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Abstract: ThIs study aIms to examIne the factors affectIng tourIsts’ satIsfactIon level wIthIn the context of the
resort destInatIons In RussIa. The fIndIngs of the study IndIcated that domestIc tourIsts were not completely
satIsfIed wIth the vIsIt to the resort destInatIons. The lowest levels of satIsfactIon were observed over
attrIbutes such as health servIces, cIty transport and shops. It was also found that some factors, such as
purpose of travel, source of payment for travel, choIce of accommodatIon, holIday organIzatIon mode and
tourIsts’ spendIng affected tourIst satIsfactIon. ThIs study develops a model whIch examInes the relatIonshIps
between customer satIsfactIon, affectIng factors and destInatIon loyalty of tourIsts. Research fIndIngs showed
that there were strong relatIonshIps between those IndIcators. It was also found that tourIsts who were
satIsfIed wIth destInatIons’ attrIbutes were wIllIng to revIsIt a resort destInatIon.

Key words: RussIan resort destInatIon  TourIst SatIsfactIon  Factors affectIng satIsfactIon  Loyalty
IntentIon

INTRODUCTION In the structure of tourist flows domestic and

The Travel and TourIsm (T and T) Industry has the  most popular destinations are Moscow, St.
managed  to remaIn relatIvely resIlIent over the recent Petersburg  and  the  southern beach resorts. According
year despIte the uncertaIn global economIc outlook. to polls in a year 2012 45% of tourists made the cultural
AccordIng to the World Travel and TourIsm CouncIl and recreational trips to the Russian regions, 40% visited
(WTTC) T and T sector already accounts for 9 percent of the resorts of Krasnodar region and about 5% traveled
GDP, a total of US$6 trIllIon and It provIdes 120 mIllIon abroad [3]. Moreover, among those who remained
dIrect jobs and another 125 mIllIon IndIrect jobs In related dissatisfied with quality of destinations more than half
IndustrIes. ThIs means that the Industry now accounts were (55%) domestic tourists and only 27% were
for one In eleven jobs on the planet, a number that could outbound tourists.
even rIse to one In ten jobs by 2022 [1]. The  purpose  of  this  paper  is  to  determine  the

AgaInst the growIng Influence of tourIsm In the level  of  satisfaction  with  different  attributes of
world, the modern development of tourism in Russia and Russian resort destinations, to identify factors affecting
Russian regions characterized by deep contradictions. tourist satisfaction and to determine the relationship of
Possessing significant tourist and recreational resources these factors and the level of tourist satisfaction with
in the international ranking of countries' competitiveness loyalty.
in the tourism sector, published by the World Economic
Forum in 2013, Russia achieved only 63   place  out  of Literature Review: Literature review is presented in threerd

140 countries. In this case, the World Heritage Natural subsections - namely tourists’ satisfaction, factors
Sites of Russia are in the 4  place, health and hygiene – affecting tourist satisfaction and Russian domesticth

14 place and the World Heritage cultural sites - the 16 tourism. Tourists’ satisfaction with destination isth th

place [1]. discussed as it provides some insight into structure,
Tourist  resources   are  unevenly  distributed  and attributes and methods of measuring. The subsection on

are used to a small extent, tourist inbound flows that were factors affecting tourists' satisfaction with destination
achieved previously are falling, the pace of development includes a discussion on studies related to different
of domestic and outbound tourism is unsustainable, the approaches and methodologies used to measure the
direct contribution to GDP is only about 1.5% [2]. levels   which   influence   these   factors  to   satisfaction.

outbound  tourism  dominate.  Among  Russian tourists
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The last subsection on Russia domestic tourism intends the attributes of destination [e.g. 4, 10]. Since as a
to provide readers with a better understanding of Russia practical point of view, the performance-only approach
travelers’ patterns at different resort destinations. seemed to be less complex than the disconfirmation

Tourists’ Satisfaction: Since tourist satisfaction can Schofield [15], this approach was a better predictor of
influence the choice of the destination by potential satisfaction, we used the performance-only approach to
visitors [4, 5], it is seen as a major indicator of a measure satisfaction in this study.
destination’s performance [6] and its financial results [7]. In the framework of this approach it was important to

A definition of satisfaction has been discussed for select attributes of destination to measure tourist’s
more than 30 years, with a variety of approaches [8] within satisfaction.   Rodriguez-Diaz    and    Espino-Rodriguez
the tourism literature. These include: destination features, [28, p. 369] argued that four important factors should be
their qualities and relationships with customer evaluations considered as the destination features (and within each of
and satisfaction and all of the above well documented [9]. the factors, a series of attributes relevant to the

Some researchers defined satisfaction simply as the destination must be analyzed): (i) the attributes related to
result of customers’ assessment of perceived quality [10]. the geographical, environmental and socio-cultural
However, in some papers, quality and satisfaction are conditions that attract tourists; (ii) the political decisions
modeled as separate constructs [e.g., 11, 12], because the influencing a destination’s strategic planning, the
underlying processing mechanisms for evaluating quality construction of infrastructure and the integrated
and satisfaction are distinct [13]. management of the destination; (iii) the service companies

In the tourism literature two major approaches are subcontracted by the core companies in the supply chain
employed to measure tourists’ satisfaction [14]. These are and constituting a key sector to improve destination
disconfirmation theory and performance-only approach competitiveness; and (iv) the target market segments,
[15, 16]. which establish the destination’s strategic orientation.

Disconfirmation theory is based on the post- Wang and Qu [16] have attempted to identify destination
purchase concept, which is a comparison between pre- attributes that (dis)satisfy tourists during their holidays
travel expectations with actual travel experience. Tourist at sun and sea destinations, employed measurement
satisfaction is defined as “a collection of tourists’ instrument which included 12 items such as
attitudes about specific domains in the vacationing accommodation facilities, quality of accommodation,
experience” [17]. Therefore, tourist satisfaction is the restaurant facilities, shops/stores offering, personal
overall experience tourists have with the given safety, tourist information, beach cleanliness, state of the
destination. Tourists take a trip to visit the destination to roads, beach promenades, drinkable water, traffic flow and
consume the products or experiences that it offers, to parking facilities. Kozak [29] compared the perceptions of
have good memories to share with their friends and they two nationalities and found that the main important
form their judgment of the destination by comparing their destination features were hospitality and customer care,
actual experiences with their expectations [18]. If language communication, level of prices, local transport
performance exceeds expectations, they are satisfied [19]. services, accommodation services, hygiene and
However, this conceptualization has been problematic, cleanliness, facilities and activities and destination airport
particularly in tourism contexts [20]. Due to the services. Chi and Qu [10] identified the destination
intangibility of tourism and leisure products, it has been attributes generating (dis) satisfaction that covered seven
argued that expectations are inevitably less concrete and domains of tourism activities: accommodation, dining,
less useful. shopping, attractions, events and activities, environment

The performance-only approach considered the and accessibility. Based on the above results and our
tourist satisfaction construct as the tourists’ evaluation personal experiences, we have chosen the following 12
of destination attributes [8, 21 and 22]. The tourists’ attributes that constitute satisfaction destinations:
satisfaction with individual component of the destination accommodation, food, city transport, medicine,
leads to their satisfaction with the overall destination [e.g. entertainment, shops, beach, attractions, excursions, staff,
21, 23, 24, 25, 26 and 27]. Kozak (2003) argued that tourist environment (ecology) and cleanness.
satisfaction can be measured through the summation of
the tourists’ evaluation of each destination attribute [22], Factors Affecting Tourist Satisfaction: Many different
due to the fact that (dis)satisfaction with the overall factors may affect the tourist satisfaction: convenience
destination is a function of (dis)satisfaction with one of and tourist products of destination, quality of services,

theory approach [16] and, as identified by Fallon and
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safety, previous experience and expectations, tourist dimensions, antecedents and consequences of tourist
activities, destination image and others [18, 20, 29-31, shopping satisfaction has not received adequate attention
etc.]. [41]. Some researchers explored tourist shopping

Yoon and Uysal [12], using the theory of demand satisfaction [42, 43, 44], but not defined the relationship of
factors by G. Dann [32], demonstrated that the tourist this satisfaction with the overall satisfaction or attribute-
satisfaction was influenced factors ‘‘pull motivations’’ specific satisfaction.
inspired by a destination’s attributes, while ‘‘push In the marketing literature, we can find several studies
motivations,’’ associated with tourist drives, feelings and that information sources affect the organization of travel.
instincts, directly affect their loyalty to a destination. Tourists were more likely to use family and friends,

The linkages among tourist satisfaction and quality destination-specific literature, media and travel
are arguably the most widely studied relationships in consultants when planning their trips [45, 46], but it was
tourism literature. However, the delineation between the not clear how holiday organization mode affect tourist
constructs is a widely debated issue. In tourism research, satisfaction.
Tian-Cole et al. [33] consider satisfaction and quality as As a result of studying the tourism literature, we have
separate constructs, whereas other researchers support chosen to examine a number of affecting factors specific
the view of a direct effect of the quality of the destination to the Russian tourist market: purpose of travel, source of
and tourist attractions on tourist satisfaction [18, 20]. payment for travel, choice of accommodation, holiday

Another important antecedent to tourist satisfaction organization mode and tourists’ spending. Some of these
at the destination level is the previous experience of a issues we discussed in an earlier papers [47, 48].
visit to a destination. There are the differences between For the study of the relationship of different factors
first time and repeat visitors. A visitor who had with tourist satisfaction the most commonly used method
information or had visited the destination had a different is structural evaluation modeling – SEM [e.g. 10, 31, 49-
perception of the destination from those who had never 52]. “SEM may be preferable to conventional statistical
been there [34]. Repeat tourists were more likely to return methods, for example, where a multiple regression is
to their previously visited destination [21, 22] and were required to test for several dependent variables from the
more likely to be loyal to the destination than first-time same set of independent variables simultaneously,
visitors [35, 36]. particularly if it is possible for one dependent variable to

The conceptualization of perceived value is perhaps simultaneously caused another” [53, p. 72). We have
the most controversial of all evaluative constructs which attempted modeling the effects of the above factors on
form an integral part of customer satisfaction models. the tourist satisfaction with destinations and tourist’s
Today it seems that researchers replace the traditional loyalty.
conception of value as a trade-off between received utility
and given sacrifices with the ‘‘utility only’’ view [37]. Russia Domestic Tourism: Despite increasing instability
Holbrook [38] posits that the concept of value is induced by economic, political and environmental
constituted from qualitatively different types of value. challenges, statistical data in recent years shows a
Therefore, researchers argue that value can also be positive dynamics of development of tourism in Russia.
defined as a bundle of various benefits that facilitate the According to the World Travel and Tourism Council, the
achievement of customers’ personal goals [39]. This direct contribution of Travel and Tourism to GDP was
suggests that the choice of purpose of travel may RUB 860.1 bn (1.4% of total GDP) in 2012 and is forecast
influence the satisfaction if destination allows tourists to to rise by 6.9% in 2013 and to rise by 4.7% pa, from 2013-
better achieve certain goals, such as tourists’ aspirations 2023, to RUB 1.455,1 bn in 2023 (in constant 2012 prices).
for the pursuit of health [40]. Therefore it seems possible In 2012 T and T sector directly supported 966,500 jobs
to include a variable of the purpose of travel  in  the (1.4% of total employment). This is expected to rise by
model destination satisfaction. 4.4% in 2013 and rise by 0.6% pa to 1068000 jobs (1.6% of

Costs of travel are negatively related to perceived total employment) in 2023. Travel and Tourism investment
value and adversely affect customer satisfaction [37]. As in 2012 was RUB 355.8 bn, or 2.7% of total investment. It
Russians often receive subsidized vouchers for a trip to should rise by 0.3% in 2013 and rise by 5.7% pa over the
a sanatorium-resort complex, it is important to find out next ten years to RUB 621.0 bn in 2023 (2.5% of total) [54].
how the cost saving trips affect to tourist satisfaction. Annual growth of domestic tourist flow in the post-

Tourism shopping has been acknowledged as a crisis period was 9.8% and in 2012 reached 36.6 mln
primary travel motive. Yet research on the underlying arrivals (Table 1). 
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Table 1: Dynamics of tourist flows in Russia, mln arrivals 

Tourist flows 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Domestic tourism 31.5 28.2 30.8 33.3 36.6*

Inbound tourism 2.3 2.1 2.1 2.3 2.6

Outbound tourism 11.3 9.5 12.6 14.0 15.3

Note: * expected

Source: Federal Agency for Tourism

Table 2: Number of accommodation facilities (units)

Type of accommodation 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Accommodation facilities – overall 8620 9269 9865 10436 11258 12388 12585 13079

including:

Specialized accommodation facilities, incl. 4579 4457 4490 4519 4484 4978 4719 4673

sanatorium-resort companies 2233 2173 2128 2097 2126 1978 1929 1937

holiday homes 2177 2059 2100 2174 2090 1858 1776 1704

tourist camps 149 181 194 185 202 141 132 158

Hotels 3314 4812 5375 5917 6774 7410 7866 8406

Source: Russian Statistic Service

Russians travel mostly for sun and sea holidays the number of sanatoriums and number and range of
(30%), sighting excursions (25%), treatments in services that they provide under the national social and
sanatoriums (20%) and outdoor recreation (10%) [55]. health-care insurance policy. 

Tourist supply is represented by different types of Considering the transformation of the Russian
accommodation. According to Russian Statistic Service, sanatorium-resort complex to a market economy several
accommodation facilities include hotels and specialized features can be distinguished in its recent years of
accommodation facilities (Table 2). development [57]:

A distinctive feature of the hospitality industry of
Russia is a significant amount of specialized The sanatorium-resort complex has found new
accommodation facilities. Main place among the financial resources and adapted to the new business
specialized accommodation facilities is occupied by environment.
sanatorium-resort companies, including sanatoriums, There was a change in the structure of supply. A
prophylactic sanatoriums, child health centers and camps, steady an increase in share of the private
as well as holiday homes and tourist camps, called a accommodation providers, such as small family-
sanatorium-resort complex of Russia. owned hotels and guest houses (nonofficial

This complex is the direct successor of a Soviet accommodations/not recorded by Russian Statistic
resort system. In soviet period these sanatoriums which Service) has been observed. 
were providing medical services during the treatment and There was an obvious trend in advance pace of
recovery phase) were parts of public health-care service. growth of indices in hotel sector in comparison with
The accommodation and treatments were financed by the specialized accommodation facilities. 
government, trade unions and companies and they were, The government policy to a sanatorium-resort
thus, easily affordable to many. While health services complex has changed. According to this policy
were based on the modern achievements of medical sanatoriums should not be funded from the budget
science [56], at the same time, the services were mainly however they should be profitable. In the framework
cost-based and not particularly oriented towards quality. of such approach sanatorium-resort care is not
These features – the focus on health services at the included in the state-guaranteed medical care and in
expense of service quality and lack of client-oriented the national project “Health care”. Arrival in a
attitudes – do not facilitate a smooth transformation sanatorium is no an insurance event and
towards market economy. This transformation made more consequently cannot be financed from medical
urgent under the current government policy to decrease insurance funds. 
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For these reasons Russian sanatorium-resort complex
has to look for new approaches to management in the
market and ways to improve the quality of service and
increase the level of tourist satisfaction. 

Research Hypotheses: Tourism researchers have
discussed satisfaction, affecting factors and future
behavior (loyalty), as shown in the literatures review.
However, there are no studies which have simultaneously
examined their variables and therefore the relationships
among them to uncover behavioral models of resort
destinations in Russia. Thus, our study was undertaken
with the following research hypotheses:

H1: Purpose of travel will significantly and directly affect
tourist satisfaction.

H2: Source of payment for travel will significantly and
directly affect tourist satisfaction.

H3: Choice of accommodation will significantly and
directly affect tourist satisfaction.

H4: Type of holiday organization will significantly and
directly affect tourist satisfaction.

H5: Tourists’ spending (% of budget spending) will
significantly and directly affect tourist satisfaction.

H6: Tourist satisfaction will significantly and directly
affect destination loyalty.

H7: Repeat visit will significantly and directly affect
tourist satisfaction (H7-1) and destination loyalty (H7-2).

Methodology
Research Design and Data Collection: The present paper
uses the materials about the Russia’s leading resort
region – Krasnodar Krai. This region has the richest
recreation potential and unique natural curative factors: 2
warm southern seas and more than 1000 km of beaches,
rich hydro mineral resources, Caucasus Mountains and
deep forests, unique places of natural, historical,
architectural and archeological interest.

Sanatorium-resort and tourist complex of Krasnodar
Krai is the largest in the Russian Federation and is a
combination of sanatorium-resort institutions, hotels,
specialized and private means of accommodation, tourist
and excursion firms, infrastructural objects, sights and
tourist  management   institutions.  A  share  of  domestic

Table 3: Number of arrivals at resorts of Krasnodar Krai in 2011

Resort Thousands arrivals % of total

Anapa 1671.0 19.3

Gelendzhik 1484.7 17.1

Sochi 2326.9 26.8

Yeysk 527.7 6.1

Tuapse 1606.5 18.5

Novorossiysk 397.1 4.6

Temryuk 349.7 4.0

Goryachiy Klyuch 305.4 3.5

Source: Kuban Ministry of Resorts and Tourism

tourists   residing   in   Krasnodar   Krai   is   almost  half
of all of Russia’s – 48%. At the same time a share of
accommodation  is  11.2%  of  Russia’s total. The region
has 33 resort areas, of them 3 are of federal, 3 are of
regional and 27 are of local significance. Distribution of
the number of arrivals at resorts of the region is presented
in Table 3.

The empirical study was carried out in three federal
tourist resorts of the Krasnodar Krai on the coast of the
Black Sea: Sochi, Gelendzhik and Anapa. The individuals
who were visiting the above resorts at the time of the
survey were considered to be the target population. The
sample selection was a result of a combination of the
convenience method, the interviewer’s judgment and the
quota method. As to size, 400 tourists were interviewed in
Sochi, 350 in Gelendzhik and 350 in Anapa.

The data were gathered during the month of August
2012. The research was carried out by a group of trained
undergraduate students during the tourists’ departure at
airports, railway stations and bus stations of resorts.
Interview method by questionnaire was used to collect
data. The questionnaire consisted of six sections: issues
describing tourist accommodations (type of business
accommodation, length of stay), questions on the sources
of influence in the choice of holiday destination; the
visitor’s evaluation of the destinations’ attributes (tourist
satisfactions); sociodemographic variables; questions on
the tourist expenditures and questions concerning
behavioral intensions. This study focuses on the tourist
satisfaction. The tourist’s satisfaction with the affecting
attributes was measured by a five point rating scale
(1=very unsatisfactory to 5=very satisfactory). There were
12 variables of tourist attributes: accommodation, food,
city transport, medicine, entertainment, shops, beach,
attractions, excursions, staff, environment (ecology) and
cleanness. Satisfaction rate was calculated as the
arithmetic means of each attribute. 
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The data analyses were conducted by using the
Statistical Package of Social Sciences (IBM SPSS
Statistics 19). Descriptive statistics were used to identify
the distributions of travelers’ demographic and travel
characteristics. One-way ANOVA analysis and Chi-
square statistics were employed to compare the impact of
different factors on tourists’ satisfaction rate. Structural
evaluation modeling (SEM) was performed using Amos
(IBM SPSS Amos 19).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Socio-Demographic    Characteristics      of    Tourists:
The socio-demographic characteristics and travel
behavior of the sampled tourists are presented in Table 4.

Females constitute 54.2 % of the participants; and in
total 69.9 % of the respondents were aged between 16 and
40 years. About a quarter of the respondents (25.9 %)
reported that they had personal monthly income of less
than 20000 rubles. In terms of occupation, the majority of
the respondents were professionals (27.0), government
officials (13.1 %) and workers (12.2 %). As  shown in
Table 4, the majority of the respondents (77.7 %) have
paid for the trip out of their own budget. As for
accommodations the most part of respondents (48.9 %)
chose the private sector. With regard to travelling
companions, the majority of the respondents (69.8 %)
travelled alone. The greater majority of the respondents
(77.4 %) reported that they preferred to organize their trip
individually. Some 56.1 % of the respondents visited the
resorts of Krasnodar krai more than once. The purposes
of travel for the majority of respondents were the san and
sea recreation (68.3 %) and treatment (22.7 %).

As shown in Table 4, there were distinctions in
structure of the respondents between the different
resorts.

The tourists of Sochi were dominated by middle-aged
men, government officials, businessmen and
professionals, mostly middle-income. In Sochi more often
than in other resorts these are business travelers, as well
as travelers using vouchers of travel agencies and
travelers with the finding of the state programs and
tourists whose resources were provided by employers.

Due to the Anapa’s position as a children and family
resort, a large part of the respondents were younger
women (20-29 years), more often these were housewives,
who came to the resort accompanied by others, paid for
the trip from their own budget and used privet
accommodation.

Table 4: Socio-Demographic Characteristics and Travel Behavior
Information of Respondents

Variables Sochi (%) Gelendzhik (%) Anapa (%) Total (%)
Socio-Demographic Characteristics
Gender
Female 49.1 56.0 58.5* 54.2
Male 50.9 44.0 41.5* 45.8
Age
16-19 8.2 4.6 5.0 6.0
20-29 23.2 23.4 38.6* 28.1
30-39 42.9* 37.3 26.1* 35.8
40-49 13.5 19.9 19.6 17.5
50-59 10.2 11.6 7.4 9.8
60 and above 2.0 3.2 3.3 2.8
Occupation
Government official 15.3 16.8* 6.8* 13.1
Executive/manager 6.8 6.9 7.4 7.0
Professional 26.6 26.3 28.1 27.0
Man of arms 3.8 4.3 4.4 4.2
Business owner 13.8 11.8 7.4* 11.2
Unskilled worker 8.3* 12.2 16.9* 12.2
Unemployed 0.8 0.9 1.2 0.9
Housework 4.0 3.2* 11.8* 6.2
Student 10.3 8.4 9.8 9.5
Retired 9.0* 6.9 4.7* 7.0
Others 1.3 2.3 1.5 1.7
Monthly income
<20000 RRb 22.0 31.4* 24.6 25.9
20000-60000 RRb 71.0 66.3 69.2 68.9

60000 RRb 7.0 2.3* 6.2 5.2
Travel Behaviours’ Information
Accompanying Person
Travel alone 71.5 81.1* 55.9* 69.8
Travel more than one 28.5 18.9* 44.1* 30.2
Type of accommodation
Sanatorium 18.6 21.7 20.7 20.3
Hotel 22.9 22.3 16.1 20.5
Private facilities 44.6 45.4 57.5* 48.9
Holiday home 13.9* 10.6 5.7* 10.2
Holiday Organization Mode
Individually 72.3 77.5 83.0 77.4
Travel agency 23.5* 17.3 9.0* 16.9
Other 4.2 5.2 8.0 5.8
Repeat visits
1 43.8 42.0 46.0 43.9

1 56.3 58.0 54.0 56.1
Source of payment for travel
Him(her)self 70.5 76.9 87.1 77.7
Employer 18.5* 15.3 8.9* 14.5
State programs 10.5* 4.9 3.4* 6.5
Others 0.5 2.9* 0.6 1.3
Purpose of travel
Sun and sea recreation 66.9 68.4 69.9 68.3
Treatment 19.8 24.1 24.6 22.7
Business 10.8* 7.2 2.9* 7.1
Other 2.5 0.3* 2.6 1.8
Note: * p=0.05
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Table 5: Specific Attribute Satisfactions and Satisfaction rate Table 8: Satisfaction rate and Source of payment for travel

Satisfactions Sochi Anapa Gelendzhik Total

City transport 3.28 3.30* 2.70* 3.10
Accommodation 4.4* 4.16 4.16 4.25
Food 4.14 3.91* 4.03 4.03
Medicine 1.57 2.71* 1.89 2.03
Entertainment 3.20* 4.12* 3.55* 3.60
Shops 2.67 3.78* 2.97 3.12
Beach 3.54 3.52* 3.79* 3.51
Attractions 3.92 4.08* 3.69* 3.90
Excursions 3.60* 3.06* 3.35 3.35
Staff 3.45 3.75* 3.26 3.48
Environment 3.79 3.81 4.06* 3.88
Cleanness 3.51 3.48 3.83* 3.60
Satisfaction rate 3.41 3.72* 3.56 3.56

Note: * using Post Hot Multiple Comparison by Games-Howell p<0.05

Table 6: Satisfaction rate and Purpose of travel

Purpose of travel N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error

Sun and sea 740 3.51 0.745 0.027
Treatment 243 3.93 0.895 0.057
Business 74 2.78 0.851 0.099
Other 20 3.08 0.892 0.199
Total 1077 3.55 0.839 0.026

Note: * using Post Hot Multiple Comparison by Games-Howell p<0.05

Table 7: Satisfaction rate and Choice of accommodations

Choice of accommodations N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error

Sanatorium 218 4.09* 0.762 0.051
Hotel 220 3.31* 0.847 0.057
Private facilities 531 3.43* 0.813 0.035
Holiday home 109 3.61 0.634 0.060
Total 1078 3.56 0.840 0.025

Note * using Post Hot Multiple Comparison by Games-Howell p<0.05

Gelendzhik is a resort for middle-aged people with
low income, more mostly government officials, arrived at
the resort alone.

Satisfaction and Loyalty: As shown in Table 5, the level
of satisfaction rate obtained was quite low (average 3.56)
and was consistently higher in Anapa than other
destinations. With regard to specific attributes, the
respondents of Anapa were more satisfied with attributes
such as medicine, entertainment, shopping, attractions,
staff and less satisfied with food, beaches, excursions. As
for Sochi the level of specific attribute satisfaction was
higher only on accommodations and excursions. The
tourists in Gelendzhik were more satisfied with beaches,
the environment and cleanness, reflecting the great care
of the local administration in restoring the resort. 

Source of payment N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error

Him(her)self 818 3.62 0.775 0.027
Employer 148 3.25 0.982 0.080
State programs 69 3.54 0.860 0.103
Other 14 2.70 1.555 0.415
Total 1049 3.55 0.841 0.025

Note: * using Post Hot Multiple Comparison by Games-Howell p<0.05

Table 9: Satisfaction rate and Repeat visits

Repeat visits N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error

1 478 3.61 0.816 0.037
>1 603 3.50 0.855 0.034
Total 1081 3.55 0.839 0.025

Note: * using Post Hot Multiple Comparison by Games-Howell p<0.05

Table 10: Satisfaction rate and revisit intentions

Revisit intentions N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error

Yeas 654 3.647 0.809 0.031
No 86 3.273 1.082 0.116
Don't know 311 3.472 0.823 0.046
Total 1051 3.565 0.846 0.026

Note: * using Post Hot Multiple Comparison by Games-Howell p<0.05

The level of satisfaction with the quality of tourist
resort services depended on some parameters, such as the
purpose of travel, choice of accommodation and the
availability of prior experience. So, the tourists who came
for treatment were significantly more satisfied with the
destinations’ services, than those who came to the resort
for a holiday or business activities (table 6). 

Accordingly, higher levels of satisfaction were found
among respondents who were treated in sanatoriums
compared with the tourists who choose the hotel or the
private facilities (Table 7).

Before this study it was not clear what affect the form
of payment and previous experience of tourists would
have on the satisfaction, as there were studies [47] that
tourists who visited the resort earlier, as well as paid for
the travel from their own budget, were more satisfied with
the destinations’ services compared with tourists who
came for the first time and did not pay for the trip out of
their own funds.

Indeed, the highest level of satisfaction was
demonstrated by tourists who themselves pay for the
travel, which were significantly different from those
whose travels were paid by employers (Table 8).

As for the impact on tourist satisfaction with their
prior experience, this study revealed lower satisfaction
rates of tourists who revisited these resorts (Table 9)
compared to tourists who arrived for the first time.
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Fig. 1: Structural Model of Satisfaction and Destination Loyalty

It was supposed that the satisfaction of tourists developing the above model five such factors were
would promote their loyalty to the resort. Indeed, the highlighted (type of payment, budget spending, purpose
loyalty defined by the revisit intention was higher with of travel, type of accommodations and holiday
the respondents who were more satisfied (Table 10). organization mode). The tourists’ satisfaction affected

Structural Evaluation Modeling: As a previous step to which was identified by the intentions of repeat visits.
the analysis by structural equation model (SEM), we The previous tourist experience (repeat visiting) also
examined the relationships between each pair of variables affected their loyalty. SEM is applied to explain the
as suggested in the hypothesis. Chi-square statistic, relationships among these variables [58]. In our study, the
analysis of variance and ANOVA were used, all the x  test (x  = 4.853, df = 5, p = 0.434) and x  /df ratio was
relationships being significant (p<0.05). However, as some 0.971 (that was less than 2.0). Insignificant p-value (0.434)
authors point out [58] SEM is the preferred mode of suggested that we failed to reject the null hypothesis.
analysis, providing stronger tests. Therefore, in order to Thus there was no significant difference between the
test the set of hypotheses, path analysis was used. We actual and predicted metrics [59]. Universally-accepted
offered the proposed model which was examined using statistical indexes, such as a normed fit index (NFI),
SEM to test both the theoretical relationships in the model comparative fit index (CFI) and root mean square error of
and the overall model fit to the survey data. Amos SPSS approximation (RMSEA) were used to assess the
was used for the SEM analysis. All parameters were goodness-of-fit of the proposed model. The value of NFI
estimated by using the method of maximum likelihood and CFI ranges from 0 to 1, with values closer to 1.00
estimation. Hypotheses were tested simultaneously to being indicative of good fit [60]. In this case, NFI and CFI
determine the direction and significance of relationships. valued of 0.99 and 1.00 respectively, were consistent in
For this purpose, a path analysis was conducted using suggesting that the hypothesized model represented an
variables that simultaneously considered all the adequate fit to the data. The value of RMSEA for the
hypotheses. Figure 1 illustrates the Structural model. proposed model was 0.0001 (less than 0.08) indicating

The model suggested that there were some reasonable error of approximation, implying that the model
underlying factors affecting satisfaction. As the result of is an acceptable fit [58]. Based on the above goodness-of-

directly and significantly their loyalty to the destination

2 2 2
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Table 11: Hypotheses and Regression Weights: (Group number 1 – Default model)

Hypotheses Variable Path Variable Estimate S.E. C.R. P

H2 Satisfaction rate <--- Payment -0.163 0.038 -4.304 ***
H5 Satisfaction rate <--- % budget spent -0.160 0.037 -4.358 ***
H1 Satisfaction rate <--- Purpose of travel -0.087 0.037 -2.364 0.018
H3 Satisfaction rate <--- Accommodations -0.216 0.027 -7.938 ***
H4 Satisfaction rate <--- Holiday organisation -0.156 0.053 -2.974 0.003
H6 Loyalty <--- Satisfaction rate 0.204 0.101 2.019 0.048
H7-2 Loyalty <--- Repeat visit -0.251 0.055 -4.589 ***

Note; *** p<0.001

fit statistics, there are enough supports to conclude that The study empirically tested a model to examine the
the hypothesized model fits the data gathered well and relationships among Satisfaction, Affecting factors and
further analysis can be done. Destination Loyalty. The findings of the study indicated

The path coefficients for the full model as illustrated that some factors, such as purpose of travel, source of
in Table 11 are positive and significant (p-value < 0.05). payment for travel, choice of accommodation, holiday

The findings of the study indicate that there is a organization mode and tourists’ spending affected the
positive significant relationship between Satisfaction and level of satisfaction which in turn has a significant effect
Destination Loyalty. According to the above findings, the on tourists’ intentions to revisit. Thereby, this study
research hypotheses are confirmed, except for one – H7-1. provides empirical evidence supporting the assumption
The hypothesis which stated that repeat visit directly that if tourists are satisfied with their travel experience,
affect tourist satisfaction (H7-1) was rejected. they are more willing to revisit a destination.

CONCLUSIONS and guidance for tourism related decisions. A note of

The findings of the study indicated that domestic without certain limitations. These limitations would
tourists were  not quite satisfied with the visit to the probably become opportunities for future research.
resort destinations of Russia. The lowest levels of Firstly, the survey was conducted only over a period of
satisfaction were observed with respect to attributes such August and failed to capture tourists visiting Krasnodar
as health services, city transport and shops. If Krai the year round. Secondly, measurement of
dissatisfaction with transport and shopping reflected satisfaction was only conducted among current tourists
objective problems in these areas, the low results of the visiting Krasnodar Krai and excluded other regions of
quality of health care were a surprise, since spa treatments Russia.
previously was the greatest advantage of the Russian
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