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Abstract: Modern hotel business models tend to split ownership of the property and its business
operations. It can be assumed that a good-quality hotel facility per se can easily achieve high customer
satisfaction. The purpose of this research was to investigate the effect of customer perception of
hotel facilities on customer satisfaction by integrating the mediating effect of customer perception of
the personnel and business organization and the moderating effect of the customers’ family income.
Three-hundred and seventy-six surveys were completed in two four-star Spanish hotels in June
2022. The PROCESS macro for SPSS was used to test the hypothesis in a moderated mediation
model, using a bootstrapping method. The results showed that customer perceptions of facilities
had a positive effect on their overall satisfaction, which was partially mediated by both personnel
and business organization. Family income moderated the relationship between the perception of
facilities and satisfaction in such a way that it was more intense in high-income customers. Medium-
income customers had a more intense relationship with the perception of the personnel and business
organization, together with the hotel facilities being to their satisfaction. Therefore, not only facilities,
but also personnel and business organizations are important key players for achieving customer
satisfaction in hotels, and family income should also be considered.

Keywords: customer satisfaction; hospitality; personnel; family income; hotel facilities; business
organization; business model; globalization; consumer behavior; moderated mediation

1. Introduction

Globalization, economic progress, and technological advancement have compelled the
hospitality industry to search out new market opportunities and new business models, and
to offer customers new solutions. Similarly, marketplace changes have resulted in a pro-
found reappraisal of formerly established paradigms in the hospitality industry. Previously,
the hospitality industry was linked to accommodation services; conversely, the modern era
has witnessed the introduction of other services, including catering and leisure activities,
such as meetings, travel, and attractions, necessitating additional facilities and additional
trained personnel (Langvinienė and Daunoravičiūtė 2015). In addition, new paradigms
in the hospitality industry have focused on changing the management and ownership of
the business, developing back-of-the-house reservation systems, and searching for alterna-
tives to accommodation; these new paradigms have altered the industry’s landscape by
introducing new complexities (Oshins 2017).

Profound changes in the hospitality industry have been forced by the market, tech-
nological, and economic challenges in contemporary society (Kandampully 2006). The
conventional paradigm of hospitality management has been proven to be unable to pro-
vide a feasible conceptual framework within this new, fast-moving business environment.
Conceivably, the traditional business models of marketing and management that guar-
anteed success in the past have now been rendered irrelevant, since they are incapable
of addressing new challenges in an increasingly competitive market. In the late 1990s,
a Marriott hotel was normally owned and managed by Marriott International (formerly
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Marriott Corporation). Currently, a Marriott hotel is normally owned by one company and
managed by Marriott International, or it is franchised with its name but managed by a third
company. In addition, changes featuring mergers and acquisitions have been noted within the
industry. Marriott’s acquisition of Starwood, leading to the world’s largest hotel company,
was a significant restructuring of the traditional conceptual framework (Oshins 2017).

Competition in the hospitality industry has contributed to the introduction of new
business models that utilize technology, such as Airbnb’s use of a platform business model.
Conversely, Marriott International has preferred a pipeline business model to brave the
disruptive business model used by Airbnb. The 2018 revenue report placed Marriott ahead
of Airbnb, with USD 21 billion against USD 3.6 billion (Eisape 2020). However, Airbnb’s
business model attracts 150 million users, in contrast to the 120 million users of Marriott’s
loyalty membership program. Both businesses have considered partnership as an approach
to growth and expansion. Consequently, Marriott focuses on buying other hotel brands; the
hotel has 30 affiliate brands, which have increased their accommodation capacity. Similarly,
in 2019, Airbnb reported 160 partnerships that connected hosts to the platform (Eisape
2020). Conceivably, both business models can meet customer needs through new business
models that foster marketplace awareness while creating positive perceptions.

Presenza et al.’s (2019) findings reveal how the changing marketplace has made it
relevant for the industry to adopt innovative business models to ensure sustainability,
particularly in providing travel and accommodation services. The authors have noted the
hospitality and tourism industry’s economic, environmental, and social unsustainability.
Subsequently, they offered a business model innovation (BMI) framework for integrating
sustainability into businesses. Indeed, previous studies have pointed out how BMI can
assist in the development of competitive and integrative solutions by creating a favorable
and radical reduction in adverse external effects on the natural environment (Presenza et al.
2019). Empirically, Cheah et al.’s (2018) study established that BMI influences the applica-
tion and acquisition of external innovations, and the production of internal innovations.
BMI plays a critical role in facilitating a company’s ability to identify current opportunities
and to prepare for the future in any business industry.

Globalization has led to the internationalization of the hospitality industry through the
intensification and deepening of international economic cooperation (Zaitseva et al. 2016).
Though globalization and technological advancement have compelled the hospitality
industry to consider new business models through increased competition, they have
disrupted the marketplace.

Apart from globalization, hospitality, tourism, and other service firms heavily depend
on a stable workforce to offer services to customers and tourists (Goh and Okumus 2020).
In delivering service quality to customers, the workforce is the primary object that ensures
customer loyalty and satisfaction through the provision of services in responsive and
reliable ways that assure the customer of their value (Kloutsiniotis and Mihail 2018).
Training the workforce is vital in creating a competitive advantage within the competitive
service industry, because it equips them with new capabilities and skills that enhance their
commitment and productivity (Haile 2021).

Services are essential in the development of economies in the service industry such as
tourism, because they generate revenues and facilitate a positive trade balance between
sectors and countries (Wu et al. 2018; Xiao et al. 2022). Implicitly, services generate revenues
while leading, at the same time, to customer satisfaction. Furthermore, Kandampully
and Solnet (2019) suggested that services are essential in providing a firm with a competi-
tive advantage through their ability to incorporate the human element into the customer
experience. Conceivably, services will offer opportunities for emotional connection and
technological reliance, increasing an organization’s reliability and assurance.

Furthermore, alongside service quality, using a professional workforce also contributes
to high organizational performance. As a result of globalization, the workforce, and
technology and services, performance is an aspect of ensuring survival in the industry.
Kloutsiniotis and Mihail’s (2020) study revealed that organizational performance utilizing
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high-performance work systems (HPWSs) contributes to employee wellbeing and cus-
tomer satisfaction, and creates a social identity that places the organization on a global
stage. Moreover, performance in service industry firms acts as a metric for evaluating
job satisfaction and the necessity of implementing various policies and high-performance
work practices (Murphy et al. 2018). Parasuraman et al. (1985) successfully developed
the SERVQUAL model for assessing service quality, and this has been the basis for other
more specific models such as SERVPERF and the lesser known HOTELQUAL. A study
on performance in the transport sector revealed that performance is a core aspect of the
SERVQUAL model because it is tied to the appearance of an airport and its physical facil-
ities (Rasyida et al. 2016). The authors contended that measuring performance by using
the service performance (i.e., SERVPERF) scale proposed by Cronin and Taylor provides a
more comprehensive understanding of service quality than the SERVQUAL scale, based on
disconfirmation as a guide to assessing customer satisfaction (Rasyida et al. 2016). Ganić
et al.’s (2018) study on SERVPERF’s dimensions of student loyalty revealed a positive
association between satisfaction and every quality dimension. Consequently, performance
fosters perceived organizational support and service quality and shapes customers’ positive
perception of a firm’s image, leading to customer satisfaction (Karatepe and Vatankhah
2014). HOTELQUAL was developed by Falces et al. (1999) based on the SERVQUAL model.
A 20-item questionnaire was the outcome of their research in Spanish hotels, gathering
three factors: hotel facilities, personnel, and business organization. Hotel facilities relate
to the tangible issues of a hotel, such as the physical condition of the entrance, communal
areas, corridors, and bedrooms, together with customer perception of the comfort, welcome,
safety, and ease of reaching the different areas and services of the hotel. Personnel relates
to hotel staff behavior, cleanliness, trust, and happiness shown to customers. The business
organization relates to how the hotel shows customers that there is an organization im-
plemented behind all of its operations; thus, customers can obtain information regarding
the hotel services upon request, the hotel solves any problems that arise, the booking
reservation details given prior to arrival are correct and there is the sense that the hotel
staff cares.

Prior research into the satisfaction of hotel customers and facilities has been limited.
There is a gap in the academic research regarding new business models for running hotel
operations—specifically those splitting ownership of hotel facilities and the management
of the actual business—in relation to personnel and business organization. This gap also
extends to new BMIs and their relationship with customer satisfaction. This research aimed
to fill the aforementioned gaps and to provide hotel managers and hotel owners with
insights to reflect on and enhance their overall performance.

The main conclusions drawn from this research show that customers’ perception of
facilities had a positive effect on their overall satisfaction, which was partially mediated
by both the personnel and business organization. The level of family income moderated
the relationship between the perception of facilities and satisfaction in such a way that it
was more intense with higher purchasing power. Income moderated both the relationship
between the perception of facilities and the perception of an organization as well as the
relationship between the perception of facilities and the perception of personnel, and both
were more intense with intermediate purchasing power. Income moderated the mediating
effect of both the business organization and the personnel so that it was more intense
among middle-income customers.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses
2.1. Perceived Quality of Hotel Facilities and Customer Satisfaction

Market-based tangibilization (MBT) and operation-based tangibilization (OBT) are
important drivers of customer satisfaction (Panda and Das 2014). External customer satisfac-
tion depends highly on tangibles, reliability, empathy, assurance, and responsiveness. Con-
sequently, better facilities characterized by high quality increase customer perceptions of a
firm, leading to satisfaction. Furthermore, research suggests that hospitality/hotel/service
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firms use the quality of facilities and services to achieve customer satisfaction, since fa-
cilities directly influence satisfaction (Nurcahyo et al. 2017). The authors demonstrated
that poor facilities contribute to poor consumer satisfaction, and better facilities translate
into increased customer satisfaction. Nurcahyo et al.’s (2017) study pointed out that the
more destitute the hospitality industry’s facilities are, the lower the customer loyalty will
be. Admittedly, Akpan and Etuk’s (2019) study on tangibilization reinforced Panda and
Das’s (2014) findings on OBT, MBT, and customer satisfaction by insisting that customer
satisfaction in hospitals is dependent upon the quality of the service or facility. As a result,
the study determined that tangibilization is necessary for enabling better facilities that
eventuate customer satisfaction (Akpan and Etuk 2019). Tangibility provided through
visually attractive physical facilities is associated with client perceptions of service quality,
and inevitably enhances the satisfaction of consumers. Research on customer satisfaction
found that a one-unit increase in the perceived quality concerning the hotel services’ tangi-
bles led to a 15.5% increase in customer satisfaction (Marković and Raspor Janković 2013).
These findings are consistent with those of Ali et al.’s (2021) study, which suggested that
tangibles involving physical facilities, personnel, and communication materials directly and
positively influence customer satisfaction. Research on the travel sector revealed that visually
appealing physical facilities and the removal of distractions that interfere with customer
attention towards physical facilities boost customer satisfaction (Rasyida et al. 2016).

Furthermore, a study by Radojevic et al. (2015) on customer satisfaction that con-
trolled for hotel classification determined that certain features of the hospitality facility
influenced customer satisfaction. Conceivably, access to free Wi-Fi internet, a bar in the
hotel, and membership in a branded hotel chain have a positive relationship with customer
satisfaction. However, the classification of hotels based on the quality of hotel facilities
affects customer satisfaction either negatively or positively. In addition, a business organi-
zation can address customer behavior relating to fulfillment through close attention to the
facilities and the quality of services offered to the clients (Barusman et al. 2019). Hospitality
firms that provide better facilities can meet their customers’ needs, resulting in satisfaction
(Nobar and Rostamzadeh 2018). Subsequently, five-star hotels that are characterized by
well-appointed facilities offer outstanding services and stays for their clients, translating to
loyalty. Moreover, research suggests that the technical quality of a hospitality firm, referring
to physical elements, such as the general cleanliness and condition of the facilities, is a
driver of customer satisfaction (Mendez-Diaz and Martin-Duque 2021).

Ostensibly, hotel/hospitality industry facilities lead to customer satisfaction. Findings
by Lai and Nguyen (2017) indicated that customers are more concerned with responsive-
ness, reliability, and assurance than they are with tangible factors. Kandampully and
Suhartanto (2000) collected data from chain hotels in New Zealand to determine the facets
of customer satisfaction and image correlated with customer loyalty within the hotel indus-
try. Conceivably, the study found that customer satisfaction and a hotel’s image, through
the performance of its reception, price, housekeeping, food, and beverages, were positively
correlated with customer loyalty (Kandampully and Suhartanto 2000). Conversely, hotel
facilities, such as restaurants, health clubs, rooms, or nightclubs, were no longer perceived
as luxurious, since consumers regarded them as an integral component of culture.

Hypothesis 1. The perceived quality of hotel facilities will be positively associated with customer
satisfaction.

2.2. The Mediating Effect of the Business Organization and Personnel

Business organizations rely heavily on the service climate to improve or attain cus-
tomer satisfaction. Parasuraman et al. (1985) developed a model of service quality,
SERVQUAL, to assess the quality of service that translates into customer satisfaction.
Subsequently, service industries have utilized the SERVQUAL model to effectively achieve
and attain quality business organizations that ultimately contribute to customer satisfac-
tion (Ali et al. 2021). He et al. (2011) used various dimensions of service climate. These
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included workshop facilitation, managerial support, customer orientation, and employee
commitment to determine the association between service climate and customer satisfac-
tion. Subsequently, the authors found that customer orientation had a positive and direct
relationship with customer satisfaction; however, workshop facilitation and managerial
support indirectly positively impacted customer satisfaction (He et al. 2011). These findings
are consistent with Lai and Nguyen’s (2017) findings on service quality, emphasizing ser-
vice as an individual rather than an organizational attribute. Conceivably, service quality
in service industries positively predicts customer satisfaction and overall perception of
facilities. Furthermore, Lai and Nguyen (2017) referred to five dimensions of service qual-
ity, namely, tangibility, reliability, assurance, responsiveness, and empathy, as significant
indicators of a business organization that contribute to satisfaction.

Priyo et al.’s (2019) findings on service quality satisfaction demonstrate the importance
of SERVQUAL in influencing customer loyalty. Indeed, the authors revealed that the
facilities and service quality of an organization play a significant role in building customers’
perceptions, eventually turning into customer loyalty and satisfaction (Priyo et al. 2019).
Furthermore, Ogiemwonyi et al.’s (2020) study demonstrated that the level of service
delivered to clients is directly related to customer satisfaction in any service industry. As
a result, most business organizations focus on reliability, competence, responsiveness,
access, communication, courtesy, credibility, tangibles, and understanding/knowledge
to organize their services towards meeting customer needs. However, the model was
transformed to include tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy as
the leading indicators of service quality (Ali et al. 2021; Lai and Nguyen 2017). The model
was directly supportive and related to the facilities through the tangibles’ elements, which
involved the physical appearance of personnel, equipment, and buildings and renovations
(Ali et al. 2021). Turner and Hesford’s (2019) study on the impact of renovation capital
expenditure on hotel performance revealed that renovations provide significant short-term,
valuable impact in terms of increased customer satisfaction and decreased maintenance and
repair revenue. In addition, Mendez-Diaz and Martin-Duque (2021) described tangibility
as the physical facility and the general cleanliness of the restaurant, rooms, and other
areas of the facility. Ali et al. (2021) suggested that tangibles were the most preferred by
customers among the five dimensions of service quality. Although Lai and Nguyen’s (2017)
findings pointed out that tangibles have no direct impact on customer satisfaction in a
business organization, the authors were keen to mention that the business ought to pay
close attention to them. Furthermore, Albattat et al. (2018) suggested that tangibles, such as
complimentary newspapers, quality towels, fax machines, standards of service, appealing
images, and physical attractiveness, relax the customer while providing them with value
for their money, prompting customer satisfaction.

Moreover, the model highlights reliability as another component of a business or-
ganization that is necessary for customer satisfaction (Ali et al. 2021). Reliability lies in
a business organization’s ability to fulfill customer demands. Conceivably, reliability is
related to first-hand impressions, since every client wants to know whether a business
organization is reliable in delivering services (Ogiemwonyi et al. 2020). Ogiemwonyi et al.
(2020) reported that reliability was the most impactful on customer satisfaction out of
the four service quality dimensions. Furthermore, the study established that reliability
was critical in building the image of retail service providers, such as hypermarkets and
supermarkets.

On the other hand, the micromodels of customer satisfaction developed by Hom (2000)
define satisfaction as a consumer’s fulfillment feedback, where a service or product feature
is judged; this involves over- or under-fulfillment. The author suggested that satisfaction
focuses on the consumer instead of the customer, who is conventionally charged with the
payment for a product. Subsequently, Hom (2000) posited that satisfaction is an experience
of a service by the individual using the service as opposed to the one making payment
for the service. The quality of a business organization is translated by its performance
in delivering service quality to customers. Subsequently, the authors highlighted the
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importance of ensuring that the organization is visually appealing, with attractive physical
facilities and equipment that enhance performance and facilitate customer satisfaction
(Rasyida et al. 2016).

The current literature on customer satisfaction emphasizes Hom’s definition by de-
scribing it as an assessment of the emotion acquired when it disconfirms the consumer’s
feelings before experiencing the service (Kandampully and Suhartanto 2000; Ogiemwonyi
et al. 2020). Conceivably, numerous studies have positively associated customer satisfac-
tion with service quality dimensions including responsiveness, reliability, assurance, and
tangibility (Ali et al. 2021; Lai and Nguyen 2017; Mathong et al. 2020; Ogiemwonyi et al.
2020; Sugiarto and Octaviana 2021). Furthermore, Nguyen and Nagase (2019) reported
that total quality management within a business organization significantly influences the
perceived service quality. The authors found that the perceived service quality positively
influenced customer satisfaction.

The competitiveness of the hospitality and service industry has inevitably led to
demand for a skilled workforce, thereby necessitating that business organizations seek
quality staff (Martin-Rios and Ciobanu 2019). Conversely, competition has led to the
elimination of the demand for a quality workforce through the introduction of the sharing
economy business model, wherein customers choose accommodation services without
regard for professional services (Guttentag and Smith 2017). However, the quality of staff
is a significant factor in the service industry; findings by Reilly (2018) suggest that a skilled
workforce possessing interpersonal skills is required in changing customer requirements
to provide an outstanding customer experience. Subsequently, business organizations
are adjusting their retention, development strategies and attractions towards providing
a renewed understanding of talent management by building capacity instead of buying
it. Awasthi et al.’s (2020) study on the role of employee behavior found that the quality of
staff influenced guest perceptions, thus contributing to brand-building in the hotel industry.
The authors suggested that employee behavior should be appropriately managed through
talent and skill development by using talent development policies, hotel policies, and
strategies that emphasize quality staff (Awasthi et al. 2020).

Hypothesis 2a. The perceived quality of a business organization mediates the relationship between
hotel facilities and customer satisfaction.

The service quality model demands tangibles in the service industry—such as physical
equipment, surroundings, personnel, and communication approaches—that create positive
first impressions on customers and that are visually appealing (Parasuraman et al. 1985).
Subsequently, a design quality that demonstrates the capacity of a business organization’s
presentational style of services/products in a manner that facilitates customer satisfaction
is essential. Priyo et al. (2019) contended that the SERVQUAL structural model is fun-
damental for enhancing an organization’s staff towards service quality, which promotes
customer loyalty and satisfaction. Conceivably, quality staffing builds positive customer
perceptions, which are key for facilitating customer satisfaction. Moreover, the use of
service quality equips the staff to improve tangibility in the service firm, primarily through
the creation of physically attractive facilities and general cleanliness, which satisfies cus-
tomers and enhances loyalty (Priyo et al. 2019). Albattat et al. (2018) highlighted the critical
aspect of the quality of conformity as the necessary component for achieving or fitting
the design quality. Conceivably, conformity is a product of quality staffing that seeks to
satisfy customer needs by ensuring that clients receive the optimal benefits or value from
the facilities and design quality (Escortell et al. 2020). Furthermore, Bello and Bello (2017)
highlighted the importance of employee empowerment through strategies that create work
motivation, improve personnel quality, and, ultimately, contribute to customer satisfaction.
The study reported a positive correlation between service quality and employee satisfac-
tion and a statistically significant relationship between customer satisfaction and service
quality. Service quality dimensions, such as responsiveness in the hospitality industry, are
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directed and operationalized through quality staff that can demonstrate the capability and
adaptability of reperforming a service to meet a client’s needs and expectations (Ali et al.
2021). Furthermore, Rasyida et al. 2016 reported that service performance was based on
the personnel’s ability to deliver service quality that leads to customer satisfaction.

As the search for professional staff for handling specialized facilities requiring high
intellectual capacity and attention to detail becomes more rigid, many service industries
are considering robotization and automation of services to achieve unparalleled customer
satisfaction (Huang and Rust 2021). However, Ali et al.’s (2021) study revealed the hu-
man factor’s significance in addressing the fundamental service quality dimensions to
attain customer satisfaction. In addition, the ability of humans to provide empathy and
responsiveness in delivering services continues to demonstrate a positive and significant
relationship with customer satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2b. The perceived quality of the personnel mediates the relationship between hotel
facilities and customer satisfaction.

2.3. The Moderating Effect of Family Income

Research has indicated a statistically significant relationship between demographics
and the choice of hotel facilities (Tran et al. 2019). Subsequently, Tran et al.’s (2019) study
reported that the choice of a hotel type is a direct outcome of a customer’s income level;
there was a low chance of clients choosing a motel if they possess a high income; domestic
clients were found to prefer hotel resorts, and foreign customers preferred city hotels.
High-income customers preferred high-end hotel facilities with high ratings, as they were
deemed fit to provide optimal satisfaction (Abbasi et al. 2010). In addition, high-income
customers sought facilities that can meet personal preferences related to their beliefs and
piety, including those featuring exclusive food and beverage services, which contributed to
customer satisfaction (Pamukcu and Sariisik 2020).

Conversely, studies have revealed that both high- and low-income customers evaluate
hotel choice and satisfaction based on cleanliness and the beds (Kim et al. 2019a). Conse-
quently, both economy and luxury hotel chains should stress guestroom features to meet
the needs of their customers. Alauddin et al. (2019) suggested that service providers should
consider service quality regardless of income level to satisfy their customers. The authors
reported that customer satisfaction is a product of service quality instead of the customer’s
income level. Therefore, providing customers with services through new facilities and
convenient approaches will increase service quality and enhance customer satisfaction
(Keshavarz and Jamshidi 2018).

When a hotel obtains a five-star rating, foreign guests have high expectations for
its services, amenities, personalized service, and tranquil atmosphere (Lee et al. 2016).
Customers with a larger family income will be able to afford 5 star hotels or 4 star hotels
with more amenities, which will have an effect on the hotel’s facilities, perceived level of
business organization, and employees.

The relation between hotel employee burnout and psychological distress is moderated
by financial well-being, which makes this relationship higher for employees with good
income prospects (Baquero 2023). It is expected that financial well-being, or family income,
will have a similar moderating influence on the relationships between hotel facilities,
customer satisfaction, the perceived quality of a business organization and personnel.

These considerations lead to the next hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3a. The level of family income moderates the relationship between hotel facilities and
customer satisfaction.

Hypothesis 3b. The level of family income moderates the relationship between hotel facilities and
the perceived quality of a business organization.
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Hypothesis 3c. The level of family income moderates the relationship between hotel facilities and
the perceived quality of the personnel.

Previous and existing studies have revealed a significant relationship between the level
of a customer’s income and the quality of an organization; conceivably, Kim et al.’s (2019b)
study found that customers visiting luxury hotels were inclined to expect experiences
of proactive services and quality furnishing and space. In addition, high-end customers
seek to experience high-quality services, while low-end customers are often price-sensitive
and consider economy hotels. While affluent customers consider service, lower-income
customers consider pricing (Kim et al. 2019b). As a result, the authors recommended
that luxury hotels insist on marketing strategies focusing on hardware aspects, such as
decor, room facilities, and services. Conversely, economy hotels or service providers
are encouraged to emphasize price competitiveness, because low-income customers are
sensitive to rates (Kim et al. 2019b).

However, a higher income does not necessarily translate to a preference for accommo-
dation with high service quality (Chen et al. 2017). Research has indicated that low-income
customers emphasize sensory brand experience more than high-income customers do (Ahn
and Back 2018). Consequently, low-income customers demonstrate a greater predisposition
toward brand-related information and visual impressions of the facility to enhance their
interest in the business organization than high-income customers do.

High-income customers prefer hotel facilities with professional staff, whereas low-
income customers seek facilities based on price (Kim et al. 2019b). A hospitality firm’s
quality of staff and facilities is directly related to customers’ income level (Dimitropoulos
2018). The previous literature on staffing illustrated the demand for automation and
robotization of services in the service industry as an approach to service quality delivery
among high-income customers (Ivanov et al. 2019). Subsequently, Chuah et al.’s (2022)
study revealed that the income level of customers influenced their willingness to pay for
premium staffing in robotic restaurants. Whereas high-income-level customers were willing
to pay for staffing quality in modernized hotel facilities featuring advanced technology and
equipment, low-income-level customers preferred pricing over the quality of staff (Chuah
et al. 2022; Kim et al. 2019b). Lu and Tabari’s (2019) study on the sharing economy model
used by Airbnb revealed that the income level of customers influences consumers’ behavior
regarding accommodation choices. The authors reported that low-income customers are
inclined towards the sharing economy model, wherein resources and accommodation
facilities are shared and the quality of staff is non-significant. On the other hand, high-
income customers prefer luxurious hotels with visually appealing facilities and high-end
services provided by trained staff (Lu and Tabari 2019).

These considerations lead to the next hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4a. The level of family income moderates the mediating effect of the business organiza-
tion on the relationship between hotel facilities and customer satisfaction.

Hypothesis 4b. The level of family income moderates the mediating effect of the personnel on the
relationship between hotel facilities and customer satisfaction.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Participants and Procedure

The study’s data were collected between 1 June and 31 June 2022, in two four-star
hotels located in the Greater Benidorm area (Spain). This is a very well-consolidated
touristic area. A Spanish hotel chain based in this area, which also had hotels in other areas
of Spain, was contacted.

A total of 450 questionnaires were distributed in two hotels, resulting in 376 completed
and valid samples, meaning a response rate of 83.55%. This research was conducted using
convenience sampling (McDaniel and Gates 2019).
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A designated person visited the premises of the hotels and handed over questionnaires
to customers in the evening before or after dinner, making sure the customers were in a
relaxed mood.

The survey consisted of 21 Likert items on a 1–5 scale and 5 sociodemographic profile
questions. The items allowed for assessment of the quality perceived by customers in
factors such as hotel facilities, personnel, organization, and overall satisfaction.

Table 1 shows the demographic profile of the sample.

Table 1. Demographic profile (N = 376).

Age N %

18–34 98 26.1
35–54 198 52.7
>55 80 21.3

Gender

Female 204 54.3
Male 172 45.7

Family income

EUR < 40,000 106 28.2
EUR 40,000–80,000 202 53.7

EUR > 80,000 68 18.1
Yearly travel

1 62 62.5
2–5 249 66.2
>5 65 17.3

Country of residence

Spain 185 49.2
France 107 28.5

United Kingdom 84 22.3

3.2. Survey Instruments and Data Analysis

The surveys were available in English, Spanish, and French. The survey was initially
prepared in Spanish and then translated into English and French; in both cases, a back-
translation process was used until there were no discrepancies between the original sample
and the translated ones.

The perceived quality of the hotel facilities, personnel, and business organization were
measured using the HOTELQUAL scale (Falces et al. 1999) after validating the appropriate
concepts. Examples of items include “The different rooms and facilities in the hotel are
pleasant” for hotel facilities; “The staff at this hotel are happy to help the guests” for
personnel; “As a guest, it is easy to obtain information regarding the different services I
request” for business organization. These were measured on a 5-point Likert scale, from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Overall customer satisfaction was measured by following Hill et al.’s (2017) guidelines,
e.g., “How satisfied are you in general with this hotel?”. This was measured using a 5-point
Likert scale, from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied).

The HOTELQUAL scale (Falces et al. 1999) was developed based on the SERVQUAL
scale (Parasuraman et al. 1985). HOTELQUAL, a priori, measures the concepts of facilities,
personnel, and business organizations, but it has neither been widely used internationally,
nor does it have updated validation of the previously mentioned concepts.

Using PROCESS v4.1, the hypotheses were evaluated using a bootstrapping method
and a moderated mediation model. With 10,000 bootstrapped samples and a confidence
level of 95%, the bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals were determined.

To exactly determine the dimensions involved in the theoretical model, the underlying
natural structure of the data was explored using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with
the maximum likelihood extraction method and Promax rotation, which allowed for corre-
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lations between factors, given that it was expected that the concepts measured with the
questionnaire were not independent of each other. The multicollinearity of the dimensions
with each other was tested using the variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance parame-
ters by applying the established acceptance thresholds (Kutner et al. 2004). A VIF greater
than 10 or tolerance less than 0.1 was indicative of significant multicollinearity that must
be corrected. A VIF > 4 and a tolerance < 0.25 indicated the possibility of multicollinearity
and, therefore, caution with the results.

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Analysis

The mean values and standard deviations of the questionnaire items are shown in
Table 2.

Table 2. Means and standard deviations for the questionnaire items.

Valid N Mean Standard Deviation

The hotel rooms and equipment (lifts, bedrooms, corridors, etc.) are in good
condition. 376 4.08 0.76

The different hotel rooms and facilities in the hotel are pleasant. 376 4.19 0.69
The staff look clean and neat. 376 4.55 0.60

The facilities are clean. 376 4.29 0.77
The facilities are comfortable and welcoming (they are pleasant to be in). 376 4.21 0.76

The service provided is in line with the contracted conditions. 376 4.19 0.86
This hotel effectively resolves any problem the guests may have. 376 4.17 0.96

The information I was given about my stay as a guest was correct form the start. 376 4.09 0.95
As a guest, it is easy to obtain information about the different services I request. 376 4.24 0.80

The different services are provided quickly. 376 4.24 0.71
The staff at this hotel are happy to help the guests. 376 4.62 0.54

Staff are always available to give guests information when needed. 376 4.51 0.57
Someone from the management is always available to help guests with any

problem which might arise. 376 4.19 0.73

The staff are trustworthy; you can trust them. 376 4.43 0.63
The staff are discreet and respect the guests’ privacy. 376 4.36 0.84

The staff are competent and professional. 376 4.52 0.70
The facilities are safe (they meet safety regulations). 376 4.16 0.81

The staff are aware of and make an effort to find out the needs of each guest. 376 4.21 0.84
In this hotel, the guests are the most important thing. 376 4.35 0.74
The employees care about resolving guests’ problems. 376 4.39 0.72

How satisfied are you in general with this hotel? 376 4.31 0.71

4.2. Measurement Validation

The EFA with the maximum likelihood extraction method and Promax rotation yielded
an optimal model with a structure of four factors with an eigenvalue > 1 that explained
59.53% of the total variance. However, the sum of the squared charges of the extraction left
the fourth factor with an eigenvalue < 1 (0.865); therefore, this was discarded. The optimal
model was supported by the Bartlett test; Chi2: 5149.282, p-value: 0.000, and KMO: 0.883
(Pizarro Romero and Mora 2020).

These results are shown in Table 3.
Cronbach’s internal consistency alpha model was used to verify the reliability of each

construct of the scale, since it allowed for checking whether the reflective indicators of
the scale were homogeneous, and therefore whether they were measuring the same latent
variable. The optimal value was greater than or equal to 0.7 (Nunnally 1978). The three
factors obtained met this criterion.

The average variance extracted (AVE), the degree to which a latent variable was explained
by its observed variables, was greater than 0.5, and the composite ratability (CR) was greater
than 0.7 (Hair et al. 2010); thus, the convergent validity of the dimensions was proven.
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Table 3. Measurement validations.

Items Factor
Loadings

% Explained
Variance CR AVE Cronbach’s

Alpha

Facilities

5.39% 0.795 0.508 0.765

The different hotel rooms and facilities in the hotel are
pleasant. 0.991

The facilities are comfortable and welcoming (they are
pleasant to be in). 0.635

The facilities are safe (they meet safety regulations). 0.587

The hotel rooms and equipment (lifts, bedrooms,
corridors, etc.) are in good condition. 0.547

Personnel

26.35% 0.869 0.533 0.862

The staff at this hotel are happy to help the guests. 0.939

The employees care about resolving guests’ problems. 0.796

Staff are always available to give guests information
when needed. 0.738

The staff are trustworthy; you can trust them. 0.681

The facilities are clean. 0.635

The staff look clean and neat. 0.522

Organization

23.52% 0.878 0.592 0.874

As a guest, it is easy to obtain information about the
different services I request. 0.841

In this hotel, the guests are the most important thing. 0.817

The staff are aware of and make an effort to find out the
needs of each guest. 0.769

This hotel effectively resolves any problem the guests
may have. 0.725

The information I was given about my stay as a guest
was correct form the start. 0.683

EFA quality

Bartlett test:
Chi2: 5149.282,
p < 0.001, KMO:

0.883

55.20%

Table 4 shows the correlations between the dimensions. The facilities were positively
related to the organization (r = 0.496, p < 0.01) and to personnel (r = 0.523, p < 0.01). These
results provide initial support for the mediation hypothesis.

Table 4. Correlations between the dimensions.

Factor Organization Personnel Facilities

Organization 1.000 0.658 0.496
Personnel 0.658 1.000 0.523
Facilities 0.496 0.523 1.000

To verify that there were no multicollinearity problems between the dimensions, the
VIF and tolerance parameters resulting from the three dimensions with the dependent
variable satisfaction were used, as can be seen in Table 5.
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Table 5. Collinearity statistics for the model.

Model
Collinearity Statistics

Tolerance VIF

Organization 0.469 2.132
Personnel 0.455 2.199
Facilities 0.671 1.490

All VIFs were <4, and the tolerances were >0.25; thus, there were no multicollinearity
problems.

Therefore, the validity of the three dimensions was demonstrated, and the theoretical
model of the relationships could be tested.

4.3. Hypothesis Testing

The hypotheses were assessed in a moderated mediation model with a bootstrapping
method using PROCESS v4.1. This was developed by Hayes (2012) to be used in SPSS.
Specifically, the PROCESS “model 4” was used to test the direct effect of hotel facilities
on global satisfaction and the mediating effect of organization and personnel perceptions.
PROCESS “model 8” was used to test the moderating effects of family income level. A
95% confidence level was chosen for the bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals, with
10,000 bootstrapped samples.

Figure 1 shows the definitive model, where a1 × b1 = indirect effect 1; a2 × b2 =
indirect effect 2; and a1 × b1 + a2 × b2 = c − c’.

Adm. Sci. 2023, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW  13  of  22 
 

 

 

Figure 1. Definitive model. 

As presented in Table 6, the results of Model 1 show that the perception of the quality 

of facilities is positively and significantly associated with satisfaction (β = 0.408, p < 0.001). 

Therefore, Hypothesis 1 is supported. Meanwhile, the results of Model 4 show that the 

perception of the quality of the facilities is positively and significantly associated with the 

perception of the quality of the organization (β1 = 0.499, p < 0.001), and the results of Model 

6 show that the perception of the quality of the facilities was positively and significantly 

associated with the perception of the quality of the personnel (β2 = 0.506, p < 0.001). Fur‐

thermore,  the results of Model 2 show that both organization and personnel were also 

positively associated with satisfaction (β1 = 0.203, p < 0.001; β2 = 0.234, p < 0.001). These 

results point to a potential mediating effect, which is verified below. 

Table 6. Results of the regression analysis. 

Variables 
Satisfaction  Organization  Personnel 

Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4  Model 5  Model 6  Model 7 

Control varia‐

bles 
             

Age 
0.113 * [0.025, 

0.200] 

0.120 * [0.046, 

0.194] 

0.144 *** 

[0.068, 0.220] 

−0.113 * [−0.258, 

−0.008] 

−0.089 [−0.217, 

0.037] 

0.083 [−0.041, 

0.207] 

0.108 [‐0.020, 

0.236] 

Sex 

−0.148 * 

[−0.265, 

−0.030] 

−0.122 * 

[−0.221, 

−0.024] 

−0.091 

[−0.195, 

−0.082] 

0.050 [−0.117, 

−0.217] 

0.096 [−0.071, 

−0.263] 

−0.153 [−0.320, 

0.041] 

−0.121 

[−0.289, 0.048] 

Number of trips 
0.029 [−0.072, 

0.129] 

0.013 [−0.072, 

0.097] 

0.035 

[−0.052, 

0.127] 

0.149 * [0.057, 

0.293] 

0.131 [−0.015, 

0.277] 

−0.061 [−0.205, 

0.082] 

−0.111 

[−0.258, 0.036] 

Nationality 
0.017 [−0.059, 

0.093] 

0.038 [−0.025, 

0.101] 

0.064 

[−0.005, 

0.125] 

−0.082 [−0.190, 

0.025] 

−0.018 [−0.129, 

0.093] 

−0.017 [−0.125, 

0.098] 

−0.013 

[−0.125, 0.099] 

Independent 

variable 
             

Facilities 
c = 0.408 *** 

[0.349, 0.468] 

c’ = 0.189 *** 

[0.129, 0.248] 

0.170 *** 

[0.085, 0.249] 

a1 = 0.499 *** 

[0.414, 0.585] 

0.357 *** 

[0.218, 0.495] 

a2 = 0.506 *** 

[0.421, 0.592] 

0.377 *** 

[0.237, 0.517] 

Mediating vari‐

ables 
             

Figure 1. Definitive model.

As presented in Table 6, the results of Model 1 show that the perception of the quality
of facilities is positively and significantly associated with satisfaction (β = 0.408, p < 0.001).
Therefore, Hypothesis 1 is supported. Meanwhile, the results of Model 4 show that the
perception of the quality of the facilities is positively and significantly associated with
the perception of the quality of the organization (β1 = 0.499, p < 0.001), and the results
of Model 6 show that the perception of the quality of the facilities was positively and
significantly associated with the perception of the quality of the personnel (β2 = 0.506,
p < 0.001). Furthermore, the results of Model 2 show that both organization and personnel
were also positively associated with satisfaction (β1 = 0.203, p < 0.001; β2 = 0.234, p < 0.001).
These results point to a potential mediating effect, which is verified below.
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Table 6. Results of the regression analysis.

Variables
Satisfaction Organization Personnel

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7

Control variables

Age 0.113 *
[0.025, 0.200]

0.120 *
[0.046, 0.194]

0.144 ***
[0.068, 0.220]

−0.113 *
[−0.258, −0.008]

−0.089
[−0.217, 0.037]

0.083
[−0.041, 0.207]

0.108
[−0.020, 0.236]

Sex −0.148 *
[−0.265, −0.030]

−0.122 *
[−0.221, −0.024]

−0.091
[−0.195, −0.082]

0.050
[−0.117, −0.217]

0.096
[−0.071, −0.263]

−0.153
[−0.320, 0.041]

−0.121
[−0.289, 0.048]

Number of trips 0.029
[−0.072, 0.129]

0.013
[−0.072, 0.097]

0.035
[−0.052, 0.127]

0.149 *
[0.057, 0.293]

0.131
[−0.015, 0.277]

−0.061
[−0.205, 0.082]

−0.111
[−0.258, 0.036]

Nationality 0.017
[−0.059, 0.093]

0.038
[−0.025, 0.101]

0.064
[−0.005, 0.125]

−0.082
[−0.190, 0.025]

−0.018
[−0.129, 0.093]

−0.017
[−0.125, 0.098]

−0.013
[−0.125, 0.099]

Independent
variable

Facilities c = 0.408 ***
[0.349, 0.468]

c’ = 0.189 ***
[0.129, 0.248]

0.170 ***
[0.085, 0.249]

a1 = 0.499 ***
[0.414, 0.585]

0.357 ***
[0.218, 0.495]

a2 = 0.506 ***
[0.421, 0.592]

0.377 ***
[0.237, 0.517]

Mediating
variables

Organization b1 = 0.203 ***
[0.127, 0.279]

0.183 ***
[0.105, 0.261]

Personnel b2 = 0.234 ***
[0.158, 0.310]

0.249 ***
[0.171, 0.326]

Moderating
variable

Family income 1:
EUR

40,000–80,000
−0.079

[−0.199, 0.040]
−0.105

[−0.308, 0.095]
−0.145

[−0.350, 0.062]

Family income 2:
EUR > 80,000

−0.174 *
[−0.335, −0.013]

−0.399 **
[−0.665, −0.131]

0.106
[−0.163, 0.375]

Interaction

Family income
1 * facilities

0.001
[−0.111, 0.118]

0.290 **
[0.103, 0.477]

0.269 **
[0.080, 0.458]

Family income
2 * facilities

0.185 *
[0.037, 0.338]

0.111
[−0.142, 0.363]

0.131
[−0.124, 0.383]

F-score (df1, df2) 42.948 (5.370) *** 68.779 (7, 368) *** 46.127 (11, 364) *** 29.764 (5, 370) *** 19.575 (9.366) *** 32.089 (5, 370) *** 19.659 (9, 366) ***

R2 0.367 0.567 0.582 0.287 0.325 0.303 0.326

Unstandardized regression coefficients and 95% confidence intervals are reported. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, and
*** p < 0.001.

As presented in Table 7, the index of the mediating effect of both the organization and
personnel on the relationship between facilities and satisfaction was significant, since the 95%
confidence interval did not include 0 (a1 × b1 = 0.101 [0.047, 0.157]; a2 × b2 = 0.118 [0.073,
0.173], with no significant differences in the magnitudes of both effects (a1 × b1 − a2 × b2 =
−0.017 [−0.113, 0.068], since the interval included 0)). Thus, both the mediating effect of the
organization and that of the personnel were significantly positive, yielding a significant and
positive joint mediating effect of 0.219 [0.173, 0.276]. Therefore, Hypotheses 2a and 2b were also
validated. Considering that the direct effect of facilities and satisfaction was still significantly
positive (index = 0.189, [0.129, 0.248], which did not include 0), it can be concluded that the
organization and personnel partially mediated the effects of facilities and satisfaction.

Table 7. The mediating effects of organization and personnel.

Direct Effect Mediating
Variable First Stage (ai) Second Stage (bi) Indirect Effect

(Mediator) ai × bi

Global Indirect
Effect (Mediator)
a1 × b1 + a2 × b2

0.189 [0.19, 0.248]
Organization 0.189 [0.19, 0.248] 0.189 [0.19, 0.248] 0.189 [0.19, 0.248]

0.189 [0.19, 0.248]Personnel 0.189 [0.19, 0.248] 0.189 [0.19, 0.248] 0.189 [0.19, 0.248]
Effect difference:

−0.017 [0.113, 0.068]

Unstandardized regression coefficients and 95% confidence intervals are reported. First stage: facilities -> mediator;
second stage: mediator -> satisfaction; direct effect: facilities -> in the presence of mediators; indirect effect: first
stage × second stage.
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In addition, the results of Model 3 show that the interaction of facilities and income
level was significantly and positively associated with satisfaction only for the highest
income bracket (β = 0.185, p < 0.05), such that the intensity in the facility–satisfaction
ratio increased when the client had a high level of income; that is, the weight of facilities
on satisfaction was greater among clients with high purchasing power, as can be seen in
Figure 2. Therefore, Hypothesis 3a was supported.
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Figure 2. The moderating effect of income on the relationship between facilities and satisfaction.

The results of Model 5 and Model 7 show that the interaction of facilities and orga-
nization and the interaction of facilities and personnel were significantly and positively
associated with satisfaction only for the lower-income customers (β1 = 0.290, p < 0.01 and
β2 = 0.269, p < 0.01, respectively), such that the intensity in both the facility–organization
relationship and the facility–personnel relationship increased when the client had an inter-
mediate level of income; that is, the weight of the installations on both the organization
and the personnel was greater among clients with an intermediate purchasing power, as
can be seen in Figures 3 and 4. Therefore, Hypotheses 3b and 3c were also supported. Thus,
income positively moderated the three established relationships: facilities -> satisfaction;
facilities -> organization; facilities -> personnel.
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Figure 4. The moderating effect of income on the relationship between facilities and personnel.

To test the moderate mediation effect, the indirect conditional effects of facilities on
satisfaction across organization and personnel at different income levels were calculated
and are presented in Table 8. The unstandardized regression coefficient of the mediating
effect of the organization was 0.065 (p < 0.05) in the lower income range, and it increased
significantly to 0.118 (p < 0.05) in the intermediate income range and remained there in the
upper income range. With T1, T2, and T3 representing low-, medium-, and high-income-
level families, the difference index between T1 and T2 was 0.053 [0.017, 0.093], which did
not include 0, and that between T1 and T3 was 0.020 [−0.018, 0.071], which included 0.
Therefore, the positive mediating effect of organization was significantly stronger at the
intermediate level of income. The same occurred for personnel. The index of the difference
between T1 and T2 was 0.067 [0.028, 0.121], which did not include 0, and that between T1
and T3 was 0.032 [−0.036, 0.099], which included 0. Again, the positive mediating effect of
personnel was significantly stronger at the middle-income level. Therefore, Hypotheses 4a
and 4b were supported.

Table 8. Moderate mediating effect of family income level.

Mediator Variables

Organization Personnel

Moderating Variable Direct Effect (c’)
Indirect Effect

(Mediator)
Organization (a1 × b1)

Moderate Mediation
Index Organization

Indirect Effect
(Mediator) Personnel

(a2 × b2)
Moderation Mediation

Index Personnel

T1: EUR < 40,000 0.170 [0.085, 0.259] 0.065 [0.025, 0.110] 0.093 [0.052, 0.149]
T2: EUR 40,000–80,000 0.170 [0.085, 0.255] 0.118 [0.048, 0.185] 0.161 [0.097, 0.235]

T3: EUR > 80,000 0.355 [0.226, 0.484] 0.085 [0.027, 0.161] 0.126 [0.059, 0.208]

Difference T2-T1 0.053 [0.017, 0.093] T1: 0.053 [0.017, 0.093]
T2: 0.020

[−0.018, 0.071]

0.067 [0.028, 0.121] T1: 0.067 [0.028, 0.121]
T2: 0.032

[−0.036, 0.099]Difference T3-T1 0.020
[−0.018, 0.071]

0.032
[−0.036, 0.099]

Difference T3-T2 −0.032
[−0.074, 0.008]

−0.034
[−0.102, 0.024]

Unstandardized regression coefficients and 95% confidence intervals are reported. Direct effect: facilities ->
satisfaction in the presence of mediators. Indirect effect: (facilities -> mediator) × (mediator -> satisfaction).
Moderate mediation index: difference between the conditional indirect effects (for each of the income levels).

Finally, Table 9 presents the results of the current research’s hypothesis.
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Table 9. Hypothesis summary.

Hypothesis Results

H1 The perceived quality of hotel facilities will be positively associated with customer satisfaction, Supported

H2a The perceived quality of a business organization mediates the relationship between hotel
facilities and customer satisfaction. Supported

H2b The perceived quality of the personnel mediates the relationship between hotel facilities and
customer satisfaction. Supported

H3a The level of family income moderates the relationship between hotel facilities and customer
satisfaction. Supported

H3b The level of family income moderates the relationship between hotel facilities and the perceived
quality of a business organization. Supported

H3c The level of family income moderates the relationship between hotel facilities and the perceived
quality of the personnel. Supported

H4a The level of family income moderates the mediating effect of the business organization on the
relationship between hotel facilities and customer satisfaction. Supported

H4b The level of family income moderates the mediating effect of the personnel on the relationship
between hotel facilities and customer satisfaction. Supported

5. Discussion, Limitations and Future Research

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of customers’ perceptions of
hotel facilities on customer satisfaction by integrating the mediating effect of customers’
perceptions of personnel and business organization and the moderating effect of customers’
family income. Specifically, it sought to determine if there was a mediating effect of
personnel and business organization and to explore the moderating effect of customers’
income. To obtain data for the empirical analysis, 450 questionnaires were distributed
in two Spanish four-star hotels in June 2022, resulting in 376 valid samples, meaning a
response rate of 83.55%.

This research used the PROCESS macro for SPSS to test the hypotheses in a moderated
mediation model with a bootstrapping method. The findings regarding the testing of the
hypotheses are summarized in the following.

First, customer perceptions of facilities had a positive effect on their overall satisfaction,
and a better assessment of the facilities led to greater satisfaction. Second, this relationship
was partially mediated by customer perception of both personnel and business organization;
thus, part of the total effect that the perception of the facilities had on satisfaction was in the
perceptions of both the personnel and the business organization. Third, the level of family
income moderated the relationship between the perception of facilities and satisfaction
in such a way that it was more intense for those with high purchasing power, and the
weight of the perception of the quality of the facilities was greater among wealthier clients.
Income moderated both the relationship between the perception of the facilities and the
perception of the business organization, as well as the relationship between the perception
of the facilities and the perception of the personnel, and both were more intense with
intermediate purchasing power. Fourth, income moderated the mediating effect of both the
organization and the personnel such that it was more intense in the middle range of income.
In summary, the positive effect of facilities on customer satisfaction, which was partially
mediated by personnel and business organization, was found and confirmed; customers
with a high income were more affected by the quality perception that the facilities were to
their satisfaction, while medium-income customers had a more intense relationship with
the perception of personnel and business organization, together with the hotel facilities
being to their satisfaction. Therefore, not only facilities, but also personnel and business
organizations are important key players for achieving customer satisfaction in hotels, and
family income should also be considered in order to run a successful business with high
customer satisfaction.



Adm. Sci. 2023, 13, 108 17 of 21

5.1. Theoretical and Practical Implications

The existing literature on business models within the hospitality industry shows that
globalization has transformed and led to innovative approaches to service delivery through
the promotion and permission of sustainable business model innovations in technology,
companies, and industrial networks (Florido et al. 2019). The research by Srivastava
(2021) pointed out that budget hotel chains, hybrid models, and sharing platforms, as
some of the business models developed out of the globalization process, have facilitated
competitiveness within the service industry. All of these models pay attention to hotel
facilities, personnel, and business organization, with a focus on customer satisfaction; thus,
this current research aligns with them and offers empirical results.

A quality business organization hinges upon a customer-centric approach that em-
phasizes service quality that will lead to a positive customer experience (Baquero 2022).
Consequently, a business organization requires quality staff to deliver service quality to its
customers. Reilly’s (2018) study on building a customer-centric business points to talent
management as a leading factor in achieving customer satisfaction.

The two hotels that took part in this study rent rooms with the option of bed and
breakfast, half board, full board, and all-inclusive stays. Higher-income families tend to
reserve a bed and breakfast and spend the day outside the hotel visiting different parts
of the Greater Benidorm area, ending their vacations with a higher expenditure. Middle-
income families tend to book half-board, full-board, or all-inclusive stays, and limit their
excursions outside these hotels so that they can adjust to their vacation’s original budget.
This explains findings regarding family income moderating the relationship between
facilities and satisfaction, which is more intense with a high purchasing power, as such
individuals spend less time in resorts; on the contrary, intermediate purchasing power
was more intense for relationships that included personnel and business organization
as mediators, since such individuals spent more time at the resorts, so they paid more
attention to staff and valued their multiple interactions with staff and well-organized
business operations more. The quality of staff is directly linked to the facilities in the
service industry due to the tangible nature of the service quality, insisting on the physical
appearance of facilities through proper maintenance and general cleanliness (Lai and
Nguyen 2017).

Research in service industry staffing consistently reports the strategic actions taken
by business organizations to ensure sustained quality of staff, including outsourcing or
delegation of functions, out-tasking or delegation of a separate duty to a partner, and staff
leasing or out-staffing (Zhavoronkova and Nikiforov 2020). The authors also pointed out
the importance of service industry firms partnering with educational institutions to facilitate
the impartation of the appropriate skills and knowledge to the potential workforce to solve
seasonal staffing issues. As personnel is a key player in the equation for obtaining high
customer satisfaction, this must be considered when evaluating the performance of a hotel.

Ideally, high-end facilities require constant maintenance, and specialized care demands
professional staff to handle and operationalize (Hermus et al. 2017). In addition, these
facilities must provide customers with an outstanding experience through service quality
dimensions such as responsiveness on the part of skilled or professional personnel (Sugiarto
and Octaviana 2021). It was proved in this research that good-quality hotel facilities lead
to higher customer satisfaction. This, however, should not lead hotel property owners to
demand great results from hotel operators in terms of customer satisfaction and therefore
economic results based only on good-quality hotel facilities; it should also not lead hotel
operators to blame lower-quality hotel facilities for not obtaining high customer satisfaction.
This research has also proved that personnel and business organization are involved in the
equation for obtaining high customer satisfaction.

Finally, one of the main theoretical and practical implications of this research was
that it was able to validate three constructs within the HOTELQUAL scale (Falces et al.
1999)—facilities, personnel, and business organization—and it validated 15 of its original
20 items. The original questionnaire was created in the year 1999, using only Madrid-area
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hotel customers. The current research took place in Greater Benidorm, a very touristic
destination on the Spanish coast, using not only Spanish customers, but also British and
French customers. These 15 items, using the three constructs of customer perception of hotel
facilities, personnel, and business organization, can be used together to measure customers’
perception of hotel quality—as per Falces et al.’s (1999) initial proposal—or customer
experience, and any of the three constructs can be used individually. This provides insight
into future research in this area.

5.2. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

This research presents some limitations that future research can address. Both hotels
in the research sample were based in a touristic area of Spain. It might be interesting to
analyze hotels in different countries/locations and combine resorts and city business hotels.
Both hotels in the sample were rated four stars, and it would be interesting to broaden
future research to include more hotel star ratings. It can be difficult to obtain access to
hotel companies to conduct research with their current customers. This study obtained
access to one hotel company that managed these two hotels. It would be interesting to
research different hotel companies. Future researchers could examine the impact of other
variables such as organizational legitimacy or gender (Díez-Martín et al. 2022) on hotel
customer satisfaction. They could also focus the analysis on consumer dissatisfaction
(Pascual Nebreda et al. 2021) in an effort to determine what factors influence hotel guests’
dissatisfaction (Berezina et al. 2016; Kim et al. 2019a).

The results offer insights for hotel property owners, business operators, hotel man-
agers, and academics into new approaches and new lines of research on this subject.
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