 The social element: the presence of one or more of the indicators as listed below
1.2.1 Indicators in relation to the measures adopted by the company to ensure healthy and safe working conditions
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for employees as well as offering opportunities for training courses
1.2.2 Indicators with regard to personnel (e.g. the percentage of women in managerial positions, turnover rates, the
percentage of job-related accidents and incidents of illness, rate of staff satisfaction)
1.2.3 Indicators in relation to the measures adopted by the company to control whether suppliers have strategies in
place to guarantee the safety and well-being of their employees
1.2.4 Indicators aimed at establishing whether the company maintains fair and lasting business relations with their
suppliers
1.2.5 Indicators aimed at verifying whether the company acts in the interests of the local community by evaluating
existing social problems in the destination and encouraging the local community to be pro-actively involved in
the organization of holidays in the destination
1.2.6 Indicators in relation to the measures adopted by the company to inform tourists about the social and cultural
aspects of the destination and whether any meetings or occasions for cultural exchange between tourists and
local people are planned and integrated into the holiday package
1.2.7 Indicators regarding measures adopted to ensure clients’ safety and satisfaction
1.3. The economic element: the presence of one or more of the indicators as listed below
1.3.1 Quantitative indicators with regard to business performance (e.g. total revenue, percentage of income derived
from responsible tourism (if offered), sales of package holidays, main source of income,
overheads/expenditure, number of employees etc.)
1.3.2. Indicators that demonstrate the economic contribution made by the company to the holiday destination in
terms of funding development projects and programmes, hiring local people, buying local products and the
relationships established with local suppliers (e.g. the percentage of local people employed by the company,
the percentage of invoicing to local suppliers, breakdown of the prices of the single components of the holiday
package including those inherent to the local community)

CRITERION 2: Degree of implementation of responsible business practices on the part of SMEs
2.1. Cost of adhering to and implementing the report
2.2. Simplicity
2.2.1. The number of indicators used by the programme
2.2.2. The ease of data collection and construction of indicators

CRITERION 3: Level of integration between the approach taken by certification and that of responsible
tourism
CRITERION 4: Type of auditing (External: carried out by an independent third party; ratified by a
business partner or self-assessment by the company itself; Mixed)

The following graph illustrates the dominance hierarchy as proposed by the AHP model, in which,
purely to give an example, the programmes of the four partners of project EARTH, or rather, the
methodologies developed by AITR, ATES, QUIDAMTUR and KATE, are considered as alternatives.
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Figure 4. Model of classification for certification programmes: dominance hierarchy
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Starting from the bottom, the arrows in the hierarchy show the relationships between the
alternatives (i.e. the assessment/certification programmes) and the criteria/subcriteria and the
links between these and the objective. In other words, they indicate that each option must be
compared and assessed with regard to each of the parameters. Furthermore, the importance of
each of the criteria in relation to the main objective must be established.
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The symbols “P” indicate the weight/priority of the alternatives, i.e. the level of performance
achieved within each parameter by a single certification programme, while the symbols “W”
express the degree of significance of each of the criteria and sub-criteria.
To ensure greater clarity in the diagram it was decided to show only the arrows and weights of the
AITR option. For the same reason, not all the sub-criteria of parameter 1 have been inserted.
Broadly speaking however, the other programmes are also linked to the criteria in the same way
as the AITR system.

7.2.3. Determining the priorities of the alternatives
The fourth and fifth phases of the procedure consist in determining the priorities (or weights) of
both the alternatives and the validation criteria. The weights of the alternatives are numerical
values that express the degree of desirability of the various options with respect to each of the
criteria (and sub-criteria). The weights of the criteria, on the other hand, illustrate the level of their
importance with respect to the established objective.
In the AHP model it is possible to trace the priorities of the alternatives (and of the criteria) by
using the technique of paired comparison that must be carried out by an expert. It is vitally
important that all the options are compared in pairs with respect to each single sub-criterion and
the expert has to question whether one option is preferable to another (or decide if there is no
difference between the them) and express a personal judgement using a scale of values developed
by Saaty. The assessments made by the expert are then developed, with the appropriate
calculations, until the weights are obtained.
Taking, for example, the comparison between the four assessment/certification programmes with
respect to sub-criterion 2.2.1 (number of indicators), and applying the proposed procedure, the
following partial classification can be obtained as indicated in Table 2. This demonstrates that the
methodology of AITR has obtained the greatest weight, representing therefore, for the parameter
under consideration, the best possible solution, given that it calculates the lowest number of
indicators compared to the others. On the other hand, QUIDAMTUR, owing to the high number of
indicators, represents the option with the least important priorities and as a consequence is
considered to be relatively less attractive.

121

Table 8. Vector of weights of the alternatives with respect to sub-criteria 2.2.1

AITR
ATES
QUIDAMTUR
KATE

P
0,51
0,30
0,06
0,13

7.2.4. Determining the weight of the decision criteria
The phase preceding the construction of the final ranking of the programmes aims to determine,
again using the technique of paired comparison, the priorities of the decision criteria and their
respective sub-criteria in relation to the objective. The reason for this being that although the
chosen parameters play an important role in evaluating the alternatives, it is possible that some
may be considered to be more influential than others.
And what is more: defining the criteria and determining their different weights represent an
extremely crucial phase in that they could influence the final classification. It could happen, for
example, that a programme obtains a low score in one particular criterion. The more significant
that parameter is considered to be, the greater the repercussions will be on the programme’s final
position in the ranking.
It is evident therefore that in order to avoid any misunderstandings and criticisms, the
organizations and other bodies involved in the assessment need to reach the widest possible
consensus on how the criteria should be weighted.
In order to illustrate this point, it was decided to give the same degree of importance to each of
the four principle parameters (as well as to the corresponding sub-criteria). In this way they are
combined together by the same weight (Tab. 3).
Table 9. Vector of criteria weights

1
2
3
4

W
0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25
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7.2.5. Constructing the final ranking from the alternatives
In order to determine the overall importance of each of the alternatives (in our case the
certification programmes) in relation to the initial objective and to draw up a final ranking, it is
necessary to multiply each of the weights attributed to the individual alternatives by the weight of
each of the criteria and sub-criteria, and then add all the results together.
In this particular case, after having evaluated all the systems relating to the single criteria and
established the weight of each of these, the Quidamtur methodology stands out as the best
programme amongst the four Earth Project programmes. In other words, it is capable of satisfying
and combining together in the best possible way all the aspects that determine the quality and
effectiveness of a certification programme (Tab. 4).
Table 10. Earth assessment systems: final ranking where all the criteria have the same weight

AITR
ATES
QUIDAMTUR
KATE

Overall weight
0,192
0,247
0,293
0,268

As has already been pointed out, these results have been obtained from:
 the expert’s appraisals of the single programmes (weights of the alternatives);
 the degree of importance attributed to each single criterion and sub-criterion, undoubtedly
responsible for determining quite considerable variations in the final ranking.
For example, if we consider that the second criterion, the one relating to the ease of applicability
of the programme to SMEs, is more important than the others, it is likely that the methodology
developed by Quidamtur will not occupy first place as the high number of indicators makes
application more difficult and complex.
We believe therefore that when priority is given to the parameters, not only should all the
interested parties be informed, they should also give their consensus. In this way, no certifying
body will be able to challenge or criticize the final results should their programme’s score not be
high enough to allow the programme to be classified.
The AHP model does however try to overcome this problem by entrusting the paired comparisons
- defining the importance of the criteria - to one or more impartial experts, who thanks to their
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familiarity and experience in applying the technique, will certainly have the skills to make
informed decisions.

7.2.6. Final Assessment
According to the simulations carried out, we believe that the AHP model is an appropriate method
to assess and classify assessment programmes and indicate their eligibility for the EU label of
approval. Independent of the selected parameters and the way the priorities are defined, the
model in fact provides us with a classification ranking that demonstrates the best methodologies
currently available to measure and certify CSR policies and/or commitment to responsible tourism.
A consultation of the final (or even partial) ranking not only gives the operator an overall
assessment of the programmes, it also indicates the main characteristics of the programmes and
how they relate to the decision criteria. The operator is therefore provided with all the
information necessary to come to a decision that responds perfectly to the needs of the
organization.
However, the initial objective behind our proposal was not only focused on creating a system for
classification, but also on establishing those programmes that rate having the EU label, so as to
ensure sufficient variety to respond to the different needs and requirements of tour operators, as
Goodwin has also pointed out.
It is therefore necessary to establish a minimum level of acceptance –referring to the final score
results as well as to the individual scores for each criterion – that clearly demonstrates which
assessment systems should be selected. One possible solution is represented by the average
value: the programmes in which the final priority score ranks above average receive the right to be
awarded with EU recognition, while those whose weights are below average would remain
unclassified, although they would be invited to improve those aspects found wanting, should they
so wish.
From an organizational point of view, as for example, which programmes to evaluate, how often
the ranking needs to be updated and which experts to call in, these aspects would need to be
discussed and agreed upon by all those involved, such as the European Union, the certifying
bodies and operators in the sector involved in responsible tourism.
With regard to the first aspect, it is suggested that all the assessment systems apply to be
examined. In the initial phase, information about the development, significance and goals of the
label would need to be communicated to all those enterprises with assessment programmes,
illustrating the advantages that would be gained by being awarded EU recognition and inviting
them to have their programmes evaluated.
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Regarding the second aspect, i.e. the ranking position and consequent recognition, this could be
updated yearly to allow for the inclusion of new methodologies, to make any eventual changes to
existing methodologies or to modify the decision criteria. It is in fact not only possible but
advisable that certifying bodies are each time encouraged to take measures to improve those
aspects found to be weak or lacking in their programmes. As the debate over CSR and responsible
tourism is still open, it is very likely that over time it will become necessary to include in the
methodology new indicators to be provided by the companies.
What is more, further criteria may have to be introduced for the EU classification, or existing
criteria may even have to substituted on the basis of which the suitability of the certification
programmes can be judged. For example, a further selecting criterion can be represented by the
real application of these systems. In other words, whether the systems are effectively
implemented by tour operators or they only represent a proposal on paper that has not been
translated into a praxis.
Finally, with regard to which expert should be entrusted to making the paired comparisons, it is
obvious that the choice should fall not only on one or more experts with experience in the subject
of tourism, but also with experience in CSR and certification and that they are aware of the current
debate about CSR issues and responsible tourism.

7.2.7. Critical aspects
In spite of the numerous advantages to be gained from the application of the AHP model to
evaluate the assessment programmes, there are a few issues that need to be taken into
consideration.
Firstly, the complexity of carrying out the paired comparisons could present problems for the
expert, in that the number of alternatives (i.e. the programmes to be evaluated) that have to be
compared is extremely high, as it is the quantity of criteria and sub-criteria. This aspect could
render the procedure both demanding and time-consuming and perhaps even impact negatively
on the expert’s consistency of evaluation.
In order to minimize the complexity and difficulty of decision-making, respecting pre-determined
requisites could be a condition for carrying out the evaluation. For example, the presence of a
minimum number of indicators for those categories considered as the most important, or the
containment of costs, or the number of indicators up to a maximum level. These stratagems would
reduce the number of alternatives and render the procedure for EU recognition even more
rigorous and selective. In this way, amongst all the applicants, only those certification programmes
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managing to satisfy the requisites would be able to continue onto the next phase of assessment
for EU recognition.
Another problem connected to the AHP model arises from the fact that every time a new
methodology is added, all the evaluations need to be revised, even when the programmes that
have already been considered have not been modified in any way. It is not possible, in fact, to
determine the priority of the new entrant and leave the other options untouched. The paired
comparisons have to be made again and the weights of all the alternatives have to be
recalculated. The reason behind this problem is obviously linked to the procedure on which the
AHP model is based in that the priorities are determined by comparing each option with all the
others, i.e. making relative comparisons, not absolute assessments.
However, this problem could be seen as an advantage of the AHP model, in so far as an alternative
option is evaluated, in this case a programme, not only according to its characterizing features but
also according to the attributes of the other methodologies. In this way, the context in which the
option is collocated is taken into consideration.
In second place, we believe that the weights should be revised in any case to take into account
new entrants and also any changes involving the assessment systems already evaluated, which as
we have already mentioned above, may have implemented strategies for improvement in the
meantime.

7.2.8. Conclusions
Given the critical aspects that hindrance the diffusion of responsible policies and practices in the
tourist industry, numerous initiatives are needed to raise awareness on the part of businesses in
the sector about the importance of adhering to the principles of responsible tourism and
implementing CSR strategies.
The proposal to create EU recognition for the best responsible assessment programmes already
in existence, is particularly aimed at supporting operators in assuming, evaluating and certifying
their business responsibilities, and at the same time offering sufficient guarantees to consumers
and the community at large.
In spite of the critical issues discussed above, the creation of an EU label based on the application
of the AHP model to evaluate, classify and identify the best assessment systems, has revealed
itself to be both easy to put into practice and effective. The validation of the effectiveness of the
proposal and the suitability of the AHP model does not exclude however the possibility that the
method could be integrated or improved upon, or that other methods or actions could be
employed to achieve the desired objectives.
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Indeed, it is intended that the proposal be seen as a starting point and as a stimulus for putting
into action effective and concrete measures to encourage the spread of responsible tourism and
CSR and to stimulate the process by which tourism enterprises take on board their business
responsibilities and certify the extent of that responsibility.

APPENDIX . THE AHP MODEL: ADDITIONAL DETAILS ON THE PROCEDURE
Determining the weight of the alternatives
Establishing the weight of the alternatives signifies assigning to them a numerical value that
expresses their suitability and importance compared to the other options for each of the
evaluation criterion.
The AHP model allows the priorities of each of the methodologies to be traced by making paired
comparisons, in other words, comparing two by two all the alternatives, with respect to each
single sub-criteria and questioning whether one is preferable to another and to what extent.
According to what has been established by the AHP model, the operation must be entrusted to
experts familiar with the subject, who will be asked to express their personal preferences
according to a scale developed by Saaty:
 1 if alternative i and alternative j are equal





3 if alternative i is moderately preferable to alternative j
5 if alternative i is strongly preferable to alternative j
7 if alternative i is more strongly preferable to alternative j
9 if alternative i is extremely preferable to alternative j



2,4,6,8 as intermediate values (or in the case of compromise)

The result of the comparison is the coefficient of dominance aij, an estimate of the dominance of
the first element (i) compared to the second (j). In particular, making a paired comparison of n
elements results in n² coefficients, of which only n(n-1)/2 must be directly determined by the
expert who is carrying out the evaluation, in that:
aii=1 and
aji=1/aij
for each of the values of i and j.
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The coefficients of dominance determine therefore a positive reciprocal square matrix with n rows
and n columns (where n is equal to the number of alternatives) called “matrix of paired
comparisons”.
Following on from this, by comparing the 4 certification programmes with regard to one of the
established sub-crtieria, i.e. the one relative to the number of indicators (2.2.1), and by
hypothesising about the preferences that an expert might assign, we have the different steps that
lead from the paired comparisons to tracing the weights.
To simplify matters we have called:
A the AITR programme
B the ATES programme
C the QUIDAMTUR progamme
D the KATE programme
From the paired comparisons, a 4*4 matrix is obtained, within which the values along the main
diagonal correspond to 1, given that each alternative is equal to itself. If we consider, for example,
the comparison between A and C, it is also possible to see that A is strongly preferred to C, given
that it has a lower number of indicators, and that the coefficient of dominance of C compared to A
is none other than the reciprocal of that of A compared to C.
The other comparisons can also be interpreted in the same way.
Table 1: Matrix of paired comparisons with respect to sub-criteria 2.2.1

A=

A

B

C

D

A
B
C
D

1,00
0,50
0,17
0,20

2,00
1,00
0,20
0,33

6,00
5,00
1,00
3,00

5,00
3,00
0,33
1,00

Total

1,87

3,53

15,00

9,33

At this point, the AHP model permits us to:
1. standardize the matrix of paired comparisons A, calculating the sum of each of the columns
and dividing each element of the matrix by the value of the sum of the vector column to
which that particular element belongs;
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2. calculate the average of each row of the standardized matrix, obtaining in this way the
vector of weights, w.

Table 2: standardized matrix

A stand

A
B
C
D

A
0,54
0,27
0,09
0,11

B
0,57
0,28
0,06
0,09

C
0,40
0,33
0,07
0,20

D
0,54
0,32
0,04
0,11

Total

1,00

1,00

1,00

1,00

Table 3: vector of weights of the alternatives with respect to sub-criteria 2.2.1

w=

A
B
C
D

0,51
0,30
0,06
0,13

Before relying completely on the calculated weights, Saaty requires the coherence and consistency
of the original matrix to be verified, i.e. that the assigning of preferences has been consistent
throughout the comparison. It could happen, for example, that an expert encounters difficulty in
maintaining coherence in judgement for all the paired comparisons, particularly when there are a
high number of alternatives. It is also possible that the expert’s evaluations could be structurally
inconsistent.
It is therefore essential to verify that the degree of inconsistency is not too high and in order to do
this, it is necessary to follow Saaty’s theory as set out below:
1. multiply the matrix of the paired comparisons A (not standardized) by the vector of
weights w, in order to obtain the vector Aw;
2. divide the vector Aw by the vector of the weights w, to obtain the vector λmax;
3. find the average of the values that make up vector λmax in order to obtain an average
λmax.
When the matrix is perfectly consistent, λmax = n, i.e. to the number of elements that must be
compared.
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Table 4: vector Aw and vector λmax

2,12
1,25

Aw=

0,25
0,52

4,16

λmax=

4,14
4,02
4,06

By calculating the average of the values that make up vector λmax, we obtain a λmax average
equal to 4,10. If the matrix were perfectly consistent, λmax = n = 4. In our case, this does not
happen, but if we calculate the two indices specifically developed by Saaty, the Consistency Index
(CI) and the Consistency Ratio (CR), we can consider it to be acceptable. If in fact CR ≤ 0,10, the
degree of inconsistency in the paired comparisons matrix is acceptable and it is therefore possible
to assume that the priorities obtained are significant. If on the other hand CR > 0,10, it may be that
serious inconsistencies exist in the paired comparisons, and as a consequence, the analysis may
not bring forth relevant results.
In the case in question, with CR = 0,04, the matrix may be considered to be consistent and the
weights calculated to be significant.
CI = (λmax – n) / (n - 1) = 0,03
CR = CI / 0,99 = 0,04 < 0,10
The tables below illustrate the priority scores for each of the alternatives with respect to the other
parameters and sub-criteria, calculated by repeating the procedure described above. All the
matrices of paired comparisons and the indices of consistency can be found at the end of the
appendix.
9

1.32 is the value of the Random Index for n=4; the random index represents the value that the Consistency Index
would assume in the hypothesis that all the elements of the matrices of paired comparisons were chosen in a casual
manner, all the elements of the main diagonal would be equal to 1 and aji=1/aij.
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Table 5: priority scores with respect to sub-criteria 1.1.1 – 1.1.6
1. Degree of coverage of the three elements
1.1 Environmental dimension
1.1.1
1.1.2 1.1.3
1.1.4
1.1.5 1.1.6
0,05
0,05
0,05
0,25
0,11
0,62
0,05
0,05
0,05
0,25
0,11
0,07
0,45
0,45
0,45
0,25
0,67
0,24
0,45
0,45
0,45
0,25
0,11
0,07

A
B
C
D

Table 6: priority scores with respect to sub-criteria 1.2.1 – 1.2.7
1. Degree of coverage of the three elements
1.2 Social dimension
1.2.1
1.2.2 1.2.3
1.2.4
1.2.5
1.2.6
0,05
0,08
0,05
0,10
0,30
0,44
0,10
0,08
0,45
0,70
0,52
0,44
0,57
0,08
0,05
0,10
0,12
0,06
0,28
0,75
0,45
0,10
0,06
0,06

A
B
C
D

1.2.7
0,17
0,17
0,50
0,17

Table 7: priority scores with respect to sub-criteria 1.3.1 – 1.3.2
1. Degree of coverage of the three elements
1.3 Economic dimension
1.3.1
1.3.2
0,05
0,29
0,05
0,29
0,45
0,14
0,45
0,29

A
B
C
D

Table 8: priority scores with respect to sub-criteria 2.1 2.2.1 – 2.2.2

A
B
C
D

2. Degree of implementation of responsible
business practices on the part of SMEs
2.2 Ease of implementation
2.1 Cost
2.2.1
N°
2.2.2 Easiness
indicators
0,43
0,51
0,40
0,43
0,30
0,40
0,07
0,06
0,10
0,07
0,13
0,10
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Table 9: priority scores with respect to criterion 3 and criterion 4

A
B
C
D

3. Integration of the
two approaches
0,06
0,30
0,58
0,06

A
B
C
D

4. Type of evaluation
0,09
0,09
0,21
0,61

Determining the weights of the decision criteria
To give an example, if we were to consider that the four main criteria share the same importance
and if we were to repeat the same procedure as described in the previous point, the matrix of
paired comparisons and the vector of weights would be as follows:
Table 10: matrix of paired comparisons of the criteria

A=

1
2
3
4

1
1
1
1
1

2
1
1
1
1

3
1
1
1
1

4
1
1
1
1

Total

4

4

4

4

1

2

3

4

1
2
3
4

0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25

0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25

0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25

0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25

Total

1

1

1

1

Table 11: standardized matrix

A stand=
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Table 12: vector of weights of the criteria

w=

1
2
3
4

0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25

The matrix is perfectly consistent: λmax = n = 4 and consequently CI and CR are equal to 0. The
weights of the sub-criteria, all of which are given the same importance, can be found at the end of
the appendix.
The proposal in detail: constructing the final ranking from all the alternatives
In order to determine the overall importance of each of the alternatives in relation to the goal and
to be able to draw up a final classification ranking, it is necessary to multiply the partial weights for
each element by the corresponding subordinate elements and then add together the results.
While the priorities of the alternatives with respect to the third and fourth criteria are already
known, being parameters that have not been broken down into sub-criteria, the priorities of the
first and second parameters must be calculated as the sum of products between the local weight
of the alternative and the weight of the respective sub-criteria. Let us consider, for purely
illustrative purposes, the values of option A, in other words the AITR progamme, for the subcriteria 1.1.1, 1.1.2, 1.1.3, 1.1.4, 1.1.5, 1.1.6 and their respective weights (illustrated at the end of
the appendix), remembering that they are subordinate to sub-criterion 1.1. and correspond to the
degree of coverage given to the environmental element in the programme.
Table 13: vector with priorities of A with respect to sub-criteria 1.1.1 – 1.1.6 and the vector of
weights of the sub-criteria

A
SUBCRIT.
1.1.1
1.1.2
1.1.3
1.1.4
1.1.5
1.1.6

1. Degree of coverage of the three elements
1.1 Environmental dimension
1.1.1
1.1.2
1.1.3 1.1.4
1.1.5
1.1.6
0,05
0,05
0,05
0,25
0,11
0,62
WEIGHT
0,17
0,17
0,17
0,17
0,17
0,17
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The priority that A assumes with respect to sub-criteria 1.1. is obtained therefore from the
product of the two vectors:
(0,05*0,17)+(0,05*0,17)+(0,05*0,17)+(0,25*0,17)+(0,11*0,17)+(0,62*0,17) = 0,18
The priorities of all four assessment systems, with respect to the first and second criterion, are
illustrated in the following tables, while the weights with respect to the third and fourth
parameter are to be found in paragraph 1.
Table 14. Priorities score with respect to Criterion 1: degree of coverage of the three elements
1. Degree of coverage
of the three elements
1.1
1.2
1.3
0,19
0,17
0,17
0,10
0,35
0,17
0,42
0,21
0,30
0,30
0,27
0,37

A
B
C
D

1. Degree of
coverage of the
three elements
0,18
0,21
0,31
0,31

A
B
C
D

Table 15. Priorities score with respect to Criterion 2: grado di applicazione da parte delle SMEs

A
B
C
D

2. Degree of
implementation of
responsible business
practices on the part
of SMEs
2.1
2.2
0,43
0,46
0,43
0,35
0,07
0,08
0,07
0,12

A
B
C
D

2. Degree of
implementation of
responsible business
practices on the part
of SMEs
0,44
0,39
0,08
0,09

Given the priorities of each alternative and those of the four main criteria (table 16), the final
ranking derives from the product of the two vectors.
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Table 16. Priorities of the alternatives (Earth certification programmes) with respect to the 4 main
criteria and the weights of criteria

A
B
C
D

1
0,176
0,206
0,308
0,311

2
0,443
0,390
0,075
0,093

3
0,060
0,300
0,580
0,060

4
0,090
0,090
0,210
0,610

1
2
3
4

WEIGHT
0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25

Table 17. Final ranking of alternatives, where all the criteria have the same weight
OVERALL
WEIGHT
0,192
0,247
0,293
0,268

A
B
C
D

ANNEX
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.1.1
Matrix of paired comparisons

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
1,00
9,00
9,00
20,00

B
1,00
1,00
9,00
9,00
20,00

C
0,11
0,11
1,00
1,00
2,22

D
0,11
0,11
1,00
1,00
2,22

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

B
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

C
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

D
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00
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Check of
consistence
4
λmax

Priority
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45

A
B
C
D

CI
RI

0
0

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.1.2
Matrix of paired comparisons

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
1,00
9,00
9,00
20,00

B
1,00
1,00
9,00
9,00
20,00

C
0,11
0,11
1,00
1,00
2,22

D
0,11
0,11
1,00
1,00
2,22

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence
A
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
B
C
D

B
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

Priority
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45

C
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

D
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.1.3
Matrix of paired comparisons

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
1,00
9,00
9,00
20,00

B
1,00
1,00
9,00
9,00
20,00

C
0,11
0,11
1,00
1,00
2,22

D
0,11
0,11
1,00
1,00
2,22
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Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence
A
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

B
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

D
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

Check of
consistence
λmax
4
CI
0
RI
0

Priority
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45

A
B
C
D

C
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.1.4
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
1,00
1,00
1,00
1,00
4,00

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

B
1,00
1,00
1,00
1,00
4,00

C
1,00
1,00
1,00
1,00
4,00

D
1,00
1,00
1,00
1,00
4,00

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
B
C
D

Priority
0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25

A
0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25
1,00

B
0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25
1,00

C
0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25
1,00

D
0,25
0,25
0,25
0,25
1,00

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.1.5
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
1,00
1,00
6,00
1,00
9,00

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

B
1,00
1,00
6,00
1,00
9,00

C
0,17
0,17
1,00
0,17
1,50

D
1,00
1,00
6,00
1,00
9,00

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
B
C
D

A
0,11
0,11
0,67
0,11
1,00

B
0,11
0,11
0,67
0,11
1,00

Priority
0,11
0,11
0,67
0,11

C
0,11
0,11
0,67
0,11
1,00

D
0,11
0,11
0,67
0,11
1,00

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.1.6
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
0,14
0,25
0,14
1,54

B
7,00
1,00
4,00
1,00
13,00

C
4,00
0,25
1,00
0,25
5,50

D
7,00
1,00
4,00
1,00
13,00

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
0,65
0,09
0,16
0,09
1,00

B
0,54
0,08
0,31
0,08
1,00

C
0,73
0,05
0,18
0,05
1,00

D
0,54
0,08
0,31
0,08
1,00
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Priority
0,61
0,07
0,24
0,07

A
B
C
D

Check of
consistence
4,09
λmax
CI
RI

0,03
0,03

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.2.1
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
1,00
3,00
8,00
6,00
18,00

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

B
0,33
1,00
6,00
4,00
11,33

C
0,13
0,17
1,00
0,33
1,63

D
0,17
0,25
3,00
1,00
4,42

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
B
C
D

A
0,06
0,17
0,44
0,33
1,00

B
0,03
0,09
0,53
0,35
1,00

Priority
0,05
0,10
0,57
0,28

C
0,08
0,10
0,62
0,21
1,00

D
0,04
0,06
0,68
0,23
1,00

Check of
consistence
4,15
λmax
CI
RI

0,05
0,05

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.2.2
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
1,00
1,00
9,00
12,00

B
1,00
1,00
1,00
9,00
12,00

C
1,00
1,00
1,00
9,00
12,00

D
0,11
0,11
0,11
1,00
1,33
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Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
0,08
0,08
0,08
0,75
1,00

B
0,08
0,08
0,08
0,75
1,00

Priority
0,08
0,08
0,08
0,75

A
B
C
D

C
0,08
0,08
0,08
0,75
1,00

D
0,08
0,08
0,08
0,75
1,00

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.2.3
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
9,00
1,00
9,00
20,00

B
0,11
1,00
0,11
1,00
2,22

C
1,00
9,00
1,00
9,00
20,00

D
0,11
1,00
0,11
1,00
2,22

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
B
C
D

A
0,05
0,45
0,05
0,45
1,00
Priority
0,05
0,45
0,05
0,45

B
0,05
0,45
0,05
0,45
1,00

C
0,05
0,45
0,05
0,45
1,00

D
0,05
0,45
0,05
0,45
1,00

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.2.4
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
1,00
7,00
1,00
1,00
10,00

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

B
0,14
1,00
0,14
0,14
1,43

C
1,00
7,00
1,00
1,00
10,00

D
1,00
7,00
1,00
1,00
10,00

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence

Priority
0,10
0,70
0,10
0,10

A
B
C
D

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.2.5
Matrix of paired comparisons

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
2,00
0,33
0,20
3,53

B
0,50
1,00
0,20
0,14
1,84

C
3,00
5,00
1,00
0,33
9,33

D
5,00
7,00
3,00
1,00
16,00

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
0,28
0,57
0,09
0,06
1,00

B
0,27
0,54
0,11
0,08
1,00

C
0,32
0,54
0,11
0,04
1,00

D
0,31
0,44
0,19
0,06
1,00
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A
B
C
D

Check of
consistence
4,07
λmax

Priority
0,30
0,52
0,12
0,06

CI
RI

0,02
0,03

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.2.6
Matrix of paired comparisons

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
1,00
0,13
0,13
2,25

B
1,00
1,00
0,13
0,13
2,25

C
8,00
8,00
1,00
1,00
18,00

D
8,00
8,00
1,00
1,00
18,00

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence
A
B
C
D
TOTAL
A
B
C
D

A
0,44
0,44
0,06
0,06
1,00

B
0,44
0,44
0,06
0,06
1,00

Priority
0,44
0,44
0,06
0,06

C
0,44
0,44
0,06
0,06
1,00

D
0,44
0,44
0,06
0,06
1,00

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.2.7
Matrix of paired comparisons

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
1,00
3,00
1,00
6,00

B
1,00
1,00
3,00
1,00
6,00

C
0,33
0,33
1,00
0,33
2,00

D
1,00
1,00
3,00
1,00
6,00
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Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
0,17
0,17
0,50
0,17
1,00

B
0,17
0,17
0,50
0,17
1,00

Priority
0,17
0,17
0,50
0,17

A
B
C
D

C
0,17
0,17
0,50
0,17
1,00

D
0,17
0,17
0,50
0,17
1,00

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.3.1
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
1,00
1,00
9,00
9,00
20,00

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

B
1,00
1,00
9,00
9,00
20,00

C
0,11
0,11
1,00
1,00
2,22

D
0,11
0,11
1,00
1,00
2,22

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
B
C
D

A
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

Priority
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45

B
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

C
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

D
0,05
0,05
0,45
0,45
1,00

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 1.3.2
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
1,00
0,50
1,00
3,50

B
1,00
1,00
0,50
1,00
3,50

C
2,00
2,00
1,00
2,00
7,00

D
1,00
1,00
0,50
1,00
3,50

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
B
C
D

A
0,29
0,29
0,14
0,29
1,00

B
0,29
0,29
0,14
0,29
1,00

Priority
0,29
0,29
0,14
0,29

C
0,29
0,29
0,14
0,29
1,00

D
0,29
0,29
0,14
0,29
1,00

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 2.1.
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
1,00
0,17
0,17
2,33

B
1,00
1,00
0,17
0,17
2,33

C
6,00
6,00
1,00
1,00
14,00

D
6,00
6,00
1,00
1,00
14,00

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
0,43
0,43
0,07
0,07
1,00

B
0,43
0,43
0,07
0,07
1,00

C
0,43
0,43
0,07
0,07
1,00

D
0,43
0,43
0,07
0,07
1,00
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A
B
C
D

Priority
0,43
0,43
0,07
0,07

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 2.2.1.
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
0,50
0,17
0,20
1,87

B
2,00
1,00
0,20
0,33
3,53

C
6,00
5,00
1,00
3,00
15,00

D
5,00
3,00
0,33
1,00
9,33

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
B
C
D

A
0,54
0,27
0,09
0,11
1,00

B
0,57
0,28
0,06
0,09
1,00

Priority
0,51
0,30
0,06
0,13

C
0,40
0,33
0,07
0,20
1,00

D
0,54
0,32
0,04
0,11
1,00

Check of
consistence
4,10
λmax
CI
RI

0,03
0,04

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 2.2.2.
Matrix of paired comparisons
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
1,00
0,25
0,25
2,50

B
1,00
1,00
0,25
0,25
2,50

C
4,00
4,00
1,00
1,00
10,00

D
4,00
4,00
1,00
1,00
10,00
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Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
0,40
0,40
0,10
0,10
1,00

A
B
C
D

Priority
0,40
0,40
0,10
0,10

B
0,40
0,40
0,10
0,10
1,00

C
0,40
0,40
0,10
0,10
1,00

D
0,40
0,40
0,10
0,10
1,00

Check of
consistence
4
λmax
CI
RI

0
0

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 3
Matrix of paired comparisons

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
6,00
8,00
1,00
16,00

B
0,17
1,00
3,00
0,17
4,33

C
0,13
0,33
1,00
0,13
1,58

D
1,00
6,00
8,00
1,00
16,00

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence
A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
B
C
D

A
0,06
0,38
0,50
0,06
1,00
Priority
0,06
0,30
0,58
0,06

B
0,04
0,23
0,69
0,04
1,00

C
0,08
0,21
0,63
0,08
1,00

D
0,06
0,38
0,50
0,06
1,00

Check of
consistence
4,08
λmax
CI
RI

0,03
0,03
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO SUB.-CRITERION 4
Matrix of paired comparisons

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
1,00
1,00
3,00
6,00
11,00

B
1,00
1,00
3,00
6,00
11,00

C
0,33
0,33
1,00
4,00
5,67

D
0,17
0,17
0,25
1,00
1,58

Standardised matrix of paired comparison, priorities vector, check of consistence

A
B
C
D
TOTAL

A
B
C
D

A
0,09
0,09
0,27
0,55
1,00
Priority
0,09
0,09
0,22
0,61

B
0,09
0,09
0,27
0,55
1,00

C
0,06
0,06
0,18
0,71
1,00

D
0,11
0,11
0,16
0,63
1,00

Check of
consistence
4,06
λmax
CI
RI

0,02
0,02
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PRIORITIES OF CRITERIA
CRITERION

1

WEIGHT

SUBCRIT.

WEIGHT

1.1

0,33

1.2

0,33

1.3

0,33

2.1

0,50

2.2

0,50

0,25

2

0,25

3
4

0,25
0,25

SUBCRIT.
1.1.1
1.1.2
1.1.3
1.1.4
1.1.5
1.1.6
1.2.1
1.2.2
1.2.3
1.2.4
1.2.5
1.2.6
1.2.7
1.3.1
1.3.2

WEIGHT
0,17
0,17
0,17
0,17
0,17
0,17
0,14
0,14
0,14
0,14
0,14
0,14
0,14
0,50
0,50

2.2.1
2.2.2

0,50
0,50
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