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This study aims to evaluate the influence of service dimensions’ satisfaction on hotel guest’s overall 
satisfaction. Confronting the theory originally stated with the specificity of satisfaction in the hotel 
sector, we developed hypotheses linking each of the service dimensions with overall satisfaction 
declared by the consumer. The data collected with a questionnaire were analyzed through a series of 
Multiple Component Analysis, cross-tabulations and Pearson Chi-square tests. Interpretation of the 
results allows us to reach the conclusion that three dimensions (groups of attributes) only out of the six 
initially considered contribute to overall satisfaction that is, service availability, interaction with the 
service provider and services received. The results of this research provide hotel managers with 
specific information. The first information is that word of mouth is one of the most important sources of 
information for hotel guests in Cameroon, so managers of these institutions should work towards 
stimulating it. Moreover, in order to increase guests’ overall satisfaction, it is necessary to improve 
their satisfaction with the aforementioned service dimensions. 
 
Key words: Service dimension, overall satisfaction, word-of-mouth. 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Competition in the hotel sector is becoming increasingly 
harsh and seems to be accentuated by the fact that 
hotels in the same category offer services of the same 
level of quality. The question on how to undersell rivals 
and lead the market is a permanent concern for hotel 
managers. Thus, continuous quality improvement and its 
corollary customer satisfaction seem to be profitable 
strategies. 

Customer satisfaction has been one of the major 
themes studied in marketing research for the past thirty 

years (Oliver, 1980; Churchill and Surprenant, 1982; Yi, 
1990; Fornell, 1992; Evrard, 1993; Anderson et al., 1994; 
Oliver, 1997). Tsaur et al. (2006) in Akyildiz and Argan 
(2010) believe that satisfaction is much more important 
for services because of their characteristics which 
increase the risk perceived by the customer. Measuring 
and managing customer satisfaction is a guarantee of 
survival, development and success in service industries.  

Today, services are dominant in all economic systems 
(Tam, 2006; Jensen, 2011; Petri et al., 2012), which 
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makes research to focus more attention on this sector 
(Olorunniwo et al., 2006). The service sector is likely to 
become a dominant force in developed countries, 
accounting for between 70 and 85% of gross national 
product (GNP) and about ¾ of jobs (Johnston and 
Mitchel, 2008). This sector is also growing rapidly in 
developing countries such as Kenya, South Africa, etc., 
where it accounts for about 52% of GNP (Hill, 2007) and 
is supported by the tourism industry. 

In Cameroon, the tertiary sector groups together, 
according to the nomenclature of activities in this country, 
trade, catering, hotels, telecommunications, etc. In 2006, 
the service sector accounted for 47% of GDP and the 
growth prospects for this sector for 2007 and 2008 were 
3.9 and 4.8% respectively. 

According to the General census on enterprises carried 
out by the National Institute of Statistics in 2009, 85.3% 
of Cameroon companies operate in this sector, compared 
with 0.4% in the primary sector and 1.4% in the 
secondary sector. The total number of enterprises in the 
tertiary sector is 85.109 in number, of which 49.192 are in 
the wholesale and retail trade, 1.074 in the social and 
personal services sector, and 1.074 in the hotel and 
catering industry (the third largest tertiary sub-sector). In 
terms of labor utilization and turnover, the tertiary sector 
accounts for 67.8% of total employment and 62% of total 
business turnover. For the period 2007 to 2011, for 
example, the tertiary sector has once again positioned 
itself as the main driver of growth in Cameroon. 

The importance of tourism in the economic 
development of nations has been clearly established in 
recent years through improvement in statistical tools and 
the development of satellite accounts. This may explain 
the increasing interest in the management, and especially 
the marketing of hotels which constitute the lung of 
tourism (Reisinger, 2001). 

Generally, customer satisfaction is very much important 
because when a customer has problems with a supplier, 
he talks to nine or ten people around him. Moreover, as 
shown by Kotler and Keller (2006), studies on consumer 
dissatisfaction confirm that clients are not satisfied with 
their purchases in 25% of cases (the company has good 
reasons to be concerned if these 25% of customers 
account for a significant share of sales), but only 5% of 
dissatisfied customers‟ complain. The other 95% feel that 
it is not worth complaining, or they do not know how or 
where to complain, and may simply switch. 

If we have the impression that when customers‟ are 
facing the problem of dissatisfaction, the provider will 
want to improve the service, then the question, “how to 
do this,” is in another issue. As the authors' views differ, 
several models have attempted to identify how service 
dimensions contribute to satisfaction and dissatisfaction 
including two-factor theory, Oliver (1993) model, Kano‟s 
model, "importance-performance" model, tetraclass 
model, asymmetric contribution model, etc. 

The literature in the field of satisfaction shows two main 

Richard et al.          67 
 
 
 
approaches to satisfaction (Lichtle et al., 2002). The first 
analyses is the processes that generate satisfaction with 
regard to the disconfirmation paradigm for example 
Ngobo, (2000). The second is concerned with the modes 
of contribution of attributes to overall satisfaction (Evrard, 
1993), according to this approach satisfaction is the 
outcome of attribute-level evaluation (Eusébio and Vieira, 
2013); this is the approach we focus on in this research. 
It should be noted that there is a difference between 
overall satisfaction and satisfaction with the attributes. 
Overall, satisfaction is a holistic assessment of the 
consumer purchase or experience (Anderson et al., 1994; 
Fornell, 1992), whereas satisfaction with the attributes is 
a subjective assessment of consumer satisfaction which 
results from the performance of the attribute (Oliver, 
1993). 

Studies on tourist satisfaction arrive at the conclusion 
according to which overall satisfaction of the visitor 
depends largely on his satisfaction with the attributes of 
the destination; to this effect, Tribe and Snaith (1998) 
define consumer satisfaction with destination as the point 
at which the performance of the attributes of the 
destination exceeds the expectations of the tourist. 
Whereas, Chen et al. (2016) define it as consumers‟ 
judgment of whether the product or service provides a 
pleasurable level of consumption-related fulfillment.  

This study, which has as main concern the measure of 
satisfaction focuses on the following main question:  
 
Which service attributes contribute to overall satisfaction 
in the hotel sector?  
 
More precisely we aim at identifying the service 
dimensions which can be used as leverages in improving 
overall hotel customer‟s satisfaction. 
 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Attribute satisfaction 
 
Attributes are one of the elements that have led to the 
buyer's identification of a possible response to a need 
(Filser, 1994). The product can thus respond through its 
perceived attributes. The general perception of attributes 
by the buyer is what is commonly called the "image of the 
attribute" which Lambin (1989) defines as "the set of 
mental representations both affective and cognitive that 
an individual or group of individuals associate to the 
product or the organization". Knowing this set of mental 
representations is decisive not only for the perception of 
attributes but also for the identification of actions to be 
undertaken by the company to better satisfy the 
expectations of the market. The product seen as a 
"basket of attributes" requires the purchaser who has a 
limited processing capacity to know the determining 
attributes. 
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Venette (1989) considers attributes as a set of physical 
or subjective characteristics of a product and assumes an 
evaluation by the consumer who seeks the prioritised or 
determining characteristics. Brée (1994) highlights the 
evaluation character by asserting that: "only a very small 
part of the characteristics is retained in the decision-
making". These definitions link the attributes to the 
intrinsic or extrinsic characteristics of the product. 

Satisfaction dimensions or service dimensions are 
characteristics of a service experience. They are usually 
represented by a group of attributes forming a consistent 
family. Some authors prefer to use the terms 
"determinants", "components", "factors" or attributes to 
designate them. There are a multitude of dimensions that 
an organization may want to evaluate. This work focuses 
on these dimensions‟ evaluation. For Westbrook (1983), 
a retail business should evaluate satisfaction with 
vendors, retail point environment, products and other 
factors in the perspective of determining customer 
satisfaction.  

Similarly, more sophisticated versions of satisfaction 
surveys use mono-item measures by sub-processes or 
by attributes such as Quality-price relationship, response 
speed, and so on (Mefouté, 2010). Fisk et al. (1990) 
asserts that, during a complex service experience, the 
client assesses quality against three elements: 
participants, process, and physical environment. 

From an evaluation perspective of the service 
encounter, other models incorporate these three 
elements in a somewhat different way: personnel, the 
physical environment of the service and the process of 
interaction between the service provider and the 
customer. Also, many of these models implicitly or 
explicitly acknowledge that services are usually 
performed in the presence of multiple customers. For 
example, the services of airlines, restaurants, hotels, 
hospitals, etc. are generally available to customers in the 
same service environment, the consequence being a 
mutual influence of customer service experiences 
(Groove and Fisk, 1997).  
 
 
Overall satisfaction 
 
There is currently no consensus on the definition of 
satisfaction (Vanhamme, 2002; Giese and Cote, 2000; Yi, 
1990). According to Vanhamme (2002), the term 
satisfaction comes from the Latin term "satis" (enough) 
and "facere" (do), meaning "to provide what is sought 
until it is enough". This author also emphasizes the 
extension of the satisfaction concept beyond the literal 
definition given by the French-language dictionary (“Petit 
Larousse illustré”, 2007), which defines satisfaction as 
"contentment, or pleasure that results from the fulfillment 
of what someone expects, what someone desires". 

Yi (1990) thinks that the definition of satisfaction differs 
according to  the  level  of  specificity,  which  Vanhamme  

 
 
 
 
(2002) names horizontal level type of satisfaction or 
consumption / purchase experience stage on which 
satisfaction is judged; one can therefore distinguish 
among: satisfaction with the product, satisfaction with a 
purchase decision, satisfaction with a seller, etc. All these 
types of satisfaction brought together constitute what is 
termed overall satisfaction which Fornell (1992) defines 
as a holistic post-purchase evaluation. For Crompton and 
Love (1995), satisfaction is an emotional state that 
emerges as a result of an experience with a touristic 
product. 
 
 

The link between attributes satisfaction and overall 
satisfaction 
 

Kivela (1996) states that consumers generally perceive 
services as a basket of attributes that could be different in 
their contribution to the evaluation or choice of product or 
service. Consumer satisfaction can be seen as the 
customer's point of view on the aspects of the service 
that are important to him. This definition agrees with the 
thought of Yoon and Uysal (2005) who state that 
satisfaction must be viewed from a multidimensional point 
of view in tourism, i.e. several variables observed must 
be taken into account in its evaluation.  

Berry et al. (2002) propose three categories of signals 
that appear during the service experience: functional 
signals (the technical quality of the service); mechanical 
signals (the non-human elements of the service 
environment); and human signals (the behavior of the 
provider's employees). The evaluation of the service 
addresses these three elements. Consumer satisfaction 
can be assessed by studying the service experience 
entirely (Iglesias and Guillen, 2004).  

The attribute package offered by the service provider 
includes the quality of infrastructure and equipment and 
staff performance (Sasser et al., 1978), the core service, 
peripheral services and the production system. All these 
aspects contribute to consumer satisfaction. For Zeithaml 
and Bitner (2000), consumer satisfaction can be 
assessed by identifying the important attributes and 
measuring the perception of these attributes and the 
overall satisfaction.  

Lehtinen and Lehtinen (1991) believe that the presence 
of other clients and their behavior influence the 
interactive dimension of service quality, and this 
presence may have a greater impact on the quality of the 
service than contact with staff.  

In addition, Lovelock (1983) provides some clarification 
on the evaluation of satisfaction with the service. He 
asserts that when customers need to be present during 
the service as it is the case in hotels, their satisfaction 
with the service will be influenced by the interaction they 
have with the staff, staff according to Sim et al. (2006) is 
the essence of hospitality‟s definition; the nature of the 
provider's facilities and equipment, furnishing and 
constructing facilities that comply  with  the  requirements 



 
 
 
 
of a modern guest will attract more guests (Blesic et al., 
2011); and may be the characteristics of other customers 
using the service.  

Also, problems of location and convenience (opening 
hours, waiting time, etc.) are of paramount importance, 
Lee et al. (2010) assert that location which customers 
value and expect include safety, ease of access (air, 
train, bus, public transportation and close connection to 
area attractions such as historic, business and pleasure). 

According to Hughes (1991), the dichotomy between 
overall satisfaction and satisfaction with the attributes is 
normal in the tourism industry because several services 
offered by this industry include more than one aspect. In 
the accommodation sector, several studies have 
identified attributes that the tourist considers as important 
in assessing their satisfaction. Atkinson (1988) found that 
cleanliness, safety, value for money and courtesy of staff 
determine satisfaction.  

Knutson (1988) found that the cleanliness of the room, 
suitability of location, promptness of service, safety and 
security, and familiarity of staff are important. Choi and 
Chu (op. cit.) concluded that quality of staff, room quality 
and value are more influential on tourist satisfaction. 
Hellstrand (2010) says that price plays a significant role 
in the perception that guests have about the quality of the 
hospitality product they are buying. For these guests 
price may be considered as a guideline for the level of 
service performance they expect.  

For Pizam and Ellis (1999), satisfaction with a hosting 
experience is the overall sum of satisfaction with the 
elements or attributes of all the products and services 
which make up the experience. According to Griffin and 
Hauser (1993), an attribute-level analysis produces better 
results in tourism, because specific questions are asked 
in relation to each attribute with a view to determining 
whether certain attributes are more relevant than others 
in the prediction of overall satisfaction. 
 
 

Hypothesis 
 

H1a: Satisfaction with service availability contributes 
positively and significantly to overall satisfaction 
H1b: Satisfaction with service price contributes positively 
and significantly to overall satisfaction 
H1c: satisfaction with infrastructure contributes positively 
and significantly to overall satisfaction 
H1d: satisfaction from the interaction with the service 
provider contributes positively and significantly to overall 
satisfaction 
H1e: satisfaction with the services received contributes 
positively and significantly to overall satisfaction 
H1f: satisfaction from the interaction with other customers 
is positively and significantly related to overall satisfaction 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
The target population of the study is all  the  potential  customers  of 
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the classed hotels in the national territory of Cameroon. We were 
guided in the choice of hotels by quality orientation and number of 
customers. Five hundred questionnaires were distributed to 
customers‟ and 208 were returned, giving a return rate of 41.6%. 
The method mostly used for satisfaction surveys in the tourism 
sector consists, of identifying the most important attributes which 
determine the attraction of the destination and then asking tourists 
to evaluate these attributes on a symmetrical one-dimensional 
scale. On such a scale, the lowest value indicates high 
dissatisfaction with the attribute, while the highest value indicates 
high satisfaction with the attribute. All important attributes are 
therefore measured with a five-point Likert scale: 1 = not satisfied at 
all; 2 = somewhat not satisfied; 3 = indifferent; 4 = somewhat 
satisfied; 5 = completely satisfied. Overall satisfaction is measured 
using the modified scale of Oliver (1997)  
 
 
Data analysis 
 
The data was entered in the CS Pro software version 4.2, and the 
analysis was carried out using SPAD 5.5, SPSS version 18/20 and 
EXCEL 2007 software. To construct the satisfaction indicator for 
each of the six dimensions presented above, we considered the set 
of satisfaction variables under this dimension. The problem to be 
solved then is how to aggregate these ordinal variables into a single 
synthetic indicator, which is a good summary of the variability in the 
different items? The Multiple Component Analysis is used to 
address this concern. This analysis is first performed with all 
satisfaction variables under a given dimension, to verify that all 
variables respect the Ordinal Consistency on the First factorial Axis 
(OCFA) obtained (which deals with checking for each Variable 
whether its modalities appear orderly along the first axis). If this is 
the case, the results of this Multiple Component Analysis are 
retained. In the contrary, modalities of the variables that do not 
comply with OCFA are grouped, or those modalities that do not 
contribute significantly to the determination of the first factor axis 
are excluded and a new MCA is performed on the new group of 
variables. From the results of the MCA retained, a summerised 
indicator of satisfaction is constructed. Let‟s consider the following: 
 

-   the number of primary variables; 
-    the modality of the largest coordinate (in absolute value) on 

the first axis, for the variable q; 

-    the absolute value of the modality    coordinate on the first 

axis; 
-       an indicator function associated with the primary variable q, 

whose value is 1 when the individual i has adopted the modality    

and 0 otherwise. 
-    The weight of the modality    within the set of modalities of 

greatest coordinate on the first factorial axis, with: 
 

 
 

For each primary variable q, the following individual gain function is 
defined: 
 

 
 

Thus, for a primary variable q whose modality    for which largest 

coordinate on the first factorial axis corresponds to "satisfied", each 
individual who adopted the modality    records a non-null gain 

(               ), Whereas each individual who did not adopt 

the modality    registers a null gain (                 ). 

𝑾𝒒 =
𝒙𝒒 

 𝒙𝒋 
𝑸
𝒋= 

 

𝑮𝑴𝒒
 𝒊 =  

𝑾𝒒   𝒒 𝒊                if   𝑞  correspond à  "𝐬𝐚𝐭 𝐬𝐟 𝐞𝐝"                   

𝑾𝒒  ( −  𝒒 𝒊 )        if   𝑞  correspond à  "𝐧𝐨𝐭 𝐬𝐚𝐭 𝐬𝐟 𝐞𝐝"         
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On the other hand, for a primary variable q whose modality     of 

greatest coordinate on the first factorial axis corresponds to "not 
satisfied", each individual who adopted the modality     registers a 

null gain             −          , whereas each individual 

who did not adopt the modality    records a non-null gain 

             −       . 

The value of the summarised indicator for the individual is then 
determined as the sum of his gains on the set of primary variables 
as follows: 

 
 

 
 
The values of this indicator range from 0 to 1, and an individual is 
said to be globally satisfied with the dimension considered when his 
level of satisfaction for this indicator is greater than 0.5. 

 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
 
These results will include the sample‟s descriptive 
results, and the construction of indicators of satisfaction 
for the various service dimensions considering the 
methodology that was initially exposed. 
 
 
Descriptive results of the sample 
 
The sample remains dominated by men (68%) means 
they are the main customers‟ of hotels in Cameroon. This 
observation is justified on the one hand by the fact that 
the activities carried out by men make them more mobile 
than women.  

Indeed, in his posture as the head of the household, a 
man is forced to continually seek the welfare of his family, 
which leads him to reside almost everywhere where he 
can create an income. On the other hand, the majority of 
sociological studies have established that in one case out 
of two, the hotel bill of a woman is paid by a man and 
satisfaction with the use of a product is more varied for 
men than for women. 

Also, the choice of a hotel by the customer is mainly 
influenced by the hotel's image (about 46% of the 
respondents chose the hotel in which they stayed 
because of the good image of the group to which the 
hotel belongs). Only two people out of ten choose their 
hotel based on price; In general hotels of the same 
category are supposed to offer services of the same level 
of quality, under such conditions, the rational customer 
would logically choose the hotel that charges the lowest 
prices. It should be noted that 27% of hotel guests 
choose their hotel based on its closeness to an important 
place. This place is either the place where they stay 
when visiting a country or their work site.  

As a result, newly-established hotels should develop 
partnerships  with  renowned  groups  or  hotel  chains  in  

 
 
 
 
order to succeed, as they benefit from their image. 
Another important aspect which should not be neglected 
is location. 
 
 
Construction of satisfaction Indicators for service 
dimensions 
 
We are going to show details on the way indicators were 
constructed for two dimensions, and for the other 
dimensions only comments of the results will be 
presented. 
 
 
Availability of services  
 
The initial variables measuring satisfaction with the 
availability of services are satisfaction with location, 
satisfaction with accessibility by road, satisfaction with 
orientation within the hotel and satisfaction with 
availability of information on services. 

For each primary variable, the multiple component 
analysis enabled us to determine the weights assigned to 
the modality “not satisfied” which carries the greatest 
coordinate (in absolute value) on the first axis as shown 
in Table 1. The summarized indicator of satisfaction with 
availability of services for individual1 for example 
determined as follows:  
 
23.8% (1-1) + 33% (1-1) + 21% (1-1) + 21.4% (1-1) = 0.  
 
Whereas, the summarized indicator of satisfaction with 
availability of services for the individual3 is calculated as 
follows:  
 
23.8% (1-0) + 33% (1-0) + 21% (1-1) + 21.4% (1-1) = 
57.4%. The summarized indicator for the other individuals 
is calculated in the same manner. This summarised 
indicator measures overall satisfaction for each individual 
in terms of availability of hotel services. It reveals that 
89.4% of respondents are satisfied with availability of 
services (that is, 32.7% whose level of satisfaction is in 
between 0.5 and 7.5, added to 25% whose level of 
satisfaction is equal to 1) (Figure 1). 
 
 
Services’ price 
 
The summarized indicator of satisfaction with price is built 
on the following variables: assessment of rooms‟ price 
relative to quality; and assessment of hotel‟s price 
relative to competition. For each primary variable, the 
multiple component analysis enabled us to determine the 
weight assigned to the modality “high” which carries the 
greatest coordinate (in absolute value) on the first axis as 
shown in Table 2. 

For 70.2% of respondents (that is,  14.4%  whose  level 

𝑺𝑨𝑻 𝒊 =  𝑮𝑴𝒒(𝒊)

𝑸

𝒒= 
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Table 1. Calculation of the individual values of the summarised indicator. 
 

Initial variables 
Satisfaction with 

location 
Satisfaction with 

accessibility by road 

Satisfaction with 
orientation within the 

hotel 

Satisfaction with availability 
of information on services 

Summarised indicator of 
satisfaction with availability of 

services 

Greatest modality’s coordinate on the first axis in absolute value Not satisfied Not satisfied Not satisfied Not satisfied 

- 

Absolute value of the modality’s coordinate on the first factorial axis 1.37 1.94 1.22 1.23 

Weight given to the modality     23.8% 33.6% 21.2% 21.4% 

An example of indicator function        
    

individual1 1 1 1 1 

individual2 1 1 1 0 

individual3 0 0 1 1 

individual4 0 0 1 0 

individual5 0 0 0 0 

Individual gain function              −        
 

individual1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

individual2 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.4% 0.21 

individual3 23.8% 33.6% 0.00 0.00 0.57 

individual4 23.8% 33.6% 0.00 21.4% 0.79 

individual5 23.8% 33.6% 21.2% 21.4% 1.00 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Summarised indicator of satisfaction with the availability of services. 
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Table 2. Calculation of the summarised indicator for the price of services. 
 

Initial variables 
Assessment of rooms’ price 

relative to quality 
Assessment of hotel’s price relative 

to competition 

Modality     carrying the greatest coordinate (in 

absolute value) on the first axis  
High High 

Coordinate of the modality    on the first factorial 

axis  
-1.09 -1.19 

Individual weight or gain associated to the modality  47.9% 52.1% 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 2. Summarised indicator of satisfaction with the price of services. 
 
 
 
of satisfaction is in between 0.5 and 0.75, added to 
55.8% whose level of satisfaction is equal to 1), this 
indicator‟s level is greater than 0.5. It was also found that 
a large majority of respondents (55.8%) had maximum 
satisfaction with services‟ price (Figure 2). 

Through the same methodological approach, a 
summarised indicator of satisfaction was constructed for 
each of the remaining dimensions. 
 
 
Infrastructure 
 
The summarized indicator of satisfaction with 
infrastructure was built on the following variables: 
external appearance of the hotel, space within the hotel, 
equipment available to guests, medical assistance and 
state of the swimming pool. For each primary variable, 
the multiple component analysis enabled us to determine 
the weight assigned to the modality “not satisfied” for the 
first three attributes, and “satisfied” for the last two which 
carry the greatest coordinate (in absolute value) on the 
first axis respectively as follows: 22.8, 23.6, 17.7, 22.0 
and 14.0%. According to this indicator, only 51.9% of 

 
 
respondents are satisfied with the infrastructure of the 
hotels in which they stay (that is, 32.7% whose 
satisfaction is in between 0.5 and 0.75, added to 19.2% 
whose satisfaction is equal to 1). 
 
 
Interaction with the service provider 
 
The summarized indicator of satisfaction for this 
dimension was built on staff physical appearance, 
mastery of customer language, reception, promptness to 
help customers, staff technical competence and staff 
relational abilities. For each of these variables, the 
multiple component analysis enabled us to determine the 
weight assigned to the modality “not satisfied” which 
carries the greatest coordinate (in absolute value) on the 
first axis respectively as follows: 17.4, 16.1, 18.8, 15.6, 
14.7 and 17.4%. The indicator‟s level for interaction with 
service provider is greater than 0.5 for 85.1% of 
respondents (that is, 28.4% whose satisfaction is in 
between 0.5 and 0.9, added to 56.7% whose satisfaction 
is equal to 1). It is also found that 56.7% of respondents 
are  highly  satisfied  with   interaction   with   the   service 



 
 
 
 
provider. 
 
 
Services received 
 
This indicator was built on the variables that follow: 
bathroom caring, general hygiene conditions in the hotel, 
rooms‟ lock system, beds‟ comfort, room service. The 
weights assigned to the modality “not satisfied” which has 
the greatest coordinate in absolute value on the first 
factorial axis of the multiple component analysis are 
respectively 19.6, 20.5, 16.5, 11.0, 16.4 and 16.1%. It is 
important to note that this indicator‟s level is greater than 
0.5 for 85.1% of respondents (that is, 31.3% whose 
satisfaction is in between 0.5 and 90%, added to 53.8% 
whose satisfaction is equal to 1). It is also found that 
53.8% of respondents have maximum satisfaction with 
the services received.  
 
 
Interaction with other customers 
 
The indicator of satisfaction relative to interaction with 
other customers was built on ambiance created by the 
presence of other customers, respect of rules by the 
other customers and sympathy with the other customers. 
The weights assigned to the modality “not satisfied” 
which has the greatest coordinate in absolute value on 
the first factorial axis of the multiple component analysis 
are respectively 33.8, 32.6 and 33.5%, respectively. The 
result indicates that the indicator‟s level is greater than 
0.5 for 61% of the respondents (that is, 13.9% whose 
satisfaction is in between 0.6 and 0.7, added to 47.1% 
whose satisfaction is equal to 1). It is also noted that 
47.1% of respondents show maximum satisfaction with 
interaction with other clients. 
 
 
Hypothesis testing  
 
To test the study hypothesis, we needed first of all to 
calculate the overall satisfaction index as shown in Table 
3. Overall, 81.2% of customers are satisfied with hotel 
services. 
 
 
Relationship between satisfaction with availability of 
service and overall satisfaction declared 
 
The results in Table 4 show that there is a dependency 
relationship between the summary indicator of 
satisfaction with the availability of services and each 
component of overall satisfaction. Indeed, the P-value of 
each of the Chi-square tests performed is below the 
threshold of significance retained (5%), which means that 
customers who are satisfied with the availability of 
services have a strong tendency to be globally satisfied.  
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Thus, the "availability of services" dimension effectively 
determines overall satisfaction for the customer. This 
result falls in line with the conclusion of Knutson (1988) 
who mentions suitability of the location as an important 
contributor to satisfaction among other factors. It is also 
supported by Lee et al (2010) who assert that location 
which customers value and expect include safety and 
ease of access (air, train, bus, public transportation and 
close connection to area attractions such as historic, 
business and pleasure). 
  
 
Relationship between satisfaction with the services’ 
price and overall satisfaction reported 
 
The results in the Table 5 show that there is no 
dependency relationship between the summary indicator 
of satisfaction with services‟ price and the components of 
overall satisfaction. Indeed, the P-value of each of the 
Chi-square tests performed is greater than 5%. Thus, the 
"price of services" dimension is not decisive in the overall 
satisfaction of the customer. This result contradicts the 
findings of Atkinson (1988) and Choi and Chu (2001) 
according to which value for money is an important 
contributor to guests‟ satisfaction. It may be justified by 
the fact that customers choose hotels according to their 
purchasing power. 
 
 
Relationship between satisfaction with services 
received and overall satisfaction reported 
 
The results Table 6 indicate that there is a dependency 
relationship between the summarised indicator of 
satisfaction for services received and each component of 
overall satisfaction. Indeed, the P-value of each of the 
Chi-square tests performed is below the threshold of 
significance retained (5%), which means that clients who 
are satisfied with the quality of the services offered tend 
to be overall satisfied. Thus, the “services received” 
dimension effectively determines the customer‟s overall 
satisfaction. This result is supported by Pizam and Ellis 
(1999) who state that satisfaction with a hosting 
experience is the overall sum of satisfaction with the 
elements or attributes of all the products and services 
which make up the experience. 
 
 
Relationship between satisfaction with infrastructure 
and overall satisfaction declared 
 
The results in the Table 7 show that there is no 
dependency relationship between the composite 
satisfaction indicator for infrastructure and the 
components of overall satisfaction. Indeed, the P-value of 
each of the Chi-square tests performed is greater than 
5%. Thus, the size of the infrastructure is not  decisive  in  
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Table 3. Calculation of the overall satisfaction index. 
 

Overall satisfaction index Frequency Percentage (%) 

Not satisfied 39 18.8 

Satisfied 169 81.2 

Total 208 100.0 

 
 
 

Table 4. Relationship and chi-square testing between the summarised indicator of satisfaction with availability of services and 
overall satisfaction variables. 
 

Variable 
Wise décision Right décision Felt pleased 

Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total 

Availability of services 

Not satisfied 15 16 31 18 13 31 17 14 31 

Satisfied 28 145 173 26 151 177 14 161 175 

Total 43 161 204 44 164 208 31 175 206 

           

Chi-square test 

Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square 

value Significance value Significance value Significance 

16.4 0.000** 29.8 0.000** 45.19 0.000** 
 

**5% Significance ; *10% Significance. 

 
 
 

Table 5. Relationship and Chi-square testing between satisfaction index for service price and overall  
satisfaction variables. 
 

Variable 
Wise décision Right décision Felt pleased 

Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total 

Services price 

Not satisfied 14 47 61 16 46 62 11 50 61 

Satisfied 29 114 143 28 118 146 20 125 145 

Total 43 161 204 44 164 208 31 175 206 

           

Chi-square test 

Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square 

Value Significance Value Significance Value Significance 

0.2 0.668 1.1 0.284 0.60 0.437 
 

**5% Significance ; *10% Significance. 

 
 
 

Table 6. Relationship and chi-square testing between the summarized indicator of satisfaction with services 
received and the overall satisfaction variables. 
 

Variable 
Wise décision Right décision Felt pleased 

Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total 

Services reçues 

Not satisfied 14 17 31 16 15 31 16 15 31 

Satisfied 29 144 173 28 149 177 15 160 175 

Total 43 161 204 44 164 208 31 175 206 

           

Chi-square test 

Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square 

Value Significance Value Significance Value Significance 

12.7 0.000** 20.3 0.000** 38.16 0.000** 
 

**5% Significance ; *10% Significance. 
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Table 7. Relationship and Chi-square testing between the summarised indicator of satisfaction with infrastructure and overall 
satisfaction variables. 
 

Variable 
Wise décision Right décision Felt pleased 

Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total 

infrastructure 

Not satisfied 26 71 97 31 68 99 23 75 98 

Satisfied 17 90 107 13 96 109 8 100 108 

Total 43 161 204 44 164 208 31 175 206 

           

Chi-square test 

Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square 

Value Significance Value Significance Value Significance 

3.6 0.056* 11.7 0.076* 10.37 0.061* 
 

**5% Significance; *10% Significance. 
 
 
 

Table 8. Cross-table and Chi-square testing between the summarised indicator of satisfaction relating to interaction with the provider 
and overall satisfaction variables. 
 

Variable 
Wise décision Right décision Felt pleased 

Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total 

interaction with the service provider 

Not satisfied 15 16 31 18 13 31 17 14 31 

Satisfied 28 145 173 26 151 177 14 161 175 

Total 43 161 204 44 164 208 31 175 206 

           

Chi-square test 

Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square 

Value Significance Value Significance Value Significance 

16.4 0.000** 29.8 0.000** 45.19 0.000** 
 

**5% Significance ; *10% Significance. 

 
 
 
the overall satisfaction of the customer. This result is 
supported by the conclusions of Bitner (1990) who 
mentions physical environment as a contributor to quality, 
Blesic et al. (2011) who assert that the nature of the 
provider's facilities and equipment that is, furnishing and 
constructing facilities that comply with the requirements 
of a modern guest will attract more guests (Sasser et al., 
1978; Berry et al., 2002). 
 
 
Relationship between satisfaction from interaction 
with service provider and overall satisfaction 
 
The results in the Table 8 indicate that there is a 
dependency relationship between the summarised 
satisfaction indicator for the interaction with the service 
provider and each component of overall satisfaction. The 
P-value of each of the Chi-square tests performed is 
below the threshold of significance retained (5%), which 
means that customers who are satisfied with the 
interaction with the provider tend to be overall satisfied. 
Thus, this dimension effectively determines the 
customer‟s overall satisfaction. This result is supported 
by Sasser et al. (1978), Atkinson (1988), Knutson (1988), 

Choi and Chu (2001), Berry et al. (2002) and Sim et al. 
(2006)  who all mentioned quality of staff (or human 
signals) among other variables as an important 
contributor to overall satisfaction. 
 
 
Relationship between satisfaction from the 
interaction with other customers and overall 
satisfaction reported 
 
The results in the Table 9 indicate that there is no 
dependency relationship between the summary 
satisfaction indicator for interaction with other clients and 
the components of overall satisfaction. Indeed, the P-
value of each of the Chi-square tests performed is 
greater than 5%. This result opposes the thoughts of 
Lovelock (1983), Lehtinen and Lehtinen (1991) and 
Groove and Fisk (1997). 
 
 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The objective of this study is to assess the contribution of 
attribute  satisfaction  to  overall  performance.  Thus,  we  
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Table 9. Cross-table and chi-square testing between the summarised indicator of satisfaction from interaction with other guests and 
overall satisfaction variables. 
 

Variable  
Wise décision Right décision Felt pleased 

Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total Don’t agree Agree Total 

Interaction with other customers 

 

Not satisfied 31 49 80 26 55 81 24 57 81 

Satisfied 12 112 124 18 109 127 7 118 125 

Total 43 161 204 44 164 208 31 175 206 

Chi-square test 

Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square Pearson Chi-square 

Value Significance Value Significance Value Significance 

0.23 0.692 1.5 0.293 0.82 0.702 
 

**5% Significance ; *10% Significance. 

 
 
 
came out with a questionnaire and collected data that 
was treated, making use of multiple component analysis 
and then cross-tables and correlations. The interpretation 
of the results allows us to reach the following conclusion:  

 
Three dimensions (or groups of attributes) only among 
the six initially considered contribute to overall 
satisfaction of hotel customers in Cameroon namely 
availability of the service, interaction with the service 
provider and the quality of services received. 89.4% of 
respondents are satisfied with the availability of the 
service, 85.1% of respondents are satisfied with the 
interaction with the provider and 85.1% of respondents 
are satisfied with the services received (levels of 
satisfaction with these dimensions are above 0.5 On a 
scale of 0 to 1). Making hypothesis 1a, 1d and 1e to be 
verified.  

 
The results of this research provide hotel managers with 
precise information: the first information is that word-of-
mouth is one of the most important sources of information 
for hotel clients in Cameroon, so managers of these 
institutions should endeavor to stimulate it. Moreover, to 
increase the overall level of client satisfaction, it is 
necessary that hotels in Cameroon improve the level of 
customers‟ satisfaction with the dimensions of availability, 
services received and interaction with the service 
provider. 
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