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ABSTRACT

The success of hotel businesses primarily hinges on delivering quality service, and achieving
this is possible through the measurement of the provided quality. In the context of measuring
service quality, the Service Quality Gap Model developed by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and
Berry (1985) is commonly utilized. Subsequently, in 1988, Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry
expanded this model and identified five fundamental gaps between customers' expectations
and perceptions of service quality. The first four gaps are related to factors within the
organization, while the fifth gap focuses on the disparity between customer expectations and
perceptions and is a function of the first four gaps. In previous research, it has been observed
that researchers often concentrate on the fifth gap, neglecting the viewpoints of the service
providers. Within this context, the aim of this study is to investigate the underlying causes of
the gap between customers' expectations and perceptions of service quality in the context of
hotel businesses. The population of the study comprises managers and employees working in
4 and 5-star hotels in Antalya. Non-probability sampling, specifically convenience sampling,
was used in the research. Data was collected from 217 managers and 217 employees using a
questionnaire. Validity and reliability analyses were conducted in the data analysis process.
The findings of the study indicate that the abundance of hierarchical levels between
management and employees, perceived control issues, paperwork negatively impacting
service quality, independent efforts in promotional activities, and making excessive promises
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to customers are significant factors affecting service quality.

1. Introduction

One of the most significant factors that differentiate a
service business from others is its ability to produce and
deliver services of higher quality than its competitors.
Many service businesses gain a competitive advantage by
providing distinct and expected levels of service quality,
ensuring the sustainability of their profitability, and
achieving a dominant position in the market (Karahan,
2000, pp. 113). One of the areas where services are
intensively provided is undoubtedly hotel businesses.
Service quality plays a crucial role in the success and
continuity of hotel operations. Businesses that offer higher
quality services tend to attract more customers and become
more sought after, while those that fail to do so may face
the risk of eventual obsolescence. However, consistently
delivering the same standards of service to customers has
become quite challenging. This is because customer desires
and needs are constantly evolving, and customers
increasingly expect higher levels of service quality.
Businesses must continuously  monitor changing

preferences and expectations and be able to respond
quickly to customer needs (Gondelen, 2007, pp. 32).
However, determining the quality of any service is much
more complex and challenging than determining the
quality of any product.

A review of the relevant literature reveals that various
approaches and models are preferred for measuring service
quality. Researchers have been known to employ different
models to measure service quality, including Gronroos's
service quality model (Grénross, 1984; Kitap¢i, Yildirim,
& Comlek, 2011; Kozak & Aydin, 2018), the Kano model
(Kano, 1984; Berger et al., 1993; Matzler et al., 1996;
Matzler & Hinterhuber, 1998; Pawitra & Tan, 2003; Yun
& Ree, 2006; Gregory & Parsa, 2013), the Servqual model
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; Babakus &
Mangold, 1992; Asubonteng et al., 1996; Lam, 1997;
Atilgan et al., 2003; Eleren & Kilig, 2007), and the
Servperf model (Cronin & Taylor, 1994, pp. 131,
Durvasula, 1999; Jain & Gupta, 2004; Oztirk &
Kenzhebayeva, 2013). Despite numerous studies and
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different approaches, it has been observed that the most
widely used service quality measurement model is the
“Extended Service Quality Gap Model” developed by
Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988). According to
this model, there are five fundamental gaps between
customer expectations and perceptions. The first four of
these gaps pertain to the service-providing organization
and can be controlled by organizations to some extent. The
fifth gap is a function of these four gaps and is related to
the customer using the service (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, &
Berry, 1985, pp. 44; Dotchin & Oakland, 1994, pp. 33).

In the reviewed studies, there has generally been a focus on
customer expectations and perceptions, while the
viewpoints of service providers have not been adequately
addressed or have been neglected (Marshall et al., 1998;
Mills & Ungson, 2001, pp. 252). Based on this, the current
study examines the perspectives of managers and
employees, and it centers on four underlying dimensions
that contribute to the gap between customer expectations
and perceptions. Consequently, this research aims to
identify the barriers to the development of service quality
in hotel businesses and shed light on factors that facilitate
improved service delivery by these establishments.
Furthermore, the limited number of studies conducted in
the Turkish literature, as revealed during the literature
review, underscores the significance of this research.
Investigating this overlooked topic is expected to
contribute to both the academic literature and the service
industry in terms of enhancing service quality.

service quality is the degree to which a business can
identify customer needs and requirements. Ghobadian,
Speller, and Jones (1994) approach service quality as the
extent to which provided services meet customer
expectations. Similarly, Kandampully (1998, pp. 433)
defines it as “the comparison of customer expectations with
the delivered service”. Another author who approaches the
concept of service quality in a similar way is Gronroos.
Gronroos suggests that service quality is based on the
comparison between the quality customers expect from
service providers and the quality of the service they receive
(Gronross, 1984). From the above-mentioned quality
definitions, it can be concluded that the definition of this
concept depends largely on customers, and the evaluation
of areceived service as high-quality is primarily influenced
by the customer. However, each individual's expectations
of service differ. Even if they receive the same service from
the same person at the same time, their thoughts about this
service may vary. In short, the most crucial factor
determining service quality is what individuals expect and
what they encounter. It is believed that the main reason
why authors approach the concept in this way is this fact.
Based on this, it is possible to approach service quality as
“expected and perceived service quality” (Sarbak, 2009,

pp. 32).

The Extended Service Quality Gap Model

2. Literature

The development of technology, increasing levels of
prosperity, growing wealth, women finding their place in
the workforce, and rising expectations of individuals have
contributed to the advancement of the service sector,
making it a pervasive phenomenon in all aspects of life
(Erkut, 1995, pp. 9; Ozkul & Bozkurt, 2006, pp. 325).
Generally, a service can be defined as “an activity or
benefit provided by one person or organization that
delivers utility and satisfaction when utilized, intangible in
nature, and does not result in the ownership of any physical
entity by the purchaser” (Kotler, 1982). Zeithaml and
Bitner (2000, pp. 2), on the other hand, describe a service
as “acts, processes, and performances.” The reason for the
diverse definitions of services can be attributed to their
inherent characteristics. It is possible to encapsulate the
fundamental characteristics of services under the headings
of intangibility, inseparability, perishability, heterogeneity,
and lack of ownership (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry,
1985, pp. 41; Assael, 1993, pp. 368).

The quality of the service provided is of vital importance
to the success of businesses. In its most general definition,
service quality is “the ability of businesses to meet or
exceed customer expectations. In other words, the
difference between customer expectations and perceptions
is defined as service quality” (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, &
Berry, 1988). According to Edvardsson (1998, pp. 144),

The Servqual Model, developed by Parasuraman,
Zeithaml, and Berry (1988, 1991, 1994), was restructured
with a focus on the factors contributing to unsuccessful
service delivery or the root causes of service problems.
They developed the model, referred to as the “Extended
Service Quality Gap Model” (Siitiitemiz, 2005, pp 29). In
other words, they categorized the differences in service
quality, defined as the “discrepancy between customer
expectations and perceptions,” into five dimensions. The
first four dimensions are related to the service-providing
firm and encompass elements that the firm can control. The
fifth dimension pertains to the customer who benefits from
the service and is a function of the first four dimensions
(Douglas & Connor, 2003, pp. 168).

Gap 1: The gap between customer expectations and
management's perception of customer expectations.

Gap 2: The gap between management's perception of
customer expectations and their translation into quality
standards.

Gap 3: The gap between the specified service standards
and the actual service delivered.

Gap 4: The gap between service delivery and external
communication.

Gap 5: The gap between the service perceived by the
customer and the service expected by the customer

The Barriers to Service Quality Improvement

The gaps between customer expectations and perceptions
that indicate service quality and the factors hindering the
delivery of quality service are explained as follows
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e Barrier 1 - The Gap Between Customer Expectations and
Management's Perception of Customer Expectations

One of the fundamental activities to compete and succeed
in service businesses is to understand what customers
expect from the businesses (Ozkul, 2007, pp. 124). The
primary reason for the emergence of this barrier is the
accurate perception of customer expectations by the
service-providing business (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, &
Berry, 1990, pp. 52; Zikmund, Raymond, & Gilbert, 2003,
pp. 156). According to Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry
(1985), there are three conceptual factors that contribute to
the emergence of this barrier. These factors can be listed as
not giving enough importance to marketing research, lack
of upward communication, and excessive hierarchical
levels between management and employees. These
elements are explained in detail below.

*Insufficiency in Marketing Research: Marketing research
involves gathering detailed data about the characteristics,
needs, and desires of consumer and organizational markets
(Bowie & Buttle, 2011, pp. 45). Business managers who
do not prioritize marketing research find it quite
challenging to perceive customer expectations accurately
Analyzing customer priorities accurately allows for the
efficient allocation of resources to the relevant areas.
Additionally, the dynamic nature of customer expectations
and their tendency to change necessitate that research be
conducted at specific intervals and continuously updated

(Zeithaml & Bitner, 2000, pp. 110).

*Lack of Upward Communication: Due to the excessive
workload and responsibilities of individuals at the
management level, it is not feasible to know the
expectations of each individual customer. It can be argued
that employees who have continuous interaction with
customers have much more information about customer
needs and expectations compared to those at the
management level. Therefore, it largely depends on
managers reaching out to employees who have direct
contact with customers to acquire accurate information

about customer expectations (Yilmaz, 2013, pp. 121).

*Excessive Number of Management Levels: The excessive
number of management levels between front-line
employees in direct contact with customers and the upper
management can lead to inadequate communication, data
and time loss, and misinterpretation of information (Oguz,
2010, pp. 62). This is because having a high number of
management levels delays communication between the
two sides, and front-line employees struggle to convey
crucial customer expectations and information to upper-
level managers. In summary, as the number of individuals
between managers and front-line employees increases, it
becomes more challenging for information to reach
managers accurately.

e Barrier 2 - Discrepancy between Management's Perception
of Customer Expectations and Their Conversion into Quality
Standards

In service businesses, accurately identifying customer

expectations is not always sufficient to compete with

competitors and deliver high-quality services. It is essential
to put into practice the information obtained through proper
market research (Zeithaml & Bitner, 1996, pp. 41). In other
words, businesses that overcome the first barrier, that is,
understanding what customers truly want, but cannot
translate customer expectations into service quality
standards, will still face challenges in delivering quality

(Oztiirk, 2017, pp. 190). Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry

(1990, pp. 72) have identified four factors that contribute

to the second gap. These factors are as follows:

* Lack of Management's Desire to Improve Service
Quality: Business managers may not always view service
quality as a significant strategy (Karatepe, 1997, pp. 97).
For example, in a hotel business, market research might
reveal that customers prefer to check in online and avoid
waiting at the front desk. However, the hotel manager, even
after learning this information, may choose to allocate the
budget for an automation system to a different department
and neglect the importance of meeting customer
expectations.

* Failure to Set Objectives: Another phenomenon that
constitutes the second obstacle is not being able to set a
specific goal. Setting the right goal and making efforts to
achieve these goals will positively affect quality service,
individual success and organizational performance. In
addition, goal setting will also help the general control of
the business (Yilmaz, 2013, pp. 122). However, business
managers are not always willing to set service quality
targets. This situation causes one of the factors that prevent
the development of service quality.

* Llack of Task Standardization: Lack of task
standardization is a type of behavior within the second
obstacle that causes disruption of service quality. The fact
that the human factor plays an important role in service
delivery prevents it from being the same at different times
and in different places. It is quite common for the quality
and form of service to vary from day to day and from
customer to customer (Zeithaml & Bitner, 2000). In order
to overcome this deficiency, it is recommended that
businesses actively use automation systems, have
sufficient technological tools and equipment, and conduct
incomplete employee performance evaluations.

* Lack of Feasibility Perception: The degree to which
business managers believe they can meet customer
expectations is the feasibility perception. Reasons for this
lack of confidence may include businesses not having the
necessary capabilities to meet customer expectations,
failing to meet expectations without affecting financial
performance, and employees lacking the required
qualifications (Ciftgi, 2006, pp. 39). The higher the
feasibility perception, the greater the commitment of
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management to improving service quality, and the rate of
action in this regard will be influenced accordingly. The
most important factors influencing this perception are the
capacity and economic competence of the business (Giizel,
2006, pp. 107).

e Barrier 3 - Discrepancy Between Defined Service Standards
and Actual Service Delivered

Discrepancy Between Defined Service Standards and
Actual Service Delivered, also known as service
performance, is primarily caused by the inability to deliver
services at the desired level despite correctly identified
customer expectations and standards (Parasuraman,
Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988: 36). In other words, this barrier
arises from the difference between the characteristics of the
service as presented and the service as it should be
delivered. This discrepancy is often encountered in
industries that require close interaction with customers
(Ozkul, 2007, pp- 137). To minimize this barrier, it is
crucial to fully support the established standards in every
aspect. For example, in a lodging establishment with a
large number of rooms, a standard may be set for each
room to be cleaned within an average of 12 minutes.
However, if the required number of skilled employees or
necessary technology to clean the rooms within the defined
time is not provided, it becomes impossible to clean the
rooms according to the established standards. In short, the
defined standards need to be supported by the system,
infrastructure, and employees. According to the research
conducted by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988),
the obstacles leading to the third gap are detailed below.

* Lack of Teamwork: Due to factors such as increasing
competition, technological advancements, continuous
changes in customer needs, and rising expectations,
individual decisions made within businesses may prove to
be insufficient. Therefore, in order to gain a competitive
advantage, develop employee skills and creativity, and
harness their potential, it is essential to form teams
consisting of individuals with diverse characteristics and
utilize these teams effectively (ilhan & Ince, 2015, pp.
128). Teamwork encourages employees to perceive
themselves as valuable members of the organization and
motivates them to work together within a shared purpose
(Gordon, 1998, pp. 41).

* Employee-Job Mismatch: In businesses, the effective
execution of various activities that differ from each other
relies on the presence of individuals with diverse skills and
personality traits. This situation necessitates the
employment of qualified, skilled, and job-appropriate
individuals within businesses. To achieve harmony
between the employee and the job, it is necessary for both
the individual's abilities and personality structure to be
suitable for the job (Alpugan et al., 1987). Particularly in
the tourism sector, where the human element holds special
importance, employee-job fit is crucial. This is because
customers come into direct contact with the respective
employee the moment they enter tourism establishments,

and their initial perceptions about the business are shaped
accordingly.

* Technology-Job Mismatch: One of the reasons for the
gap between the defined features of a service and the
service actually delivered is the technological tools and
equipment that employees use in performing their tasks
(Ciftgi, 2006, pp. 40). For instance, in a lodging
establishment, it is essential to provide the appropriate
tools and technology for a housekeeping staff member to
clean a room within a specified time frame. When the
technology used is suitable for the job and helps reduce the
workload of the employee, several positive outcomes can
be expected. Employee performance will improve,
workflow will remain consistent, the perception that
employees can perform their tasks will change, the time
required to complete the job will decrease, and as a result,
both customer and employee expectations will be met
(Y1ldiz, 2009, pp. 18).

* Perceived Lack of Control: Perceived control can be
defined as an individual's response to whether they can
control the environment during work or under stress
(Yumusak, 2006, pp. 64). Not granting sufficient initiative
to the individuals providing the service when meeting
customer requests and making them dependent on
obtaining approvals from other individuals and
departments can lead to employees experiencing stress and
elongating the problem-solving process (Sevimli, 2006, pp.
28).

* Lack of Control Monitoring Systems: Control monitoring
system refers to the efforts made to determine an
individual's level of success and efficiency in any subject.
Establishing an effective control system has become
crucial in the service sector, which is based on the human
element (Benligiray, 1999, pp. 30). The data obtained from
the assessment will facilitate the achievement of the
company's objectives. Moreover, establishing an effective
control monitoring system will determine the return on
investment in employees. The data obtained from the
evaluation are used in determining training needs, salary
increases, selecting employees for rewards, promotion
decisions, identifying employees’ weaknesses, and
revealing existing and potential future problems (Oriicii &
Koéseoglu, 2003, pp. 27).

* Role Conflict: Role conflict defined as a situation where
an individual who needs to perform one or more roles
simultaneously finds it difficult or impossible to do so due
to conflicting roles between different people or roles
assigned to the individual (Gok¢e & Sahin, 2003, pp. 146).
For example, a hotel establishment may expect its front
desk employee to complete the check-in process within a
specified minute and handle more customers. However,
customers may expect the employee to display more
friendliness. This situation may cause the employee to be
caught in the middle and experience role conflict.
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* Role Ambiguity: Role ambiguity is defined as the
situation where an employee's job responsibilities and
expectations are unclear or not well-defined (Kim et al.,
1996, pp. 951). Role ambiguity can be attributed to the
failure of management to provide clear and specific
information to employees regarding job descriptions,
company policies, and performance evaluations, as well as
inadequate knowledge among employees about products
and services and a lack of training in effective
communication with customers (Oguz, 2010, pp. 64).

e Barrier 4- Discrepancy Between Service Delivery and
External Communication

In the service sector, many of the products customers
intend to purchase have abstract characteristics, and
therefore, the marketing of these products requires the use
of tangible information (Yildirgan & Zengin, 2014, pp. 69).
In other words, customers need some clues to form
opinions about the tourism products they intend to
purchase. The most prominent of these clues are media
tools such as television, radio, websites, advertisements,
and more. These factors, which influence customer
expectations, shape consumers' thoughts about the service
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985, pp. 45).
Coordinating between the operational staff and marketing
departments when providing information to customers
about the hotel will reduce the gap between the service
promised by businesses and the service actually delivered
(Korkmaz, 2006, pp. 55). Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and
Berry (1994) have identified two significant factors that
create this gap.

* Llack of Horizontal Communication: Horizontal
communication is a type of communication that occurs
between employees and departments with equal authority
levels (Karatepe, 1997, pp. 103). The main purpose of
establishing a horizontal communication system in
businesses is to coordinate employees and departments
within the framework of the company's goals (Bell &
Smith, 1999, pp. 36). In the service sector, one example of
horizontal communication is between the sales and
marketing department and employees who have face-to-
face communication  with  customers. In this
communication, employees who interact with customers
provide information to the sales and marketing department
about what promises should be made in the promotion of
the business. This prevents the sales and marketing
department from making promises that exceed what the
business can actually deliver (Y1lmaz, 2013, pp. 127). For
example, if a hotel's sales and marketing department makes
an announcement on the official website that “your pets are
welcome” without obtaining the necessary information
from the receptionist, and customers choose the hotel with
this expectation, the negative response they encounter will
adversely affect customers' perception of quality.

* Tendency to Make Excessive Promises: In the service
sector, as competition among companies increases and
services diversify, businesses may be tempted to make

promises they cannot keep in order to compete with their
rivals and retain existing and potential customers. For
example, if a small hotel has very small rooms but, in order
to compete with its rivals, it portrays its rooms as very large
through clever camera angles in brochures or
advertisements, it demonstrates a tendency to make
excessive promises (Devebakan & Aksarayli, 2003, pp.
42). Anything shown beyond the capacity of the business
will raise customer expectations, and unattainable
customer expectations can lead to customer dissatisfaction,
a decrease in perceived quality, and damage to the
business's image (Yilmaz, 2007, pp. 56). To reduce the
hindrance to service quality, businesses should
communicate the service they can realistically and
qualitatively provide to customers and avoid making
promises of services that cannot be delivered (Zeithaml &
Bitner, 2000, pp. 488).

3. Method

In the competitive environment of the hotel industry, where
businesses aim to stand out, it is essential for all managers
and employees to maintain service quality at the highest
level to meet customer expectations (Yesilyurt, 2011, pp.
110). Service quality measurement studies have been
conducted in both the tourism sector and other sectors,
utilizing various measurement models. Among these
models, the Servqual model developed by Parasuraman,
Zeithaml, and Berry (1985, 1991, 1994) and its scale have
been widely used. However, in the majority of these
studies, efforts were mainly focused on measuring the gap
between customer expectations and perceptions (Uner et
al., 1998, pp. 454). In other words, these studies
predominantly concentrated on customer expectations and
overlooked the underlying factors (Barrier 1, Barrier 2,
Barrier 3, Barrier 4) that could hinder service quality. In
the present study, four fundamental barriers that stand
before service quality were examined in the context of
hotel businesses. These barriers arise from the
misperception of customer expectations by the business,
inappropriate service quality standards, the inability of the
business to deliver services in line with correctly defined
service standards, and the disparity between the services
promised by the business and the services actually
provided (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1985;
Uygug, 1998). In line with this perspective, the aim of this
study is to investigate the barriers briefly mentioned above,
which can lead to service quality deficiencies.

The population of this research consists of the managers
and employees of 4 and 5-star hotel businesses located in
Antalya. The reason for choosing this population is due to
the high level of organization opportunities in terms of
their management and organizational structures (Kingir,
2006, pp. 467). According to the data from the Ministry of
Culture and Tourism, there were 534, 4 and 5-star hotel
businesses in Antalya in the year 2021 (ktb.gov.tr, 2021).
Within the scope of the study, it was deemed appropriate
to collect data from one manager and one employee from
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each hotel business. The sample size that can best represent
the population, considering a 90% confidence level and a
sampling error #0.05, is sufficient to have 217 managers
and 217 employees (Karagoz, 2019, pp. 264). In the
implementation process of the research, a total of 434
individuals were reached, and it was deemed appropriate to
subject the collected data to analysis.

In this research, the questionnaire form directed towards
managers and employees in hotel businesses was created
using the study of Parasuraman et al.(1991). The factors
considered differently in this study were noticed to be
potential obstacles to improving service quality, and they
have been named as such in our study. According to the
scale developed by Parasuraman et al.(1991), two
obstacles related to managers and two obstacles related to
employees were identified. All the statements included in
the research were translated into Turkish with the
consultation of an academic expert who specializes in the
field and provides education in a foreign language.
Furthermore, attention was paid to language compatibility,
and the statements were translated back into English for
rechecking. A 5-point Likert scale was preferred in the
scale where organizational obstacles causing service
quality deficiencies were tried to be determined based on
the views of managers and employees. Each statement in
the scale corresponds to the values of “Strongly Disagree”
(1), “Disagree” (2), “Neither Agree nor Disagree” (3),
“Agree” (4), “Strongly Agree” (5). Information about the
sub-dimensions and how many statements each sub-
dimension consists of is provided in Table 1.

4. Findings

The correct interpretation of research results highly
depends on how the data obtained in the scope of the study
will be analyzed and which analysis techniques will be
used. The results of this research were uploaded to

statistical software, and appropriate analysis techniques
were employed to analyze the data. Primarily, skewness
and kurtosis coefficients for the dimensions and sub-
dimensions were examined to evaluate whether the data set
meets the normality assumption. As a result of the analysis,
it was determined that the obtained results had appropriate
skewness and kurtosis values, and the data distribution met
the normality assumption.

Research Validity and Reliability Assessment

In this study, “Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)” and
“Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)” were conducted to
test the validity. In exploratory factor analysis, the process
of finding factors is carried out based on the relationships
between the dimensions. Exploratory factor analysis is a
method used to test the construct validity of newly created
scales and aims to reach fewer unobservable factors based
on the observed variables in the scale. Confirmatory factor
analysis, on the other hand, is conducted to test whether the
scales previously discovered and combined under fewer
factors are similar in the sample in which the research is
conducted (Meydan & Sesen, 2015).

Factor Analysis Results for the Barrier 1 Scale

In order to measure hotel managers' perception of customer
expectations, a 9-item scale was used to measure the sub-
dimensions of marketing research orientation, upward
communication and number of management levels. As a
result of the EFA, it was determined that the KMO
sampling adequacy value was .83 and the sample size was
sufficient for factor analysis. The fact that Bartlett's test of
sphericity was significant (p<.001) indicates that the
correlation relationships between the items are suitable for
factor analysis. As a result of the EFA analysis, a two-
factor result was obtained. Considering the scree plot and
the variances explained by the factors, it was predicted that
the two-factor structure was appropriate, but the item
should be removed. In this context, the statement on the

Table 1. Dimensions and Numbers of Expressions

Sub-dimension

Numbers of Expressions

Manager
Barrier 1

Barrier 2 Goal-Setting (GS)

Task Standardization (TS)
Perception of Feasibility (POF)

Employee Teamwork (TEAM)

Barrier 3

Role Conflict (RC)
Role Ambiguity (RA)
Barrier 4

Propensity to Overpromise (PTO)

Marketing Research Orientation (MRO)

Upward Communication (UC)

Level of Management (LOM)

Management Commitment to Service Quality (MCSQ)

Employee-Job Fit (EFIT)
Technology-Job Fit (TFIT)
Perceived Control (PC)
Supervisory Control Systems (SCS)

Horizontal Communication (HC)

N B OB W B P N ODWDNDNRERRERRED

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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number of management levels was removed from the scale
since it was included under another dimension. As a result,
it was determined that the first factor explained 58.639%
variance, the second factor explained 23.369% variance,
and the factors explained 82.008% of the total variance.
EFA results are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Barrier 1

Scale

Madde 1 2
MRO 1 0.975

MRO 2 0.952

MRO 3 0.904

MRO 4 0.902

uc?2 0.900
ucs3 0.852
ucil 0.845
uc4 0.805
Core Values 4.691 1.875
Percentage of Variance Explained % 58.639  23.369
Percentage of Total Explained Variance % 82.008
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 0.830

Bartlett Test of Sphericity .000
Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

The multi-factor structure of the scale of customer
expectations and managers' perception of customer
expectations, which consists of two sub-dimensions and a
total of 8 items, was tested through Confirmatory Factor
Analysis using statistical software. As a result of CFA, the
relationships between the dimensions were found to be
statistically significant. After the CFA analysis, the model
fit indices were checked and Modification Indices (MI)
values were examined in order to bring the fit index values
to a more appropriate level. In this context, covariances
were drawn between the error terms el-e2 under the same
factor. According to CFA, as a result of the structural
equation model, it was determined that the 8 items and 2
sub-dimensions that make up the scale of customer
expectations and managers' perception of customer
expectations are related to the scale structure. According to
the CFA results, the fit index values show that the two-
factor model is compatible and acceptable with the data
(x2/sd=4.276 NFI=0.937, NNFI(TLI)=0.917, IFI=0.957,
CF1=0.947, RMSEA=0.093, GFI=0.906, AGFI=0.805)

Factor Analysis Results for the Barrier 2 Scale

An 11-item scale was developed to measure the perception
of customer expectations by hotel managers and their
ability to transform them into quality standards. The scale
included sub-dimensions related to management's
commitment to service quality, goal setting, task
standardization, and feasibility perception. As a result of
the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), it was determined
that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sample adequacy
value was 0.791, indicating that the sample size was
sufficient for factor analysis. The significance of the
Bartlett's sphericity test (p< 0.001) suggests that the
correlation relationships between the items are suitable for
factor analysis. In the EFA analysis, a three-factor solution

was obtained. Considering the scree plot and the variance
explained by the factors, a three-factor structure was found
to be suitable, but some items needed to be removed. In this
context, 2 items were removed because they loaded onto a
different dimension than expected. According to the
results, the first factor explained 47.709% of the variance,
the second factor explained 15.893%, and the third factor
explained 11.164%, with the total variance explained by
the factors being 74.766%. The EFA results are presented
in Table 3.

Table 3. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Barrier 2
Scale

Items 1 2 3

MCSQ 4 0.917
MCSQ 1 0.735
MCSQ 2 0.697
MCSQ 3 0.760
TS1
TS2
POF 3
POF 2
POF 1

0.939

0.913
0.883
0.856
0.815

Core Values 4.294 1.430 1.005

Percentage of VVariance

Explained % 47.709

15.893 11.164

Percentage of Total

Explained Variance % 74.766

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 0.791

Bartlett Test of

Sphericity 0.000

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

The multi-dimensional structure of the scale measuring the
perception of customer expectations by management and
their transformation into quality standards, consisting of
three sub-dimensions and a total of 9 items, was tested
using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) through a
statistical program. As a result of CFA, the relationships
between the dimensions were found to be statistically
significant. After the CFA analysis, the model fit indices
were checked and Modification Indices (MI) values were
examined in order to bring the fit index values to a more
appropriate level. In this context, covariances were drawn
between the error terms e3-e4 under the same factor.
According to CFA, the results of the structural equation
model revealed that 9 items and 3 sub-dimensions of the
scale of management's perception of customer expectations
and their transformation into quality standards are related
to the scale structure. According to the CFA results, the fit
index values show that the three-factor model is compatible
and acceptable with the data (x2/sd=2.639 NFI1=0.941,
NNFI(TLI)=0.951, IF1=0.963, CF1=0.962,
RMSEA=0.087, GFI=0.942, AGFI=0.887).

Factor Analysis Results for the Barrier 3 Scale

A 24-item scale was developed to measure the difference
between defined service standards and the actual service
delivered. As a result of the Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA), it was determined that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) sample adequacy value was 0.788, indicating that
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Table 4. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Barrier 3 Scale

Items 1

2 S 4 5

TEAM 2 0.853
TEAM 4 0.828
TEAM 1 0.764
TEAM 3 0.816
TEAM 5 0.607
RA 4

RAS5

RA1

RA 2

RC 2

RC1

RC3

RC 4

PC1

PC4

PC3

EFIT 1

EFIT 2

0.832
0.656
0.648
0.604
0.763
0.725
0.680
0.686
0.722
0.682
0.681
0.498
0.558

Core Values 4.883

1.842 1.793 1.617 1.026

Percentage of Variance Explained % 27.128

10.233 9.963 8.986 5.703

Percentage of Total Explained Variance %

62.013

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin

0.788

Bartlett Test of Sphericity

0.000

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

the sample size was sufficient for factor analysis. The
significance of the Bartlett's sphericity test (p< 0.001)
suggests that the correlation relationships between the
items are suitable for factor analysis.In the EFA analysis, a
five-factor solution was obtained. Considering the scree
plot and the variance explained by the factors, a five-factor
structure was found to be suitable, but some items needed
to be removed. In this context, 6 items were removed, with
3 items loading onto a different dimension than expected,
and 3 items showing a tendency for cross-loading. After
the revised EFA, it was observed that the 18-item scale had
a three-factor structure. According to the results, the first
factor explained 27.128% of the variance, the second factor
explained 10.233%, the third factor explained 9.963%, the
fourth factor explained 8.986%, and the fifth factor
explained 5.703%, with the total variance explained by the
factors being 62.013%. The EFA results are presented in
Table 4.

The multifactor structure of the scale of the difference
between specified service standards and actual service
provided, which consists of five sub-dimensions and a total
of 18 items, was tested with CFA using statistical
software.As a result of CFA, the relationships between the
dimensions were found to be statistically significant. After
the CFA analysis, the model fit indices were checked and
Modification Indices (MI) values were examined in order
to bring the values to a more appropriate level. In this

context, covariances were drawn between the error terms
e3-e4 under the same factor. According to CFA, it was
determined that 18 statements and 5 sub-dimensions
constituting the scale of the difference between service
standards and the actual service provided, which were
determined as a result of the structural equation model,
were related to the scale structure. According to the CFA
results, the fit index values show that the three-factor
model is compatible and acceptable with the data
(x2/sd=2,244, NF1=0,937, NNFI(TLI)=0,920, IFI=0,908,
CFI1=0,915, RMSEA=0,076, GFI=0,891, AGFI=0,938)

Factor Analysis Results for the Barrier 4 Scale
A 6-item scale was developed to measure the difference
between service delivery and external communication,
focusing on upward communication and a tendency to
make excessive promises. As a result of the Exploratory
Factor Analysis (EFA), it was determined that the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sample adequacy value was 0.751,
indicating that the sample size was sufficient for factor
analysis. The significance of the Bartlett's sphericity test (p
< 0.001) suggests that the correlation relationships between
the items are suitable for factor analysis. In the EFA
analysis, a two-factor solution was obtained. Considering
the scree plot and the variance explained by the factors, a
two-factor structure with 6 items was found to be suitable.
According to the results, the first factor explained 53.085%
of the variance, while the second factor explained
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27.265%, with the total variance explained by the factors
being 80.351%. The EFA results are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Barrier 4

Scale
Items 1 2
HC 3 0.962
HC 4 0.960
HC1 0.930
HC2 0.760
PTO1 0.915
PTO 2 0.914
Core Values 3.185 1.654
Percentage of
Variance Explained 53.085 27.265
%
Percentage of Total
Explained Variance 80.351
%
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 0.751
Bartlett Test of 0.000

Sphericity

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

The multi-factor structure of the scale measuring the
difference between service delivery and external
communication, consisting of two sub-dimensions and a
total of 6 items, was tested using Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) through a statistical program. As a result
of CFA, the relationships between the dimensions were
found to be statistically significant. After the CFA analysis,
the model fit indices were checked and the Modification
Indices (MI) values were examined in order to bring the fit
index values to a more appropriate level. As a result of the
examination, it was not deemed necessary to make any
changes in the Ml values. According to CFA, as a result of
the structural equation model, it was determined that 6
items and 2 sub-dimensions constituting the difference
between service delivery and external communication
scale were related to the scale structure. According to the
CFA results, the fit index values show that the proposed
three-factor model is compatible with the data and
acceptable. These results indicate that the theoretical
structure proposed for the scale of management's
perception of customer expectations and their
transformation into quality standards is confirmed
(x2/sd=1.100 NFI1=0.991, NNFI(TLI)=0.979, IFI=0.925,
CF1=0.999, RMSEA=0.022, GFI=0.987, AGFI=0.966).

Determination of Research Reliability

Reliability “refers to whether the result does not change
when the measurement tool is repeatedly applied on the
same sample”. Various approaches are used to measure the
reliability of a scale. The most frequently used approach is
internal consistency analysis. Alpha coefficient, also
known as Cronbach's alpha, is used to measure internal
consistency (Altumigik et al., 2012). In this model
developed by Cronbach, Cronbach's alpha coefficient takes
a value between 0-1. Since the internal consistency value
between the items in the scale is higher than the acceptable

value of 0.60, it can be said that the reliability levels of the
scales used as data collection tools in the research are high.

Table 6. Reliability Coefficients of the Scales

Dimensions Cronbach’s
Alpha
Barriers 1 0.896
Marketing Research Orientation 0.955
Upward Communication 0.886
Barriers 2 0.857
Management Commitment to Service Quality 0.805
Task Standardization 0.860
Perception of Feasibility 0.853
Barriers 3 0.768
Teamwork 0.877
Employee-Job Fit 0.727
Perceived Control 0.646
Role Conflict 0.658
Role Ambiguity 0.673
Barriers 4 0.784
Horizontal Communication 0.898
Propensity to Overpromise 0.804

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

Findings Regarding the Demographic Characteristics of
the Participants

When examining the distribution of managers who
participated in the research based on gender, it is observed
that out of 217 managers, 115 (53%) were female, and 102
(47%) were male. Looking at the distribution of managers
by age, a significant portion falls within the 36-45 age
group with 95 individuals (43.8%). Additionally, 72
participants (33.2%) were between the ages of 26-35, 40
participants (18.4%) were between 40-55, 7 participants
(3.2%) were 56 years and older, and 3 participants (1.4%)
were 25 years or younger.The research found that 137
managers (63.1%) were married, while 80 (39.9%) were
single. Furthermore, a significant number of managers had
completed a bachelor's degree (158 participants, 72.8%).
However, 31 participants (14.3%) had completed an
associate degree, 17 participants (7.8%) had a postgraduate
degree, and 11 participants (5.1%) were high school
graduates. Notably, there were no participants at the
managerial level with education levels limited to primary
or middle school.In terms of income, the majority of
participating managers had a monthly income of 9001 TL
or more (107 participants, 49.3%). Additionally, 94
participants (43.3%) had an income ranging from 6001-
9000 TL, 13 participants (6%) had an income between
4001-6000 TL, and 3 participants (1.4%) had an income of
4000 TL or less. Regarding job positions, most
participating managers held the position of a general
manager (36 participants, 16.6%). Additionally, 33
participants (15.2%) were in front office roles, 29
participants (13.4%) were in customer relations, 23
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participants (10.6%) worked in food and beverage services,
22 participants (10.1%) were in public relations, 12
participants (5.5%) were in the Kitchen, 7 participants
(3.2%) worked in security, 9 participants (4.1%) were in
roles related to accounting, sales and marketing, and
entertainment animation, and 4 participants (2.3%) worked
in health club-Spa departments. As for years of work
experience, 97 participants (44.7%) had 6-10 years of
experience, 72 participants (33.2%) had 1-5 years, 23
participants (10.6%) had 11-15 years, 17 participants
(7.8%) had over 15 years of experience, and 8 participants
(3.7%) had less than 1 year of experience.

The research shows that out of the employees who
participated, 83% (32.2%) are female, and 134% (61.8%)
are male. The majority of employees are in the 26-35 age
range (n=82; 37.8%). Additionally, 29.5% (n=64) of the
employees participating in the study are between 36-45
years old, 21.7% (n=47) are 25 years and younger, 9.2%
(n=20) are between 46-55 years old, and 1.8% (n=4) are 56
years and older. Based on the research results, it can be said
that the working age of the employees participating in the
study is predominantly in the middle-aged range.
Furthermore, out of the employees participating in the
research, 120 (55.3%) are married, and 97 (44.7%) are
single. Moreover, the majority of employees have received
a bachelor's degree (n=93; 42.9%). Additionally, 25.8%
(n=56) have completed high school, 23% (n=50) have
completed an associate degree, 6.9% (n=15) have
completed middle school, and 1.4% (n=3) are elementary
schoolgraduates. In terms of monthly income, most of the
employees participating in the research have an income in
the range of 4001-6000 TL (n=106, 48.8%). In addition, 87
individuals (40.1%) have an income between 6001-9000
TL, 18 individuals (8.3%) have an income of 4000 TL or
less, and 6 individuals (6%) have an income of 9001 and
above. Regarding the departments where the employees
participating in the research work, 20.3% (n=44) work in
the front office, 17.1% (n=37) in food and beverage
service, 12.9% (n=28) in the kitchen, 11.1% (n=24) in
housekeeping, 9.7% (n=21) in public relations, 6.5%
(n=14) in human resources and customer relations, 3.7%
(n=8) in the health club and spa, 2.8% (n=6) in technical
and accounting, 2.3% (n=5) in security, 1.8% (n=4) in sales
and marketing, 1.4% (n=3) in procurement, and
entertainment and animation departments.From the
employees who participated in the research, 46.1%
(n=100) have worked in the tourism sector for 1-5 years,
37.3% (n=81) have worked for 6-10 years, 12.9% (n=28)
have worked for less than 1 year, 2.3% (n=5) have worked
for 11-15 years, and 1.4% (n=3) have worked for 15 years
or more in the tourism industry.

Descriptive Statistics for Dimensions

The arithmetic mean and standard deviation values for the
dimensions Barrier 1, Barrier 2, Barrier 3, and Barrier 4
have been determined, and interpretations based on these
values are provided. When the overall scale of customer

expectations and managers' perception of customer
expectations is analyzed, high averages are observed
(Barrier 1). When the overall scale average (G.M=3.62) is
examined, it is determined that the statement “Our
employees who are in constant communication with the
customer are also in constant communication with the
management” under the marketing research orientation
dimension has the highest average, while the lowest
average is the statement “We usually ask for suggestions
about customer service from the employees who are in
direct communication with the customer” under the same
dimension. In addition, it can be said that the dimension
averages are listed as marketing research orientation
(G.M=3.85), upward communication (G.M=3,55) and
number of management levels (G.M=3,05).

Table 7. Arithmetic Mean and Standard Deviation Values
for Barrier 1 Dimension

General

SD
Mean

Marketing Research Orientation 3.85 0,88
We regularly collect information about the 378 0.98
needs of our customers.
We regulary use marketing research
information that is collected about our 3.76 0.80
customers.
We regularly collect information about the 391 1.10
service quality expectations of our customers. ' '
The managers in our company regulary interact 395 0.78
with customers.
Upward Communication 3.55 0.92
The customer-contact personnel in our
company frequently communicate with 4.01 1.09
management.
Managers in our company usually seek
suggestions about serving the customer from 3.01 1.01
contact personnel.
The managers in our company frequently have
face-to-face interactions with customer-contact 351 0.75
personnel.
The primary means of communication in our
company between contact personnel and upper 3.68 0.99
level managers is through memos.
Level of Management 3.05 1.08
Our company has too many levels of
management between contact personnel and 3.05 1.08
top management.
Scale Mean 3.62 0.95

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

When looking at the overall scale of the scale measuring
the perception of customer expectations by the
management and their transformation into quality
standards (Barrier 2), high means were observed
(GM=3.76). In general, hotel managers seem to have a very
positive approach to the conversion of defined service
quality into standards. They stated that as an establishment,
they are dependent on service quality, have specific
objectives, and possess the necessary capacity (GM=3.76).
Among the statements, the one with the highest mean is the
statement “Our hotel has the necessary capacity to meet
customer requirements,” which is under the feasibility sub-
dimension. On the other hand, the statement with the
lowest mean is the one under the same sub-dimension,
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stating “If we really try to provide the level of service our
customers want, it will not affect our costs” (GM=3.55).
Additionally, dimension means are ranked as perception of
feasibility (GM=3.84), goal setting (GM=3.78), task
standardization (GM=3.72), and management commitment
to service quality (GM=3.71).

Table 8. Arithmetic Mean and Standard Deviation Values
for Barrier 2 Dimension

General

SD
Mean
Management Commitment to Service Quality 371 0.87
Our company does not commit the necessary 378 1.06
resources for service quality. ' '
Our company has internal programs for improving
the quality 3.90 1.03
of service to customers. 3.61 1.08
In our company, managers who improve quality of
service are more likely to be rewarded than other 3.58 0.84
managers.
Our company emphasizes selling serving customers 378 091
as much as or more than it emphasizes selling )
Goal Setting 371 1.14
Our company has a formal process for setting quality 385 0.96
of service goals for employees. '
In our company, we try to set specific quality of 372 0.94
service goals. '
Task Standardization 3.71 1.02
Our company effectively uses automation to achieve
- ? p 3.74 1.00
consistency in serving customers.
Programs are in place in our company to improve
operating procedures so as to provide consistent 3.84 0.94
service.
Perception of Feasibility 4.08 1.02
Our company has the necessary capabilities to meet
X f 3.55 0.70
customer requirements for service.
If we gave our customers the level of service they
> 3.90 1.03
really want, we wouldn’t go broke.
Our company has the operating systems to deliver 376 0.69
the level of service customers demand. '
Scale Mean 3.71 0.87

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

When examining the responses related to the teamwork
dimension of the scale measuring the difference between
defined service standards and actual service provided
(Barrier 3) high means are observed (GM=3.36). In
general, employees contribute to teamwork, and the
presence of necessary technological infrastructure and the
employment of qualified personnel in the establishment
can be mentioned. Furthermore, employees have expressed
that they know what is taken into account when evaluating
their performance and do not experience role ambiguity.
However, employees feel that they do not have sufficient
control over their work, and administrative tasks and the
increased emphasis on sales put pressure on employees.
Among the statements, the one with the highest mean is the
statement “I can adapt to changes that affect my work”
under the role ambiguity sub-dimension (GM=3.78), while
the statement with the lowest mean is the one stating “I feel
completely free to meet our customers' needs while doing
my job,” under the perceived control sub-dimension
(GM=2.95). Additionally, dimension means are ranked as
teamwork (GM=3.65), technology-job fit (GM=3.59),
employee-job fit (GM=3.58), role ambiguity (GM=3.33),

perceived control (GM=3.30), control control systems
(GM=3.28), and role conflict (GM=3.15).

Table 9. Arithmetic Mean and Standard Deviation Values
for Barrier 3 Dimension

General

Mean D
Teamwork 3.65 0.98
| feel 'that'l am pa'rt of a team in my branch or 3.40 079
organizational unit.
Everyone in my branch or organizational unit 361 077
contributes to a team effort in servicing customers. ’ '
| feel a sense of responsibility to help my fellow 3.65 0.69
employees do their jobs well. ’ '
My fellow employees and | cooperate more often than
3.48 0.50
we compete.
| feel that | am an important member of this company 3.63 1.00
Employee-Job Fit 358 0.70
| feel comfortable in my job in the sense that | am able
; 3.84 0.81
to perform the job well.
My company hires people who are qualified to do their 332 0.73
jobs. ’ '
Technology-Job Fit 3.59 1.05
My company gives me the tools and equipment that | 3.59 105

need to perform my job well. .
Perceived Control 3.30 0.72
I spend a lot of time in my job trying to resolve

problems over which | have little control. 336 078
| have the freedom in my job to truly satisfy my 205 0.65
customers' needs. ’ '
| sometimes feel a lack of control over my job because 342 0.63
too many customers demand service at the same time ’ '
One of my frustrations on the job is that | sometimes
have to depend on other employees in serving my 3.47 0.96
customers.
Supervisory Control Systems 3.28 0.87
My supervisor's appraisal of my job performance 337 1.04
includes how well I interact with customers. ’ '
In our company, making a special effort to serve 311 093
customers well result in more pay or recognition ’ '
In our company, employees who do the best job
serving their customers are more likely to be 3.35 0.88
rewarded than other employees.
Role Conflict 3.15 0.94
The amount of paperwork in my job makes it hard for 3.49 102
me to effectively serve my customers. ’ '
Our company places so much emphasis on selling to 301 0.87
customers that it is difficult to serve customers properly. ’ '
What my customers want me to do and what 312 0.65
management wants me to do are usually the same thing. ’ '
My company and | have the same ideas about how my 3.00 0.60
job should be performed. ’ '
Role Ambiguity 333 0.76
| receive a sufficient amount of information from
management concerning what | am supposed to do in 341 0.69
my job.
| often feel that | do not understand the services offered 318 083
by my company. ’ '
| am able to keep up with changes in my company that 3

. .78 0.91
affect my job. .
| feel that | have not been well trained by the company 3
h h ! : .12 0.80
in how to interact effectively with customers
| am not sure what aspects of my job my supervisor will 316 075

stress most in evaluating my performance.
Scale Mean 3.36 0.53

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

When looking at the scale measuring the difference
between service delivery and external communication as a
whole (Barrier 4), low means are encountered (GM=2.84).
Therefore, it can be inferred that internal communication
within the organization is not at a sufficient level. In
particular, employees are not informed about the decisions
made within the framework of promotional activities, and
their opinions are not taken into account. This situation is
believed to put pressure on employees. Among the
statements, the one with the highest mean is the statement
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“Our competitors make promises they cannot keep in order
to gain new customers” under the tendency to make
excessive promises sub-dimension (GM=3.63), while the
statement with the lowest mean is the one stating “The
company's customer service policies are also compatible
with other departments serving customers” under the
horizontal communication sub-dimension (GM=2.53). In
addition, dimension means are ranked as the tendency to
make excessive promises (GM=3.51) and horizontal
communication (GM=2.59).

Table 10. Arithmetic Mean and Standard Deviation Values
for Barrier 4 Dimension

General

Mean o0

Horizontal Communication 2.59 0.95
Intense competition is creating more pressure inside

. p 2.64 0.89
this company to generate new business.
I am usually aware in advance of the promises made in the 263 1.02
company's advertising campaigns. ' '
Employees like me interact with operations people to
discuss the level of service the company can deliver to 2.57 0.95
customers.
The company's policies on serving customers are 253 111

consistent in the different offices that service customers.
Propensity to Overpromise 351 0.98
Intense competition is creating more pressure inside this

> 3.40 0.70
company to generate new business.
Our key competitors make promises they cannot possibly 363 055
keep in an effort to gain new customers. ' '
Scale Mean 2.84 0.86

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

Conclusion and Finding

Providing quality service to customers is crucial for the
success of tourism enterprises, which are fundamental
components of the service sector. Service quality entails
responding to the changing needs of customers as quickly
as possible and is central to customer satisfaction (Akbaba
& Kiling, 2001, pp. 163). Because the viability of hotel
businesses, which are service enterprises, largely depends
on their success in satisfying customers. Businesses that
achieve customer satisfaction and offer services of higher
quality than expected attract more customers and become
more visited establishments, while those that fail to do so
may face the risk of eventual extinction (Kandampully &
Suhartanto, 2000, pp. 346). One way to enhance service
quality is to gather the perspectives of employees and
managers involved in service delivery. In this context,
identifying the reasons and underlying causes of
organizational barriers that contribute to service quality
deficiencies has constituted the purpose of the research.
The research was confined to managers and employees
working in 4 and 5-star hotels operating in Antalya. Time
and financial constraints of the study led to its limitation to
hotels in Antalya. The scale used in the research aimed to
uncover four underlying factors contributing to service
quality deficiencies through a survey conducted between
June and September 2021. The identified factors and the
limited timeframe are considered constraints of the
research. The analyses conducted and the results obtained
are specific to hotel businesses operating in this region.

The first theoretical contribution of this study is to provide
support for the reliability and validity of the scale
developed by Parasuraman et al.(1991), which was used in
the research. Furthermore, in the context of this study, there
is no general consensus in the literature regarding which
statements are covered by the dimensions and sub-
dimensions addressed. Exploratory factor analysis
revealed that the scale referred to as Barrierl has a two-
factor structure, and it was deemed appropriate to remove
the sub-dimension of management level, which consists of
a single statement. This result is parallel to the study by
Mount (1997b). It is believed that the reason for this result
is the fact that the sub-dimension of management level
consists of a single statement. It is recommended to add
different statements that can measure the same
phenomenon under the sub-dimension of management
level.

The scale referred to as Barrier 2 was found to be suitable
for a three-factor structure. However, it was deemed
necessary to remove the statements “Our hotel follows a
formal process in setting service quality goals for
employees” and “Our hotel tries to set specific goals for
service quality” from the sub-dimension of goal setting.

The scale referred to as Barrier 3 was found to be suitable
for a five-factor structure, and it was deemed necessary to
remove certain statements from the scale. The Barrier 3
scale, with its redefined factors, differs slightly from the
factor analysis results of Mount (1997a), where the
technology-job fit sub-dimension is combined with the
control control systems sub-dimension. Additionally,
within the team collaboration sub-dimension, two
statements were combined into one statement, which sets
the Barrier 3 factor analysis results apart from Mount's
study.

On the other hand, the scale referred to as Barrier 4 was
found to be suitable for a two-factor structure without the
need to remove any statement. This differs from Mount's
(1997a) study, where a two-item structure measuring the
tendency to overpromise was removed from the scale based
on respondents' concerns about clarity.

After conducting exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory
factor analysis was performed on the obtained scale
statements, and it was determined that the dimensions and
sub-dimensions that make up the Barrier 1, Barrier 2,
Barrier 3, and Barrier 4 scales were related to the scale
structure. Fit index values indicated that the model was
consistent with the data and acceptable.

When examining the arithmetic mean and standard
deviation values for the dimensions of Barrier 1, Barrier 2,
Barrier 3, and Barrier 4, it can be said that generally high
averages were encountered. For Barrier 1, it is noteworthy
that the dimension with the highest average is market
research focus, and the statement with the highest average
is “Our employees who are in constant communication
with customers are also in constant communication with
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management”. In general, it can be concluded that hotel
managers collect data to understand customer expectations
and are in constant interaction with employees.
Additionally, they mentioned that there is a high number of
hierarchical levels between top management and
employees who have direct contact with customers. It is
considered unfavorable that the response to this statement
is high because having a high number of hierarchical levels
between top management and employees can lead to time
delays in problem-solving.

For Barrier 2, high averages were again observed. Among
the sub-dimensions, the feasibility perception had the
highest average. The statement “Our hotel has the
necessary capacity to meet customer requirements” was the
statement with the highest average among all dimensions.
In short, for Barrier 2, it was concluded that management
is oriented toward service quality, acts according to
specific objectives, and has the necessary automation,
programs, capacity, and systems for standardization. This
attitude may be due to various reasons such as a sense of
ownership and control, a sense of responsibility,
motivation, and persuasiveness on employees.

In Barrier 3, the sub-dimension with the highest average
was team collaboration. The statement “I feel good because
I think I do the given tasks well” had the highest average,
while the statement “I feel completely free to meet the
needs of our customers while doing my job” had the lowest
average among the statements. The high average of the
sub-dimension perceived control indicates that employees
are having difficulties in terms of control mechanisms in
their work. This sense of control in the workplace can
generally be thought of as an employee's ability to manage,
make decisions, and influence. A high perception of
control in the workplace can often increase employee job
satisfaction, while a lack of control can lead to negative
outcomes such as stress, burnout, and low motivation.
Perceived control in the workplace can affect employees'
overall happiness, motivation, and job performance.
Therefore, employers are recommended to develop
methods and policies to allow employees to have more
control over their work. Additionally, listening to
employees' opinions, encouraging their participation, and
strengthening communication can also positively influence
the sense of control.

Furthermore, the statement “Paperwork at work puts
pressure on me to provide effective service to our
customers” within the role conflict sub-dimension
indicates that paperwork in businesses may cause
disruptions in service quality. This situation can lead to
both disruptions in business processes and problems in
customer service delivery. To address this issue, it is
recommended that businesses increase the use of
technology, identify and prioritize essential paperwork,
and work collaboratively.

Finally, for Barrier 4, the sub-dimensions of horizontal
communication and a tendency to overpromise were

examined, and it was found that the sub-dimension of
horizontal communication had a lower average compared
to other sub-dimensions. Especially, the statements “The
advertising managers consult employees about the realism
of the promises made in our hotel's advertising campaigns”
and “We usually find out in advance about the promises
made in our hotel's advertising campaigns” were
noteworthy. It can be concluded that employees are not
actively involved in promotional activities and are not
informed about the promises made. Similar results were
found in the study conducted by Cankat (1996). In this
study, it was determined that there were deficiencies in
horizontal communication. Additionally, it was observed
that hotel businesses tend to make excessive promises to
attract new customers, and this situation creates pressure
within the company. These results are similar to the
findings in Walker, Fleischman, and Johnson's (2012)
study. In the related study, it was also found that the
statements in external communication and a tendency to
overpromise differed on average from the others.

Practical Implication

*The first factor that can be recommended to businesses to
close or minimize the first gap, which we call Barrier 1 and
which causes service quality problems, is to take into
account the wants, needs and expectations of customers.
Collecting information about customers' expectations and
renewing it at regular intervals will be of great benefit to
businesses. In addition, management's communication
with customers is limited. The people who will help the
management in data collection are the employees who can
constantly communicate with the customers. Hotel
management should not interrupt communication with
these employees, ask for suggestions from these people if
necessary and diversify the ways of communication. In
other words, it is recommended that the ways in which
employees and managers communicate should be both
face-to-face and through written statements. In addition, an
important factor that enterprises should pay attention to is
the high number of levels between the employees and
senior management. Businesses should take the necessary
precautions in this regard and, if necessary, reduce the
number of employees between them and senior
management.

*In order for the management to perceive customer
expectations and transform them into quality standards,
which we call barrier 2, to be eliminated, it must believe
that providing quality service will actually provide positive
returns for the business. In addition to this, enterprises
should provide the necessary resources and programs to
employees and managers in order to ensure service quality,
and managers who attach importance to service quality
should be encouraged. In addition to all these, they should
make specific and clear decisions on how to ensure service
quality and implement the necessary automation and
procedures so that the employee who will do this can
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provide it in the same way, regardless of which department
or hotel chain.

*In order to reduce the difference between the set service
standards, which we call Barrier 3, and the actual service
provided, the standards set in the Barrier 2 dimension must
comply with the decisions taken during the delivery of the
service to customers. For this, the focus should be on the
employees, who are also referred to as internal customers.
It should be ensured that the employee working in the
business firstly sees himself/herself as a part of the
business, cooperates with other employees and sees
himself/herself as a team with all his/her colleagues. In
addition, when the employee encounters any problem,
flexibility and authority should be given to solve the
problem quickly. Thus, both the employee will be satisfied
because he/she can do his/her job and the customer will be
satisfied because the problem is solved quickly. Other
measures that the business should take in order to close this
gap are that there should not be any contradiction or
uncertainty about the work to be done by the employee.
Because it is not possible for people who do not know
exactly how to do their job or who are in between exactly
which job to do to provide a correct service quality.

*In order to reduce the 4th barrier that causes
incompatibility between customers' expectations and
perceptions of service quality, it should be ensured that the
promises made in promotion activities are fulfilled.
Customers may be influenced by the promotion activities
and enter into expectations. Failure to meet these
expectations may result in customer loss in itself. The
people responsible for promoting the business should
benefit from the opinions and suggestions of the people
who will do these jobs while planning the promotion
activities. In addition, in order to close this gap, the features
that the hotel business does not have should not be
presented, so the employee should not be subjected to
excessive pressure.

Recommendations for Future Research

*In future studies, it is thought that examining service
quality on managers and employees by using deeper and
different measurement tools to improve service quality will
contribute to related to the literature

*The scale used in this research can also be used to identify
service quality barriers in other regions. It is also
recommended to be applied to people working in other
tourism businesses such as motels, pensions, holiday
villages, boutique hotels, city hotels, etc. In addition to all
these, data were collected from several different hotel
establishments in the study. Research can be conducted on
the basis of a single business by using the scale developed
in the research.

*The research examined considered the organizational
barriers that cause service quality disruptions as a whole
and did not measure any effect of these barriers on service
quality. Researchers who will conduct studies on service

quality in the future will gain a different perspective on the
subject by taking opinions from both customers, managers
and employees within the same business.

*The effects of 4 different dimensions and sub-dimensions
that cause service quality disruptions on customer
satisfaction, customer loyalty and repurchase intention can
be examined.

*In future research, it can be investigated whether the
factors that hinder service quality have any effect on each
other. For example, if the teamwork dimension has any
effect on perceived control or role conflict, it is suggested
to reveal this.

*In order to identify service quality impediments in more
detail, it would be useful to conduct applications in
different sectors in order to prove the accuracy of the scale
used.
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Organizational barriers to service quality failures: The case of hotel businesses

Abstract

The success of hotel businesses primarily hinges on delivering quality service, and achieving this is possible through the measurement of the provided
quality. In the context of measuring service quality, the Service Quality Gap Model developed by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1985) is
commonly utilized. Subsequently, in 1988, Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry expanded this model and identified five fundamental gaps between
customers' expectations and perceptions of service quality. The first four gaps are related to factors within the organization, while the fifth gap
focuses on the disparity between customer expectations and perceptions and is a function of the first four gaps. In previous research, it has been
observed that researchers often concentrate on the fifth gap, neglecting the viewpoints of the service providers. Within this context, the aim of this
study is to investigate the underlying causes of the gap between customers' expectations and perceptions of service quality in the context of hotel
businesses. The population of the study comprises managers and employees working in 4 and 5-star hotels in Antalya. Non-probability sampling,
specifically convenience sampling, was used in the research. Data was collected from 217 managers and 217 employees using a questionnaire.
Validity and reliability analyses were conducted in the data analysis process. The findings of the study indicate that the abundance of hierarchical
levels between management and employees, perceived control issues, paperwork negatively impacting service quality, independent efforts in
promotional activities, and making excessive promises to customers are significant factors affecting service quality.

Keywords: Service quality, Service quality gap model, Hotel businesses, Organizational barriers, Antalya.
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