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Abstract

The aim of the paper is to evaluate differencebénquality perception among particular segmentieofiand.
Data for analysis were collected by means of thestjonnaire survey among clients of accommodation
establishments. The research in accommodation lisstialents succeeded to identify four factors of the
perception of quality of services provided in th@stablishments, when only accommodation and cateri
services were taken into consideration. The mmopbitant factor of evaluation of quality of sendqarovided

in accommodation establishments emerged to be #utorf “environment of the accommodation
establishment”. Other important factors are hygiefiethe accommodation establishment, service in the
catering part of the accommodation establishmeditgaality of meals.

INTRODUCTION

The quality of the hospitality services constitutédse ability of a product or service to
satisfy the needs, requests and expectation aflidnat” (Zimakova, 2010). Within context
of the hospitality services, we may consider thali(pito be the ability of the service to
satisfy the clients’ requirements. These could kgressed, not expressed or not notified
(Management Consulting Group, 2008). Akbaba (20G6j)es that an all-embracing
definition of the quality of service is not yet gdde. However, at the same time, he admits
that all available proposals of just such a deabnitrevolve around the idea that it is the
result of the comparison customers make between é¢pectations about a service and
their perceptions of the way the service has begfopned.

The needs of the clients evolve in time, beinguieficed by many factors (Beranek and
Kotek, 2007). These clients come to businesses thithr desires and it is the task of
managers and employees is to respond to thoseeslesiorder to satisfy both sides. It is
client who determines what enterprise will be ssstid (Foster, 2002).

The quality services is not result of coincidentieey are the result of hard work
(Sipkova, 2007). The factor of quality becomes ofighe main points going against ones
competitors Starek (2011). The management of quakems to be the most important
factor in preventing the loss of clients for hosjiy services; this is based upon many
findings, particularly in this time of decline anecession. The study undertaken by KPMG
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shows that, presently, there is no specific sysiéthe quality management implemented in
the Czech Republic, which would be oriented towasdsvices in the hotel industry.
However, the quality in this area is influencedhgfigantly by the norms covering problems

of quality management, safety and health (MMR, 2010).

“Quality is conceptualized as a measure of a pengdoutput” (Baker & Crompton,
2000, p. 787) and “the evaluations of the qualitperformance are based on the tourists'
perceptions of the performance of the provider’ K@a& Crompton, 2000, p. 787).
Perceived quality in tourism studies is linked wabksessment of perceived quality of
services, almost in all cases (e.g., Chen & T€0,/2He & Song, 2009; Petrick, 2004a).

The intentions of revisiting a destination représtie main component of loyalty to a
given destination (Weaver and Oppermann 2000). &alty becomes a fundamental
strategic component for organizations (Chi and Q@82 recommendations to other people
(via word-of-mouth) are one of the most often sduajter types of information for people
who are interested in travelling (Hui et al. 200&)lot of attention is also given to this
phenomenon in the matter of destinations as wetltffe comprehensive literature review,
please see Simpson and Siguaw 2008). The percguadily belongs to the most important
concepts of the influence of willingness of peojaleaevisit a particular place (e.g.Bigné et
al., 2001; He & Song, 2009; Petrick 2004b; Yuanatg, 2008).

Vogt and Fesenmaier (1995) found in their study sleavice providers do not understand
the level at which customers evaluate their expegeand tend to underrate the customer
experience.

Most of the perceived value studies in tourismthgeconcept based upon what Zaithami
says, where “the perceived value is the consunoeesall assessment of the utility of a
product based on perceptions of what is receiveldndrat is given” (Zaithaml, 1988, p. 14).
Petrick, Morais and Norman (2001) concluded thdie “fperceived value may be an
antecedent to the outcome of satisfaction” (p. 48)well as “quality is not embedded in
perceived value, but it is a direct antecedentiarggnerally the best predictor of perceived
value” (Petrick, 2004b, p. 399). Chen and Tsai 2Q© 1116) argue that “perceived value
plays a moderating role between quality and satisfa’. Thus, perceived value is an
important component of facility loyalty.

Tourism functions in relation to the accommodates a source of the demand for
accommodation and catering services as well as ottated services (Gik a Patus 2005).

The spectre of accommodation providing businessebroad and the requirements of
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services differ based on the different needs amdeprnces of particular clients (LiSka,
1997).

The sphere of accommodation has become affectetihéoynfluence of globalization
(Jakubikova, 2001). The effect of globalizationoilsvious particularly in case of large
establishment in tourism centres&$ita, 2008) and generally it influences the develept
of a tourist destination as well (Foret, Klusk, 2011).

Accommodation services are provided by those astabents that are adequate for this
purpose and sufficiently equipped as far as theen@tand technical matters and personnel
(Liska, 1997). The notion of accommodation es#otients signifies buildings,
compounds, spaces or surfaces, where the accomprdaprovided to the public (Starek
a Vaculka, 2008). Accommodation establishments carsidered to be the basis of the
tourism infrastructure (Rothenberger, 2006, StaekKaculka, 2008, Salerno, 2010) and
their services represent an inevitable basic elemeh tourism development
(Novacka, 2010).

“Accommodation services constitute the most comsigle part of the revenue in
tourism, even though the accommodation establishitsaif is not a destination of any trip,
but only the condition of the coming for the purposf the travel” (Ryglov4, Burian,
Vaj¢nerova, 2011). Some approaches put these servidesguperior to tourism. However,
such a definition is common rather among Americath@s (Hobson a Teaf, 1994). The
European concept put accommodation and caterivgcesron the position of basic tourism

services (OrieSka, 2010).

Accommodation services are related to the stay @artaof tourism and are then linked
with provision of the temporary accommodation forparson away from his or her
permanent address. The notion of “service” (witthi@ hospitality industry) could comprise
many activities (Metz, Grinner, Kessler, 2008). @&wenodation services and its
complement (catering services) are called as amsingl in the outside European literature:
the “hospitality industry” (e.g. Saleh, 1991; Cno]li1994; Bolela, 2003). Collin (1994)
defines “hospitality” as “good care of guests” apwbviders of such services as “all
companies participating in providing servicesheitt guests (hotels, restaurants, pubs and
other recreational or entertainment establishménts)

Czech law defines catering services as the “praclucpreparation or delivery of food

for the purpose of serving them, particularly withbusiness activities, serving the

refreshments or serving meals as a part of thenaowalation and tourism services” (8 23,
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Act No. 258/2000 Coll.). Boarding represents nolyahe nutritional needs but also the
possibility of becoming acquainted with some specdlements of the culture of the
respective nation or region, particularly in casehe participants of international tourism
(Indrovéa, 2004). Some authors define catering sesv(from the marketing point of view)
as a set of products (meals or drinks) and serites culture of dining or feasting, the
service of the waiters, the atmosphere and the itofaression) which mostly overlap in
terms of both time and place (Middleton, 2009).efiayy services represent a big branch of

business all over the Europe (Horner and Swarbrd2(®@3).

Thus, the aim of the article is to assess the itapoe of the quality for the desire to
revisit an accommodation establishment, as wdlb @ssess the relation between the quality
of the services offered by accommodation establksiimand the price of these services.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

The Questionnaire and Data Collection
A questionnaire survey among clients of accommodagstablishments was given in order
to achieve the objectives set in this article. Wavehexplored the quality by means of
questions about the measure of satisfaction wittigbaelements of the quality of those
provided services; that is both accommodation atering. The task for respondents was to
evaluate particular elements of the quality on gbale of one to five, where one was the
best and 5 was the worst. Partial elements ofitguafl the accommodation and catering
services were identified based upon the analysisfiamdings given by previous scholars
(Rothenberger, 2006; Hobson & Teaf, 1994; Metzl ¢t2808; Saleh, 1991; Collin, 1994;
Bolela, 2003; Middleton, 2009). We have identifidde basic elements regarding the
quality of the accommodation services: the attvaciess of the environment of the
accommodation establishment (Ul), the equipmerthefaccommodation unit (U2), the
services of the reception desk (U3), the servioeghe accommodation unit (U4), as well as
the hygiene of the environment (U5). There are #isosix basic elements of the quality of
the services in catering: the attitude of theratsmts (S1), the velocity of the service (S2),
the equipment of the establishment (S3), the hygrthe establishment (S4), the sensory
properties of the meals (S5) and the variety ofottfer (S6).

As a measure of destination loyalty we used thdingiless to return, which was

identified by asking the following question: Wilby stay again in the same establishment
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in case of your return visit to the now visiteda## el his was measured on a five-point Likert
scale (1 = Definitely not, 5 = Definitely yes).

To be able to measure the price-to-quality ratie, agked the respondents as follows:
Evaluate the measure of the adequate ratio offfeeed services quality and the demanded
price. Two options for answer were: (1) The quabtyhe offered services is higher than the
common standard for the offered price and (2) Tinality of the offered services is higher
than the common standard for the offered price. Wéeespondent was unable to make a
choice, that answer was not processed any further.

Visitors were indentified based upon the demogmaimnid behaviouristic segmentation
criteria. Among demographic criteria we have opfmdsex and age (in categories 15-17,
18-26, 27-35, 36-50, 51-63, above 64). The behaigtit criteria correspond with the main
criteria that are important for the participationtourism (Navratil, Picha, #idbcova, 2010):
duration of the stay in number of nights (1-2, &4, 7 and more), the repeating rate of the
return visit (the first visit, the second visitetkhird visit, the fourth visit or multiple visits)
the main purpose of the travel (rest, entertainmgmrt, business, employment, attending
lessons or classes) and whether the person ise almn accompanied (with
boyfriend/girlfriend, with family, with a busineg&rtner, with friends, or with an organized
group).

The collection of data proceeds from methods usedstudying the perception of the
environment of the nature trails (Navratil, Knotékec, Picha, Navratilova, 2011). The
questionnaires were given out by owners or opesatbthe accommodation establishment
having been left at reception desks by prior areamgnt and subsequently distributed to
guests. The guests were asked to fill the formremdl it in back before their leaving.

The collection of data was done from 2009 to 20ilselected establishments. This
survey concerned the three most widespread typesaimmodation establishment in a
model tourist region (South Bohemia). Then it wasater of the hotels, guest houses and
campsites. The selection of particular locationsktanto the consideration the space
differentiation of accommodation establishment @sned tourist region (Navratil, Svec,
Picha, Dolezalova, 2012) — BeclkyrHluboka nad Vitavou, Chlum uié@bor¢, Plana nad
LuZnici, Nova Bystice, Pisek, Strakonice, Tabor, Veseli nad Luzni€he distribution

comprised 2000 questionnaires, the return was {i291ca. 62%).
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Data Analysis

Collected data were analysed using factor analyased on the Principal Component
Analysis Method (Meloun, Militky, Hill, 2005). Onlyhose factors with eigenvalue bigger
than 1 were further analysed (Tipping, Bishop, 199&lue of the factor of the quality
perception was calculated as an arithmetic avesh@gaswers on partial questions with the
factor load bigger than 0.6.

The impact of the visitors’ expectations regarrditige assessment of quality of
respective accommodation establishment was idedtily means of the one-factor analysis
of variance. The results of this analysis wereetb$ty the Tukey Post-hoc Test for unequal
sample sizes, with regard to the unequal numberespondents in particular types of
accommodation establishment (Zvéara, 2004).

These factors were considered as independent \esiadfluencing the willingness of the
guests to return (a dependent variable). The setectf these factors of willingness to
return was decided by means of the multiple linesgression (Nusair and Hua 2010;
Navratil and Picha, 2012) using the Forward Sedackethod for Independent Variables.
The first run of the Forward Selection was perfalm&hen the data were purged from
outliers. Consequently, the process of forward cdiele was repeated. The model was
assessed based upon the partial regression gnagimmeial residual graphs and the method
was assessed by means of F-test of importanceegrassion model (Meloun and Militky
2006). The calculations were done separately fdrquéar types of accommodation.

The perception of the ratio of the perceived qudbtthe demanded price was evaluated
for particular types of accommodation and demamguneats using the test for conformity in
the frequencies of answer, more precisely usingGhesquare test. We used the Yates’s
correction in all necessary cases (Quinn, Keoug2p

All computations were performed using STATISTICAQB8oftware package.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Factors of perception of quality

Measured quality of services offered by observamrnodation establishments consist of
four elements (Table 1). Loaded with items “envimamt of the accommodation
establishment” and “equipment of the accommodatiestablishment”, the factor
“environment of accommodation establishment” exahe biggest part of the variability

(26.13%). Second strongest factor called “hygiemeaccommodation establishment” is

10
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loaded by variables “hygiene of premises of catgestablishment”, “environment of the

catering establishment” and “services quality iccammodation unit” explains 14.59% of

variability. Third factor was called “service iatering part of establishment” and explains
9.9% of variability of data. This factor is loadey variables “quality of service in catering

establishment” and “quickness of attendants inrgajeestablishment”. Fourth and last
factor with eigenvalue bigger than 1 is “qualityroals” that explains 9.7% of variability

of data. For detailed structure of results see $vet. (2012).

Table 1: The factors of Assessment of the Quality of thepyiof the Accommodation
establishments

1% factor 2" factor 3% factor | 4" factor
The The hygiene inf The Service i The
Environment of Accommodation| the Catering| Quality of
the establishment| Part of the | the meals

Accommodation establishment
establishment

The Environment of

Accommodation 0.799

Establishment

The Equipment of the

Accommodation Unit 0.767

The Hygiene of the Premises 0.749

of the Catering Establishment '

The Environment of the 0727

Catering Establishment '

The Quality of the Services if 0.654

the Accommodation Unit '

The Quality of the Service in 0.805

the Catering Establishment '

The Velocity of the attendants 0.800

in the Catering Establishment '

The Quality of the meals . . 0.884

Eigenvalue 2.874 1.606 1.089 1.071

% of explained variability 26.130 14.596 9.901 9.736

The Impact of the Quality Perception on the Willinghess to Make a Return Visit

The differences in the perception of the qualitetdess among particular types of
accommodation establishments were identified forfalr types of perception (Table 2).
That is why the model of the impact of quality mgton on the willingness to revisit was

calculated separately for particular types of typesccommodation establishments (AE).

11
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Table 2: The differences in factors of quality perceptiomomg particular types of
accommodation facilities (averages marked withgame letter do not significantly differ
one from another according the Tukey Post-hoc ¥esinequal sample sizes, p < 0,05; SD
= standard deviation).

Hotels Guest houses Campsites
Average| SD Average| SD Average SD F p
The 2.214|a| 0.654 | 2.770b| 0.524| 2.106 a| 1.034 | 39.248 0.00000
Environment
of AE

The Service in| 2.270| a| 0.747 | 1911 b| 0.475| 2.356 a| 0.730 | 19.522 0.00000
the Catering

Part
Hygiene of AE| 2.206 a| 0.633 | 2.020 b | 0.462 2.264 a| 0.739| 6.846| 0.00113
Quality of 2.048| a| 0.674 | 2.000 a| 0.681 2.636 b | 0.832 | 48.912 0.00000
meals

The best evaluated factor in the hotels is “quatitymeals” with the note of 2.05,
followed by factor “hygiene of AE” and “environmeat AE “with average note of 2.2. On
the other hand “service in the catering part” is Worst evaluated factor with an average
note of 2.27.

The order of the factors in the accommodation distabent type guesthouse is different
by expectation. The best evaluated factor is thgi¥ne in accommodation establishment”
with average note of 1.9 followed by factors thedtty of the meals” with a note of 2.0
and the “service in the catering part” with note2002. The worst evaluative factor, the
“environment of the accommodation establishmenthieved the average note of 2.77. In
that case, we can explain the different order leyrttore hospitable and friendly attitude of
the staff and the provision of specific servicestfe clients. The worst evaluated factor, the
“environment in accommodation establishment”, cordthte to the obsolescence of the
overall image of these establishments. The “enwrem of accommodation” That factor
was contrary to the expectations positively evadan category of the campsites. The
average note achieved was 2.10. The “Service ieriogt part” rated by average note 2.26
and 2.35 was achieved for the “hygiene in accommmaaa@stablishment” factor where our
expectations were also more negative. On the agnttiae evaluation of the “quality of
meals” factor with a note of 2.63 was in compliamgt our expectations. Beyond that, this
result was the worst of all of the cited resultsalibcorrespond with our assumption.

The generally positive evaluation of campsites egponds with the location of several
campsites from the observed area in the top 1@afiated camps in the Czech Republic in
2010, where clients evaluate campsites in sevatabories. The results achieved by these

campsites in 2010 have even improved in 2011 amddivhem were placed in the top

12
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three. The positive evaluation could also correspaith low expectations of campsites’
guests. Such guests are often less likely to jadgerse experience unfavourably (Manning
1999). This finding is also in compliance with gealestatement of Flood (2002):

“Standards people use to evaluate a setting algemded by their expectations for that
experience.”

When comparing the explored factors in particulategories, the “environment of
accommodation establishment” factor was evaluatdéteabest in case of campsites (2.10)
and, on the contrary, at the worst in category wésg houses (2.77). The results are in
contradiction to the presumption of our observatidn case of the “hygiene in
accommodation establishment” factor, the best ewatl category is guest house (1.91)
followed by hotels (2.27) and campsites (2.35).tHis case, the result confirmed our
expectation when the most frequently cited advanté#ghe guest houses was the personal
approach of the employers to clients. On the coptthe attitude of the staff to clients was
negatively perceived in case of the campsites,iqudatly in one campsite whose note
markedly influenced the final average note forddllthe campsites. A similar result was
achieved in case of the “service in catering pariaommodation establishment” factor;
however, the values show lower variability. As he final evaluated factor, the “quality of
meals”, it is possible to interpret that it is iangpliance with our expectations. A similar
result was achieved for the hotel category (2.0%) the guest house category (2.00). The
lowest satisfaction was achieved for the categbth® campsites. In that case, these clients
mostly cited the low or poor quality of the meatatt were prepared with low quality
ingredients as well as the small portions, not ention the similarity of the menus in all
campsites, which seemed to be the biggest problems.

The above identified factors of the perception leé guality of the offered services
explain an important part of the variability in theswers to the questions regarding the
willingness to return once again to the same accodation establishment. The model was
tested as significant in all cases (Table 3, Tdldad Table 5).

Table 3Hotels. Overall Adaptability — the Results of Mplé Linear Regression.

S f Sif F D
Regression 135.6181 433.00453 9151756  0.00
Residual | 151.1518 408| 0.37047

Total 286.7700

13
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Table 4 Guesthouses. Overall Adaptability — the ResultSloltiple Linear Regression.

S f Sif F D
Regression 21.38021 3| 7.126736 20.97040] 0.000000
Residual | 50.29742  148| 0.339847
Total 71.67763

Table 5 Camps. Overall Adaptability — The Results of Mulki Linear Regression.

ISSN 1821-2506

S f S/t F p
Regression 52.8482 3] 17.61606| 45.13048 0.000000
Residual 70.2605 180| 0.39034
Total 123.1087

The highest variability was explained by meanshef tegression model for hotels — 47 %
(adjusted B= 0.468, standard error of estimate = 0.609). Alurf factors of quality

perception were identified as significant (table 6)

Table 6 The Model of the Willingness to Return to the Acgnodation Establishment —
Hotels. The Result of the Multiple Linear Regressilescribed in Table 3.

b S.E. t(408) p
abs. 5.328 | 0.162 32.929 0.000Q000
The Environment| -0.405 0.0 -7.978 0.000000
of theAE 51
The Hygiene in -0.425 | 0.049 -8.638 0.000000
the AE
The Quality of -0.336 | 0.045 -7.394 | 0.000000
the Meals
The Service in the -0.223 | 0.045 -4.955 0.000001
Catering Part

The very high percentage of the explained varigbivas identified by means of the
multiple linear regression, also for campsites-%42adjusted R= 0.420, standard error of
estimate = 0.625). This model comprises, after timatoutlying values were removed, three
variables: the service in the catering part of antmdation establishment, the environment

of the establishment and quality of meals (table 7)

14
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Table 7 - The Model of the Willingness to Return to thecdmmodation Establishment —
Campsites. The Result of the Multiple Linear Regien described in table 5.

b SE.| t(180) P

abs. 4175 | 0.179 23.289 0.000Q00

The Service in -0.464 | 0.084 -5.528 | 0.000000
the Catering
Part

The -0.165 | 0.058 -2.834 0.005124
Environment of
the AE

The Quality off -0.151 | 0.064 -2.360 0.019360
the meals

The regression model for the guest houses explhefowest percentage of the variability
in the willingness to make a return visit, buttitl semains relatively high — 28% (adjusted
R?= 0.284, standard error of estimate = 0.583). Thdehcomprises, after that the outlying
values were removed, three variables: the envirommoé the establishment, quality of

meals and hygiene of the accommodation establish(tadie 8).

Table 8 The Model of the willingness to return to the aoooodation establishment —
Guest Houses. The result of the multiple linegression described in Table 4.

b S.E.| t(148) p
abs. 4.881| 0.315 15.491 0.000000
Environment | -0.473| 0.094| -5.025 0.000001
of AE
Quiality of -0.272| 0.072| -3.795 0.000215
meals
Hygiene in -0.238| 0.104{ -2.288 0.023541
AE

The multiple linear regression confirmed that tksessment of the quality is done on the
level of the assessment of partial elements ot#émeices quality (Yang, Jou, Cheng, 2011).
The model for particular types of establishment poses at least three of four indentified
factors and even all four factors in case of hotels

The main component of the willingness to revisitinscase of the guesthouses is the
perception of the environment of the accommodagistablishment, which relates to their
substance and their market positioning, orientest 6f all, to the selected type of client

(Houghton 1994). This is not the case of campsitesstrongest factor here is the service in
the catering part. This could be caused by genelall or even very low quality of the

accommodation services in the campsites; howewatrishconsidered to be “standard” by

15
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the clients (Gastroplus, 2012),. So the qualityhef services in the catering part becomes
the differentiating variable.

The Perception of the Relative Value
The relative value was first evaluated for the ipalar types of studied accommodation
establishments (Chi-square = 37.916; number ofesesgof freedom=2; p<0.001; table 9)

Table 9 Proportion of the Answers on Question of Relalfadue of the Services
According to the Type of Accommodation Establishimen

hotel | guest house campsite

quality is higher 36.48 %| 82.26 % 53.76 %

quality is lower | 63.52 % 17.74 % 46.24 %

The clients are distinctively more critical in tbase of the hotels when 63.5% of them state
that price is higher than expected quality. Theastp situation was identified in the
category of the guest houses where 82.3% of tkatslistated that the quality is higher than
expected with the price offered. The proportiontleé two answers is approximately
balanced in the case of the campsites, which slaorgtative satisfaction with services that
have been delivered. There is a recent changeegiréferences of the guests as pointed out
(e.g. Vystoupil and Sauer 2011). When there islaréin expected services, the customers
are likely to hold higher expectations for serviezovery from a service firm that is
delivering a superior level of service quality (sl and Davis, 1994); i.e. clients are more
critical and more demanding for the recovery inel®than e.g. in guesthouses or even in

campsites.

It is quite surprising that, in the cases of derapyic segmentation criteria, no statistically
important difference was identified among the phidegments, according sex and age. On
the other hand, differences in the perception efrilative value were identified in case of
all of the surveyed behaviourist segmentation Gateexcept for the main purpose of the

travel.

According to the number of nights spent, the curkeue for money rating is the lowest
among clients staying for 3 to 5 nights. Thereatfiee positive perception increases and the
highest current value for money rating is amongsé¢halients with the longest stay in
accommodation establishment. (Chi-square = 9,06@ber of degrees of freedom=3, p <

0.05; table 10). Satisfaction is higher in cassharter stay (for one or two nights) as well.

16
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Table 10The Proportion of the Answers on the Question@five Value of the Services
According to the Number of Nights Spent.

1-2 3-4 5-6 7 and moreg
The quality is| 54.55% | 40.28 % 4966 % 72.41%
higher
The quality is| 45.45% | 59.72% | 50.34% 27.59 %
lower

Table 11 The Proportion of the Answers on the Question@hive Value of the Services
According to the Repeating of V isit.

1x 2X 3x | 4x and more

The quality is higher 42.42| 42.02| 52.27| 84.62

The quality is lower| 57.5857.98| 47.73| 15.38

It is possible to find higher percentage of positanswers with an increasing number of
visits; that means the evaluation is better, theenaiten the client comes to stay in the
respective accommodation establishment (Chi-squarg0.274, number of degrees of
freedom=3, p < 0.001; table 11). This finding isngdetely in accordance with general fact

that a satisfied client comes back again (JonesSaisder, 1995).

Table 12 The proportion of Answers on the Question of tleéaRve Value of the Services
According to Their Being Accompanied.

Alone | Family Boy/ Business | Group of| Organized
girlfriend partner friends group
The quality is| 75 54.21 59.09 47.06 52.63 36.36
higher
The quality is| 25 45.79 40.91 52.94 47.37 63.64
lower

The current value for money rating according tarthecompaniment is lower in the case of
organized groups, business partners and groupgeaflé (Chi-square = 11.106, number of
degrees of freedom=5, p < 0.05; table 12).

T results show in total that individual guests arere satisfied with the quality and, by
contrast, those guests from organized groups adeffs satisfied ones within all guest-
types.
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CONCLUSIONS

The survey in accommodation establishments brougjsticcessfully to the identification of
four factors of the perception of the quality of\sees offered in those establishments (only
accommodation and catering services were consiflefidte most important factor of
evaluation of the quality of services provided at@mmodation establishments emerged to
be the factor “environment of the accommodatiom@ghment”. Other important factors
are the hygiene of the accommodation establishnsemyjice in the catering part of the
accommodation establishment and quality of meals.

Multiple linear regression confirmed that the assgnt of quality is done on the level of
the assessment of partial elements of the serquality (Yang, Jou, Cheng, 2011) — model
for particular types of establishment comprisekeast three of four indentified factors and
even all four factors in case of hotels.

Clients expect provided service of certain qualdayel for their money. The best rated
category of accommodation establishments are thstdwouses followed by the campsites.
Category of the hotels was the worst perceived. dther area where the current value for
money rating was proved is the “number of nightstedon. The authors have proven that
clients with longer stays demonstrate their higbatisfaction. As for the criterion of the
return visit, the better perception is the charastie for those clients who return more times
or who repeatedly use the services of an accomnoodastablishment. In case of the
“being “accompanied” criterion, the best perceptmnthe value for money is by those
clients who stay in the accommodation establishnaobhe. The impact of the gender
criteria, the age factor and the purpose of travampossible to prove. The discovered
information shows that the measure of evaluatiothefrelative quality based spent money
depends on the very experience with repeated Vik#. “value for money rating” indicator
is the more important one to be used in presematsin, where many clients are willing to
spend less money for their visit. Some problemdisdatisfaction should not be expensive
and costly to solve (Baum, 2002). Oftentimes, themo need for a huge amount of money
to be spent in order to achieve a good rating ftleenclients and to have these same clients
willing to come back. It is enough to be in thehtigplace and have hospitable employees

who are available (Sigala, 2003).
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