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Abstract: This article analyzes perception of quality as etda of performance of
companies operating in the tourism industry. Thé&oduction defines business
performance and quality with a focus on tourism panies. A synthesis of findings
from empirical studies conducted abroad follows] enfocused on the determinants of
performance of a company (success), including tiadity management which emerged
as one of the important factors, and so theserfggljustify the importance of quality
management in business practice. The aim of thislais to find the perception of
quality and emphasis on the quality managemenbwfigm companies in the Czech
Republic. To identify the specific characteristafsquality perception and management
in this sector, comparative analysis of questiomnaésults, and results of a financial
analysis of companies from various sectors of thec@ economy, with emphasis on
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perceive quality as the key factor in business gqueréince; it was also empirically
shown that companies with higher levels of servigmlity reach better values of
financial indicators. Also it was found that altlybutourism companies perceive the
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN QUALITY AND
PERFORMANCE: TOURISM COMPANIES IN THE
CZECH REPUBLIC

Milan Sedlatek, Petr Suchanek, Ji Spalek, Petra Stamfestova

Introduction

The paper focuses on a problem that is usuallysolvied in literature. Of course, there
is a group of studies which deals with quality,véEr quality or performance, but
authors did not find any specialized studies tlatklinto the relationship between
service quality and performance, moreover in caowkit of the Czech Republic. For us,
the most important thing is to fill this white paof science. Because of 63.6%
enterprises in the Czech Republic pursue in theicgesector (Czech Statistical Office,
2010), it is fundamental to asnwer the questiorthefir quality, and especially the
influence of their quality to their performanceatiks to permanently increasing and
changing competitive environment.

Drawing on previous researches, it may be statedttie majority of companies in the
Czech Republic see the quality of their producsenvice standing qualitatively above
the average. Simultaneously, these companies remodhat good quality of their
products has a positive influence on their cormorformance and competitiveness
(for further details see Blazek et al., 2009). histlight, the article focuses on an
analysis of specific traits of quality perceptiordananagement in the tourism sector.

In the first part of the article, basic terms white used later in the text are defined.
The second chapter focuses on the theory conceiniataction between quality and
company performance, available in contemporary Ezatd foreign literature. After
creating a sufficient theoretical base an explanatif methodology follows, which was
used in the primary research of quality percepiioriourism companies and of the
significance that the companies ascribe to the ection between the quality of a
product or service and the performance and compaiiéss of the company itself.
Results of this research are presented in thetfquaitt. The final part of the article
focuses on a comparison of ideas obtained froml land global literature with the
results of our research, on reaching conclusioms fthose results, and on introduction
of further possible directions of research intesth&ssues.

The aim of this study is to analyze and comparditjuaf tourism companies and
companies operating in other industries in the @4eepublic. To help reach the main
objective, we set these partial aims:

» to analyze the different understandings of qualitgrformance, competitiveness,
success and customer satisfaction, including thtgrrelations;

« to analyze ways of implementing quality management;

e to analyze the influence of quality on performaraed competitiveness of a
company.
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Theoretical delineation of basic terms and relatioa between them

Performance of a company can be measured in mdfgretit ways. The usually
adopted approach evaluates the performance by cialaratios such as return on
investment (Duchesneau and Gartner 1990; SmitlgkBraand Miner 1987), return on
sales (Kean et al. 1998), or return on equity (Rid2000; Barney 1997). In case of a
new firm without any profit history, actual amouot revenues or more commonly
number of employees (Orser, Hogarth, Riding 2000hiM Spekman 1994, Robinson,
Sexton 1994, Srinavasan, Woo, Cooper 1994, Loscdagioht 1993, Davidson 1991,
O’Farrel 1986) could be used. Moreover, there #rercopportunities how to evaluate
firm performance: dynamic variables such as impmeset in ROl in time (Miller,
Wilson, Adams 1988), other financial ratios likeveaues/income per worker
(Johannison 1993, Bade 1986), or income of theeprgneur (Denison and Alexander
1986, Dollinger 1985, Sexton, Robinson 1989, Smighacker, Miner 1987), i.e. a
variable often used in the tourism industry in jgaitér.

It is commonly recommended to use a combinatiothefmeasures mentioned above
because only this complex evaluation could bringective results of firm performance
measuring (Westhad, Wright, Ucbaseran 2001, Kaltgbéeicht 1991, Birley,
Westhead 1990). For example, Lerner and Haber {2fa@lsed in their research on
performance factors of small tourism ventures, d@imely used three variables for
evaluation of the firm performance — revenues, ifability, and income. Haber and
Reichel (2005) went in their research beyond thdwee measures and created
“performance measures matrix of small venturesoirism industry” — see the table
below.

Table 1: performance measures matrix of small ventes in tourism industry

) e development and growth
e growth in revenues
e tourism and business strength
Long-term | . growth in number of _ _ -
employees e success in generating profit in

times geopolitical crisis

e revenues e occupancy and customer
satisfaction

Short-term | « number of employees -
- profitability compared to
. revenues per employee Competitors

Objective Subjective
Source: Haber, Reichel (2005)
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The last example of a group of firm performance sneas could include four indicators
used by Morrison and Teixera (2004). In their resea@oncerned with small business
performance focused particularly on tourism sediom performance was measured by
bedroom occupancy rate, annual revenue, break-pogn, and guest satisfaction. It
seems that they combined objective and subjectigasores as well. However, they
collected data only from questionnaires, and fréis point of view all variables are

subjective (from the owner-manager view).

Considering the fact that a company’s output isi@alt is clear that efficiency is, or
rather can be, the criterion of performance. Theohlte value of this indicator is
commonly related to a chosen basis, which compridgeisputs (e.g. in the form of
expenses or capital, resources etc.). From thiat pafi view, the terms efficiency,
performance and success rate (in its narrow mepnargbe considered synonymous.

The term competitiveness can also be defined m ttieoretical framework. It can be
described as a characteristic that allows a compmasycceed in competition with other
companies. It is clear that only those that catably apply the particular competitive
advantage and thus gain supremacy over their roaissucceed in the market.

Considering the fact that competitiveness of a cmggs connected to its vision of the
future, and this vision influences the businesatsyry (which the owner supplies), there
is the possibility of measuring competitivenessaotompany through value, or its
magnitude. From this point of view, performance isondition for competitiveness and
it should be true that if a company is competitiite, performance is also high and
creates value — thus, if competitiveness growsyé#hee of the company grows, too.

As value creation is connected with the output obaapany, it is clear that performance
and competitiveness also has to be connected gtoutput. The output is determined
by the product, particularly by its quality. Thereproduct quality then includes not
only advanced technology (in the sense of prodndgchnology or the form and level
of service provision, and also technical or prodiggihistication), but mainly the ability

to satisfy the demands of customers — the mor@tbeuct is in line with a customer’s

requirements, the higher is its quality.

While defining the term quality, it is necessarynote that one correct definition of
what exactly quality is does not exist. For examf@arvin (Garvin, 1987, Garvin, 1984)
defines five basic building blocks of quality tolget with its eight dimensions, the
fulfiling of which is critical for considering quidy of production or even of the
company itself. When verifying empirically the rideships between the application of
guality management and company performance, itthase taken into account that
when looking for causal relationships, it is neeegdo work with quality perception,
not with its objective operationalization becausstomers evaluate quality subjectively,
and this opinion is the foundation of their deaisto buy, which is the basic building
block of financial indicators. The best way to i&se company performance is thus
increasing quality which is a result of a well-izatl business strategy.

The definition of quality services is more diffituhs services are intangible,
heterogeneous, inseparable, transitory and arpassible to be owned. Service quality
is a measure of how well the service level delideneatches customer expectations
(Lewis a Booms, 1983). Service quality too has beescribed as a form of attitude
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related, but not equivalent to, satisfaction thasuits from the comparisons of
expectations with performance (Parasuraman, ZelthBerrry, 1988). Authors (like
Bittner, Bolton, Drew, Parasuraman, Zeithaml, Beand others) suggest that service
quality and satisfaction are distinct constructévar different categories (compare with
Cronin a Taylor, 1992).

Mackay and Crompton say that service quality is tektionship between what

customers’ desire and what they perceive that thegive (Mackay, Crompton, 1990).

Bitner defines service quality as "the consumengrall impression of the relative

inferiority/superiority of the organization and gervices" (Bitner, 1990). Parasuraman
and Zeithaml define service quality as "the degne@ direction of discrepancy between
customer’s service perceptions and expectatiorsa@@raman, Zeithaml, 2006). This
is the most common definition of service qualityer@rally, we can say that present
definitions of service quality declare that a seevis quality if it meets or exceeds
customer’s expectations.

In literature, two dimensions of customer percepgiof quality can be found: a
technical, and a functional dimension (Kang, 200B)e technical dimension talks
about what the customer received after its own Haauring process services, this
result can be objectively assessed by the custameeguse of its nature which refers
mostly to the technical solution of the problemeThnctional dimension is based on
the interaction between customers and providerstheir relationships, the way in
which technical quality was given, which was tramsfd to the customer (customer
access, appearance, responsiveness, punctualityd. second dimension provides
evidence about how customer service is received.

According to Japanese philosophy, quality is zexfect — doing it right the first time
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, Berrry, 1985). Crosby @sfiguality as conformance to
requirements (Crosby, 1979 reference from Parasaama#eithaml, Berrry, 1985). This
definition of quality makes the core of definitimf quality according to 1ISO 9001
(compare withCSN EN ISO 9001 ed. 2, 2010). Companies operatingndtustry
perceive quality in accordance with this aforenmmdid and generally accepted
definition, i.e. as a degree of meeting requiremdit a set of inherent traits. On the
other hand, the World Tourism Organization (WTOfirmEs product quality in the
travel industry as “the sum of contributions andgasses resulting from many
stakeholders (private and public).” This notionlimies two basic factors (assurance of
safety and security) and also “a professional agpgrpwhich means doing things right
at all times and meet legitimate expectations afsamers, thus helping to implement
the principles contained in the Global Code of &hor Tourism.” Although identical
traits can be found in both definitions, a certdiffierence is apparent in understanding
quality of companies operating in industry, and sthcoperating in tourism. This
different approach to quality is one of the builglihlocks of the empirical research
presented in this article.

Theoretical delineation of the issues researched

Considering the generally known characteristiceasftemporary business environment,
many companies change — voluntarily or forced bgurnstances — their antiquated
product-oriented production to a market-orientea.o8ustomer is the crux of this
approach; therefore, together with the change @& finoduction concept, many
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companies also rely on implementing quality manag@nas a tool that should connect
the company vision, operating principles, productiquality and satisfaction of
customers’ needs, which is the main priority of kealeconomy, as it is the only way of
creating a potential for surviving among compesif@s Willborn and Cheng claim (Lai,
2003).

Quality is one of the forms of product differenidat, being one of the two alternative
approaches to becoming better than competitorsaétgeving a higher return on capital.
This is either the aforementioned product diffeiaian, where the aim is for the
customers to perceive it as unique, or the sodtatlest leadership. Distinguishing
oneself from the competition through quality shoidéally create customer loyalty,
lower the price-change sensitivity of buyers, anetgcrt the enterprise against
competitive forces which influence the profit margiegatively. Distinguishing through
costs requires generating higher profit marginsntiiae competition by reaching
relatively lower production and distribution coss. part of this margin has to be
consequently reinvested in new technologies so teddtively low costs were
maintained. While a producer who relies on quaitpins a higher price-cost margin by
price manipulation, a thrifty producer attains jt minimizing costs. Theorists claim
that these two strategies are mutually exclusivehiéving higher relative quality and
achieving lower relative costs is seen as competingls, with each demanding
different resources, knowledge, and especially waysachieve them (Hall 1980,
Kiechel, 1981). The reason for this is that highlprality usually requires more
expensive components of final production, less ddadized processes, continuous
focus on innovation and higher costs of distributid information about the quality to
the customers. To attain such a position, it ieesary that the customers perceive the
exclusivity, and this position is not in accordamdéh the relatively high market share
which — according to economic theory — is necessaryeduce average costs, and
therefore utilisation of the cost-leadership stgte

Due to this trade-off between quality and costs #xpected that higher quality will be
accompanied by higher costs in most companies.irét $ight, the aforementioned
arguments seem convincing; however, some evideasealready appeared that the
mutual exclusiveness of high quality and low caliges not have to be true, and the
aforementioned strategies can be conjunctionals ERidence originated in research
conducted by production analysts, who studied tyfggoduction processes as well as
approaches to their management and their mutuafilbation to output of high quality
achieved with low costs (Fine, 1983). Fine presant&ea of a so-called quality-based
learning curve. According to him, there is a shapep in costs in companies that have
experience with high-quality production than in ghothat have experience with
relatively low-quality output. The reason for thdsvells in the fact that high-quality
production is time demanding and meticulous, whadually leads to uncovering and
correcting potential defects in the production sgstwhich could otherwise remain
unnoticed. Japanese production in various indsstridich does not achieve low costs
only by exploiting low labour costs, different cegbiexpenses or overuse of automation,
proves the fact that quality does not have to leempanied by high costs (Fine, 1983).

Quality in tourism is very important because wheésiters are satisfied with services
offered, then they tend to be loyal, tend to retiorthe selected destination and are
supposed to recommend it to others. Service qualitg tourism context has been
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viewed mostly as the quality of opportunities aabié at a destination, and it is
considered likely to be related to a tourist's @yadf experience (Crompton and Love,
1995). Quality of opportunities is the feature diribute of a service provided by
management (Crompton, Love, 1995). Production ofe@ional opportunities which
visitor wants means more quality services.

Quality of service is the essential factor which t&lp tourism companies attract more
customers (Beckman, Veldkamp, 1995). The main redeo the attention paid to
improving service quality in tourism is that highuality pays off. Zeithaml,
Parasuraman and Berry say that "excellent servaygs mff because it creates true
customers — customers who are glad they selecfethafter the service experience,
customers who will use the firm again and singftima’s praises to others* (Zeithaml,
1990).

Quality is an elusive and indistinct construct.eaftmistaken for imprecise adjectives
like goodnesss, luxury or weight (Crosby, 1979%rrefice from Parasuraman, Zeithaml,
Berrry, 1985). Quality and its requirements are easily articulated by consumers
(Takeuchi a Quelch, 1983). Explication and measergnof quality also present
problems for researchers (Monroe a Krishnan, 198B8hile the substance and
determinants of quality may be undefined, its intpoce to firms and consumers is
unequivocal. Research has demonstrated the strdtegefits of quality in contributing
to market share and return on investment as wefl ksvering manufacturing costs and
improving productivity (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, Bgrr1985). The next empirical
evidence also shows that implementing, controlimgl measuring of service quality
influences financial performance in a positive Wihaiga and Jacobs, 2005, Wruck and
Jensen, 1996, Hendrick and Sighal, 1997). Thiseég¢ason why various tools on Total
guality management (TQM) have been developed.

Impact of market conditions on the relationshipwestn quality and performance is
confirmed for example by studies Runduse and Chehigh deals with relationship

between applications of TQM, intensity of market mpetition and corporate

performance (Chong, Rundus, 2004). On the basB9ofluestionnaires answered by
production and operational managers in Australid @eir analysis by the means of
multiple regression use, it was shown that the drighe degree of competition in the
market the more positive relationship between kvl quality characteristics and
performance.

The fact that the application of TQM strategy meably improves the performance of
a company in the form of higher profit margins gmdwth in share prices can be found
in research on a sample of 60 companies executéemak, Reed and Satish (Lemar,
Reed, Satish, 1997). The link between quality ardgpmance was also examined
Madu, Kuei and Jacob (Madu, Kuei, Jacob, 1996).eBasn the practice of 165

managers’ relationships between various measuregiafty and the nine parameters
characterizing organizational performance werestbsthe data were divided into four
categories reflecting the type of company size,aggkthe presence of a formal quality
department in the company. On the basis of a discant analysis, more positive
correlations between parameters of quality andopexdnce for producting company
were shown, than for companies providing servidd®se who were interested in
differences between manufacturing companies andr/iging services were also
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Johnson Nilsson and Gustafsson (Nilsson, Gustafs¥adil). It was also shown that
older managers from producting companies do nad tenperceive the relationship
between the quality of products and five of theenperformance parameters such as
size of market share.

So since the 1980s when the Total Quality ManageéniE@M) concept was first
introduced, theory and practice have been tryingp wiore or less success to confirm
the positive effects of the implementation of giyalimanagement on company
efficiency and performance (Santos-Vijande, Alva@mzales, 2007). Although there
is a general agreement about the eight basic ptexcdf TQM, a unified set of metrics
which would measure and evaluate the success fat@ll implementation does not
exist. Hence, individual empirical studies focusorgthis issue use different sets of the
so-called critical factors of quality managementhich in effect invalidates any
comparison and generalization of the results. Meggathese studies do not agree on a
unified measure of performance, financial perforogamn particular where in most
cases asset or capital invested profitability isdusHowever, it is agreed that the
quality-performance relationship is influenced hycontrollable factors from outside
the company, such as the character of competitidheorate of uncertainty, as claimed
by e.g. Fuentes or Chong and Rundus (Fuentes, ZDBdng, Rundus, 2004), and
internal factors of the company, such as the TQMIlémentation period, size of the
company, rate of diversification or the companyapital intensity, as stated by
Terziovski and Samson, or Taylor and Wright (Tervgld, Samson, 1999, Taylor,
Wright, 2003).

However, when synthesizing outcomes of the stugigdished so far, it is not possible
to reach unequivocally valid conclusions. Wruck alhsen state that implementing
measures that contribute to increasing qualitye libwering the defect rate or
decreasing the number of customer complaints, ghleald to increase in profitability
(Wruck, Jensen, 1994). Garvin claims that profid amarket share are positively
influenced by quality (correlated with it) (Garvih991). This proposition is confirmed
by Hendricks and Singhal who empirically comparedfiability, growth of revenue
and costs of companies that received awards fditguand of companies without such
awards in a control group (Hendricks, Singhal, )99Confirming an intuitive
assumption, indicator values of awarded companieseg to be better. Subedi and
Maheshwari’'s study follows up on this and exparfus tesearch. They studied the
difference between the performance of companidsrét@ived the Baldrige Award for
quality in the years 1988 to 2003 and performarfctn@ir competitors from the same
sector. It was investigated whether quality improeet results in a long-term increase
in performance. Final findings revealed that thewgh of income and revenues was
higher in companies which received the award. Tlaegkors also study the difference
in the levels of stock to verify the claim that tlean production concept and TQM are
closely connected. For example, a study by EastmhJarrell confirmed the positive
effect of TQM on financial performance (Easton,rdiy 1998), while for example
Chapman’s research reached completely oppositelusions, and there are even
projects which did not find any relation betweee ttvo categories (Chapman, 1997).
These are represented for example by Adam, or dack Miree (Adam, 1994, York,
2004).
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Hackman and Wageman describe the dependence odstiés of quality management
implementation on the degree of the implementatiteckman, Wageman, 1995). They
also found out that only 4% of 99 articles dealvith quality between the years 1989
and 1993 took this degree of implementation intwoaat. The fact, that the degree and
manner of implementation are vital for all the piesi effects of TQM to fully develop,
is also confirmed by surveys organized by consaitafirms (John stark associates,
2010). It is very sad that only 20% to 36% of compa that implemented the TQM
concept in their businesses were able to reapidindisant or even material benefits in
the areas of quality, productivity, competitivenessreturn on capital (Harari, 1993,
John stark associates, 2010). Harari ponders thgons which lead to the situation
when even in a business environment where thdoeis on quality the positive impact
of TQM does not appear (Harari, 1993). He seesrdéfasons in a narrow focus on
managing internal processes and neglecting therattenvironment, in concentrating
on meeting the fixed minimum production standardthaut any attempt at adding a
value, in excessive bureaucracy, in insufficiengrde of delegation of authority and
responsibility for quality to production workers, liack of interdisciplinary cooperation
between individual departments, in lack of acknalgiag success in improving quality
financially, in neglecting to establish new parsfeps, in a low emphasis on innovation,
in allowing the managers to pursue their persaiadiher than the company’s, interests,
but also in the loss of employees’ joy and satisfacderived from producing quality
output.

Hackman and Wageman'’s research also showed thaktést of the effects of TQM is
influenced by the organizational structure of tbenpany (Hackman, Wageman, 1995).
Shea and Howell propose an ideal organizationactire, which should provide the
necessary room for supervisory activities and at same time is flexible enough to
adapt to changes in external market environmeritlgthea, Howell, 1998). Douglas
and Judge’s research was one of the studies thasidewed the influence of
organizational structure on the effectiveness ef TOM technique implementation, as
well as the extent to which the set of all key pias of quality management was used
when evaluating the benefits of TQM implementatispecifically, its connection with
competitive advantage) (Douglas, Judge, 2001).

D. H. Maister was also one of those who were corestrwith the significance of
product quality as a key aspect of a permanenitgessful company (Maister, 2001).
Due to the fact that Maister’s study was basechtermational data about subsidiaries of
the companies included in the research, its cormiasalso reflect national peculiarities
of individual business environments. One of theangnt findings of the study was that
financial performance, which investors, credit@sd other interest groups undoubtedly
follow most closely, depends mainly on productiarality, but also on the quality of
company climate and on the relationships with custs. The level of these two
determinants then, according to Maister, dependsmnoployee satisfaction and the so-
called high company standards, which means an @mvient where highly qualified
employees and competences and responsibility gmneling to their qualification are
considered to be a standard. The results of thisareh then confirm the importance of
quality management in a company.

Other studies that examine the influence of prddactuality on market share also
confirm that quality improvement can have a posititnpact on direct costs in some
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sectors. Specifically, they studied the possibilitsit production quality has an indirect
influence on reduction of direct costs through iithuence on the market position.
According to this line of reasoning, higher qualiyreflected by higher market share,
which lowers direct costs due to the economiesalies(Lynn, Chang, Buzzell, 1983).

Quality management is by no means a simple afian, as has already been pointed out,
it depends on many factors which are by themsatliféisult to influence and quantify.
The studies conducted so far on the influence afiyumanagement implementation on
a company'’s financial performance have not coma tdear agreement as to the form
and degree of this effect; nevertheless, despésetitonclusions we still presume that
quality management is and will remain a great emgé for the modern and
competitive company of the 2tentury.

But to can control service quality, first it is mssary to measure it. Concept of quality
is understood as the ability of a product or aiserto satisfy needs, requirements and
expectations of customers. Thus the customer’'s ;) geetceived quality or customer
satisfaction have become a basis for measuringcesnquality in particular. Many
authors have approached services quality and carsusatisfaction as being
synonymous (Howat, Absher, Crilley, Milne, 1996).i$ evident that there exists
opposite opinion on the relationship of serviceligpand consumers satisfaction. On
the other hand, it is evident that a concrete imiahip between service quality and
consumer satisfaction exists. It is possible toeoles that service quality and customer
satisfaction relate closely together, so that servguality influences consumer
satisfaction or vice versa (Taylor a Baker, 1994).

Bei and Chiao, or Namkung and Jang declare thabunh research it is shown that
service quality is an atendence of consumer’sfaatisn (Bei, Chiao, 2001, Namkung
and Jang, 2008). For example, the research abewh#h tourism by Alén and Fraiz has
shown that quality of the services influences commusatisfaction (Alén, Fraiz, 2006).
So measuring of service quality is mainly about sei@mg consumer perceptions of
service quality. Measuring quality of the servieebleterogenous because it is a reset of
subjective judgement of customers (Bowen, 2002).

Generally, organizations can use qualitative meth@dg. interviews, focus groups or
observation) and quantitative methods (e.g. questimes) for measuring services
quality. There are also specific tools for measyraervice quality. We can mention
Gronroos’ model, SERVQUAL, SERVPERF, indicatorscohsumer satisfaction etc.,
or complex methods, for example the EFQM model.

Measuring service quality is difficult because loé three following features unique to
services: intangibility, heterogeneity and insepdity of consumption as mentioned
above. There are no objective measures so an apgieo@pproach for measuring
service quality is based on the way consumers percquality of a service

(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, Berry, 1988).

First of models for measuring service quality iso@oos’ model (Gronroos, 1984).
This model works with technical and functional dmam®ns of services as mentioned in
the text above. The main idea is that service tualidependent on expected service
and perceived service. Perceived quality is deteethiby technical and functional
quality, and by corporate image. Gronroos iderdifieven criteria of good service
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quality — professionalism and skills, attitudes &ethaviour, accessibility and flexibility,
reliability and trustworthiness, service recovesgrviscape, reputation and credibility.
These criteria are very similar to Parasrauman m8&RVQUAL (later in the text),
however, there is no mathematical representati@rénroos’ model.

The conceptualization and measurement of the sergigality construct has been
dominated by one of special methods called SERVQU#tiich were created by
Parasuraman et al. in 1988. The main idea is thasumers asses service quality by
comparing their expectations of service with theérception of the service received
(Accounts Commission for Scotland, 1999). When g¢hespectations are not met, the
service quality gap is created. Service qualitpdhieved when these expectations are
met or exceeded. So for measuring service qualisyriecessary to measure consumers’
expectations and perceptions of services qualigettter. SERVQUAL defines five
dimensions of quality — tangibility (the physicapacts of the service such as
equipment, facilities, resources), reliability (piding consistent and precise services),
responsiveness (willingness to customers), asseraich includes communications
with customers, credibility of a company, securitpmpetence of a company and
courtesy of employees. The fifth dimension of ssgvquality is defined as empathy
which includes knowing the customers and individagbroach. Within these five
dimensions twenty-two specific aspects of quality separately for expectations and
perceptions defined and by comparison we can fived gervice quality gap in each
dimension of service quality. Positive gap is deslie, negative gap is undesirable.

Crompton, Mackay and Fesenmaier stated that SERMQUMA not suitable for
measuring service quality because this tool wagiralily developed to measure general
service quality. So in 1990, they developed a REQU#odel which is used to evaluate
services of tourism companies (Crompton, MackageReaier, 1990). New evaluating
scales are so defined to better reflect specific®arism companies. In 1992, Cronin
and Taylor created SERVPERF which measures onlyswuoer's perceptions of a
service quality (Cronin, Taylor, 1992). So the eiffnce between SERVQUAL and
SERVPERF comprises of the fact that SERVQUAL sezscfor a gap between
expectations of consumers and perceptions of aiceequality but SERVPERF is
interested only in consumer’s perceptions.

Most recently, a hierarchical and multidimensionabdel is created by Brady and
Cronin (Brady, Cronin, 2001). They defined threémary dimensions which create
overall service quality — personal interaction dyaphysical environment quality and
outcome quality. Each of these dimensions is cdebyethree subdimensions. Personal
interaction quality consists of attitude, behavamd experience, physical environment
quality consists of ambient conditions, design andial factors and outcome quality
consists of waiting time, tangibles and valencds Tinodel helps manager to understand
what defines service quality perceptions, how treseformed and that it is of a great
importance where the service experience takes place

Models mentioned above have a universal applicatiad are appropriate for different
types of services. Most studies which focused ovise quality in the tourism industry
have measured service quality by using SERVQUALr¢C&arcia, 2008).

The results of measuring consumer satisfaction baea often published in the indexes
such as the Swedish customer satisfaction indezesitf89, American customer
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satisfaction index (ASCI) since 1994, or Europeast@mer satisfaction index (ECSI)
since 1999. (Johnson, Gustafsson, Andreassen, L &tia, 2000). Indexes follow
specific areas which have a decisive influenceustamer satisfaction; for example the
most recent index follows corporate image, consuex@ectations, perceived quality,
perceived value and customer loyalty.

Generally, in service quality we can define twasrof thoughts on this measuring — an
American and a European perspective (Kang, JamesaAdris, 2002). The American
perspective focuses on functional dimension of iualhilst the European perspective
focuses on two or more components. In conclusiancan see that there has been no
consensus as regards the measure of service quality

This study agrees with the European line of meaguservice quality because we
believe that in the measurement of service qualitis necessary to monitor their
functional and technical dimension together, and fitot possible to ignore one of them
ignore. The final product can not be assessed wuittaking into account the number of
items needed and the level of their implementafastracting from the technical
dimension of service quality).

At the end, we can mention that in measuring sergugality there also exist methods
which reflect not only customer’s perception of kifyabut monitor behavior of
company to all its stakeholders. Total quality ngaraent (TQM) is the base for these
methods. These models serve for measuring qudlitpropany as a whole. To measure
the quality of tourism services, it is very suigld apply these methods of total quality
management which take into account overall satisfacof all stakeholders, such as
consumers, service providers and local populatMajcherova, Ryglova, 2010). For
tourism companies the EFQM (European foundationlityuanodel) model is very
suitable. "The excellence models provide framewobesed predominantly on the
perspective of the firm, not that of the clientt bvhen they attempt to establish the
positive consequences on performance of some wgugpliactices, they consider
customers’ results among the measures of perforeiatidernandez-Maestro and
Mufioz-Gallego andSantos-Requejo, 2009).

In this study we decided to evaluate quality inmerof the provider, not the client,
because this approach is better feasible from ositipn, even though we believe that
we would be unable to identify any specific customiecompanies. On the other hand,
we recognize the sacrifice of some degree of acgurathe responses received because
the companies’ looking at the quality level canvhstly different from the perception of
quality of their clients.

Research methodology

A questionnaire method was used for this reseaftie questionnaire contained a
general part, which focused on a more detailedtifigation and classification of the
company, including questions connected with waymohitoring quality and with the
relationship between quality and competitivenesshef company, and the main part,
which consisted of ten closed questions — fourhegfnt in the scale form, and the
remaining six offering selected characteristics tibé quality of a company. The
guestionnaire survey was conducted during the 3@@9 and at the beginning of 2010.
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REVIEW OF ECONOMIC PERSPECTIVES

The sample surveyed contained 31 tourism compaares 105 companies from
different sectors. The total number of compani@s pinovided the data amounted to 136.
Companies in the tourism sector were representeishlynby accommodation and
catering companies (18 companies) and by trangmoripanies (11 companies), next
were included companies with activities of travgleacies (1 company) and with
recreational, cultural and sports activities (1 pamy). Other sectors were represented
mainly by manufacturing companies (40 companigajje& companies (19 companies),
building companies (11 companies), to a lessernéxteen mining companies, food
manufacturing, financial intermediation, informatitechnology etc.

Location of companies from the tourism sector atieoindustries was uniform as the
most companies were located in the South MoravigidRe(41% of companies), in
Prague (17% of companies), in the V§isa Region (9% companies) and in the
Olomouc Region, in the Moravian-Silesian Region #relZlin Region (identically 7%
of companies). A smaller humber of companies carom fthe other regions of the
Czech Republic.

According to legal forms of business in both sammpé companies limited liability
companies (57% of companies) were the companiegsepted most often, and these
were followed by joint stock companies (38% of eptses); the remainder were
cooperatives and state companies. Although thectstiei of both samples is not the
same like the structure of companies in the econofithe Czech Republic, essential
comparability of companies was ensured thanks t® dmiform distribution of
companies in both samples.

Both samples have similar structure if sorted bsnber of employees as well. It could
be demonstrated (in line with the next chart) that shares of four basic size degrees
are in both samples pretty much the same — mictergnises (less than 10 employees)
are in both groups represented by approximately 8ftall companies (10 — 49
employees) by 32%, medium sized enterprises (589-eployees) by 32% and large
companies (over 250 employees) nearly by 30%. K dasis of the previous
paragraphs it could be assumed that both sampesanparable and suitable for
further analysis.

Chart 1: Structure of the samples sorted by numbeof employees
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The answer analysis uses traditional statisticathots of univariate and bivariate
analyses. As our research concentrates on searftiinpe specifics of the tourism
sector, it is vital to define the respondents friiva sector clearly and precisely. The
NACE classification was used to achieve this. Camge with these classifications
were included in the group of companies from theismn sector:

» 550000 Accommodation and food service activities

e 490000 Land transport and transport via pipelines

e 510000 Air and space transport

e 790000 Support activities for transportation; Tlagency activities
* 930000 Recreational, cultural and sports activities

The group of companies from different sectors csindi of companies from other than
the aforementioned categories of the sector claain of economic activities.

The comparisons in the following chapters are basedrosstabs, i.e. identification of
different frequencies of occurrence of the phenamenthe groups of companies that
were studied. Although our sample of respondentsather small, we deemed it
important to examine the general validity of theigalities that appeared. The test of
statistical significance of the potential differesds the simplest guide in this area . Due
to this, every table that follows has informatioboat the (potential) statistical
significance of the differences between the fregiemnof occurrence of the answers or
their averages. Statistical significance is meabure accordance with traditional
methods, using the classic measures of associatibeside the basic chi-square test of
significance (for frequency of occurrence) andst-téfor averages), we use other
measures such as Sommer’s d, Goodman and Kruskaltamer's v, or Kendall's tau.

Special attention was paid to multiple responsestiies, which are questions where
the questioned had the possibility to check sevatibns. In this case, it was necessary
to evaluate the percentages of each of the ansse@arately, and only then calculate
the relative significance using all the answerser€hwere two possible approaches —
express the significance of the particular optinrrélation to all respondents, or the
significance of the option in relation to all resges (the number of which is higher,
because every respondent could choose more tharoptiwn). As we were more
interested in the respondents — the companies uses the first approach. The results
of multiple response questions, presented in tHeviing chapters, are always related
to the respondents as a whole. For example, ifirdtdine of Table 1, the value 73.3%
given for the option “Product/Service quality* meathat product/service quality is
perceived as an advantage by 73.3% of the tourisnpanies (as opposed to the 69.8%
in other sectors).

To examine the financial situation of companiefpancial analysis method was used,
in particular the ratio analysis of indicators whi@ere chosen in line with the literature
review mentioned above. The indicators were chdseenable assessment of all the
important parts of the business, i.e. profitahiliagtivity, debt and liquidity; in other

words, to facilitate the understanding of the carlnancial situation of the company.
The construction of the chosen indicators is basedhe previous research of the
authors (for more information see e.g. Suchanek, Baluation of economic

performance of cooperatives in the Czech RepuB068) and uses the methodology of
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the Czech Ministry of Industry and Trade in orderbe able to compare the resulting
values with sector averages.

These financial indicators were then contrasted wlite aforementioned qualitative
characteristics provided by the questionnaire surda this case, it was mainly
comparing consistency or differences of averagaesbf the indicators in relation to
the various types of questions, or characteristfasompanies. As in the previous part,
statistical significance of these differences vessded here, too, using standard statistical
tests (especially the t-test).

Results of the company quality evaluation

As stated in the previous chapters, the topic isfrssearch was quality and its company
management aiming at achieving a higher level dop@mance and competitiveness. To
verify this initial proposition — that quality ishé key factor in performance and
competitiveness among companies, the questionimaitaded two questions which
asked the company to state their advantages ogamtimpetitors. The exact wording of
the first question and the evaluation of answevemito it are shown in the following
table.

Table 1: Competitive advantages of the company wHhicimprove its position in the
market

Tourism companies Other companies
Product / service quality 73.3% 69.8%
Competence / professionalism 53.3% 45.8%
Tradition 46.7% 39.6%
Contacts / relations 60.0% 43.8%
Flexibility 30.0% 41.7%
Location 40.0% 14.6%
Technology 30.0% 25.0%
Personal approach 26.7% 19.8%

Source: the authors

The fact that according to the companies qualityhes most significant competitive
advantage was supposed to be confirmed by a qoestéced at the very end of the

guestionnaire.

Table 2: Advantages of the company over the compdti's

Tourism companies Other companies
Quality 93.1% 71.3%
Tradition 65.5% 43.6%
Contacts 48.3% 37.6%
Flexibility 37.9% 42.6%
Other 17.2% 36.6%

Source: the authors
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Here it is necessary to repeat the already defiaedthat quality is not determined by
the objective technological and material side oyt to a great extent also by the
consumer’s subjective perception of quality (satiibn with the product or service).
Thus it was important to find out whether indivilsampanies survey this satisfaction.

The next table overviews selected companies’ deuowards research questions. We
derive from the prediction that should quality leparamount a competitive advantage
as the previous tables show, it is desirable tongxa how companies assess the level of
their product or service quality. Since we found that companies examine customer
satisfaction (90 per cent of the tourism compad@surveys), then the question of the
measure of customer satisfaction should also bedask

Other question is - in cases when customer satigfadoes not reach product or service
quality assessment in terms of technological design in other words, if the
technological sophistication of the product is dmigher level than the overall customer
satisfaction - if this technologically defined gtwlis in accordance with the needs of
the consumer, i.e. to what extent the product oviee are adapted to customer’s
requirements.

Finally, we tried to estimate the degree of custosatisfaction of the two groups of
companies and the reasons why this situation oeduNevertheless, the effort to reach
customer satisfaction is not an end but only a méarachieving long-term prosperity
of a company facilitated by its competitiveness. ifkportant question then arises: to
what extent do companies see a connection betwestoroer satisfaction and their
competitiveness.

Table 3: Selected characteristics regarding the qlity measurement and evaluation

Company Maximum| Significant| Medium| Little | Minimum V;)I;Je

Assessment of the Tourism| 29.0% 45.2% 25.89 0.0% 0.0%
product (service)
regarding quality, or its 0.031
technological Other 48.6% 41.9% 9.5% 0.0p6 0.0%
construction / design
Customer satisfaction | Tourism| 33.3% 59.0% 6.7%| 1.0% 0.0%
with the product or 0.140
service Other 16.1% 58.1% 25.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Degree of adapting the| Tourism| 22.6% 51.6% | 19.4% 3.2% 3.2%
product (service) to the

; s of th 0.009
requirements ot the Other | 56.2% 324% | 9.5% 1.9p% 0.0%
customer
Strength of Tourism| 29.0% 22.6% | 35.5% 3.2% 9.7%
interdependence of
customer satisfaction 0.038
and company Other 44.8% 28.6% 20.9% 4.8% 0.9%
competitiveness

Source: the authors

209



From the previous two questions (especially from tble 2) it is clear that quality is
the key factor determining competitive advantagés @ompany and companies do
realize this fact. It can then be assumed that #tesmpt to implement a systematic
guality management. To what extent they really @o lse seen in the following table.

Table 4: Existence of a systematic product / sendcquality management in the
company

Tourism companies Other companies
Yes 67.7% 80.9%
No 32.3% 19.1%

Differences are statistically significant (p=0,097)
Source: the authors

In the context of the previous table, it is necessa point out that there is a significant
difference between the statement of existence aflitjumanagement and a truly
implemented quality system. In other words, becaifidegislation, conditions of public
competitions and other forms of the competitiveiglile, companies often have to own
a certificate of quality management. Owning thdifieate, however, does not mean a
real implementation in company operations. Henbe, following question examined
the rate of true utilization of the quality managarncertificates.

Table 5: Manner of utilization of the quality management certificate

Tourism companies Other companies
Exists only on paper 33.3% 2.5%
Minimum utilization 8.3% 0.0%
Partial utilization 25.0% 27.5%
Great extent of utilization 33.3% 32.5%
Complete utilization 0.0% 37.5%

Source: the authors

The results of both groups of companies, which veeauired from the questionnaires,
were ultimately set into the context of the finallgi expressed performance of a
company, which enabled the verification of the tmieuation of both groups of

companies regarding their success rate in the marke

Table 6: Average financial indicators in the year R07 (per cent)

Tourism companies Other companies p-value
ROA 8.4 10.9 0,346
ROE 18.7 17.8 0,063
Asset turnover 2.4 1.8 0,101
Shareholders’ equity quota 0.51 0.41 0,925

Starred values are statistically significantly di€nt (90% level)
Source: the authors
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Discussion

Questions aimed at defining the significance ofiviatlal factors influencing the
company’s competitiveness were placed at the béginand also at the end of the
guestionnaire. In both cases, i.e. at the beginmiftout any knowledge of the context
of the questionnaire, and at the end, after anggreriany interconnected questions, the
companies defined “product or service quality” las most significant factor. In both
cases the tourism companies attached greater wieighis factor. At the same time,
they also attributed greater importance to locatiow personal approach, which is
understandable if we consider that this group el among others, owners of hotels
and restaurants, location and capable staff of lwhépresent a significant aspect of
success. Nevertheless, the key fact for furthelyaisaof the results is that from the
point of view of the companies themselves, quaditihe most significant advantage.

In this context, it is very interesting that altlgbutourism companies in the competitive
struggle bet on quality, at the same time they aaliegorize their service quality as
“significant” (45% of the tourism companies). O tbther hand, companies from other
sectors deem their product quality to be maximuth§% of other companies). These
facts reveal a certain shortcoming in the genexaéll of service quality in tourism,
when even quality that does not reach its maximam be seen as a competitive
advantage.

The assessment of customer satisfaction as sugectiiality perception by the
companies operating in tourism rings even more tiegal ourism companies think that
most customers are significantly satisfied (58.1@ther companies are more positive
in relation to this indicator too — 33.3% state maxm customer satisfaction. It is
important to note that customer satisfaction assess (which is conducted by 90% of
tourism companies), i.e. the degree of qualitynfrthe consumer’s point of view,
results in even lower figures than in the case sseasment of the technological and
material side of quality. In other words, comparde$ine their service quality as their
main competitive advantage, and at the same tieye lave problems with its technical
realization and even more with its subjective esitin by a consumer.

The fact that subjective perception of the sertigea customer is, from the company’s
point of view, worse than the technological sideqaélity most probably results from
the fact that vast majority of tourism companies s@ortcomings in the degree of
adapting their services to the customer’s needi¥g) Companies from other sectors
answer the question in the opposite way — moshert(56.2%) consider their product
to be adapted to their customer’s requirements tetelg.

Most probably, tourism companies do not attemplutty satisfy the desires of their

customers because they do not see a strong commebgtween a customer’s

satisfaction and their own competitiveness — mady see an average connection
(35.5%), almost 10% see it as minimum! Considethy fact that tourism companies
mostly operate in the service sector, these resm#isvery surprising and reveal great
shortcomings in the overall service quality, ansbah the competition in this sector.
The startling assessment of the interdependencestdmer satisfaction and the tourism
company’s competitiveness is emphasized by thdtsesitthe second group, consisting
of companies from other sectors. These mostly kednterdependence as maximum
(44.8%), while only a few companies assess it @euaverage (5.7% of companies).
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The fact that lower level of quality and customatigaction does not represent a great
problem for tourism companies is confirmed by tkeessment of the development of
competitiveness in the past five years, which liatreely similar for both groups — 19.4
% of tourism companies state that it grew signiftba(11.4% of the other companies),
51.6% think that it grew (61.9% of the other comipah This implies that quality
perception is in general different in tourism comiga than in companies operating in
the other sectors, and so the general substandaddiqi and service quality does not
prevent the tourism companies from increasing th@inpetitiveness within their sector.

The importance of quality as a tool in competitisnconfirmed by the question that
followed; it examines the significance of individdactors in the aforementioned trend
of the development of competitiveness — again, ypecbdr service quality was chosen as
the most significant determinant. Important extefinfuences such as the financial
crisis or the Czech Republic becoming a membehefEuropean Union were marked
as insignificant in this assessment — financiaisnvas seen as having any influence by
only 20.8% of the tourism companies and 16.8% ef dther companies. Joining the
European Union did not mean any changes for 52.fi%heotourism companies and
48.3% of the companies from other sectors.

If companies really attach such weight to the asp&fc product quality, it is
understandable to expect that they systematicatlpage quality and thus strengthen
their market position. However, this area also swbwpecific characteristics of the
tourism sector — only 67.7% of companies claimed they manage product or service
quality systematically, as opposed to 80.9% of camgs from other sectors. Again, a
certain disregard for strategic management anesyaic approach to the allegedly key
factor of competitiveness has manifested itsethentourism sector.

However, the question that followed — to what ektids® companies truly implement
certificates of quality, if they own any — preseatseal problem. While for companies
from other sectors it is unthinkable to have th&tsadards only “on paper,” i.e. not to
implement them in company operations (only 2.5%)isi normal for the tourism
companies to have the standards formally, but setthem in everyday business. None
of the questioned companies from this sector arevéinat they use the certificates
completely. A whole one third of these companiemitteéd to having the certificate
only on paper (33.3%). Using the certificate tor@agj extent was the choice of another
third (33.3%) — if we place this fact in the coritekthe previous question, we find that
of the 67.7% of the tourism companies that claieytmanage quality systematically,
none implemented the standards completely and @mdythird utilizes them to a great
extent. This means that only approximately a quarftéhe companies utilize the quality
management certificates — the factor that alImdghaltourism companies claim to be
the most significant competitive advantage. If vamgider the fact that this category
includes companies that are subject to hygiendtgisandards (e.g. HCCP), then this
conclusion is extremely startling, especially wheampared with the companies from
other sectors, almost all of which implemented delity management certificates in
their operations at least partially.

Despite these negative facts it is necessary totmmit that in terms of the financial
performance, tourism companies’ fare quite well pared with the companies from
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other sectors. There are even many indicators factwthey reach better figures than
the other companies, which have slightly highefitability of the overall capital.

When comparing the theoretical assumptions an@dhelusions, we can see that it the
factwhich many authors have declared in the thaalepart (eg, Beckham, Zeithaml,
Parasuman, etc.), i.e. that quality is one of ti flactors of success of a company (at
least in companies’ perception) has been confirmed.

It has been shown that tourism companies are pa@articular emphasis on

technological dimension of quality, while companiether sectors are also trying to
adapt the product to the customer view. Accordmgany authors (e.g. Wruck, Garvin,
Hendricks, Subedi, Lemak, etc.) the applicationgoélity management is associated
with growth and better financial results, howevitrhas been shown that tourism
companies have declared that in the past five yhasshave grown in spite of a lower
quality level, or a small adjustment of the prodtwtthe customers. Even tourism
companies in some areas showed better financialtseban the companies from other
sectors, although these companies provide a hetteuct adjustment to the customers.

Conclusion

The research into the perception of quality in igmar companies and the following
comparison with a sample of companies from othetose brought several highly
interesting findings which are reinforced by thetfénat many of the questions analysed
produced statistically significant answers.

The fact that tourism companies really consider fdmtor of quality to be the key

determinant of their success (in accordance witlieraporary theory, mentioned in the
theoretical part of the article) is the initial dimg of the analysis. The fact that the
companies stressing their product or service qualithieve better results in financial
analyses compared with companies from other secéiss fits the theoretical

framework. This, however, is the point where thenfany between theory and the
findings of our research ends.

The level of the real quality management in touristmpanies represents the crucial
problem. These companies may proclaim that quislitieir key competitive advantage;
however, our research has proven that in realitgytdo not implement quality
management systems. Many studies mentioned inhdardtical part of this text have
proven that without a perfect or near-perfect duatianagement, a positive impact on
the company’s competitiveness cannot be expected.

In this context, it is necessary to mention thatrism companies, as opposed to the
companies from other sectors, only see a low cdiomebetween customer satisfaction
(meaning product quality) and competitiveness @f tompany itself. This finding is

vital for understanding the results of our studguiism companies proclaim emphasis
on quality of their services to keep and improweirtheputation; nevertheless, they feel
that in the current state of competition, they oeach satisfactory financial results even
with services that are not fully adapted to cust@meeeds, or with services that do not
attain maximum quality possible. In accordance whh presented theory, a question of
whether these companies, which do not endeavoundrimize quality, prefer the

strategy of minimizing the cost of their serviceg.ithe cost-leadership strategy.
However, the research has shown that the priceather the lower costs, was not
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mentioned in the answers to the questions aboupetiive advantages at all, or to a
very low extent. It can therefore be concluded tmhpanies do not attempt to gain any
competitive advantage through price but really tigto quality, however questionable it
might be.

From the aforementioned facts it can be conclutiatidonsumers do not demand from
tourism companies such preciseness as from congpdmim other sectors, and find
even lower quality satisfactory — these comparties:t

« do not perceive a strong connection between custogatisfaction and their
competitiveness like other companies do;

» can see their service quality as a competitive atdwege, even though they feel the
quality could be improved;

» are not pressured into systematic quality managearahinto real implementation
of quality certificates in their operations;

» can achieve an increase in competitiveness despirse assessment of their
product or service quality;

e can achieve excellent financial results in spitalbthe aforementioned points.

Research limitation and further research suggestion

General applicability of the results and conclusionentioned is limited of several
factors. The structure of research sample, whichat the same as the structure of
companies in the Czech economy, may be seen dgghene. It decreases validity of
the results. Moreover, this factor supports a sitesamples because the number of
enterprises verges on the border of acceptab@ibjectivity of the results discovered is
the next problem as the point of view of subjectrespondents (enterprises) on the
research problem is the issue. The questionnaiteuils to find out if the data of
respondents are misrepresented by companies lwdasitnot possible to correct the
discovered distortion.

Further research suggestion is to better struchgesamples of companies in order to
compare individual sectors among each other; #seould be appropriate to increase
the total number of companies in the samples. Itmportant to arrange higher
objectivity of results but this we found to be thest difficult assignment. We believe
that it would be appropriate to enrich the reseavith consumers’ point of view. This
would lead to a complex appraisal of quality of €zeenterprises. In this case, a
problem may arise as of how to address customermdifidual enterprises. It is
possible to make quality research between custogmmerally but it is a question if
these results will be comparable and connectablle kgisearch results in enterprises.
Therefore we assume, that an integral ratio ofityugds an enterprise quality measure)
could be constructed and then with integral rafierderprise performance compared.

214



References

Accounts Commission for Scotlan@an’t get no satisfaction? Using a Gap Approach
to Measure Service Quality. 1999. Retrieved from: http://www.audit-
scotland.gov.uk/docs/local/2000/nr_000627_GAP_senguality.pdf .

ADAM, E. E. (1994). Alternative quality improvemeptactices and organizational
performanceJournal of Operations Managemenol. 12, No. 1, pp. 27-44.

ALE'N GONZA'LEZ M. E., FRAIZ BREA J. A. (2006)valuacio’n de la relacio’n

existente entre la calidad de servicio, la satisfam y las intenciones de
comportamiento en el a’mbito del turismo ternRévista Europea de Direccio’'n y
Economi’a de la Espresa. Vol. 15, No. 3, pp. 174-18

BACKMAN, S. J., VELDKAMP, C. (1995). Examination ¢fie Relationship between
service quality and user loyaltyournal of Park and Recreation Administratioviol.
13, No. 2, pp. 29-41.

BADE, F. J. (1986).The Economic Importance of Small Business and Medhirms
in the Federal Republic of Germanyew Firms and Regional Development in Europe,
London: Croom Helm, pp. 256-274.

BARNEY, J. (1991). Firm Resource and Sustained Guitipe AdvantageJournal of
ManagementVol. 17, No.1, pp. 99-120.

BEI, L. T., CHIAO Y. C. (2001). An integrated mdder the effects of perceived
product, perceived service quality and perceivacepiairness on consumer satisfaction
and loyalty. Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfactioaad Complaining
Behaviour.Vol. 14, pp. 125-140.

BIRLEY, S.; WESTHEAD, P. (1990). Growth and Perfamse Contrasts between
Types of Small FirmsStrategic Management Journdol. 11, No. 7, pp. 535-557.

BITNER, M., BOOMS, B., TETREAULT, M. (1990). The fdce Encounter:
Diagnosing Favorable and Unfavorable Incidedtsurnal of Marketing.Vol. 54, pp.
71-84.

BLAZEK, L. et al. (2009). Konkuremni schopnost podnik Analyza faktak
hospodéské UspSnosti. Druha etapaBrno: Masarykova univerzita. 1. vyd. ISBN 978-
80-210-5058-7.

BOWEN, D. (2002). Research through participant olzte@n in tourism: A creative
solution to the measurement of consumer satisfalclissatisfaction (CS/D) among
tourists.Journal of Travel ResearcWol. 41, No. 1, p. 4.

BRADY, M. K., CRONIN, J. J. (2001). Some new thotggton conceptualizing
perceived service quality: a hierarchical approddurnal of MarketingVol. 65, pp.
34-49.

CARO, L. M., GARCIA, J. A. M. (2008). Developing &ultidimensional and
hierarchical service quality model for the travgéacy industryTourism Management.
Vol. 29, Iss. 4, pp. 706-720.

215



CROMPTON, J. L., LOVE, L. L. (1995). The predictivelidity of alternative
approaches of evaluating quality of a festivaurnal of Travel Researciol. 34, pp.
11-24.

CROMPTON, J. L., MACKAY, K. J., FESENMAIER, D. R.1991). Identifying
dimensions of service quality in public recreatidournal of Park and Recreation
Administration Vol. 9, Iss. 3, pp. 15-27.

CRONIN, J. J., TAYLOR, S. A. (1996). Measuring seevquality: a reexamination and
extensionJournal of MarketingVol. 56, pp. 55-68.

CROSBY, P. B. (1979 Quality is free: The art of making quality certaicGraw Hill
Custom Publishing: New York, 309 p. ISBN 0070145121

CSN EN ISO 9001 ed. 2, 2010.

DAVIDSON, P. (1991). Continued Entrepreneurshipilifh Need and Opportunity as
Determinants of Small Firm Growtldpurnal of Business Venturinyol. 6, pp. 405—
429.

DENISON, D. R., ALEXANDER, J. M. (1986Ratterns and Profiles of Entrepreneurs:
Data from entrepreneurship ForumBrontiers of Entrepreneurship Research, Babson
College. pp. 578-593.

DOLLINGER, M. J. (1985). Environmental Contacts dfidancial Performance of the
Small Firm.Journal of Small Managementol. 23, No. 1, pp. 24-30

DOUGLAS, T. J., JUDGE, W. Q. (2001). Total qualityanagement implementation
and competitive advantage: the role of structuaatol and explorationAcademy of
Management JournaWol. 44, No. 1, pp. 158-169.

DUCHESNEAU, D. A.; GARTNER, W. B. (1990). A Profilef New Venture Succes
and Failure in an Emerging Industdournal of Business Venturingol. 5, pp. 297—
312.

EASTON, G. S., JARRELL, S. L. (1998). The effecfsatal quality management on
corporate performance: an empirical investigatitournal of Businessv/ol. 71, No. 2,
pp. 253-307.

FROST, B. (1999). Performance metrics: The newtegjia discipline Strategy and
Leadership ABI/INFORM Global. Vol. 27, No 3, p. 34.

FUENTES-FUENTES, M. M., ALBACETE-SAEZ, C. A., LLORES-MONTES, F. J.
(2004). The impact of environmental characteristics on TQhinciples and
organizational performancé®Omega. Vol. 32 No. 6, pp. 425-442.

GARVIN, D. A. (1984). What does product quality llgamean?Sloan Management
Review Vol. 26, No.1., pp. 25-43.

GARVIN, D. A. (1987). Competing on the eight dimems of quality. Harvard
Business Reviewol. 65, No. 6, pp. 101-109.

GARVIN, D. A. (1991).How the Baldrige Award Really Workslarvard Business
Review. Vol. 69, No 6, pp. 80-94.

216



GRONROOS, C. (1984). A service quality model and itarketing implications.
European Journal of Marketing/ol. 18, No. 4, pp. 36—44.

HABER, S., REICHEL, A. (2005). ldentifying Performze Measures of Small
Ventures — The Case of the Tourism Indusiqurnal of Small Business Management
Vol. 43, No. 3, pp. 257-286.

HACKMAN, J., WAGEMAN, R. (1995). Total quality magament. empirical,
conceptual and practical issudglministrative Science Quarterlyol. 40, pp. 309-42.

HALL, W. K. (1980). Survival Strategies in a HostiEnvironmentHarvard Business
Review Vol. 58, pp.75—85.

HARARI, O. (1993). Ten reasons why TQM doesn’t wokkanagement Reviewol
82, No. 1, ABI/INFORM Global pg. 33.

HENDRICKS, K. B., SINGHAL, V. R. (1997). Does Impfenting an Effective TQM
Program Actually Improve Operating Performance? Eog Evidence from Firms
that have Won Quality AwardManagement Scienc¥ol. 43, Iss. 9, pp. 1258-1274.

HERNANDEZ-MAESTRO, R. M., MUNOZ-GALLEGO, P. A., SANOS-REQUEJO,
L. (2009). Small Business Owners’Knowledge and Rdmaurism Establishment
Performance in SpainJournal of travel resechVol. 48, No. 1, pp. 58-77. DOI:
10.1177/0047287508328794.

HOWAT, G., ABSHER, J., CRILLEY, J., MILNE, I. (1996Measuring customer
service quality in sports and leisure centrb&anaging Lemure. Vol. 1, No. 1, pp. 77—
89.

CHAPMAN, R. L., MURRAY, P. C.,, MELLOR, R (1997). @tegic quality
management and financial performance indicataternational Journal of Quality and
Reliability Management/ol. 14, No. 4, pp. 432-448.

CHONG, V. K., RUNDUS, M. J. (2004). Total quality amagement, market
competition and organizational performangée British Accounting Reviewol. 36,
No. 2, pp. 155-172. DOI: 10.1016/j.bar.2003.10.006.

JOHANNISSON, B (1993)Designing supportive contexts for emerging entegyi
Small Business Dynamics: International, Nationall &wegional Perspectives London:
Routledge.

JOHNSON, M. D., GUSTAFSSON, A., ANDREASSEN, T. WERVIK, L., CHA., J.
(2000). The evaluation and future of national coso satisfaction index models.
Journal of Economic Psychologyol. 22, No. 2, pp. 217-245.

KALLEBERG, A. L.; LEICHT, K. T. (1991). Gender ardrganzational Performance:
Determinants of Small Business Survival and Suckeademy of Management Journal
Vol. 34, No 1, pp. 136-161.

KANG, G. D. (2006). The hierarchical structure darndce quality: integration of
technical and functional qualitianaging Service Qualityvol. 16, No. 1, pp. 37-50.
DOI: 10.1108/09604520610639955

217



KANG, G. D., JAMES, J., ALEXANDRIS K. (2002). Meamment of internal service
quality: application of the Servqual battery tceimal service qualityManaging Service
Quiality. Vol. 12, No. 5, pp. 278-291. DOI: 10.1108/09602520442065

KEAN, R, GASKILL, L.; LEISTRITZ, L., JASPER, C., BBTOW-SHOOP, H.,
JOLLY, L., STERNQUIST, B. (1998). Effects of ComnitynCharacteristics, Business
Environment and Competitive Strategies on RurahiRBlusiness Performancégurnal
of Small Business Managemevibl. 36, No. 2, p. 45-57.

KIECHEL, W. (1981):Three (or Four, or More) Ways to WiRortune. Vol. 104, pp.
181-184.

LAI, K (2003). Market orientation in quality-orieed organizations and its impact on
their performancelnternational Journal of Production Economidgol. 84., Iss. 1, pp.
17-34. DOI: 10.1016/S0925-5273(02)00382-1

LARSEN, M. A. (2003). TQM and Organizational Perfance Improvement.
International Journal of Production Economidgol. 84, pp. 17-34.

LEMAK, D. J., REED, R., SATISH, P. K. (1997). Contment to total quality
management: Is there a relationship with firm penfance? Journabf Quality
ManagementVol. 2, Iss. 1, pp. 67-86.

LERNER, M., HABER, S. (2001). Performance FactofsSmall Tourism Ventures:
The Interface of Tourism, Entrepreneurship andBhgironment,Journal of Business
Venturing Vol. 16, pp. 77-100. DOI: 10.1016/S0883-9026(99&B-5.

LEWIS, R. C., BOOMS, B. H. (1983)The marketing aspect of service quality
Emerging perspectives on services marketing. CbicAgnerican Marketing, pp. 99—
107.

LOSCOCCO, K. A.; LEICHT, K. T. (1993). Gender, Weramily Linkages and
Economic among Small Business Owndmjrnal of Marriage and The Familyol. 5,
pp. 875-887.

LYNN W. P., CHANG D. R., BUZZELL, R. D. (1983). &duct Quality, Cost Position
and Business Performance: A Test of Some Key HgsathiThe Journal of Marketing
Vol. 47, No. 2, pp. 26-43.

MACKAY, K. J., CROMPTON, J. L. (1990). Measuringethquality of recreation
servicesJournal of Park and Recreation Administratiofol. 8, No. 3, pp. 47-56.

MADU, C. N., KUEI C. H., JACOB, R. A. (1996). An quinical assessment of the
influence of quality dimensions on organizationatfprmancelnternational Journal of
Production Research/ol. 34, No. 7, pp. 1943-1962.

MAIGA, A. S., JACOBS, F. A. (2005). Antecedents a@dnsequences of Quality
PerformanceBehavioral Research in Accountingol. 17, pp. 111-131.

MAISTER, D. H. (2001)Practice what you preach: What managers must doré¢ate
a high achievement culturéelhe free press. New York. London. Toronto. Sydney
Singapure. ISBN. 0-7432-1592-3.

218



MILLER, A., WILLSON B., ADAMS M. (1988). FinanciaPerformance Patterns of
New Corporate Ventures: An Alternative to TradiabiMeasuresjJournal of Business
Venturing Vol. 3, No. 4, pp. 287-299.

MOHR, J., SPEKMAN, R. (1994). Characteristics oftRarship Succes: Partnership
Attributes, Communication Behavior and Conflict Blesion TechniquesStrategic
Management JournaWol. 15, pp. 135-152.

MORRISON, A., TEIXERA, R. (2004). Small businessfpemance: a tourism sector
focus.Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Develogméal. 11 Iss: 2, pp.166—
173, DOI: 10.1108/14626000410537100.

MONROE, K. B., KRISHNAN, R. (1983)The effect of price on subjective product
evaluations Blackburg: Virginia polytechnic institute, worlgrpaper.

NAMKUNG Y., JANG, S. (2008). Are highly satisfiecestaurant customers really
different? A quality perception perspectivaternational Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality = Management Vol. 20, No. 2, pp. 142-155, DOIL:
10.1108/09596110810852131.

NILSSON L., JOHNSON, M. D., GUSTAFSSON, A. (200The impact of quality
practices on customer satisfaction and businessltsesproduct versus services
organizationsJournal of Quality Managemerivol. 6, No. 1, pp. 5-27.

O’FARREL, P. (1986). The Nature of New Firms inldrel: Empirical Evidence and
Policy Implications New Firms and Regional Development in Eurdpendon: Croom
Helm, pp. 151-183.

Official pages iso.ordnternational organization for standardizatipRetrieved June 1,
2010 from http://www.iso.org/iso/home.html.

Official pages John stark associates. Retrieved e Juh, 2010, from
http://www.johnstark.com/fwtgm.html.

Official pages mpo.czFinancni analyzy podnikové sféry jmyslu a stavebnictvi v
prislusnych letech Retrieved June 1, 2010, from http://www.mpo.cafgaistr-a-
ministerstvo/analyticke-materialy/.

Official pages npj.czinformace o Narodnim systému kvality sluzeb v gasto ruchuy
Retrieved June 1, 2010, from http://www.npj.cz/soyfdokumenty/informace-o-
narodnim-systemu-kvality-sluzeb-v-cr-doc1269958d84.

Official pages unwto.orgmproving CompetitivenesRetrieved March 31, 2010, from
http://www.unwto.org/quality/index.php.

ORSER, B. J., HOGARTH-SCOTT, S., RIDING, A. L. (Z0Performance, Firm Size
and Management Problem Solvintpurnal of Small Business Managemeviol. 38,
No. 4, pp. 42-58.

PARASURAMAN A., ZEITHAML V. A.,, BERRY L. L. (1988). SERVQUAL: a
multiple item scale for measuring customer peroggtiof service qualityJournal of
Retailing.Vol. 64, No. 1, pp. 12-40.

219



PARASURAMAN, A., ZEITHAML, V. (2006).Understanding and Improving Service
Quality: A Literature Review and Research Agenla WEITZ, B., WENSLEY, R.
(Ed.), Handbook of Marketing. London: Sage Pubiirad.

PARASURAMAN, A., ZEITHAML, V. A., BERRY, L. L. (19%). A conceptual model
of service quality and its implications for futuresearch.The Journal of Marketing.
Vol. 49, No. 4, pp. 41-50.

PARASURAMAN, A., ZEITHAML, V. A., BERRY, L. L. (199). Reassessment of
expectations as a comparison standard in meassgngce quality: implications for
further researchirhe Journal of Marketingvol. 58, No. 1, pp 111-124.

RICHARD, O. C. (2000). Racial Diversity, Businedsafegy and Firm Performance: A
ressource Based Viewcademy of Management Journgbl. 43, No. 2, pp. 164-177.

ROBINSON, P. B., SEXTON, E. A. (1994). The Effe¢ttmlucation and Experience of
Self-Employment Succedpurnal of Business Venturingol. 9, No. 2, pp. 141-156.

SANTOS-VIJANDE, M. L, ALVAREZ-GONZALES, L. I. (200 TQM and firms
performance: An EFQM excellence model researchdaserey.International Journal
of Business Science and Applied Managemésit 2, No. 2.

SEXTON, E. A.; ROBINSON P. B. (1989)The Economic and Demographic
Determinants of Self Employmerirontiers of Entrepreneurship Research, Babson
College, pp. 28-42.

SHEA, C., HOWELL, J. (1998). Organizational antem@d to the successful
implementation of total quality managemedwurnal of Quality ManagemenYol. 3,
pp. 3—24. DOI: 10.1016/S1084-8568(99)80101-1.

SMITH, N. R., BRACKER, J. S., MINER, J. B. (198.orrelates of Firms and
Entrepreneur Succes in Technologically Innovativem@Panies Frontiers of
Entrepreneurship Research: Babson Collage PresS/pal.

SRINAVASAN R., WOO, C. Y., COOPER, A. C. (19948erformance Determinants
for Men and Female EntrepreneurSrontiers of Entrepreneurship Research, Babson
College.

SUBEDI, D., MAHESHWARI, S. (2007). Impact of totquality management (TQM)
on profitability and efficiency of Baldridge awaxdnners.Delhi Business Review X,
Vol. 8, No. 1.

TAKEUCHI, H., QUELCH, J. A. (1983). Quality is mothan making a good product.
Harvard business reviewol. 61, pp. 139-145.

TAYLOR, S. A., BAKER, T. L. (1994). An assessmerittbe relationship between
service quality and customer satisfaction in themfition of consumers” purchase
intentions.Journal of retailing Vol. 70, No. 2, 1994, pp. 163-178.

TAYLOR, W. A, WRIGHT, G. H. (2003).A longitudinal study of TQM
implementation: factors influencing success anarsilOmega, Vol. 31, pp. 97-111.

TERZIOVSKI, M., SAMSON, D. (1999). The link betwe¢otal quality management
practice and organizational performancaternational Journal of Quality and

220



Reliability =~ Management Vol. 1, No. 3, pp. 226-237, DOI:
10.1108/02656719910223728.

VAJCNEROVA, 1., RYGLOVA, K. (2010). Approaches to theaity management in
tourism servicesActa univ. agric. et silvicMendel. Brun. No. 6, pp. 607-612.

WESTHEAD, P., WRIGHT, M.UCBASARAN, D. (2001). Thaternationalization of
New and Small Firms: A Resource-Based Vidaurnal of Business Venturingol. 16,
No. 4, pp. 333-358.

WRUCK, K. H., JENSEN, M. C. (1994). Science, Speciknowledge and Total
Quality Managementlournal of Accounting and Economi¢ol. 18, No. 3, pp. 247-
287.

YORK, K. M., MIREE, C. E. (2004). Causation or coadion: an empirical re-
examination of the link between TQM and financiaérfprmance. Journal of
Operations Managemenol. 22, pp. 291-311. DOI: 10.1016/j.jom.20040I2L.

ZEITHAML, V. A., PARASURAMAN, A., BERRY, L. (1990).Delivering Quality
Service New York: The Free Press.

221



RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN QUALITY AND PERFORMANCE: TOURI SM
COMPANIES IN THE CZECH REPUBLIC

Milan Sedlatek, Petr Suchanek, Jti Spalek, Petra Stamfestova

Faculty of Economics and Administration, Masarykivémsity, Lipova 41a, 602 00
Brno, Czech Republic, e-mail: milan.sedlacek@maihihtz, suchycz@yahoo.com,
spalek@econ.muni.cz, stamfestova.petra@mail.muni.cz

Abstract: This article analyzes perception of quality as etda of performance of
companies operating in the tourism industry. Thérotluction defines business
performance and quality with a focus on tourism panies. A synthesis of findings
from empirical studies conducted abroad follows] enfocused on the determinants of
performance of a company (success), including tiadity management which emerged
as one of the important factors, and so theserfggljustify the importance of quality
management in business practice. The aim of thislaiis to find the perception of
quality and emphasis on the quality managemenbwfigm companies in the Czech
Republic. To identify the specific characteristafsquality perception and management
in this sector, comparative analysis of questiomnaésults, and results of a financial
analysis of companies from various sectors of thec@ economy, with emphasis on
tourism, has been used. It has been proved thatpises in the sectors surveyed
perceive quality as the key factor in business guerfince; it was also empirically
shown that companies with higher levels of servigmlity reach better values of
financial indicators. Also it was found that altlybutourism companies perceive the
service quality of as one of the key success factbe level of its actual implementing
is low. This is related to the fact that relativglyod financial results can be achieved in
this industry without adjustment of the maximum touser service. This fact is also
confirmed by the findings that show that in compani to companies in other sectors,
tourism companies still perceive relationship betweuality production and business
performance as substandard.
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