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ABSTRACT

The authors tried to find the major factors for tieirists unwilling to come to Green Island againthe study
was focusing on the Green island tourists durinty &und August for the year of 2007 and 2008. Tlegefto measure
customer satisfaction and to determine the factdrieh influence overall customer satisfaction ia threen Island.
Keywords: customer satisfaction, service quality.

BACKGROUND

In 1990, Barsky pointed out the most important Hgcbusiness is how to improve customer satisfaction
According to Peterson and Wilson's(1992) reseangkr 15,000 academic articles have been publishetietopic of
customer satisfaction.

However, little customer satisfaction research besn conducted in some small island, especiallyGheen
Island. First, the purpose of this research exathtbemeasure customer satisfaction and determheedactors that
influence overall customer satisfaction in the @Grédand. Second, we tried to identify the duratitifferences among
tourists that may arise when evaluation satisfadgeels with their vacation. The tourism industmGreen Island, has
easily identified components such as transportati@ter sports, out activities, and attractiong.tédirists should have
experienced each of these components to a greatesser extent during their vacations. Therefore,focused our
research on customer satisfaction, especiallystatgant and hotel quality satisfaction.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This study was use the Delphi method, which inalutlgo parts: one was using the Delphi method reheh
consensus between industrial managers and schaobliuls; the other one was use the consensus ltb et of
guestions, and to make a quantitative survey tmatd consensus. A Delphi method was used to lauddnsensus in
the hospitality management internship program.he Delphi process, the participants/experts geaettair own
opinions, and also have the opportunity to thinloubthe judgments of others on the topic. In thiecpss, the
individuals participated in creating an aggregapinion and then determined a consensus on the thpiugh a
structured series of questions stemming from presho formed answers. The researcher, then, bui@-moint
Liker-type scale according to their consensus.

Finally, the questionnaire was distributed to lal hospitality industry managers in Green Islardi taarists who
was visiting Green Island during June to Augus2®@8. According to this structured satisfactionveyrand analysis
the results, the researcher then made some sumueti Green Island hospitality industry managers.

Population
This study involved two parts: the first part wasund thirty-six home-stay managers, 18 hotel marag22
restaurant owners, 14 souvenirs owners, and 5&salitog companies in Green Islandthe second part was the tourists
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during the beginning of June to the end of Augns2008. These first part participants were divided two groups.
Half of each independent company managers aredrgosup whiles the rest of them in the other grdigm from each
group were random selected to be the participantké first, second and third round of Delphi Methresearch. The
rest of 70 managers were asked to answer thediraititative questionnaire.

Delphi Methodology
This section provides an overview of the Delphitmoel, including its origin, a description of therslard model,
the participant selection process, instrument agmaknt process, typical application, and limitagion

Definition

The Delphi process is an under-used research mdttaidcombines quantitative and qualitative methtmls
explore the future (Ludwig, 1997). It recognizesrtam judgment as legitimate and useful input in getireg forecasts,
but acknowledges the issues that arise from coiroreit meetings. According to Gatewood (1983), sngkperts
sometimes suffer biases, and group meetings oftiéer Srom follow-the-leader tendencies and a rince to abandon
previously stated views (cited in Illinois Instéudf Technology, n.d.). The Delphi method was desigto overcome
these disadvantages by allowing a group of expemsach consensus.

M odel

Adler and Ziglio (1996) describe the Delphi methasian exercise in group communication among a panel
geographically dispersed experts (as cited indiininstitute of Technology, n.d.). These expettare a common
interest (the subject of the Delphi), but usuadipresent different points of view. The original pralprocess consisted
of three key elements: a structured informationvfléeedback to the participants, and anonymitytfer participants.
Fowles (1978) describes the following ten stepgherDelphi method (as cited in lllinois InstituteTechnology, n.d.):
Formation of a team to undertake and monitor a elp a given subject.

Selection of one or more panels to participatdé@exercise.
Development of the first round Delphi questionnaire

Testing the questionnaire for proper wording, araligs, and vagueness.
Transmission of the first questionnaires to thegiats.

Analysis of the first round responses.

Preparation of the second round questionnaires.

Transmission of the second round questionnairkeganelists.

. Analysis of the second responses.

10 Preparation of a report to present the conclusibrise exercise.

Each round poses a series of Liker-type questitiesanswers are tabulated, and the results aretogedn the
basis for the next round of questions. Through idviterations, usually three, this process syngassthe experts’
responses, resulting in a consensus that refléetsgtoup’s intuition, savvy, and expert knowleddéG( Taylor
Corporation, 2001). Although the outcome of a Def@guence is opinion, it is the opinion of the ertp who made up
the panel, and the panel viewpoint is summarizatissically rather than in terms of a majority v@téinois Institute of
Technology, n.d.).

© 0N OR~ODE

Research Sites and Participants Selection for Delphi Sudy

Participant selection for a Delphi forecasting stigicritical. The researcher needs to target iddials who have
not only the knowledge and experience in the sulgédand, but also self-motivation. These indigiduwho the
researcher chooses are from two groups: half oéiGsland hospitality industry managers are in gmoeip whiles the
rest of them in the other group. These participasmsain anonymous to facilitate the free expressibideas without
bias. According to Ludwig (1997), the majority oélphi studies used between 15-20 respondents, &letyDRourke,
Lewis, and Snyder (1972) reported a definite anchatithic increase in the reliability of group respes with
increased group size. They reported reliabilitghvei correlation coefficient approaching .9, fromraup size of 13 (as
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cited in Ludwig, 1997). Experiments by BrockhofB{b), however, suggest that, under ideal circunest®ngroups as
small as four can perform well (as cited in lllisdnstitute of Technology, n.d.).

The questionnaire was developed with the interasiing respondents about ten primary componentleif
vacation: including sanitation, service attitudesainquality, dinning area, and facilities in twamdinsions which
including both restaurant and hotel. In turn, eaththese five components was further divided intoawember of
subcomponents. For example, for the service adlitndestaurant subcomponents, respondents weeel &skate their
servant service attitude satisfaction, includinghomunication, service techniques, speed of servioek enthusiasm,
professional knowledge, the reaction for custonoenmaints, the speed of turn over, and resourcefign
The scale used to gauge these subcomponents wasipeint disconfirmation scale: better than expd¢c about as
expected, as and worse than expected (Rust, ZalamikKeiningham 1994). We chose this scale todatl@ common
problem of an asymmetric distribution of satisfantiscores (Rust, Zahorik, and Keiningham 1994)abse we
expected, a priori, thagatisfactionlevels would be very low. After respondents ratieel subcomponents, they were
asked, for instance, "How satisfied or dissatisfieate you with the transport in Green Island ov@tah show-card
with a 6-point semantic differential scale, rangfrmm very dissatisfied to very satisfied, was shaw the respondent
for this overall satisfaction question. The expahdeale was used to better approximate intervatlelata for
subsequent regression analyses (see Neter, Wasseanth Kutner 1985 for distributional assumptioaquired for
regression analyses).

Similar blocks of questions for the subcomponefdpwed by the relevant overall satisfaction qigst This last
guestion was used as a proxy for repurchase iotgrds most tourists would probably have the opitst to return to
Green Island themselves.

Instrument(s) Development and Data Collection

In a Delphi study, the developing and processingstiannaires are interconnected. The researchertased
that the most important key success factors of spitedity management internship program could Hecsed and
described on the basis of the literature, and these could then be submitted to panels of expétts. literature
interview will round out responses of 10 expertarfrGreen Island hospitality managers. The resgaacticipants will
agree to receive and respond to a series of questies. The first questionnaire will take openashduestions related
to the key success factors of the hospitality manamnt internship program. The second questionma&eculmination
of information collected from the answers of ficgtestionnaire which will consist of a series ofistured questions
developed by the researcher. On the second queatien participants will use a Liker-type 6-poichke to prioritize
items, and will be asked to comment on their ratierand add additional items. The third questiaenaiill ask
participants to re-rate each item. Altschould (1)988ind that three iterations were usually suffitidbecause not
enough new information was gained to warrant ttet cbmore iteration (Ludwig, 1997).

To avoid an ambiguous definition of most importkey success factors, this study will only focusrestaurant
and hotel/lhome-stay: servant service attitude faatisn, including communication, service technisjuspeed of
service, work enthusiasm, professional knowledge,reaction for customer complaints, the speedif over, and
resourcefulness.

After the third questionnaire result returns, tesearcher will build a questionnaire for satisfatton dinning
area/hotel circumstance and service quality acogrtti the answers which given by Green Island halfyi managers.

Population-Selecting Tourists

The best time to interview these tourist was jgbte they left Green Island. About 99% of all dejpartourists
leave Green Island from Nan-Liau Harbor, whichrisidea place to interview tourists about their entiacation. In
fact, tourists who were approached for an interwesve generally very enthusiastic to be asked attwmit vacation,
because our interview overlapped with a time whezy twere already reflecting on their holiday. Thigh level of
interest in the survey was supported in the exoaptly high response rate of 1049 interviews frod®Q contacts, a
response rate of 98.9%. Six interviewers were usét,interviewing conducted over two one-month pdrin August
of 2007 and 2008. The interviewers entered the ieqgaarea of the harbor about 30 minutes befamy feoarding.
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Those interviewers then attempted to identify tetsrby walking through the boarding area and logKor travelers
who were casually dressed. Many tourists traved asuple or in tour groups and since we did nottwarinterview
everyone in the group, one person per group waoraly selected.

RESULTS

Pre-test questionnaires were reviewed and modifedording to the suggestions provided from Grestand
hospitality managers in order to determine the digli and reliability. Reliability for both restaura and
hotel/home-stay satisfaction tests was 0.97 whidicated that the consistence was high. The cuivelaiterpretation
variances were 66.73% and 67.31%, respectively. Tlwere nine factors extracted after factor analygisch were
then utilized to construct the nine dimensions wégfionnaire which include sanitation, servicetad, food quality,
dining area, and facilities for both restaurant hotel/home-stay.

The questionnaire was divided into five sectionsdach part (restaurant and hotel/lhome-stay): dvaratomer
satisfaction, overall customer satisfaction fortaseants and hotel/home-stay, and demographic nrdton of
participants( tourists) . Likert-type Scale was applied in this questiommavith scores from 1to 6 (1=very unsatisfied,
2=unsatisfied, 3=slightly unsatisfied, 4=slightlstisfied, 5=satisfied, and 6=very satisfied.) SR@8&ion 12.0 was
utilized for statistical analyses included frequemlistribution, mean analysis, paired-sample t-tesfiability, and
factor analysis.

Average Lower Satisfaction Scoresfor the Components and Subcomponents

It shows average lowatisfactionlevels with almost all the components and subcarapts of the vacation. The
numbering for thesatisfactionscales with the primary components was 1 for wbsgatisfied to 6 for very satisfied.
The highest overaBlatisfactionscore was for servant work enthusiasm for bottatgant and hotel. In both cases every
respondent who rated them as worse than expected.
Only one of the few medium average scores reparteboth restaurant and hotel is for toilet facilityean. The
interviewer noted that a number of respondents cenmted on the poor facilities of the island whichirisluding
transportation, often requiring people to ride moyole to get to destinations across the islandtAer comparatively
low averagesatisfactionscore was for servant professions. In fact, 61%espondents rated this as worse than
expected, while 39% rated it as better than expedieel interviewer reported that those who gaveasdrgrofessions a
low rating usually stated that they neither feef aervice during having meal nor hotel/home stay.
Types of tour’company/school tour, tourism, and otherssatisfaction showed significant view in restaurantGreen
Island

ANOVA
restaurant
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 637852.675 5 127570.535 88.350 .000
Within Groups 229505451.306 158945 1443.930
Total 230143303.981 158950

Types of toufcompany/school tour, tourism, and othersatisfaction showed significant view in hotel onfe-stay on
Green Island

ANOVA
hotel
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Group 4557536.347 5| 911507.269 449.379 .000
Within Groups | 318391571.34] 156969 2028.372
Total 322949107.68¢ 156974
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Living places of tour(north, middle, south,
restaurant on Green Island

eastern, islands, and othersatisfaction showed significant view in

ANOVA
restaurant
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 4031350.595 5 806270.119 565.296 .000
Within Groups 228641350.115 160306 1426.281
Total 232672700.710 160311

or home-stay on Green Island

Living places of tour(north, middle, south, eastern, islands, and othersatisfaction showed significant view in hotel

ANOVA
hotel
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 5484399.010 5 | 1096879.802 543.315 .000
Within Groups 319642801.107 158328 2018.865
Total 325127200.117 158333
Male/female of tourist’s satisfaction showed sigaifit view in restaurant on Green Island
ANOVA
restaurant
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 3203890.309 51 640778.062 458.056 .000
Within Groups 216973491.998 155102 1398.908
Total 220177382.307 155107

Male/female of tourist’s satisfaction showed sigaifit view in hotel or home-stay on Green Island

ANOVA
hotel
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2233620.725 5 446724.145 220.305 .000
Within Groups 310746475.593 153247 2027.749
Total 312980096.318 153252

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

Tourists in Green Island possessed apparent loatesfaction on service quality and overall satistat toward
Island food service facilities than Taiwan facdii However, Taiwan facilities had higher sanitasgores than Island
facilities even restaurant or hotel. The greaté#reénce was found on the quality of food offeretsitors preferred
food which provided by Taiwan facilities over Isthfacilities, followed by sanitation, dining areagrvice attitude,
and the least difference was identified as equigsnand facility. Based on the findings of this stuthe authors may
provide following suggestions: First of all, thenaidistration unit should be exercising ongoing &#ion management
and invest their efforts on more important issugshsas improving service attitude. The quality obd offered in
restaurants should also be continuing monitorededenhted in order to attract more tourists. Secirnd necessary to
conduct periodical and unscheduled investigationsamitation conditions and practices for Islarstaerants to ensure
safety and quality. It is also recommended thaedam type of evaluation system must be estaldidgbeprovide
tourists with current conditions of surrounding doservice facilities. Last, it is necessary fordbgovernment to
provide more courses to educate restaurant managecgrning nutrition and food sanitation to chatigsr thoughts
and attitudes toward preparing and serving foot witnore healthy and safe diet.
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