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Introduction 

In almost all books dealing with tourism, we are talking about the 

satisfaction of tourists. Moreover, the goal is to make the tourist satisfied. How 

is that satisfaction defined? In general, satisfaction (or dissatisfaction) is 

defined as the positive (negative) difference of the expected and obtained for 

given money. Clearly, these estimates are always subjective and individual, and 

can almost always be divided into several parts (criteria). These criteria, 

generally, do not have the same significance, so they can also be evaluated by 

weight coefficients, and, for each criterion, can now be measured satisfaction 

i.e. dissatisfaction of tourists and a summary result can be given as the sum of 

all deviations.  

It’s natural that weight coefficients are not the same for all tourists. So, 

it can be concluded that a universal method of determining satisfaction cannot 

be found. Also, if we look at the same man in two similar situations, he will 

not, in terms of satisfaction, react the same according to all criteria (factors, 

attributes as is sometimes said). This is another proof that this problem is very 

complex, but it is still very important, and it cannot be excluded from 

consideration.  

In literature it can be found an approach where the quality of services is 

examined and explored (in service industry and this includes tourism) and that 

this quality assessment by tourists is identified with satisfaction (Hadžić et al., 

2006). At the same time, only individual quality factors (hence criteria) are 

often evaluated, and an estimate is made for that individual factor and whether 

it should be given special attention and some improvement or not. This type of 

evaluation is practically a matter of forming a importance-performance matrix, 

introduced in Martilla, 1977 which makes it easy to determine insight into 

satisfaction factors (see Hadžić et al., 2006). As a rule, such studies are 

performed on a random sample involving tourists from different groups. A 
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simple account yields positions for different attributes and measures that need 

to be taken further or not.  

Our goal is, however, to evaluate the satisfaction of the tourists and we, 

also, will work with random sample (in rare situations when a small number of 

tourists are concerned, it can be done using the list).  

In literature there are methods of measuring the satisfaction of tourists, 

which can be seen in detail in Todorović et al., 2017. In this paper, the 

methodology of measuring the satisfaction of tourists (HOLSAT instrument) 

and a detailed history of all the measurements that preceded this method are 

given. Therefore, the problem can be multi-criteria in the following way. 

Let 1 2, ,..., nC C C  be the criteria for measuring deviation, by which we 

will determine the deviations (i.e. satisfaction, dissatisfaction), let 1 2, ,..., nW W W

be the relative weight of these criteria, as numbers on the interval [0,1] , and 
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Let's assume that tourist expectations are defined by each of the criteria 

represented by the numbers 1 2, ,..., nO O O , where 0 1iO  . Here, 0 indicates 

that according to criterion iC  we have no expectations and 1 means that we 

have the maximum expectation there. The values between 0 and 1 tell us about 

the level of expectation between minimum and maximum expectation.  

In the same way, tourists define "achieved or obtained" according to criteria 

( 1,..., )iC i n  with value iD , and these values are also between 0 and 1. Zero 

means that, by this criterion, nothing was obtained and 1 means that the 

maximum was obtained.  

Now, naturally arises formula for calculating satisfaction 

 

1 1 1 1 2 2 2( ) ( ) ... ( ). (1)n n nE W D O W D O W D O        

 

Clearly, holds 1 1E   . 

The value of 1E    is obtained when we get the maximum without 

having any expectations, where the value 1E    is obtained when we have 

maximum expected by all criteria, but we did not get anything. 

These border extreme situations are very clear, but the question may 

arise as to the situations in which the deviations are combined (some are 

negative and some are positive). 

Is it good to consider all this as a simple summation and will we measure 

satisfaction well in this way? In practice, the most common situation is that one 

of the criteria is dominant. Will we be satisfied if he is not fulfilled at all, and 

the others are, and we have a positive sum? Or vice versa - will we be 

dissatisfied if the dominant criterion is completely fulfilled, and the others are 
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not, and the result is negative? Therefore, the formula (1) is not always adequate 

for this evaluation, although it is very natural.  

In order to intensify the evaluation by the dominant criterion, we will 

use a slightly different formula (analogous to formula from Žižović, 2018), 

although it would be possible to use formulas from Žižović, 2017. 

 

Formula for evaluation the tourist satisfaction with the dominant criterion 

Suppose that criteria 1 2, ,..., nC C C  for evaluation of satisfaction are 

given and that criterion 1C  is dominant in the sense that if it is fulfilled or if it 

is not sufficiently fulfilled, we are certainly dissatisfied, i.e. we are certainly 

completely rejecting the possibility of compensation with other criteria, no 

matter how much they have been fulfilled.  

We will, also, assume that the weight coefficients for the criteria 1 2, ,..., ,nW W W  

0iW   are given, on condition  

1
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i
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Let the expected values of users (tourists) according to these criteria be

1 2, ,..., nO O O , 0 1iO  , and in doing so, we do not expect anything for 0iO 

, and if 1iO  , then, according to criterion iC , we expect maximum 

satisfaction. 

Realized values according to criteria (tourists estimate) 1 2, ,..., nC C C  we denote 

by 1 2, ,..., nD D D . If 0iD   means that the achievement is 0, and if 1iD   means 

that, according to criterion iC , the maximum is achieved. 

The deviation is calculated by the formula 

 

2 1 1 1 1 2 2 2( ) ( ( ) ... ( )) (2)n n nE W D O D W D O W D O        

 

It is not difficult to see that the deviation E is greatest if 1 2 ... 1nD D D     

and if 1 2 ... 0nO O O    , then 

1E  . 

On the other hand 

1 1 1 1 2( ) ( ... )nE W D O D W W      , 

 

in the case of 2 ... 0nD D    and 2 ... 1nO O   . 

Furthermore we have  
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In fact, the expression 1 1 1 12WD W D   can be equal to -1, for 1 1D  and 1 0W   

( 1 1W   and 1 0D  ), but it would be contrary to the initial assumption. 

In the first case, for 1 1D  and 1 0W  , the dominant criterion would have zero 

weight, while in the second case, for 1 1W   and 1 0D  , the multi-criteria 

assessment would be reduced to only the first criterion.  

 

Example 1. 

We will assume that it is necessary to evaluate the satisfaction of tourists who 

have visited a certain place and that the questionnaires – expectation vs. reality, 

have been filled in and given in the following table. 

 

 Tourists 
CRITERIA 

1C  2C  3C  4C  5C  

1.  
expectation 0,8 0,7 0,5 0,7 0,7 

obtained 0,9 0,8 0,6 0,9 0,8 

2.  
expectation 0,5 1 1 1 1 

obtained 0,8 0,7 0,7 0,7 0,6 

3.  
expectation 0,9 0,6 0,7 0,6 0,6 

obtained 0,6 0,9 0,9 1 1 

4.  
expectation 0,7 0,7 0,7 0,7 0,7 

obtained 1 0,4 0,5 0,5 0,5 

5.  
expectation 0,5 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 

obtained 1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 

6.  
expectation 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 

obtained 1 0 0 0 0 
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7.  
expectation 1 0,7 0,6 0,6 0,6 

obtained 0,6 1 0,9 0,9 0,9 

8.  
expectation 1 0,4 0,6 0,6 0,6 

obtained 0,5 1 1 1 1 

9.  
expectation 1 0 0 0 0 

obtained 0 1 1 1 1 

10.  
expectation 1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 

obtained 0,1 1 1 1 1 

 

Assume that criteria 1 2 5, ,...,C C C  are associated with weight coefficients 

1 2 3 4 50,5, 0,2, 0,1, 0,1, 0,1W W W W W     . 

 

1. Evaluation of satisfaction level according to formula (1) for the first 

tourist is  

 

1 0,5 0,1 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,11E            , 

 

while according to formula (2) 

 

2 0,5 0,1 0,9 (0,2 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,1 0,1) 0,104E             . 

 

2. Evaluation of satisfaction level according to formula (1) is 

 

1 0,01E   , 

while according to formula (2) 

2 0,022E   . 

 

3. Evaluation of satisfaction level according to formula (1) is 

 

1 0,01E   , 

while according to formula (2) 

2 0,054E   . 

 

4. Evaluation of satisfaction level according to formula (1) and (2) 
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1 2 0,03E E   . 

 

5. Evaluation of satisfaction level according to formula (1) and (2) 

 

1 2 0E E  . 

 

6. Evaluation of satisfaction level according to formula (1) and (2) 

 

1 2 0,02E E   . 

 

7. Evaluation of satisfaction level according to formula (1) is 

 

1 0,05E   , 

while according to formula (2) 

2 0,11E   . 

 

8. Evaluation of satisfaction level according to formula (1) is 

 

1 0,01E   , 

while according to formula (2) 

2 0,13E   . 

 

9. This is an extreme case when value 1 is expected by the dominant 

criterion and nothing is expected by other criteria. 

Evaluation of satisfaction level according to formula (1) is 

 

1 0E  , 

while according to formula (2) 

2 0,5E    

 

10. Similar to the previous case, according to formula (1) we have that 

1 0E  , 

while according to formula (2) 

2 0,405E   . 
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Conclusion 

In situations where tourists received what they expected by all attributes, or 

when they received more than they expected, formulas (1) and (2) can be 

equally applied to determine the satisfaction of tourists.  

In situations where tourists are dissatisfied by certain attributes (criteria) and 

according to other criteria they received what they expected or received more, 

it is necessary to use formula (2), because using formula (1) can lead to a 

misleading conclusion about the tourist's satisfaction. 
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