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Waiting time has become a great issue what companies must deal with within 
the service industry. This study focuses on the hotel industry and therefore, its 
purpose was to examine 1) how some techniques that hotels use to manage the 
waiting time of their guests affect customer satisfaction with the waiting time and 
customer satisfaction with the service, and 2) whether the characteristics of the guests 
of the hotels affect their reaction towards the techniques used and their satisfaction 
with the waiting time. These techniques include the environment of the lobby, the use 
of distractions, the existence of different queue classes and the use of technology. 

  
The methodology included a research of 413 tourists in Thailand. Correlation, 

regression and ANOVA analyses were used to analyze relationships among the 
factors considered in the study. 

  
Results showed that a pleasant environment in the lobby of the hotel had a 

significant positive impact on customers’ satisfaction with the waiting time and with 
the service. The use of distractions contributed to increase the customers’ satisfaction 
with the waiting time. For the technology, those who waited longer were more 
predisposed to use technology to check-in and check-out. The existence of different 
queue classes did not have a strong relationship with both satisfactions. Among the 
characteristics of the guests of the hotels, the country of origin, age and gender 
appeared as the most important factors that determined differences among groups in 
the reaction toward the techniques analyzed and the satisfaction with the waiting time. 

  
The study showed that the diverse techniques used in hotels to manage the 

guests’ waiting time have different impact on the customer satisfaction, and that not 
everybody reacts in the same way to the same circumstances. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 
Background 
 

Services are intangible by their nature. Therefore, their assessment and 
evaluation cannot be done before they are consumed, but they depend on customers’ 
experience during and after they are consumed (Nelson, 1974). One of these 
experiences to measure an organization’s performance and the quality of the service 
actually delivered is the customers’ satisfaction toward the service (Pizam and Ellis, 
1999). 

 
The World Tourism Organization (1985) defines customer satisfaction as a 

psychological concept that involves the feeling of well-being and pleasure that results 
from obtaining what one hopes for and expects from an appealing product and/or 
service. However, there is no universally accepted definition of customer satisfaction 
since it varies according to the different approaches proposed. 

 
The most accepted approach among authors is the expectancy-disconfirmation 

approach, which compares expectations and perceptions (Barlow, 2002; Bennet and 
Rundle-Thiele, 2004; Danaher and Mattsson, 1994; Dawes and Rowley, 1996; Jani 
and Han, 2011; Liljander and Strandvik, 1997; Maister, 2014; Oliver, 1981; 
Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, 1985; Peevers et al., 2009; Pizam and Ellis, 1999; 
Ruyter and Bloemer, 1999; Torres and Kline, 2013). 

 
Other approaches are the technical and functional dichotomy approach 

(Gilbert et al., 2004), the performance-only approach (Gilbert et al., 2004; and Gilbert 
and Veloutsou, 2006), the attribute importance approach (Gilbert et al., 2004), or the 
service quality versus service satisfaction or overall satisfaction approach (Danaher 
and Mattsson, 1994; Gilbert and Veloutsou, 2006; Ruyter and Bloemer, 1999; Zhang, 
Vonderembse and Lim, 2005). 

 
Service-encounter performance influences on customer satisfaction since it is 

the way customers evaluate the interaction with the service provider. Employees, 
physical surroundings or environment, and other customers present during the 
encounter are part of this interaction (Jani and Han, 2011). Moreover, customer 
satisfaction varies from one customer to another depending on their biological and 
psychological characteristics, experience, needs and objectives; as well as from one 
situation to another (Gilber and Veloutsou, 2006; Jani and Han, 2011;  
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Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml, 1991; Pizam and Ellis, 1999; Torres and Kline, 
2013). 

 
In general, companies that have more satisfied customers also experience 

higher economic returns (Bennet and Rundle-Thiele, 2004; Gilbert and Veloutsou, 
2006; Kandampully and Suhartanto, 2000; Torres and Kline, 2013). Although there is 
certain discrepancy among authors about whether higher customer satisfaction leads 
to greater customer loyalty or repurchase, it is generally accepted that attracting new 
customers is much more expensive than retaining the existing ones (Pizam and Ellis, 
1999; Tepeci, 1999). Pizam and Ellis (1999) affirm that the satisfaction of customers 
is the cheapest mean of promotion. 

 
In today’s competitive environment, one of the most important goals of 

corporate cultures is retaining and satisfying current and past customers (Pizam and 
Ellis, 1999). The customers’ evaluation of a service includes the evaluation of the 
service received and the service delivery process, which includes waiting time (Davis 
and Heineke, 1998). Many authors agree that time has nowadays more value for 
consumers than ever before (Durrande-Moreau, 1999; Jones and Peppiatt, 1996; 
McDonnell, 2007; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; and van Riel et al. 2012). 
Waiting is a negative experience for customers and it is generally accepted that 
customer satisfaction and the evaluation of a service tend to decrease when the 
waiting time increases (Bielen and Demoulin, 2007; Hensley and Sulek, 2007; Jones 
and Peppiatt, 1996; Maister, 2014; McDonnell, 2007; McDougall and Levesque, 
1999; Mobcah, 2013; Pillay et al., 2011; Tom and Lucey, 1995; van Riel et al., 2012; 
Zhao, Hou & Gilbert, 2014; and Zhao, Lau and Lam, 2002). 

 
This is especially critical in the competitive hospitality industry, of which 

lodging is a part. The relevance of the hospitality industry lies in that, as a whole, it is 
one of the world’s most important drivers of economic growth and it represents 
around the 9 percent of global Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Also, more than 255 
million people around the world currently work in this sector, what makes this 
industry as the world’s largest employer. It is forecast that 73 million new jobs will be 
created within this industry by 2022, employing a total of 328 million people 
(International Youth Foundation, 2013). 

 
According to the United Nations World Tourism Organization (WTO or 

UNWTO) (2014), the number of international tourists has evolved from 25 million in 
1950 to 1087 million in 2013 and it is forecast to grow to 1800 million for 2030. The 
Table 1 shows the top ten countries by international tourist arrivals in 2013 according 
to the UNWTO. 
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Rank 
Million Change (%) 

2012 2013* 12/11 13*/12 
1 France 83.0 - 1.8 - 
2 United States 66.7 69.8 6.3 4.7 
3 Spain 57.5 60.7 2.3 5.6 
4 China 57.7 55.7 0.3 -3.5 
5 Italy 46.4 47.7 0.5 2.9 
6 Turkey 35.7 37.8 3.0 5.9 
7 Germany 30.4 31.5 7.3 3.7 
8 United Kingdom 29.3 31.2 -0.1 6.4 
9 Russian Federation 25.7 28.4 13.5 10.2 
10 Thailand 22.4 26.5 16.2 18.8 
Note: * provisional figure or data (May 2014) 

Table 1: International Tourist Arrivals 
Source: UNWTO (2014) 

 
The first position in the ranking of international tourist arrivals in 2013 was for 

France, followed by the Unites States and Spain, who recovered the third position at 
the expense of China. Precisely, China is the only country within the top ten that 
received fewer international tourists in 2013 compared to 2012. The country with the 
highest growth is Thailand, who, with an increase of 18.8 percent in the arrival of 
international tourists, rises up to the 10th position in 2013. Moreover, Thailand has 
evolved from 15.9 million international tourists in 2010 to 26.5 million international 
tourists in 2013, what represents an increase of 66.7 percent from the beginning of the 
decade. All these numbers should be added to those who travel and spend some night 
in a hotel within the country where they are living or where they are from. 

 
The MasterCard Global Destination Cities Index (2014) showed that Bangkok 

received 16.42 million international visitors in 2014, falling to the second position as 
destination city by international visitors, after two years as the first destination city in 
the world. 

 
As a sample of this competitive environment, in 2012 Bangkok was the Thai 

tourism destination with more hotels with a total of 1123 properties, according to the 
Thai Hotels Association (THA). It was followed by Phuket with 1083 properties, 
Surat Thani with 867, Krabi with 782, Chon Buri with 711 and Chiang Mai with 565 
properties. In Bangkok, the average occupancy rate grew from 60.07 percent in 2011 
to 66.76 percent in 2012; and around the whole country, it increased 6.49 percent over 
2011 up to 64.91 percent in 2012. 
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In order to survive within the aggressive hospitality industry, hotels must 
provide the right product and service at the right time and in the correct way. Many 
authors state that time is more valuable nowadays than ever before and people expect 
more in less time (Barlow, 2002; Durrand-Moreau, 1999; Hensley and Sulek, 2007; 
McDonnell, 2007; McGuire et al., 2010; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; and van 
Riel et al., 2012). Like this, Jones and Dent (1994) reported that two thirds of service 
complaints are time related. Waiting, which is normally the first direct interaction 
between the customer and the service provider, is a negative experience for customers 
and it implies marketing costs for the company in terms of a lower customer 
perception of service quality and a negative corporate image (McGuire et al., 2010). 

 
At this point, hotels as well as other service firms employ two different 

techniques to manage the waiting time: operations management (process design) and 
perception management (manipulate customers’ perception of waiting time) (Maister, 
2014; McDougall and Levesque, 1999; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; and Tom 
and Lucey, 1995). Like this, hotels have established and developed diverse standards 
and techniques in certain areas to improve their response time. They can be based on 
customer expectations but also on operational analysis, sales projections and desirable 
throughput (Jones and Dent, 1994). 

 
This research aims to examine 1) how some techniques that hotels use to 

manage the waiting time of their guests affect customer satisfaction with the waiting 
time and customer satisfaction with the service, and 2) whether the characteristics of 
the guests of the hotels affect their reaction toward the techniques used and their 
satisfaction with the waiting time. 
 
Research structure 
 

This study focuses on the hospitality industry and therefore, its purpose is to 
examine how some techniques that hotels use to manage the waiting time of their 
guests affect customer satisfaction with the service. These techniques include the 
environment of the lobby, the use of distractions, the existence of different queue 
classes and the use of technology. Moreover, the study also analyze whether there are 
differences among the diverse group of customers in the reaction to these techniques 
in order to understand which ones fit better for each group. 

 
The Chapter 1 gives a brief introduction to the topic and to the importance of 

the travel and tourism industry in general and the hospitality industry in particular 
within the global economy. 
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The Chapter 2 explains more in detail the factors considered in the research. 
First, customer satisfaction is explained according to the expectancy-disconfirmation 
approach since it is the most accepted among authors. Some consequences of 
customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction and how companies try to increase customer 
satisfaction are also described within this chapter. Then it focuses on the waiting time, 
its relationship with customer satisfaction and the different techniques used by hotels 
to manage the waiting time. The hypotheses and the conceptual framework are set up 
at the end of this chapter. 

 
The Chapter 3 develops the setting of the research and the reasons of such 

setting. It also remarks the process of data collection, including the pilot study and the 
changes made before the final research in order to improve the validity and reliability 
of the model. It also includes the reliability analysis and the factor analysis. 

 
The Chapter 4 shows the results and more significant statistic analysis from 

the questionnaires in order to find whether the hypotheses of this research are 
supported or not. The statistic methods utilized include a descriptive analysis, 
correlation analysis, regression analysis and ANOVA analysis. 

 
The Chapter 5 summarizes the main findings of the research from the previous 

chapter. It also includes some recommendations, practical implications, the limitations 
of the research and some indications for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
Hotel industry overview 
 

The hospitality industry, from which the lodging industry is part, is one of the 
world’s most important drivers of economic growth. In particular, in Thailand the 
travel and tourism total contribution to the GDP was the 20.2% of the national GDP in 
2013. Moreover, it represented the 15.4% of the employment in the country in 2013 
(World Travel and Tourism Council, 2014). 

 
Such is the importance of this industry for the Thai economy that in 2013 it 

was calculated that around 8,000 new rooms were going to be added to the market 
only in Bangkok between 2013 and 2015. At that moment, Bangkok had more hotels 
than any other destination in Thailand, with 1,123 properties. It was followed by 
Phuket with 1,083, Surat Thani with 867, Krabi with 782, Chon Buri with 711, and 
Chiang Mai with 565 properties (Amnatcharoenrit, 2013). However, not all these 
properties have the same characteristics in terms of the facilities available and the 
services provided to the guests. As a result, some classification is needed in order to 
give more information to the potential guests about the facilities and services that they 
can expect at the different properties. 

 
Like this, diverse Accommodation Rating Systems (ARS) have been 

developed over the years in order to rate and provide customers with a reliable 
guidance for making purchasing decisions. The different categories within an 
Accommodation Rating Systems (ARS) refer to the specifications of facilities and 
services, such as the size of the rooms, the bathroom amenities, the provision of food 
and beverage services, and many other factors. At this point, the accommodation star 
ratings system appears as the most used and recognized throughout the world. One 
star indicates that the accommodation has basic facilities and services; while five stars 
represent international standards with facilities and services of high level and quality. 
Therefore, the Accommodation Rating Systems help customers in their purchasing 
decisions and provide them standardized guides to assess their experience and the 
services received from hotels. One result of the assessment of the hotel performance 
and the experience of the quality of the service actually delivered is the customers’ 
satisfaction toward the service (Pizam and Ellis, 1999). 
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Customer satisfaction 
 

In the last decades, many authors have studied customer satisfaction and have 
given several different definitions or approaches of customer satisfaction. Some 
examples are the expectancy-disconfirmation approach, the service quality versus 
service satisfaction or overall satisfaction approach, the technical and functional 
dichotomy approach, the performance-only approach, and the attribute importance 
approach (Gilbert and Veloutsou, 2006). 

 
The expectancy-disconfirmation approach seems to be most accepted one 

among authors (Barlow, 2002; Bennet and Rundle-Thiele, 2004; Danaher and 
Mattsson, 1994; Dawes and Rowley, 1996; Jani and Han, 2011; Liljander and 
Strandvik, 1997; Maister, 2014; Oliver, 1981; Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, 
1985; Peevers et al., 2009; Pizam and Ellis, 1999; Ruyter and Bloemer, 1999; Torres 
and Kline, 2013). According to this approach, satisfaction is a cognitive and 
emotional post-consumption process in which customers compare their prior 
expectations of the service with their perceived or experienced service performance. 
Both perception and expectations are psychological phenomena, not the reality. 
Therefore, if the service performance for customers meets their expectations, they will 
be satisfied; meanwhile if it does not match their prior expectations, customers will 
experience dissatisfaction. It is influenced by the level of service quality, the emotions 
perceived, the features of the customers, the sacrifices made to obtain the service 
(Liljander and Strandvik, 1997), the culture of the organization (Torres and Kline, 
2013) and the price that customers pay (Zhang, Vonderembse and Lim, 2005). 

 
Differently, the technical and functional dichotomy approach only bases on the 

technical quality of the product (reliability, durability, security and physical features) 
and on the temporal quality of the product (relationships between the server and the 
customer such as helpfulness, courtesy, pleasantness of the service, or speed of 
delivery) (Gilbert et al., 2004). 

 
Moreover, the performance-only approach focuses on the assessment of 

service quality of the customer according to his/her satisfaction with some service 
features, like the service delivery and the environment in which it is delivered, just 
after the encounter with the service provider (Gilbert et al., 2004; and Gilbert and 
Veloutsou, 2006). 

 
On the other hand, the attribute importance approach only focuses on the 

importance that customers give to some attributes that are associated with service 
satisfaction (Gilbert et al., 2004). 
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Other well-accepted approach is the service quality versus service satisfaction 
or overall satisfaction approach (Danaher and Mattsson, 1994; Gilbert and Veloutsou, 
2006; Ruyter and Bloemer, 1999; Zhang, Vonderembse and Lim, 2005), where two 
different kinds of customer satisfaction are distinguished. The transaction specific 
satisfaction relates to a specific encounter with the organization at the time of the 
encounter or immediately after, while the overall satisfaction is a more general and a 
cumulative view based on the total purchase and consumption experience over time. 

 
In extended services, like the hotel industry, the levels of satisfaction vary over 

time because it is difficult to reach optimal levels of satisfaction on a continual basis 
since many factors influence the customer evaluation and they may be beyond the 
service provider’s control (Ruyter and Bloemer, 1999). Pizam and Ellis (1999) state 
that satisfaction with a hospitality experience is the result of the sum of all the 
products and services that make up the whole experience. Danaher and Mattsson 
(1994) specify that the overall satisfaction with the entire service delivery in the hotel 
industry depends mainly on the room and the breakfast encounters, while the check-
in, restaurant and check-out encounters have less impact on the overall satisfaction 
evaluation of the customer. However, Gilbert and Veloutsou (2006) disagree and 
affirm that attributes experienced closer to the time of the customers’ final evaluation 
of a service (i.e.: check-out) tend to influence more the overall ratings than attributes 
more distant in time (i.e.: check-in). 

 
The next two sections focus on and analyze a little more in depth the 

expectancy-disconfirmation approach mentioned above, since it is the most accepted 
approach among authors. 
 

Customer expectations 
 

Customer expectations are predictions of what is likely to happen during an 
encounter or a transaction with the service provider (Oliver, 1981). The predictions 
are standards that vary from customer to customer according to his/her needs, 
objectives, experience, etc. They also depend on other factors such as the occasion, 
the time of the day or the price, because many customers believe that the more they 
pay, the better the service should be, although a low price is not an excuse of poor 
service (Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml, 1991). Since the service provider cannot 
offer everybody the same level of satisfaction, market segmentation is required to 
meet each group’s expectations (Pizam and Ellis, 1999). 

 
Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml (1991) classify customer service 

expectations into the next five overall dimensions: reliability, tangibles, 
responsiveness, assurance and empathy. All of them must be present in a service 
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delivery process to result in customer satisfaction. Reliability is related to the service 
outcome and is the most important to meet customer expectations. However, the other 
four dimensions are more associated to the service process and are more important to 
exceed customer expectations and surprise the customer with uncommon 
performance. They (Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml, 1991), also identify two levels 
within customer expectations. The desired level is what customers hope to receive and 
the adequate level is the minimum that customers find acceptable, that is more 
influenced by specific circumstances (i.e.: the number of alternatives). These two 
levels are the limits of the zone of tolerance (see Figure 1), which varies from 
customer to customer and from one situation to another. 
 

 
Figure 1: Zone of tolerance and levels of customer expectations 

Source: Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml (1991) 
 

Service providers must pay attention to the gap between perceived service and 
adequate service of customers’ service expectations (minimum of the zone of 
tolerance of expectations) and the gap between perceived service and desired service 
of customers’ service expectations (maximum of the zone of tolerance of 
expectations) because understanding customer expectations is a prerequisite to deliver 
superior service. 

 
Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml (1991) affirm that the more experienced the 

customer, the higher service expectations. Linked with this, Taylor (1999) says that 
the “problem” of exceeding customer expectations (of being above the desired level) 
is that firms have to keep getting better, since in the next visit, customers will be 
waiting for it and if they cannot find the previous level of service, they will be 
disappointed. Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml (1991) suggest building customer 
relationships to companies based on fairness, regular and personal communication, 
and sincere efforts to understand and help the customer in order to exceed customer 
expectations and keep satisfied customers over time. 
 

Perceived service performance 
 

The perception or experience of the service performance depend on different 
factors like the level of service quality, the emotions perceived, the features of the 
customers, the sacrifices made to obtain the service (Liljander and Strandvik, 1997) 
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(i.e.: waiting time) (Bielen and Demoulin, 2007), the customer interpretation of the 
service encounter (Bielen and Demoulin, 2007), the culture of the organization 
(Torres and Kline, 2013) and the price that customers pay (Zhang, Vonderembse and 
Lim, 2005). 

Service quality can be seen as the cognitive evaluation of a service (Liljander 
and Strandvik, 1997) that involves the outcome of a service and the evaluations of the 
process of service delivery (Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, 1985). According to 
them, firstly, Gronroos (1982) differentiated two different types of service quality: the 
technical quality, that is what customers are receiving; and the functional quality, that 
is the manner in which the service is delivered. 

 
Lehtinen and Lehtinen (1982) stated that service quality is produced in the 

interaction between a customer and elements in the service organization and identified 
three quality dimensions: 

- The physical quality, which is the physical aspects of the service. 
- The corporate quality, which is the company’s image or profile. 
- The interactive quality, which is the interaction between the contact staff and 
the customer and between the customer and other customers. 
 
After that, Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1985) established ten 

determinants of the service quality: tangibles and credibility, that can be known in 
advance; access, courtesy, reliability, responsiveness, understanding or knowing the 
customer and communication, that are known when purchasing or consuming the 
service and are re-evaluated every time due to the heterogeneity of services; and 
competence and security, that cannot be evaluated by customers even after purchase 
and consumption of the service. 

 
Finally, for Liljander and Strandvik (1997) perceived service quality, that is a 

global judgement relating to the superiority of the service and is different from 
objective quality, precedes customer satisfaction, while for Parasuraman, Zeithaml 
and Berry (1988 and 1991) satisfaction with a service over time result in high 
perceptions of service quality. 

 
Apart from the cognitive evaluation of the service, customer satisfaction also 

depends on an affective evaluation of the service, based on customers’ mental feelings 
that can be experienced through their emotions, mood and attitude (Jani and Han, 
2011; and McGuire et al., 2010). 

 
According to Ruyter and Bloemer (1999), emotions are “notable and intense 

forms of affect attributable to a specific cause”. Most of the studies about emotions 
mainly use Izard’s Differential Emotions Scale (DES II) (Izard, 1977), which includes 
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ten different emotions: interest, joy, anger, disgust, contempt, shame, guilt, sadness, 
fear and surprise. Liljander and Strandvik (1997) distinguish between positive and 
negative emotions. Negative emotions have stronger effect on satisfaction than 
positive emotions; however, negative emotions are not necessarily transformed into 
dissatisfaction with the service since they can be tolerated until some degree. Extra 
attention by the service provider helps to create positive emotions on customers, while 
failing to meet a minimum standard in the service provision result on negative 
emotions. Nevertheless, emotions can be different from one customer to another 
because they can be related to past experiences or to the customer’s behaviour. Pizam 
and Ellis (1999) suggest that emotions can be “manipulated” by the service provider 
to influence customer’s perception. 

 
On the other hand, moods reflect how customers feel during the encounter 

with the service provider (Ruyter and Bloemer, 1999). Mood cannot be controlled by 
the service provider but it can be influenced by aspects of the service provider 
behaviour, like employees’ smile, ambient service environment... Positive and 
negative mood influences directly on customer satisfaction. While customers tend to 
avoid negative mood, if they experience positive mood, it encourages them to repeat 
the service experience. Because of this, managers have to create the optimal 
conditions to make customers feel positive mood through the ambient service 
environment, the temperature, the atmosphere, the friendliness and usefulness of the 
staff, and so on. 

 
Referring to the customers’ features, it is accepted that service satisfaction 

varies from one customer to another due to its dependence on customers’ biographical 
and psychological characteristics, profile, and other factors (Gilbert and Veloutsou, 
2006; Jani and Han, 2011; Liljander and Strandvik, 1997; Pizam and Ellis, 1999; and 
Torres and Kline, 2013). 

 
Consequences of customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction 

 
Having satisfied and/or dissatisfied customers impact organizations. Tepeci 

(1999) explains that new customers will try the product or service based on an initial 
notion of perceived quality, and if the trial results on satisfaction, the perceived value 
of the product will increase. For Davis and Heineke (1998) and McDonnell (2007), 
customers’ evaluation of service quality is affected by the end service received and by 
the service delivery process, which includes waiting time. 

 
Furthermore, Davis and Heineke (1998) differentiate three levels of 

satisfaction: 
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- First, customers will experience high satisfaction if performance is higher 
than or equal to their desired service level. 
- Second, they will experience satisfaction if performance is lower than their 
desired service level but higher than or equal to their predicted service level. 
- Third, they will experience low satisfaction or dissatisfaction if performance 
is lower than both their desired and their predicted service levels. 
 
Many authors (Gilbert and Veloutsou, 2006; Kandampully and Suhartanto, 

2000; Pratten, 2004; Torres and Kline, 2013; and Zhang, Vonderembse and Lim, 
2005) affirm that companies with more satisfied customers experience higher 
economic returns, higher market share, an increased profitability and long-term 
prosperity, whereas if customers are dissatisfied, companies may experience a loss of 
business. 

 
Moreover, satisfied employees are a “marketing force” (Bowen and Chen, 

2001) and are the cheapest mean of promotion (Pizam and Ellis, 1999). These 
conclusions are because satisfied customers may help to promote the company 
through the word-of-mouth, business referrals, references... Söderlund (1998) defines 
word-of-mouth as the “extent to which a customer informs others about an event that 
has created a certain level of satisfaction”. He mentions, along with other authors like 
Davis and Heineke (1998), that some previous arguments support that word-of-mouth 
is more probable with a negative event, while other arguments suggest that customers 
are more inclined to communicate positive experiences. 

 
Other consequence of customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction is feedback. 

Feedback is the “extent to which customers provide feedback to the supplier who has 
created a particular level of satisfaction” (Söderlund, 1998). This feedback can be 
negative due to a low level of satisfaction (complaints) or positive due to a high level 
of satisfaction (compliments). He points out that it is more likely for companies to 
receive feedback when expectations are not matched by the perceived performance 
(both below and above the zone of tolerance, disconfirmation) than when expectations 
are matched (zone of tolerance, confirmation). He also realized that barriers to the 
transmission of feedback are higher than barriers for the transmission of word-of-
mouth. Pizam and Ellis (1999) highlight the importance of feedback stating that only 
organizations with consumer oriented cultures will be able to retain and satisfy current 
and past customers, since they look for continuous feedback from customers. 

 
And other consequence of satisfied or dissatisfied customers is their possible 

intentions to repurchase the products or services of a company. However, intentions 
do not always lead to action (Wang, Harris and Patterson, 2012), cannot predict 
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behaviour (Bennett and Rundle-Thiele, 2004) and satisfied customers are not a 
guarantee of repurchase (Kandampully and Suhartanto, 2000). 

 
Some authors (Bielen and Demoulin, 2007; McDonnell, 2007; Pizam and 

Ellis, 1999; Tepeci, 1999; and Torres and Kline, 2013) support that retaining a 
customer is cheaper than attracting new customers because it would implies higher 
costs in terms of promotion, advertising, sales cost, and so on. For Bowen and Chen 
(2001), repeating customers are like part-time employees since they already know the 
product or service and require less information. Even, they can provide information to 
other customers.  

 
The effect of customer satisfaction on repurchase intentions depends on the 

industry (Bennett and Rundle-Thiele, 2004; Bielen and Demoulin, 2007; and 
Kandampully and Suhartanto, 2000) and on the number of alternatives (Bielen and 
Demoulin, 2007; Söderlund, 1998). Like this, if there are many alternatives, for a 
satisfied customer repurchasing can be the solution to the problem of choosing; while 
if there are few alternatives, for a dissatisfied customer repurchasing can be the 
solution to the problem of finding alternatives. 

 
Other factors that influence the repurchasing are the customers’ willingness to 

pursue the relationship, the switching barriers, the customers’ sensitivity to waiting 
time, and customers’ features (Bielen and Demoulin, 2007). Min, Min and Emam 
(2002) demonstrated that in the hotel industry, if customers are satisfied with the 
courtesy of the hotel employees, it is likely that customers stay longer in the hotel; 
meanwhile if they are dissatisfied, it is more likely that customers change to a 
competitor firm. Also, Kandampully and Suhartanto (2000) found out that satisfaction 
with housekeeping is more important than satisfaction with reception, restaurant or 
price, when deciding to repeat. Their explanation is that housekeeping is the core 
benefit of hotels because they provide temporary accommodation and the others are 
supporting factors. 

 
On the other hand, Bowen and Chen (2001) and Tepeci (1999) differentiates 

repurchasing from brand loyalty, since the first one is not enough evidence of brand 
loyalty because this also implies other factors such as commitment, trust, sense of 
engagement and allegiance... towards the brand. Furthermore, Bennett and Rundle-
Thiele (2004) demonstrated that satisfaction does not imply loyalty; there is only a 
positive non-linear relationship between them that is also moderated by the mentioned 
situational and psychological variables. 
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How to increase customer satisfaction 
 

Once the importance and impact of satisfied customers have been corroborated 
with previous researches, it is also mentionable that companies have different means 
to increase their customers’ satisfaction. 

 
Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml (1991) and Bennet and Rundle-Thiele 

(2004) suggest building trust through open, regular and two-way communication, and 
strengthen trust using marketing and sales strategies. Companies should promise only 
what can be delivered instead of an idealized version in order to be able to build trust 
with their customers. Customers will be more tolerant with service failures if they 
perceive that the company is trying to be fair. Other way to build trust is to provide 
valuable benefits to customers. In the hotel industry, Bowen and Chen (2001) and 
Eccles and Durand (1997) have identify some of them, such as giving non-smoking 
rooms upon request, check-in and check-out times that suit customers’ needs or 
investments in improving facilities and décor. 

 
In the case that a service failure happens, service recovery strategies, which 

are the supplier’s response to a service system failure (Söderlund, 1998), would be 
needed.  A positive recovery experience may restore confidence and customer 
satisfaction and prevent from switching next time (Wang, Harris and Patterson, 2012). 
According to McDougal and Levesque (1999), service recovery strategies range from 
“do nothing” to “do whatever” and the more common are apology, which is the 
minimum expected from the company; assistance, that are the actions taken by the 
company to rectify the problem; and compensation, that includes monetary payments 
for the inconvenience to the customer. Assistance plus compensation has the greatest 
positive effect on customer satisfaction and future intentions, but they are still 
negative. Customers will have higher expectations of service recovery strategies when 
the service firm is delivering a superior level of service quality, and their effectiveness 
depends on the occasion, so they should be customized and the staff should be trained 
to recognize verbal and non-verbal indicators of dissatisfaction (McDougall and 
Levesque, 1999; and Tom and Lucey, 1995). 

 
Other mean to increase customers’ satisfaction is through training (Eccles and 

Durand, 1997; Jani and Han, 2011; Min, Min and Emam, 2002; Parasuraman, Berry 
and Zeithaml, 1991; Pratten, 2004; and Torres and Kline, 2013). It starts with the 
selection of the proper candidates when they apply for a vacancy, since the contact 
staff with the customers are the key representatives of the firm. The training of the 
employees increases their skills to provide the required service standards and improve 
interactions between staff and customers. The staff should be friendly and efficient 
when attending customers’ requests and meeting their needs and expectations. Apart 
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from training, staff’s morale can be increased through rewarding, retraining and 
empowering employees. 

 
Finally, flexibility is another mean to increase customers’ satisfaction 

(Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml, 1991; Wang, Harris and Patterson, 2012; and 
Zhang, Vonderembse and Lim, 2005). Customers value the capability of a company 
to provide the right product at the right time and in the correct quantity. When a need 
arises, customers need to know whom and how to contact in a firm. To be able to 
meet customers’ needs, both material flow and information flow are very important, 
and the improvement of communications and technology has played a key role. 

 
Waiting time 
 

Waiting time appears to be a key factor that directly affects customer 
satisfaction and their evaluation of a service, including both the end service received 
and the service delivery process, since it will never be entirely eliminated (Davis and 
Heineke, 1998; McDonnell, 2007; and Zhao, Hou and Gilbert, 2014). 

 
Waiting is typically the first direct interaction between the customer and most 

service delivery processes (Davis and Heineke, 2007; Dawes and Rowley, 1996; 
Kokkinou and Cranage, 2012; McDonnell, 2007; and McGuire et al., 2010). 

 
Regarding the service delivery process, many services consist of multiple 

stages in which customers have to wait. Like this, Hensley and Sulek (2007) and 
McDougall and Levesque (1999) differentiate: 

- Service-entry waits or pre-process waits: are those that precede the service 
delivery. For example, the wait to see the doctor in a healthcare centre or for 
the check-in in a hotel. Within this kind of wait, they also distinguish: 

* Pre-schedule waiting time: that happens when customers arrive early 
for an appointment to receive the service. 
* Post-schedule waiting: that happens when customers wait after the 
appointed time to receive the service. 
* Queue wait: that happens when service is provided on a first come, 
first served basis (FIFO basis). 

- In-service waits or in-process waits: are those that happen during the service 
delivery. For example, the wait for the food to be served in a restaurant or for 
the room service in a hotel. 
- Service-exit waits or post-process waits: are those that occur at the end of the 
service delivery. For example, the wait to pay at the checkouts in a 
supermarket or the wait for the check-out in a hotel. 
 

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง



16 

 

Several authors (Barlow, 2002; Davis and Heineke, 1998; Hensley and Sulek, 
2007; Maister, 2014; McGuire et al., 2010; and Zhao, Lau and Lam, 2002) suggest 
that the first impression influences the rest of the service encounter and this is why 
they support that the service-entry or pre-process waits have a higher impact on 
customer satisfaction than the other two waits. Jones and Peppiatt (1996) and Maister 
(2014) suggest that the service-entry or pre-process wait should be designed out of the 
system because it is an unexplained wait for customers that have not used the service 
before and it creates anxiety in customers about whether they have been forgotten. 
Moreover, Barlow (2002), McDougall and Levesque (1999) and Pillay et al. (2011) 
identify the service-entry or pre-process, post-schedule wait as the worst wait for 
customers, since a promise of reserved time for the customer has been broken. 

 
In the in-service or in-process waits, customers’ attention shifts to quality of 

core services, physical comfort (furniture, equipment, décor...) and courtesy and 
attentiveness of the front-line employees (interpersonal and technical skills). 

 
Finally, service-exit or post-process waits have a higher impact on customer 

satisfaction and on the evaluation of a service than in-service or in-process waits but 
not as high as service-entry or pre-process waits, since it is the last contact between 
the customer and the service provider and reminds easier in the customers’ memory 
(Hensley and Sulek, 2007). 

 
And regarding the customers’ waiting experience, according to Jones and 

Peppiatt (1996), the first study about waiting time experience was developed by 
Sasser et al. (1978), who cited some evidence from installing mirrors in elevator wait 
areas. However, Maister (2014) was the first one who identified eight propositions 
about the psychology of waiting time: 

1) Unoccupied time feels longer than occupied time. However, the activities 
done to fill time should be related to the service encounter and/or offer some 
benefit. 
2) Pre-process waits feel longer than in-process waits, as mentioned above. 
3) Anxiety makes waits feel longer. There are many sources of anxiety but the 
origin of all of them is how long customers will have to wait. 
4) Uncertain waits seem longer than certain waits. If customers are not 
informed about the length of the wait, they perceived that they are not being 
dealt with honesty. This is also related to the previous proposition. 
5) Unexplained waits seem longer than explained waits. If there is no 
explanation about the wait, customers will feel powerlessness and higher 
uncertainty and anxiety. 
6) Unfair waits seem longer than equitable waits: it can be addressed by the 
selection of opening hours, the design of queuing system, etc. 
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7) The more valuable the service, the longer people will wait. The customer 
tolerance of waiting depends on their perceived value of that for what they are 
waiting. 
8) Solo waiting feels longer than group waiting. The interactions among 
members of the group reduce time perception. Companies can encourage 
customers to arrive in groups through 2x1 discounts, only group reservations 
or giving priority to groups. 
 
Moreover, Davis and Heineke (1994) and Peppiatt (1995) added two more 

propositions: 
9) Uncomfortable waits feel longer than comfortable waits. This refers to the 
environment where customers are waiting. 
10) New or infrequent users feel they wait longer than frequent users. The 
second ones have already experienced the queue, then their level of 
uncertainty is lower and as a result, they will be less stressed and anxious. TGI 
Fridays have realized about this and they differentiate between inexperienced 
or infrequent customers and experienced or frequent ones. The easiest way to 
differentiate them is just asking and if they are inexperienced customers, a 
waiter/waitress would spend more time with them explaining the menu. 
 
In spite of all these propositions, Jones and Peppiatt (1996) suggest that 

managers should focus only in improving high impact areas where they have a wide 
scope of control (see Figure 2). 
 

 
Figure 2: Queue management priorities 
Source: Jones and Peppiatt (1996) 
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Other classification that combines the customers’ waiting experience and the 
waits in the several stages is mentioned by Bielen and Demoulin (2007), 
differentiating four aspects of the waiting time: 

- The objective waiting time: is the actual time that customers spend waiting 
for a service. 
- The subjective waiting time: is the time that customers perceive or estimate 
that they spend waiting. 
- The cognitive waiting time: is the customers’ evaluation of the wait 
(acceptable, reasonable, tolerable, short or long...). 
- The affective waiting time: is the customers’ emotional response towards the 
wait (irritation, boredom, frustration, stress, pleasure, happiness, anxiety, 
impatience...). 
 
With this, they (Bielen and Demoulin, 2007) define waiting time satisfaction 

as “a post-experience, judgmental evaluation including the cognitive and the affective 
waiting times, and measuring the extent to which the perceived waiting time matches 
customer expectations for a transaction.” 

 
Jones and Peppiatt (1996), Tom and Lucey (1995) and van Riel et al. (2012) 

affirm that the customer’s perception of waiting (subjective waiting time) may be 
different from the objective waiting time. In fact, many authors (Davis and Heineke, 
1998; Dawes and Rowley, 1996; McGuire et al., 2010; Tom and Lucey, 1995; van 
Riel et al., 2012; and Zhao, Lau and Lam, 2002) suggest that the subjective waiting 
time is more important than the objective waiting time, since it does not really matter 
how long waiting time actually is if customers think that it is short enough or too 
long. Anyhow, Bielen and Demoulin (2007) and Peevers et al. (2009) state that both 
the objective and subjective waiting times directly influence the customers’ response 
to wait through the cognitive and the affective waiting times. 

 
As a consequence of this classification, managers have two kinds of 

techniques, which are not restrictive and so, that can be used at the same time, to deal 
with waiting time during the service delivery process. Firstly, process and operational 
management, that focuses on the objective waiting time; and secondly, perception 
management, that focuses on the subjective waiting time (McDougall and Levesque, 
1999; and Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003). 
 

Waiting time and customer satisfaction 
 
Many authors state that time is more valuable nowadays than ever before and 

people expect more in less time (Barlow, 2002; Durrand-Moreau, 1999; Hensley and 
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Sulek, 2007; McDonnell, 2007; McGuire et al., 2010; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 
2003; and van Riel et al., 2012). 

 
Waiting is a sacrifice or cost to get the service (Barlow, 2002; Bielen and 

Demoulin, 2007; and Maister, 2014) and a waste of time and unproductive because 
this time is not used to improve service’s condition (Barlow, 2002; Hensley and 
Sulek, 2007; Jones and Peppiatt, 1996; Maister, 2014; McGuire et al., 2010; Pillay et 
al., 2011; and van Riel et al., 2012). It is undesirable up to the point that some 
customers hire others to wait for them (Tom and Lucey, 1995). It also takes control 
away from customers (McGuire et al., 2010). It is a negative experience for customers 
that generates frustration (Barlow, 2002; Hensley and Sulek, 2007; Maister, 2014; 
McDougall and Levesque, 1999; Pillay et al., 2011; and van Riel et al., 2012), 
irritation (van Riel et al., 2012), boredom, uncertainty, tiredness (Hensley and Sulek, 
2007; and McGuire et al., 2010), demoralization, anxiety, annoyance (Barlow, 2002; 
and Maister, 2014), etc. As a result, waiting implies marketing costs for companies, 
because customers will have a negative corporate image and a lower perception of 
service quality (McGuire et al., 2010; Pillay et al., 2011; and Zhao, Lau and Lam, 
2002). 

 
According to Jones and Dent (1994) two thirds of service complaints are time 

related. For Jones and Peppiatt (1996), the fact that people value their time more than 
before is due to the rise of working hours, what leads to scarce leisure time. The turn 
of weekends into workdays and operations during the 24 hours are consequences of 
the growth in the service sector. Because of this, some authors (Barlow, 2002; and 
McDonnell, 2007) state that time is more important than quality in determining 
customer satisfaction. 

 
It is generally accepted a negative relationship between the length of wait and 

customer satisfaction and a positive relationship between waiting time satisfaction and 
service satisfaction (Barlow, 2002; Bielen and Demoulin, 2007; Davis and Heineke, 
1998; Durrand-Moreau, 1999; Jones and Peppiatt, 1996; Kokkinou and Cranage, 
2012; Maister, 2014; McDonnell, 2007; McDougall and Levesque, 1999; McGuire et 
al., 2010; Mobach, 2013; Pillay et al., 2011; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; Tom 
and Lucey, 1995; van Riel et al., 2012; Zhao, Hou and Gilbert, 2014; and Zhao, Lau 
and Lam, 2002). 

 
Moreover, Davis and Heineke (2007) and Zhao, Lau and Lam (2002) 

distinguish three levels of customer satisfaction: 
- High customer satisfaction: if the length of wait is lower than or equal to 
their desired expectation. 
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- Acceptable customer satisfaction: if the length of wait is higher than their 
desired expectation and lower than their predictive expectation. 
- Low customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction: if the length of wait is higher 
than both their desired and their predictive expectation. 
 
For them, the level of satisfaction directly affects the future intentions of the 

customers of repurchasing or revisiting. Like this, high customer satisfaction has a 
positive impact on future intentions, acceptable customer satisfaction has no impact 
on future intentions, and low customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction has a negative 
impact on future intentions. 

 
A customer waiting is a potential lost customer and transaction (Bielen and 

Demoulin, 2007; and Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003), and too long waits increase 
customer complaints (Hensley and Sulek, 2007), cause stress and tension in both staff 
and customers (Barlow, 2002; and Pillay et al., 2011), dissatisfy staff and customers 
(Aharonson-Daniel, Paul and Hedley, 1996), decrease customers’ service evaluation 
(Hensley and Sulek, 2007; and McDougall and Levesque, 1999) and reputation of the 
company (Barlow, 2002) and may cause customers to go elsewhere (Bielen and 
Demoulin, 2007; and Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003). 

 
The acceptable waiting time plays an important influence on satisfaction with 

the service (Kokkinou and Cranage, 2012; McGuire et al., 2010; and Peevers et al., 
2009). Bielen and Demoulin (2007) support that customers are prepared to wait 
longer if the service satisfaction is high and, in this case, waiting is seen as a sacrifice 
to get a high level of service quality. 

 
Beyond the acceptable waiting time, service recovery strategies such as an 

apology for a longer than expected waiting time and maybe a brief explanation can 
have a positive effect to reduce customer dissatisfaction (Jones and Dent, 1994; 
Maister, 2014; Mobach, 2013; and Tom and Lucey, 1995), but their use should 
depend on the occasion and on the personal consequences to the customer, since if 
personal consequences are serious, intentions are more negative (McDougall and 
Levesque, 1999). 

 
However, it is important to mention that not all the customers react in the same 

way to waits, since it depends on their features such as their cultural orientation, 
beliefs or acceptability of waits (Barlow, 2002; Dawes and Rowley, 1996; Hensley 
and Sulek, 2007; Hwang, Yoon and Bendle, 2012; Maister, 2014; Mobach, 2013; and 
Pillay et al., 2011). Barlow (2002) identifies that males are normally more dissatisfied 
with waiting than females, and that adults under 55 years old are more dissatisfied 
than adults over 55 years old because the last ones give less importance to time. 
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McDonnell (2007) also identifies some groups more time pressed like married, double 
income families or employed women with children. 

 
Apart from this, reactions to waits also depend on whether they are revisiting 

or long-term customers or they are new customers (Alotaibi and Liu, 2013; Barlow, 
2002; Durrand-Moreau, 1999; and Jones and Peppiatt, 1996), the time of the day 
(Davis and Heineke, 1998; Dawes and Rowley, 1996; and Jones and Peppiatt, 1996), 
the day of the week (Jones and Dent, 1994; and Jones and Peppiatt, 1996), how busy 
the store is (Davis and Heineke, 1998; Dawes and Rowley, 1996; and Hwang, Yoon 
and Bendle, 2012), the importance of the occasion for the customer (McDougall and 
Levesque, 1999), the location of the store or business (Jones and Peppiatt, 1996), the 
activities of the customers before and after (Dawes and Rowley, 1996), and who is 
blamed for the wait (Jones and Peppiatt, 1996; Tom and Lucey, 1995; and van Riel, 
2012). 

 
Customers tend to find the cause of the wait when it is shorter or longer than 

expected (Jones and Peppiatt, 1996; Tom and Lucey, 1995; and van Riel, 2012). The 
cause can be under firm’s control, partially under firm’s control or beyond firm’s 
control (Davis and Heineke, 1998). Customers will be satisfied if the wait is shorter 
than expected, dissatisfied if the wait is longer than expected or under firm’s control, 
and neither satisfied nor dissatisfied if the wait is longer than expected but beyond 
firm’s control. 

 
Waiting time management techniques 
 

Process and operational management 
 

Process and operational management focuses on reducing the actual or 
objective waiting time that customers spend waiting for a service. It involves planning 
and administering the necessary activities in order to achieve a high level of 
performance in the business processes identifying opportunities for improving quality 
and operational performance and, ultimately, increase customer satisfaction (Evans 
and Lindsay, 2008). 

 
Sheu, McHaney and Babbar (2003) define service process design as “the 

arrangement of service facilities where service is provided and process structured”. 
Also, Evans and Lindsey (2008) differentiate value-creation processes or core 
processes and support processes. The first ones are “the most important to ‘running 
the business’ and maintaining or achieving a sustainable competitive advantage”, 
while the second ones are those that “provide infrastructure for value-creation 
processes but generally do not add value directly to the product or service”. All the 
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departments play crucial roles in the design of the processes and must understand that 
they add value to the customers. 

 
An adequate design of the process, together with other management practices, 

such as the creation of standards and procedures (Jones and Dent, 1994), teamwork 
(Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; and Tom and Lucey, 1995), training (Jones and 
Dent, 1994; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; and van Riel et al., 2012), and 
motivation of employees (Evans and Lindsay, 2008) bring several benefits to 
organizations in the service delivery phases. 

 
The creation of standards and procedures (Jones and Dent, 1994) improve the 

response time and provide consistency to the service delivery process. They can refer 
to operational analysis, desirable throughput, sales projections, etc. and they should be 
applied from the moment in which the customers enter the operation. 

 
Teamwork among departments and employees (Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 

2003; and Tom and Lucey, 1995) increases flexibility of capacity since the tasks that 
employees perform can be carried out at the same time, increasing the efficiency of 
the team. However, a greater amount of communication among the employees is 
needed in order to work as a team and avoid waste and redundancy. 

 
The training of employees (Jones and Dent, 1994; Sheu, McHaney and 

Babbar, 2003; and van Riel et al., 2012) also increases flexibility of capacity by 
raising automation, which is “the extent to which individual employees can handle a 
variety of tasks and processes”, and incrementing employees’ ability to adapt to 
changes in the process design. 

 
Finally, the motivation of employees (Evans and Lindsay, 2008) improves 

their morale, their satisfaction, cooperation and adaptability to managerial practices, 
and multiplies the effects of team working and training. 

 
The results of all these management practices and an adequate design of the 

process are speeded-up work processes and reduced costs through the prevention of 
errors, the simplification of non-value-added steps, and the elimination of waste and 
redundancy; what leads to better quality and company performance through shorter 
cycle times, increased flexibility and faster and more consistent customer response. 

 
Considering the classification of the waiting time according to the different 

stages of a service (service-entry or pre-process waits, in-service or in-process waits, 
and service-exit or post-process waits), that in a facilities-based service customers 
visit the service facility to get the service, that most of the service delivery processes 
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are multi-stage processes and that waiting time cannot be entirely eliminated, the 
management team should design operations in such a way that the shortest wait is 
before the first stage (Mobach, 2013; and Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003). 

 
Nevertheless, the limit of trying to design more efficient operational plans to 

minimize waiting time should be at the point when the cost of reducing waiting time 
is higher than the benefits obtained from the reduction of waiting time (Jones and 
Peppiatt, 1996; Zhao, Lau and Lam, 2002). 

 
Apart from the service process design, two main operational management 

techniques are queuing techniques and technology. 
 

Queuing techniques 
 

Creating different queue classes (Alotaibi and Liu, 2013; Barlow, 2002; Bielen 
and Demoulin, 2007; Dawes and Rowley, 1996; Durrand-Moreau, 1999; Jones and 
Dent, 1994; and Jones and Peppiatt, 1996) based on the classification of customers 
into different categories (individual or group, repeating or new, value of purchase, 
time constraint, willingness to pay...) allows companies to adapt better to their needs 
and demands. 

 
It has been observed by several authors that every time more and more 

customers are prepared to pay more to avoid queuing. Like this, customers in the high 
priority class require a low timeframe in which the product or service should be 
delivered but are willing to pay more, and customers in the low priority class have a 
higher timeframe in which the product or service should be delivered in exchange for 
a discounted price.  

 
Moreover, this technique also increases the customers’ power to choose, so 

waits are perceived as more fair, and influences customer satisfaction. With short 
waits, the satisfaction of repeating customers and customers in the high priority class 
is increased; while with long waits, the satisfaction of new customers and customers 
in the low priority class remains the same. However, sometimes some customers need 
special time-consuming attention that is difficult to know in advance (Tom and 
Lucey, 1995). 

 
At this point, there are different designs of queues and service processes that 

can be applied by organizations (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 3: Four alternative queue designs and service processes 

Source: Sheu, McHaney and Babbar (2003) 
 

Kokkinou and Cranage (20122) agree with Sheu, McHaney and Babbar 
(2003), who demonstrated in their study about coffee shops that single-queue with 
multiple-server (design #3 in Figure 3) is better than multiple-queue with multiple-
server (design #2 in Figure 3) and also better than single-queue with single-server 
(design #4 in Figure 3) in both multi-stage and single-stage service delivery 
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processes. Also, single-queue with multiple-server (design #1 in Figure 3) was 
perceived by customers as more fair. Dawes and Rowley (1996) give Disneyworld as 
an example of designing waiting facilities. They mention that in Disneyworld, queues 
are wider to favour children giving them more space while they are waiting for going 
on a ride; and queues are snaked around different barriers and corners to hide sections 
from one another. 

 
Nonetheless, the creation of different queue classes greatly depends on the 

design of the facilities (Barlow, 2002; Bielen and Demoulin, 2007; Hensley and 
Sulek, 2007; Pillay et al., 2011; van Riel et al., 2012; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 
2003; Tom and Lucey, 1995; and Wang, Harris and Patterson, 2012), increasing or 
decreasing the flexibility of the capacity. Maister (2014) and McDonnell (2007) 
suggest that non-service staff or unoccupied staff should be out of the sight of waiting 
customers to avoid increasing their anger with wait, because it is difficult to accept for 
customers that demand exceeds capacity. 

 
Moreover, although physical space is limited, managers can control the level 

of service supply, increasing capacity at peak hours when demand exceeds capacity 
and reducing it at off-peak hours, through part-time or seasonal employees, more 
equipment, or increasing capacity within the existing facilities. 

 
Other option for managers is to try to change demand patterns by spreading 

demand in order to avoid long waits as much as possible (Aharonson-Daniel, Paul and 
Hedley, 1996; Bielen and Demoulin, 2007; Hensley and Sulek, 2007; Jones and 
Peppiatt, 1996; Maister, 2014; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; and Zhao, Hou and 
Gilbert, 2014) in the case that demand exceeds capacity. However, Jones and Dent 
(1994) point out that spreading demand may imply high marketing costs. 

 
Appointments, reservations and offers are used in many industries (healthcare, 

restaurants, supermarkets, hotels, transportation...) to avoid congestion by spreading 
and smoothing demand fluctuations and trying to attract customers in groups, before 
peak service hours or during off-peak days or periods. Appointments and reservations 
reduce the uncertainty of the wait, but one risk is that when a customer reserves a time 
to receive a service and then he/she has to wait, a service promise is broken, what 
definitely influences his/her satisfaction and evaluation of the service. Nevertheless, 
Barlow (2002) found that new customers tend to arrive quite in advance to an 
appointment anyway. 
 

Technology 
 

The use of technology has changed the entire service business in the last years 
in all industries, and it can reduce or eliminate waits and even avoid the visit of the 
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customers to the service facility to get the service (Davis and Heineke, 1998; Kwon, 
Bae and Blum, 2013; McDonnell, 2007; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; Tom and 
Lucey, 1995; and van Riel et al., 2012). Some examples are “e-ticketing” in 
transportation businesses, electronic check-in and check-out systems in hotels or 
electronic funds transfers in financial services. 

 
Technological innovations can happen and can be used in the front-office, 

affecting like this the ordering process, and in the back-office, affecting in this case 
the preparation process. The speed and the rate of failure of the technology introduced 
are important determinants of whether such technology will be successful to reduce 
waiting time. Poor performance and reliability would increase, however, waiting time.  

 
Wang, Harris and Patterson (2012) highlight that the use of technology is not 

exclusive of using older technology or other more traditional ways to serve customers, 
it just offers an alternative to customers, who choose according to their needs. For 
example, as it happens in supermarkets with regular optical checkout scanners and 
self-service checkouts. Kokkinou and Cranage (2012) suggest that possibly customers 
with simple needs are more likely to use technology, while customers with more 
complex needs are more likely to use the service employee, what may increase the 
processing time for service employees. They explain that the new technology must be 
well-designed, have an intuitive interface, be easy to use and its usefulness must be 
perceived by customers. However, employees must be available to assist customers at 
least during the introduction phase of the technology. 
 

Perception management 
 

Other option apart from operational or process management is perception 
management, which focuses on reducing and/or manipulating customer’s perception 
of waiting time (subjective waiting time) without reducing actual or objective waiting 
time (Tom and Lucey, 1995). 

 
Managers can influence to some extent dissatisfaction with waiting time by 

managing customer perceptions of waiting time (Davis and Heineke, 1998). Tom and 
Lucey (1998) highlight that one advantage of these techniques is that there is not 
necessary a one-to-one correspondence between the technique used to manage waiting 
time and customer satisfaction. For van Riel et al. (2012) another advantage of 
perception management strategies that make them more attractive than operational or 
process management techniques is that they do not face space constraints, fluctuating 
customers volume, difficulty in predicting demand for services and their costs are 
lower. 
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Many authors (Davis and Heineke, 1998; Dawes and Rowley, 1996; McGuire 
et al., 2010; Tom and Lucey, 1995; van Riel et al., 2012; and Zhao, Lau and Lam, 
2002) suggest that the subjective waiting time is more important than the objective 
waiting time when determining customer satisfaction because of the sacrifice, cost, 
waste, negative experience, etc. that it implies. 

 
Durrand-Moreau (1999) and McDougall and Levesque (1999) affirm that if 

customers determine that the cause of waiting is under firm’s control, it will increase 
their anger and their perception of waiting time and, as a result, decrease their service 
evaluation. 

 
It is generally accepted that customers tend to overestimate how long they 

have been waiting (Barlow, 2002; Davis and Heineke, 1998; Hensley and Sulek, 
2007; Jones and Peppiatt, 1996; McDonnell, 2007; McDougall and Levesque, 1999; 
McGuire et al., 2010; Mobach, 2013; and Peevers et al., 2009) and that a 
shorter/longer perception of waiting time implies a higher/lower customer satisfaction 
(Hensley and Sulek, 2007; and Mobach, 2013). 

 
In order to close the gap between objective and subjective waiting times, some 

organizations provide information about the remaining waiting time to their customers 
(Bielen and Demoulin, 2007; Dawes and Rowley, 1996; Jones and Dent, 1994; 
Maister, 2014; Naumann and Miles, 2011; and Peevers et al., 2009). It decreases 
uncertainty, anxiety and stress, so perception of waiting time is shorter; increases 
perception of fairness, and influences the customer’s emotional response towards wait 
because it means that the staff and/or the company take care of its customers and are 
sensitive to their needs. McDonnell (2007) affirms that information does not increase 
customer satisfaction but Hwang, Yoon and Bendle (2012) argue that information 
gives customers a sense of control over their environment while waiting, what 
increases their satisfaction. 

 
Waiting time guarantees or standards inform customers about their expected 

waiting time and they have become a competitive instrument. However, Jones and 
Peppiatt (1996) suggest that due to the fact that customer satisfaction varies among 
customers, standards should be avoided to favour a variable waiting time that ensures 
constant levels of satisfaction among customers. 

 
Moreover, Durrand-Moreau (1999) says that customers do not always trust 

announcements about the duration of the wait and they look better when the situation 
is critical. For this author, one important disadvantage of providing information about 
the wait is that it provides greater awareness of reality and customers’ attention 
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focuses on the time spent waiting instead of on the advantages of the service or other 
features of the service. 

 
Like this, customers build their expectations according to their past 

experiences, to what they have heard from others, and to company’s promises 
(Barlow, 2002; Dawes and Rowley, 1996; Durrand-Moreau, 1999; and Tom and 
Lucey, 1995). A customer who expects a short wait will react to wait more negatively 
than others. Jones and Dent (1994) and Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml (1991) state 
that companies should promise the service actually delivered, neither underpromise 
nor overpromise a desirable or an idealized version of the service, in order to meet 
customer expectations and as a consequence, increase customer satisfaction with the 
service. 

 
At this point, two main perception management techniques mentioned in the 

existing literature refer to the environment of the waiting area and the distractions of 
the customers while they are waiting. However, the perception management 
techniques must be appropriated to the context of wait and should be conditioned by 
the customers’ activity, enthusiasm, motivation, time sensitivity, socio-cultural 
variables, emotional variables, etc. (Bielen and Demoulin, 2007; and Davis and 
Heineke, 1998) since not everybody has the same reaction to and acceptability of 
waits. 
 

Environment 
 

The environment in the waiting area influences the comfort of the customers 
while they wait and therefore, the perceptions of waiting time (Hensley and Sulek, 
2007; Jones and Peppiatt, 1996; McGuire et al., 2010; and van Riel et al., 2012). It 
helps to form customers’ impressions of the place and it refers to the physical design 
including lighting, noise, space, shape, décor, temperature, furnishings, equipment, 
music, and so on; to the employees’ appearance; and to the facilities (seats, 
washrooms, shops, bars...) (Bielen and Demoulin, 2007; Hwang, Yoon and Bendle, 
2012; and Pillay et al., 2011). Dawes and Rowley (1996) give Disneyworld as an 
example where waiting facilities are themed decorated to prolong customers’ 
experience. 

 
If the environment is pleasant and attractive, customers will respond more 

positively to wait, will develop approach behaviours, their satisfaction will increase, 
and maybe they will spend more money. On the other hand, if the environment is 
unpleasant and unattractive, customers will respond more negatively to wait, will 
develop avoidance behaviours and their satisfaction will decrease (Durrand-Moreau, 
1999; Hwang, Yoon and Bendle, 2012; Mobach, 2013; and van Riel et al., 2012). For 
Jones and Peppiatt (1996) and Mobach (2013), the environment itself can also serve 
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as a distraction with what customers interact (mirrors, fish tanks...). Also, as 
customers’ satisfaction improves, sales can increase too. 

 
Environment also refers to the crowd in the store or in the waiting area, but it 

depends on the context. If customers feel it is out of firm’s control, they will 
experience negative emotions; but if they perceived it as an exciting space with 
opportunities for social contact, customers will experience positive emotions (Hwang, 
Yoon and Bendle, 2012). 
 

Distractions 
 

Distractions can fill the empty waiting time, reduce customers’ anger and 
uncertainty derived from waiting, and increase customer’ satisfaction (Bielen and 
Demoulin, 2007; Davis and Heineke, 1998; Durrand-Moreau, 1999; Hensley and 
Sulek, 2007; Jones and Dent, 1994; Jones and Peppiatt, 1996; Maister, 2014; McGuire 
et al., 2010; Mobach, 2013; Naumann and Miles, 2001; Pillay et al., 2011; Sheu, 
McHaney and Babbar, 2003; Tom and Lucey, 1995; van Riel et al., 2012; and Zhao, 
Lau and Lam, 2002). They increase the mental activity of the customers and cause 
them to lose track of the passage of time. McDougall and Levesque (1999) say that 
the more people pay attention to the passage of time, the slower it seems to pass.  

 
To distract themselves, some customers start to read, talk among them or use 

mobile phone spontaneously. Moreover, waiting in group is a distraction itself, so 
companies can encourage customers to arrive in group. But organizations can also 
offer some activities while customers are waiting. These activities should be active, 
related to the service encounter, offer some benefit and not be passive, boring or 
routine, otherwise they may increase worsen the waiting experience. 

 
Other options, which some of them can also be considered as part of the 

waiting environment, are to provide newspapers or magazines, mirrors, displays or 
brochures about the company, its services or products, or other topics; use sounds or 
music in the waiting area, place televisions... McDonnell (2007) differentiates 
between familiar music, which can be an appropriate choice, and unfamiliar music, 
which increases the perception of time. Also, Peevers et al. (2009) specify that the 
effect of music as a distraction is gradually reduced as far as the customers are from 
the acceptable waiting time. 
 
Development of hypotheses and conceptual framework 
 

As shown in the literature review, the main directions of research in previous 
studies analyze how customer satisfaction varies according to the application of 
different methods to reduce waiting times. 
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After the service delivery process is finished and customers experience the 
outcome of the service, they will feel different levels of satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
depending on the features of the service (value, delivery process, waiting time, 
personnel, environment...); their prior expectations; their assessment of quality of the 
service; their experience before, during and after the service encounter; and so on. 

 
The studies normally focus on a specific environment, business or 

organization and on examining the results before and/or after the application of one of 
the techniques mentioned above. However, the studies normally do not focus on the 
hotel industry in general and do not consider more than one or two techniques or 
dimensions utilized by practitioners within the industry or sector that they are 
examining. 

 
A total of four techniques used by hotels to manage the waiting time are 

considered in this research. All of them directly involve the guests of the hotels. Two 
techniques belong to the operational management and the other two are part of the 
perception management: 

- Environment: it refers to the environment in which guests have to wait. 
- Distractions: they refer to the objects that guests can use or have while they 
are waiting. 
- Queue classes: they refer to the existence of different kinds of queues 
according to guests’ features. 
- Technology: it refers to the possibility of using some technology to speed up 
processes and reduce the waits. 
 
Therefore, the first five hypotheses of this research are: 
 
Hypothesis 1: There is a significant positive relationship between the 
pleasantness of the environment in the lobby of the hotel and waiting time 
satisfaction. 
 
Hypothesis 2: There is a significant positive relationship between the use of 
distractions while the guests of the hotel wait and waiting time satisfaction. 
 
Hypothesis 3: There is a significant positive relationship between the 
existence of different queue classes in the lobby of the hotel and waiting time 
satisfaction. 
 
Hypothesis 4: There is a significant positive relationship between the use of 
technology in the hotel and waiting time satisfaction. 
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Hypothesis 5: There is a significant positive relationship between waiting 
time satisfaction and service satisfaction. 
 
Moreover, it is generally accepted that service satisfaction varies from one 

customer to another according to the customers’ biographical and psychological 
characteristics, profile, and other factors (Gilbert and Veloutsou, 2006; Jani and Han, 
2011, Liljander and Strandvik, 1997; Pizam and Ellis, 1999; and Torres and Kline, 
2013). 

 
However, only two studies were found that directly analyze the impact of the 

features of the customers or respondents. First, Jones and Peppiatt (1996) studied 
whether there were differences in the perception of the waiting time in a small retail 
food outlet in the U.K. between males and females, among age groups and between 
local residents and visitors. In their research, there were not significant differences 
among the diverse groups considered in each category (gender, age and origin). 
Second, Barlow (2002) tested Maister’s propositions (for further detail see section 
2.2) in a hospital including the gender and the age of the respondents. He identified 
that males were normally more dissatisfied with waiting than females, and that adults 
under 55 years old were more dissatisfied than adults over 55 years old. 

 
There is no concrete theory regarding the hotel industry in confirming whether 

the characteristics of the guests of the hotels have impact on the waiting time 
satisfaction and in their reaction toward the techniques used by practitioners. 
Therefore, this study would like to fill in this gap.  

 
The customer features analyzed in this study are those that have been 

previously mentioned and researched in the previous literature: 
- Gender: Barlow (2002) identified that males are normally more dissatisfied 
with waiting than females. 
- Age: Barlow (2002) also identified that adults under 55 years old are usually 
more dissatisfied than adults over 55 years old. 
- Country of origin: it is part of the customers’ characteristics and profile 
(Gilbert and Veloutsou, 2006; Liljander and Strandvik, 1997; Pizam and Ellis, 
1999; and Torres and Kline, 2013). 
- Experience: Alotaibi and Liu (2013), Barlow (2002), Durrand-Moreau 
(1999) and Jones and Peppiatt (1996) reported that the reactions to waits also 
depend on whether they are revisiting or they are new customers. This is also 
mentioned in one of the propositions that Davis and Heineke (1994) and 
Peppiatt (1995) add to the eight Maister’s propositions about the psychology 
of waiting time. 
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- Companion: Maister (2014) states that solo waits feel longer than group 
waiting, since the interactions among the members of the group serve as a 
distraction, reducing time perception. 
 
Therefore, the second group of hypotheses of this research are: 
 
Hypothesis 6: There are significant differences among groups (gender, age, 
country of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction toward the 
environment in the lobby of the hotel. 
 

Hypothesis 6a: There are significant differences between genders on 
the reaction toward the environment in the lobby of the hotel. 

 
Hypothesis 6b: There are significant differences among age groups on 
the reaction toward the environment in the lobby of the hotel. 

 
Hypothesis 6c: There are significant differences among countries of 
origin on the reaction toward the environment in the lobby of the hotel. 

 
Hypothesis 6d: There are significant differences among experience 
groups on the reaction toward the environment in the lobby of the 
hotel. 

 
Hypothesis 6e: There are significant differences among companion 
groups on the reaction toward the environment in the lobby of the 
hotel. 

 
Hypothesis 7: There are significant differences among groups (gender, age, 
country of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction toward the use 
of distractions while waiting. 
 

Hypothesis 7a: There are significant differences between genders on 
the reaction toward the use of distractions while waiting. 

 
Hypothesis 7b: There are significant differences among age groups on 
the reaction toward the use of distractions while waiting. 

 
Hypothesis 7c: There are significant differences among countries of 
origin on the reaction toward the use of distractions while waiting. 
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Hypothesis 7d: There are significant differences among experience 
groups on the reaction toward the use of distractions while waiting. 

 
Hypothesis 7e: There are significant differences among companion 
groups on the reaction toward the use of distractions while waiting. 

 
Hypothesis 8: There are significant differences among groups (gender, age, 
country of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction toward the 
existence of different queue classes at the reception. 
 

Hypothesis 8a: There are significant differences between genders on 
the reaction toward the existence of different queue classes at the 
reception. 

 
Hypothesis 8b: There are significant differences among age groups on 
the reaction toward the existence of different queue classes at the 
reception. 

 
Hypothesis 8c: There are significant differences among countries of 
origin on the reaction toward the existence of different queue classes at 
the reception. 

 
Hypothesis 8d: There are significant differences among experience 
groups on the reaction toward the existence of different queue classes 
at the reception. 

 
Hypothesis 8e: There are significant differences among companion 
groups on the reaction toward the existence of different queue classes 
at the reception. 

 
Hypothesis 9: There are significant differences among groups (gender, age, 
country of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction toward the use 
of technology. 
 

Hypothesis 9a: There are significant differences between genders on 
the reaction toward the use of technology. 

 
Hypothesis 9b: There are significant differences among age groups on 
the reaction toward the use of technology. 
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Hypothesis 9c: There are significant differences among countries of 
origin on the reaction toward the use of technology. 

 
Hypothesis 9d: There are significant differences among experience 
groups on the reaction toward the use of technology. 

 
Hypothesis 9e: There are significant differences among companion 
groups on the reaction toward the use of technology. 

 
Hypothesis 10: There are significant differences among groups (gender, age, 
country of origin, experience, and companion) on the satisfaction with the 
waiting time. 
 

Hypothesis 10a: There are significant differences between genders on 
the satisfaction with the waiting time. 

 
Hypothesis 10b: There are significant differences among age groups on 
the satisfaction with the waiting time. 

 
Hypothesis 10c: There are significant differences among countries of 
origin on the satisfaction with the waiting time. 

 
Hypothesis 10d: There are significant differences among experience 
groups on the satisfaction with the waiting time. 

 
Hypothesis 10e: There are significant differences among companion 
groups on the satisfaction with the waiting time. 

 
After the hypotheses have been set, the conceptual framework of this research 

is as follows: 
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Figure 4: Conceptual framework 

Source: Personal compilation 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 
Type of research 
 

Researchers in the areas of waiting time and customer satisfaction have 
utilized a wide range of research methods, including questionnaires (Bielen and 
Demoulin, 2007; Hensley and Sulek, 2007; McDonnell, 2007; Min, Min and Emam, 
2002; and Söderlund, 1998), case studies (Dawes and Rowley, 1996; McDougall and 
Levesque, 1999; and Pratten 2004), experiements (Mobach, 2013; and Tom and 
Lucey, 1995), computer simulation (Aharonson-Daniel, Paul and Hedley, 1996; and 
Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003), interviews (Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml, 
1985; and Wang, Harris and Patterson, 2012), observation (Jones and Peppiatt, 1996; 
and Wang, Harris and Patterson, 2012) and focus groups (Bowen and Chen, 2001; and 
Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml, 1991). 

 
The most common methods used by authors are quantitative methods. The aim 

of quantitative methods is to examine “relationships between variables, which are 
measured numerically and analysed using a range of statistical techniques” (Saunders, 
Lewis and Thornhill, 2012). Therefore, the research methodology used in this study to 
collect and analyze the data was a quantitative research through a questionnaire given 
to the respondents. This method was chosen in order to examine the relationship 
among the variables of the study, test the hypotheses, and because it is the most used 
by previous authors. 

 
Some of its advantages are that the questionnaire can be distributed in different 

locations and in different ways (personally, post, email, internet...), the diverse factors 
of the research can be measured, and the data obtained can represent the population if 
the sample size is large enough and therefore, allow to generalise the results. 
 
Population and sample 
 

The population of this research would include both national and international 
tourists in Thailand that spent at least one night in a hotel. 

 
In 2014 Thailand received a total of 24.7 million international visitors 

(Bangkok Post, 2015), who represented the 66.95% of the total guests of the hotels 
within the country (Bank of Thailand, 2014). Assuming that the rest (33.05%) were 
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national tourists, the total number of tourists in Thailand in 2014 was 36.89 million, 
including both national and international. 
 

Sample characteristics and size 
 

The sample group would be national and international tourists that spent at 
least one night in a hotel in Thailand and they still had a fresh experience of their stay 
in the hotel and/or could clearly remember it, including both the check-in and the 
check-out in their hotels. 

 
In order to estimate a suitable sample size, as Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 

(2012) explain, for such a population size (36.89 million approximately) with 95 per 
cent confidence level, the sample size should be at least 384 respondents. 
 
Design of the questionnaire 
 

The questionnaire used for the study had a total of 48 questions divided into 
two parts. 
 

Part I of the questionnaire 
 

The first part of the questionnaire included six questions, which referred to the 
features of the respondents. 

 
The first five questions were category questions about their gender, age, the 

highest level of education completed, their employment status and their marital status. 
 
The sixth and last question within the first part of the questionnaire asked 

about the country of origin of the respondents. In this case, it was an open question. 
However, when coding this question for the analysis, it was treated as a category 
question classifying the answers according to the classification made by the 
Department of Tourism as part of the Ministry of Tourism and Sports of Thailand.  
They classify the different countries in the following groups: Europe, America, 
Middle East (Israel, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, UAE…), East Asia (ASEAN, China, 
Japan, Korea…), Central and South Asia (India, Bangladesh, Nepal, Sri Lanka, 
Pakistan…), Africa and Oceania. 
 

Part II of the questionnaire 
 

The second part of the questionnaire included the rest of the questions, which 
referred to the respondents’ experience in the hotel. First of all, and in order to make 
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them focus on only one specific experience and reduce the risk of possible bias due to 
the passage of time, the questionnaire asked them only about the last accommodation, 
such as hotel, apartment, guest house or camping, where they had been 
accommodated in Thailand and that they could clearly remember details about their 
stay. 

 
The first seven questions within this part were category questions about the 

stars of the hotel, previous experience in the same hotel, how many people, and the 
length of the check-in and check-out as well as their opinion about it. 

 
The next 33 questions regarded the four techniques used by the hotels to 

manage the waiting time of their guests that are included in the conceptual framework 
of the research (environment, distractions, queue classes, and technology) as well as 
the waiting time satisfaction and the service satisfaction. All the items were based on 
the literature review and adapted as required. Four items referred to the environment, 
six items to the distractions, four items to the queue classes, five items to the 
technology, seven items to the waiting time satisfaction, and seven items referred to 
the service satisfaction. 

 
All of them were rating questions using a seven-point Likert-style in which the 

respondents were asked their level of agreement or disagreement with the statements 
proposed. The seven-point Likert-style was used in order to try to provide more 
accurate answers than using the five-point Likert-style. Like this, the options available 
were (1) “Absolutely disagree”, (2) “Strongly disagree”, (3) “Slightly disagree”, (4) 
“Neutral”, (5) “Slightly agree”, (6) “Strongly agree”, and (7) “Absolutely agree”. 

 
The penultimate question was a list question asking about the respondents’ 

purpose of visiting their hotel. The options proposed were “Leisure/Vacation”, 
“Business”, “Visit friends/relatives”, “Education/training”, “Health/medical care”, 
“Religion/pilgrimage”, “Transit”, or “Other”. 

 
And finally, the last question was a category question about how long the 

respondents stayed at their hotel. The possible answers were “1-3 nights”, “4-6 
nights”, “7-9 nights”, or “10 or more nights”. 

 
After testing the questionnaire in the pilot study (for further detail see section 

3.4.1), some changes were made on it, all of them regarding the 33 items proposed in 
the questionnaire. The Table 2 within the section 3.4.1 shows the items of the pilot 
test and the changes made for the final research classified according to the six factors 
considered in this study. 
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Data collection 
 

For the data collection, there were basically two stages in the research: 
- The first stage was the pilot study, which tested whether the questions were 
easy to follow and answer, whether the data collected enabled to answer the 
hypothesis of the research, and assessed the validity and the reliability of the 
data collected (Khemarangsan, 2006; and Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 
2012). 
 
- The second stage was the final survey, which aimed to examine 1) how some 
techniques that hotels use to manage the waiting time of their guests affect 
customer satisfaction with the waiting time and with the service, and 2) 
whether the characteristics of the guests of the hotels affect their reaction 
towards the techniques used and their satisfaction with the waiting time. 

 
First stage – Pilot study 

 
The research method of a questionnaire was chosen because it is an adequate 

technique to measure the relationships among the different variables included in this 
study.  

 
Although the sample size for the pilot study should depend on the research 

questions, the objectives and the size of the research, the time and money resources, 
and so on, Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012) suggested that for most student 
questionnaires the minimum number for a pilot is 10 although for large surveys, 
between 100 and 200 is usual. 

 
Thus, the sample size for the pilot study was estimated in 50 respondents. 

Estimating a minimum sample size of 384 respondents for the final research (see 
section 3.2.1), the size of the pilot study would represent around the 13 per cent of the 
sample size of the final research. 

 
The method of collecting data was convenience sampling, which involves 

selecting cases randomly only because they are easily available or most convenient to 
obtain. One inconvenient of this method is that there may be some bias and influences 
that are beyond the researcher’s control (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2012). 
Nevertheless, all those respondents who answered the pilot test had spent at least one 
night in a hotel in Thailand, and they still had a fresh experience of their stay in the 
hotel, including both the check-in and the check-out in their hotels. 
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The data collection was developed in July 2014 at the Suvarnabhumi airport in 
Bangkok (Thailand) because there is a high concentration of tourists at this place and 
all or most of the respondents could assess their recent whole experience of the stay in 
the hotel. The researcher distributed a total of 52 questionnaires and 48 were returned 
with complete responses.  

 
All the participants who answered the questionnaire did it before they passed 

the security and the passport controls. Some of them had already done the check-in in 
the airport but others still had to do it after responding to the questionnaire. Moreover, 
during the data collection for the pilot test, it was observed that respondents who were 
seating and still had a long time before they had to take their plane were more 
predisposed to answer the questionnaire or even were willing to answer it to distract 
themselves while they were waiting, as some of them expressly mentioned. 

 
Most of the difficulties found during the pilot testing regarding the completion 

of the questionnaire were related to the English language, since it was not the mother 
tongue of most of the respondents and sometimes they did not understand some words 
or questions included in the survey. Some of them asked for clarification to be able to 
respond properly while others left questions in blank. Like this, some items were re-
written for the final research in order to make them clearer and easier to read and 
understand. 

 
At this stage, the Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the reliability of the 

model. The 33 items together within the model had a Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of 
0.839, what means that the model was found reliable. The explanation of this 
technique will be explained more in detail in the section 3.5.1. 

 
Nonetheless, one item about the satisfaction with the overall waiting 

experience at the hotel was included for the final survey while the item about whether 
their stay in the hotel was a pleasant experience was deleted since the answer was 
very similar to the two following items. 

 
The Table 2 shows the items of the pilot test and the changes made for the 

final research classified according to the six factors considered in this study. 
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Factors Number of 
items Questions pilot test Number of 

items Questions final research 

Environment 4 

The lobby of the hotel was a comfortable 
place to stay. 

4 

The lobby of the hotel was a comfortable place. 

There were enough places to seat in the 
lobby (chairs, sofas...). 

There were enough chairs, sofas... to seat in the 
lobby. 

I liked the appearance and décor of the 
lobby of the hotel. 

I liked the appearance and décor of the lobby of the 
hotel. 

Background music helps me to relax 
while I wait. 

I am more relaxed if I hear background music 
while I wait. 

Distractions 6 

If I occupy my time while I wait, I can 
wait longer. 

6 

If I occupy my time while I wait, I can wait longer. 

While I wait, I like to use my mobile 
phone. 

I like to use my mobile phone while I wait. 

Watching TV while I wait makes me feel 
pleased. 

I like to watch the TV screens while I wait. 

While I wait, I like to read my book or the 
magazines or newspapers displayed 
around the lobby. 

I like to read a book, magazines or newspapers 
while I wait. 

While I wait, I like to look at the 
brochures displayed around the lobby 

I like to look at the brochures around the lobby 
while I wait. 

I feel bored if I wait alone. I am more bored if I wait alone. 

Queue 
classes 

4 
I had the feeling that people who joined 
the queue later got served before me. 

4 
People who joined the queue later got served before 
me. 
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Queue 
classes 

4 

It seemed to me that service in other 
queues was faster. 

4 

The service in other queues was faster. 

I would pay more not to have to queue. I would pay more to wait shorter. 

The hotel should manage time to serve 
customers in a better way to reduce the 
waiting time. 

The hotel should serve customers faster. 

Technology 5 

I am willing to use technology to check-
in/check-out to speed up the process. 

5 

I would like to use technology to check-in/check-
out faster. 

If I can, I would use a mobile application 
to check-in/check-out. 

I would like to use a mobile application to check-
in/check-out. 

If I can, I would check-in/check-out 
through the website of the hotel. 

I would like to check-in/check-out through the 
website of the hotel. 

Technology 5 

I am afraid to use self-service technology 
for the first time. 

5 

I am afraid to use technology for the first time. 

The presence of employees to help in case 
of failure is important to choose to use 
self-service technology. 

I would use technology if there are employees 
available to help me. 

Waiting 
time 
satisfaction 

6 

I am satisfied with the waiting experience 
for the check-in. 

7 

I am satisfied with the wait for the check-in. 

I am satisfied with the speed of service for 
the check-in. 

I am satisfied with the speed of service for the 
check-in. 

I am satisfied with the waiting experience 
for the check-out. 

I am satisfied with the wait for the check-out. 

I am satisfied with the speed of service for 
the check-out. 

I am satisfied with the speed of service for the 
check-out. 
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Waiting 
time 
satisfaction 

6 

I am satisfied with the queue method the 
hotel uses at the reception. 

7 

I am satisfied with the queue design used at the 
reception. 

I am satisfied with the technology the 
hotel uses to reduce the waiting time. 

I am satisfied with the technology I can use to 
reduce waits at this hotel. 

- 
I am satisfied with my overall waiting experience at 
this hotel. 

Service 
satisfaction 

8 

I will normally stay at this hotel due to its 
facilities. 

7 

The facilities of this hotel were very important to 
choose it. 

The location of this hotel was very 
important to choose it. 

The location of this hotel was very important to 
choose it. 

The hotel is worth the money I paid for it. The hotel is worth the money I paid for it. 

The service in the hotel is worth the 
money I paid for it. 

The service in this hotel is worth the money I paid 
for it. 

Staying at this hotel was a pleasant 
experience. 

- 

It was a good decision to stay at this hotel. It was a good decision to stay at this hotel. 

I am satisfied with my overall experience 
at this hotel. 

I am satisfied with my overall experience at this 
hotel. 

I would choose to stay at this hotel again 
in the future. 

I would choose this hotel again in the future. 

Table 2: Factors, number of items and items in the questionnaire during the pilot test and the final research 
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Second stage – Final research 
 

As previously stated in the section 3.2.1, with a population size of around 
36.89 million, the sample size should be at least 384 respondents for a desired 
confidence level of 95 per cent. 

 
Two methods of collecting data were used for the final research: 
-  Convenience sampling. It was used as in the pilot study. It involves selecting 
cases randomly only because they are easily available or most convenient to 
obtain. One inconvenient is that there may be some bias and influences that are 
beyond the researcher’s control (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2012). 
Nevertheless, all those respondents who answered the questionnaire for the 
final research using this method had spent at least one night in a hotel in 
Thailand, and they still had a fresh experience of their stay in the hotel, 
including both the check-in and the check-out in their hotels. The data 
collection through convenience sampling was carried out in January and 
February 2015 at the Suvarnabhumi airport in Bangkok (Thailand) because 
there is a high concentration of tourists at this place and all or most of the 
respondents could assess their recent whole experience of the stay in the hotel. 
Here, most of the respondents were international tourists. The researcher 
distributed a total of 400 questionnaires and 360 were returned with complete 
responses. 
 
- Snowball sampling. In this method, subsequent respondents are obtained 
from information provided by initial respondents. One disadvantage of this 
method is the problem of bias, since respondents are most likely to identify 
other potential respondents who are similar to themselves, resulting in a 
homogeneous sample (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2012). It was used in 
order to also reach national tourists. For this, the researcher created an on-line 
questionnaire that distributed by email to people living in Thailand. They were 
also asked to distribute the questionnaire as possible among their 
acquaintances. Everybody who answered the on-line questionnaire had to meet 
the requirements of having been in a hotel in Thailand recently and clearly 
remember such experience. The data collection was carried out from 
November 2014 to February 2015 and within this period, 53 completed 
questionnaires were received. 
 
As a result of the combination of both methods, the total number of 

questionnaires received with complete responses was 413, making up the sample size 
for the final research. Moreover, the ratio Thai/foreign tourists for this study is 
53/413, what means that the 12.83% of the sample of this research was Thai tourists. 
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Data analysis 
 

The statistical techniques that the researcher intends to use to test the 
hypothesis of the study are: 

1) The reliability analysis and the factor analysis: to check the validity and 
reliability of the data. 
2) Descriptive analysis: to have a general picture of the data collected (for 
further detail see section 4.2). 
3) Correlation analysis: to test the relationships among the factors considered 
in the research (for further detail see section 4.3). 
4) Regression analysis: to investigate the interaction of the techniques used by 
hotels in predicting waiting time satisfaction, and the interaction of the 
techniques used by hotels and waiting time satisfaction in predicting service 
satisfaction (for further detail see section 4.4). 
5) ANOVA analysis: to test whether there are differences among several 
independent groups within the sample of the research (for further detail see 
section 4.5). 
 
All the data from the questionnaires were analyzed using the SPSS software 

(Statistical Package for the Social Science) developed by IBM Corporation. 
 

Reliability analysis 
 

Reliability refers to whether the techniques used to collect data and the 
analytic procedures utilized in the research would produce consistent findings if they 
were repeated on another occasion or replicated by a different researcher (Saunders, 
Lewis and Thornhill, 2012), or in other words, reliability “is whether an instrument 
can be interpreted consistently across different situations” (Field, 2013). 

 
There are diverse methods to test the reliability of the data, but one very 

commonly used the Cronbach’s alpha. It consists of an alpha coefficient with a value 
between 0 and 1. Values of 0.7 or above indicate that the questions combined in the 
scale are measuring the same thing (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2012). However, 
in the early stages of research or if the research is more exploratory, values as low as 
0.5 are acceptable (Field, 2013; and Khemarangsan, 2006). 

 
At this point, the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was used to assess the 

reliability of the model of this research. The 33 items together within the model had a 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.876, what means that the model was found reliable. 
This coefficient is higher than the Cronbach’s alpha of the pilot study (0.839), so the 
changes made in the items increased the reliability of the model. 
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However, Field (2003) mention Cronbach (1951), who suggested that if 
several factors exist, then the Cronbach’s alpha should be applied separately to the 
items relating each factor. Like this, the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for each factor 
from the literature review of this study and the number of remaining items in each 
variable are shown in the Table 3. 
 

Factor Initial number 
of items 

Final number  
of items 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Environment 4 4 0.758 
Distractions 6 6 0.680 
Queue classes 4 3 0.769 
Technology 5 4 0.823 
Waiting time satisfaction 7 7 0.895 
Service satisfaction 7 7 0.877 

Table 3: Reliability test results 
 

Two items were deleted to increase the value of the Cronbach’s alpha of their 
factor: 

- Within the Queue classes factor, the overall Cronbach’s alpha for the four 
items together was initially 0.222. The item “The hotel should serve customers 
faster” was deleted to increase the Cronbach’s alpha to 0.769. 
- Within the Technology factor, the overall Cronbach’s alpha for the five items 
together was at the beginning 0.612. The item “I am afraid to use technology 
for the first time” was eliminated to increase the Cronbach’s alpha to 0.823. 
 
Clearly, the coefficients for all the factors are above 0.7 except for the 

Distractions factors. However, its value is almost 0.7 and still acceptable for 
exploratory purposes (Field, 2013; and Khemarangsan, 2006). 
 

Factor analysis 
 

In order to increase the confidence of the data, factor analysis was performed. 
Factor analysis is a technique used to identify “whether the correlations between a set 
of observed variables stem from their relationship to one or more latent variables in 
the data”, or in other words, it is used to identify clusters of variables (Field, 2013). 

 
According to Field (2013), the three main uses of factor analysis are: 
1) To understand the structure of a set of variables. 
2) To construct a questionnaire to measure an underlying variable. 
3) To reduce a data set to a more manageable size while retaining as much of 
the original information as possible. 
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In this research, factor analysis was utilized to validate the 31 remaining items 
of the questionnaire and to create new variables based on the factor loadings of each 
item for further analyses such as the correlation analysis, regression analysis and 
ANOVA analysis. 

 
Previous to the factor analysis, reverse coding was used for the three following 

items due to the negative answer: “People who joined the queue later got served 
before me”, “The service in other queues was faster”, and “I would pay more to wait 
shorter”. Also, consecutively to the factor analysis, two items were eliminated as their 
factor loadings were below 0.5. 

 
The Table 4 summarizes the factor loadings of the items within the 

Environment factor: 
 

Items 
Factor 1 

Environment in the 
lobby 

The lobby of the hotel was a comfortable place. 0.860 
There were enough chairs, sofas... to seat in the lobby. 0.868 
I liked the appearance and décor of the lobby of the hotel. 0.857 
Percentage of Variance 60.490% 

Table 4: Factor loadings of the items within the Environment factor 
 

The first factor was named “Environment in the lobby” (Factor 1) and it 
included three items (“The lobby of the hotel was a comfortable place”, “There were 
enough chairs, sofas... to seat in the lobby”, and “I liked the appearance and décor of 
the lobby of the hotel”). The last item (“I am more relaxed if I hear background music 
while I wait”) was eliminated because its factor loading was below 0.5. The 
percentage of variance explained by this factor is 60.490%, with all the remaining 
factor loadings above 0.8. 

 
The Table 5 summarizes the factor loadings of the items within the 

Distractions factor: 
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Items 
Factor 2 

Different distractions 
If I occupy my time while I wait, I can wait longer. 0.650 
I like to use my mobile phone while I wait. 0.569 
I like to watch the TV screens while I wait. 0.697 
I like to read a book, magazines or newspapers while I wait. 0.673 
I like to look at the brochures around the lobby while I wait. 0.662 
Percentage of Variance 39.162% 

Table 5: Factor loadings of the items within the Distractions factor 
 

The Factor 2 was named “Different distractions”, and included five items (“If I 
occupy my time while I wait, I can wait longer”, “I like to use my mobile phone while 
I wait”, “I like to watch the TV screens while I wait”, “I like to read a book, 
magazines or newspapers while I wait”, and I like to look at the brochures around the 
lobby while I wait”). The last item (“I am more bored if I wait alone”) was also 
eliminated because its factor loading was below 0.5. The percentage of variance 
explained by this factor is 39.162%, with all the remaining factor loadings except one 
above 0.6. 

 
The Table 6 summarizes the factor loadings of the items within the Queue 

classes factor: 
 

Items 
Factor 3 

Queue feeling 
People who joined the queue later got served before me. 0.840 
The service in other queues was faster. 0.866 
I would pay more to wait shorter. 0.777 
Percentage of Variance 68.638% 

Table 6: Factor loadings of the items within the Queue classes factor 
 

The third factor was named “Queue feeling” (Factor 3) and it included three 
items (“People who joined the queue later got served before me”, “The service in 
other queues was faster”, and “I would pay more to wait shorter”). The percentage of 
variance explained by this factor is 68.638%, with all the factor loadings above 0.7, 
and one of them above 0.8. 

 
The Table 7 summarizes the factor loadings of the items within the 

Technology factor: 
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Items 
Factor 4 

Predisposition to 
use technology 

I would like to use some technology to check-in/check-out faster. 0.884 
I would like to use a mobile application to check-in/check-out. 0.910 
I would like to check-in/check-out through the website of the hotel. 0.890 
I would use technology if there are employees available to help me. 0.514 
Percentage of Variance 66.668% 

Table 7: Factor loadings of the items within the Technology factor 
 

The Factor 4 was named “Predisposition to use technology” and it included 
four items (“I would like to use some technology to check-in/check-out faster”, “I 
would like to use a mobile application to check-in/check-out”, “I would like to check-
in/check-out through the website of the hotel”, and “I would use technology if there 
are employees available to help me”). These factors explain the 66.668% of the total 
variance, with all the factor loadings above or around 0.9 except for the last item, 
whose factor loading is above 0.5. 

 
The Table 8 summarizes the factor loadings of the items within the Customer 

satisfaction with the waiting time factor: 
 

Items 
Factor 5 

Waiting time 
satisfaction 

I am satisfied with the wait for the check-in. 0.824 
I am satisfied with the speed of service for the check-in. 0.840 
I am satisfied with the wait for the check-out. 0.850 
I am satisfied with the speed of service for the check-out. 0.849 
I am satisfied with the queue design used at the reception. 0.764 
I am satisfied with the technology I can use to reduce waits at this hotel. 0.534 
I am satisfied with my overall waiting experience at this hotel. 0.840 
Percentage of Variance 62.897% 

Table 8: Factor loadings of the items within the Customer satisfaction with  
the waiting time factor 

 
The fifth  factor was named “Waiting time satisfaction” (Factor 5) and it 

included seven items (“I am satisfied with the wait for the check-in”, “I am satisfied 
with the speed of service for the check-in”, “I am satisfied with the wait for the check-
out”, “I am satisfied with the speed of service for the check-out”, “I am satisfied with 
the queue design used at the reception”, “I am satisfied with the technology I can use 
to reduce waits at this hotel”, and “I am satisfied with my overall waiting experience 
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at this hotel”). The percentage of variance explained by this factor is 62.897%, with 
all the factor loadings except two above 0.8. 

 
The Table 9 summarizes the factor loadings of the items within the Customer 

satisfaction with the service factor: 
 

Items 
Factor 6 Factor 7 
Service 

satisfaction 
Hotel facts 

The facilities of the hotel were very important to choose it.  0.667 
The location of the hotel was very important to choose it.  0.746 
The hotel is worth the money I paid for it. 0.823  
The service in this hotel is worth the money I paid for it. 0.848  
It was a good decision to stay at this hotel. 0.900  
I am satisfied with my overall experience at this hotel. 0.895  
I would choose this hotel again in the future 0.842  
Percentage of Variance 59.628% 16.310% 

Table 9: Factor loadings of the items within the Customer satisfaction with  
the service factor 

 
The factor of Customer satisfaction with the service was divided into two 

variables. The Factor 6 was named “Service satisfaction”, and included five items 
(“The hotel is worth the money I paid for it”, “The service in this hotel is worth the 
money I paid for it”, “It was a good decision to stay at this hotel”, “I am satisfied with 
my overall experience at this hotel”, and “I would choose this hotel again in the 
future”). These factors explain the 59.628% of the total variance, with all the factor 
loadings above 0.8. The Factor 7 was called “Hotel facts” and included two items 
(“The facilities of the hotel were very important to choose it”, and “The location of 
the hotel was very important to choose it”). It explains the 16.310% of the total 
variance, with both factor loadings above 0.6. 

 
Summary 

 
During the reliability test and the factor analysis, four items were deleted (“I 

am more relaxed if I hear background music while I wait”, “I am more bored if I wait 
alone”, “The hotel should serve customers faster”, and “I am afraid to use technology 
for the first time”). 

 
Also, reverse coding was used in three of the remaining items due to the 

negative answers (“People who joined the queue later got served before me”, “The 
service in other queues was faster”, and “I would pay more to wait shorter”). 
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The Table 10 summarizes the factors considered in this study and the variables 
created with the final items included in each of them after the reliability and factor 
analyses. 
 

Factor Variable 
Definite 

number of 
items 

Questions 

Environment Environment 
in the lobby 3 

The lobby of the hotel was a 
comfortable place. 
There were enough chairs, sofas... to 
seat in the lobby. 
I liked the appearance and décor of the 
lobby of the hotel. 

Distractions 
Different 
distractions 

5 

If I occupy my time while I wait, I can 
wait longer. 
I like to use my mobile phone while I 
wait. 
I like to watch the TV screens while I 
wait. 
I like to read a book, magazines or 
newspapers while I wait. 
I like to look at the brochures around 
the lobby while I wait. 

Queue 
classes 

Queue 
feeling 

3 

People who joined the queue later got 
served before me. 
The service in other queues was faster. 
I would pay more to wait shorter. 

Technology 
Predisposition 
to use 
technology 

4 

I would like to use technology to 
check-in/check-out faster. 
I would like to use a mobile application 
to check-in/check-out. 
I would like to check-in/check-out 
through the website of the hotel. 
I would use technology if there are 
employees available to help me. 

Customer 
satisfaction 
with the 
waiting time 

Waiting 
time 
satisfaction 

7 

I am satisfied with the wait for the 
check-in. 
I am satisfied with the speed of service 
for the check-in. 
I am satisfied with the wait for the 
check-out. 
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Customer 
satisfaction 
with the 
waiting time 

Waiting 
time 
satisfaction 

7 

I am satisfied with the speed of service 
for the check-out. 
I am satisfied with the queue design 
used at the reception. 
I am satisfied with the technology I can 
use to reduce waits at this hotel. 
I am satisfied with my overall waiting 
experience at this hotel. 

Customer 
satisfaction 
with the 
service 

Hotel facts 2 

The facilities of this hotel were very 
important to choose it. 
The location of this hotel was very 
important to choose it. 

Service 
satisfaction 

5 

The hotel is worth the money I paid for 
it. 
The service in this hotel is worth the 
money I paid for it. 
It was a good decision to stay at this 
hotel. 
I am satisfied with my overall 
experience at this hotel. 
I would choose this hotel again in the 
future. 

Total 7 29  
Table 10: Summary after reliability test and factor analysis 

 
After being assessed the reliability and validity of the items included in the 

questionnaire, the correlation, regression and ANOVA analyses of the data of this 
study will be developed and explained in detail in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS 

 
Introduction 
 

This chapter includes different statistical tests and the findings and analysis of 
the data used in the research. The statistical tests explained in this chapter are: 

1) Descriptive analysis: to have a general picture of the data collected. 
2) Correlation analysis: to test the relationship among the factors considered in 
the research (hypotheses 1-5). 
3) Regression analysis: to investigate the interaction of the techniques used by 
hotels in predicting waiting time satisfaction, and the interaction of the 
techniques used by hotels and waiting time satisfaction in predicting service 
satisfaction (hypotheses 1-5). 
4) ANOVA analysis: to test whether there are differences among several 
independent groups within the sample of the research (hypotheses 6-10). 

 
Descriptive analysis 
 

The objective of the descriptive analysis is to “gain an accurate profile of 
events, persons or situations” (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2012). With this, it 
allows to have a general picture of the characteristics of the respondents of the 
questionnaire and their experience about the visit to Thailand and their stay in the 
hotel. 

 
The descriptive analysis of this study is divided into two parts. The first part 

refers to the characteristics of the respondents (gender, age, level of education, marital 
status, employment status, and origin), and the second part relates to the 
characteristics of their stay in the hotel. 

 
The total number of questionnaires received with complete responses was 413, 

what makes up the sample size for the final research. 
 

Characteristics of the guests 
 

The characteristics of the respondents include information about their gender, 
age, level of education, marital status, employment status, and origin. 
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Regarding the gender of the respondents (Table 11), 232 were males, what 
means the 56.20% of the respondents; while the rest (181 respondents) were females. 

 
Gender Frequency Percentage 

Male 232 56.20 
Female 181 43.80 
Total 413 100.00 

Table 11: Gender, frequency and percentage 
 

In relation to the age of the respondents (Table 12), the group of age 15-29 
years was the most common, with 155 respondents, what represents the 37.50% of the 
sample. After this group, the 33.90% of the respondents were between 30 and 44 
years old and the 18.20% were between 45 and 59 years old. Finally, 38 respondents 
were between 60 and 74 years old, and only five respondents were older than 75 
years. 
 

Age Frequency Percentage 
15-29 years 155 37.50 
30-44 years 140 33.90 
45-59 years 75 18.20 
60-74 years 38 9.20 

75 years or more 5 1.20 
Total 413 100.00 

Table 12: Age, frequency and percentage 
 

About their highest level of education (Table 13), 161 respondents had a 
Bachelor degree, what means the 39.00% of the sample. This group was followed by 
those who had a Master degree, with 98 respondents. Then, 14.30% of the 
respondents had completed college studies, while 12.80% had completed the 
secondary school or high school. 18 respondents had technical or vocational training, 
followed by primary school with ten respondents, Doctorate with nine respondents 
and Other with five answers. 
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Level of education Frequency Percentage 
Primary school 10 2.40 

Secondary/High school 53 12.80 
College 59 14.30 
Bachelor 161 39.00 
Master 98 23.70 

Doctorate 9 2.20 
Technical/Vocational training 18 4.40 

Other 5 1.20 
Total 413 100.00 
Table 13: Level of education, frequency and percentage 

 
The most common employment status (Table 14) was employed, with 208 

answers, what means 50.40% of the respondents. 24.00% were self-employed, while 
14.00% were students. 22 respondents were retired and other 22 were unemployed. 
The least common group was housewife/house-husband, with only four answers. 
 

Employment status Frequency Percentage 
Student 58 14.00 

Employed 208 50.40 
Self-employed 99 24.00 
Unemployed 22 5.30 

Retired 22 5.30 
Housewife/house-husband 4 1.00 

Total 413 100.00 
Table 14: Employment status, frequency and percentage 

 
Regarding the marital status (Table 15), 214 respondents were single, followed 

by those who were married or had an unmarried partner, with 177 answers. 20 
respondents were divorced or separated, and only two respondents were widowed. 
 

Marital status Frequency Percentage 
Single 214 51.80 

Married/Unmarried partner 177 42.90 
Divorced/Separated 20 4.80 

Widowed 2 0.50 
Total 413 100.00 

Table 15: Marital status, frequency and percentage 
 

Most of the respondents (47.90%) were from Europe (Table 16). Then, 
15.00% of the sample was from America and 14.50% from East Asia. Less percentage 
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represents Central and South Asia (8.50%), Oceania (7.30%), the Middle East 
(4.40%) and Africa (2.40%). 
 

Origin Frequency Percentage 
Europe 198 47.90 

America 62 15.00 
Middle East 18 4.40 

East Asia 60 14.50 
Central and South Asia 35 8.50 

Africa 10 2.40 
Oceania 30 7.30 

Total 413 100.00 
Table 16: Origin, frequency and percentage 

 
Characteristics of the stay  

 
The characteristics of the stay of the respondents in the hotel include 

information about the category of the hotel where they stayed, whether they had 
previously been accommodated in the hotel, their companion, the length of the check-
in and the check-out in the hotel and their opinion, their purpose of visiting the hotel, 
and the length of their stay in the hotel. 

 
From those who knew or remembered how many stars their hotel had (Table 

17), most of the respondents stayed in a 3-star hotel, with 128 answers. This group is 
followed by those who stayed in a 4-star hotel, with 100 respondents. 38 respondents 
stayed in a 5-star hotel, while 33 stayed in a 2-star hotel. Only 12 respondents stayed 
in a 1-star hotel. However, those who did not know or did not remember how many 
stars their hotel had represent the 24.70% of the sample, with 102 answers. 
 

Hotel category Frequency Percentage 
1 star 12 2.90 
2 stars 33 8.00 
3 stars 128 31.00 
4 stars 100 24.20 
5 stars 38 9.20 

Don’t know 102 24.70 
Total 413 100.00 

Table 17: Hotel category, frequency and percentage 
 

For 268 respondents, what are the 64.90% of the sample, it was the first time 
that they stayed in the hotel where they accommodated (Table 18). For 60 respondents 
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(14.50%), it was their second time they stayed at the same place; for 38 it was the 
fifth time or more that they stayed at their place; and for 31 it was the third time they 
stayed at the same location. Finally, for 16 respondents it was the fourth time they 
stayed at the same hotel. 
 

Past experience Frequency Percentage 
First time 268 64.90 
2 times 60 14.50 
3 times 31 7.50 
4 times 16 3.90 

5 times or more 38 9.20 
Total 413 100.00 

Table 18: Past experience, frequency and percentage 
 

About the companion (Table 19), 195 respondents stayed 2 people in total at 
the same location, what means the 47.20% of the sample. They were followed by 
those who stayed alone (21.30%), by those who stayed 3 people together (11.40%) 
and by those who stayed more than 4 people together (11.10%). Finally, 37 
respondents stayed 4 people together at the same place. 
 

Companion Frequency Percentage 
Alone 88 21.30 

2 people 195 47.20 
3 people 47 11.40 
4 people 37 9.00 

More than 4 people 46 11.10 
Total 413 100.00 

Table 19: Companion, frequency and percentage 
 

Regarding the check-in process (Table 20), most of the respondents did this 
process between 6 and 10 minutes or in 5 minutes or less or, with 145 and 131 
answers per group, respectively. 88 respondents completed the process in 11-15 
minutes, 35 finished it between 16 and 20 minutes, and it took more than 20 minutes 
for 14 respondents. On the other hand, 214 respondents completed the check-out 
process in 5 minutes or less, while 149 respondents did it between 6 and 10 minutes. 
For 36 of the respondents it took between 11 and 15 minutes. Finally, it took between 
16 and 20 minutes for ten respondents and more than 20 minutes for only four 
respondents. 
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Check-in/Check-out length 
Check-in Check-out 

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
5 minutes or less 131 31.70 214 51.80 

6-10 minutes 145 35.10 149 36.10 
11-15 minutes 88 21.30 36 8.70 
16-20 minutes 35 8.50 10 2.40 

21 minutes or more 14 3.40 4 1.00 
Total 413 100.00 413 100.00 

Table 20: Actual check-in and check-out length, frequency and percentage 
 

Referring to the expectation about the length for both processes (Table 21), 
199 respondents (48.20%) answered that the check-in should last between 6 and 10 
minutes. It was followed by those who answered that it should last 5 minutes or less 
(34.90%) and by those who answered that it should last between 11 and 15 minutes 
(14.00%). The last two groups where 16-20 minutes and more than 20 minutes, which 
were selected by eight and four respondents, respectively. For the check-out, the most 
common answer for the maximum length of this process was 5 minutes or less, with 
202 respondents, which represent the 48.90% of the sample. They were followed by 
those who answered that the check-out should last at most between 6 and 10 minutes 
(37.30%). 11-15 minutes was answered by 40 respondents (9.70%), 16-20 minutes 
was chosen by 12 respondents (2.90%) and more than 20 minutes was answered by 
only five respondents (1.20%). 
 

Check-in/Check-out 
appropriate length 

Check-in Check-out 
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

5 minutes or less 144 34.90 202 48.90 
6-10 minutes 199 48.20 154 37.30 
11-15 minutes 58 14.00 40 9.70 
16-20 minutes 8 1.90 12 2.90 

More than 20 minutes 4 1.00 5 1.20 
Total 413 100.00 413 100.00 

Table 21: Expected check-in and check-out length, frequency and percentage 
 

Most of the respondents visited their hotel for leisure or vacation (Table 22), 
with 276 answers, what means the 66.80% of the sample. 43 respondents (10.40%) 
visited the hotel to visit friends or relatives, and 41 respondents (9.90%) because of 
business. They were followed by those who visited their hotel due to educational or 
training reasons (4.60%) and because of transit (4.10%). Only five respondents chose 
health or medical care and four answered religion or pilgrimage reasons. Other eight 
respondents (2.00%) visited their hotel for other reasons. 
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Purpose of visiting Frequency Percentage 
Leisure/Vacation 276 66.80 

Business 41 9.90 
Visit friends/relatives 43 10.40 
Education/Training 19 4.60 
Health/medical care 5 1.20 
Religion/Pilgrimage 4 1.00 

Transit 17 4.10 
Other 8 2.00 
Total 413 100.00 

Table 22: Purpose of visiting, frequency and percentage 
 

And finally, the most common length of stay in the hotel (Table 23) was 1-3 
days, answered by the 43.60% of the sample. It was followed by a stay of 4-6 days 
(28.30%), a stay of 10 or more days (16.50%) and a stay of 7-9 days (11.60%). 
 

Length of stay Frequency Percentage 
1-3 days 180 43.60 
4-6 days 117 28.30 
7-9 days 48 11.60 

10 or more days 68 16.50 
Total 413 100.00 

Table 23: Length of stay, frequency and percentage 
 
Correlation analysis 
 

Introduction  
 

Correlation is the extent to which two variables are related to each other 
(Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2012). The correlation coefficient indicates the 
strength of the relationship between factors and it ranges between -1 and +1. A value 
of -1 represents a perfect negative correlation or relationship, what means that if one 
variable increases X units, the other variable will decrease X units. On the other hand, 
a value of +1 represents a perfect positive correlation or relationship, what means that 
if one variable increases X units, the other variable will also increase X units. A value 
of 0 indicates that the variables are perfectly independent, that is, that there is no 
relationship between the variables. The closer the correlation coefficient to 0, the 
weaker is the correlation or relationship between the variables. Also, the significance 
level means the probability that the correlation or relationship occurs by chance. In 
other words, if the significance level is <0.05 (= confidence level >95%), the 
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probability of the relationship having occurred by chance is very low (<5%), and 
therefore the relationship is statistically significant. 

 
In this study, correlation analysis will be used to test the relationships among 

the techniques used by hotels (Environment, Distractions, Queue classes and 
Technology) the customers’ satisfaction with the waiting time, and the customers’ 
satisfaction with the service provided by the hotel. 
 
 

Testing of hypothesis  
 

In order to test the hypotheses 1-5 of this research, seven new variables were 
created according to the components extracted in the factor analysis (“Environment in 
the lobby”, “Different distractions”, “Queue feeling”, “Predisposition to use 
technology”, “Waiting time satisfaction”, “Service satisfaction”, and “Hotel facts”) 
(for further detail see section 3.5.2). 
 
 

 Hypothesis 1 
 
Hypothesis 1: There is a significant positive relationship between the pleasantness of 

the environment in the lobby of the hotel and waiting time satisfaction. 
 

The correlation table below (Table 24) shows that there is positive correlation 
between the variable “Environment in the lobby” and “Waiting time satisfaction” 
(0.465 at the significance level of 0.000). Thus, hypothesis 1 is supported. 
 

Item/Variable Correlation index with 
“Waiting time satisfaction” 

Significance level 
(2-tailed) 

Environment in the lobby 0.465** 0.000 
Lobby comfortable 0.392** 0.000 
Lobby seats 0.402** 0.000 
Lobby décor 0.389** 0.000 
Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Table 24: Correlation of “Environment” with “Waiting time satisfaction” 
 

All the three items included in this variable have positive correlations among 
them, all significant at the 0.01 level. The same pattern rises in the correlations 
between the three items and “Waiting time satisfaction”, with positive and significant 
correlations at the 0.01 level. 
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A pleasant environment in this study refers to the attractiveness of the physical 
environment (Pillay et al., 2011); the space and functionality of the lobby in terms of 
the facilities, an adequate distribution of the equipment and furniture, the employees’ 
appearance, the availability of enough places to seat, etc.; and the ambient conditions 
regarding the lighting, the sounds, the temperature, and so on (Hwang, Yoon and 
Bendle, 2012). 

 
One explanation to this may be that the wait that guests may experience 

normally takes place at the lobby of the hotel. In most of the hotels, the lobby is the 
place where the guests of the hotel contact the staff to check-in and check-out and 
also if they have some enquiry during their stay and therefore, they have to wait 
(around) there for such processes to be finished. As a result, if the guests of the hotel 
feel comfortable in the environment where they wait, they will be more satisfied with 
their wait. However, if they feel uncomfortable and they are willing to leave the 
lobby, their perception of the wait will be endless and will be less satisfied (Bielen 
and Demoulin, 2007; Durrand-Moreau, 1999; Hensley and Sulek, 2007; Hwang, 
Yoon and Bendle, 2012; McGuire et al., 2010; Pillay et al., 2011; and van Riel et al., 
2012). 
 

Hypothesis 2 
 

Hypothesis 2: There is a significant positive relationship between the use of 
distractions while the guests of the hotel wait and waiting time satisfaction. 

 
Regarding the hypothesis 2, the correlation table shown below (Table 25) 

indicates that there is positive correlation between the variable “Different 
distractions” and “Waiting time satisfaction” (0.274 at the significance level of 
0.000). Thus, hypothesis 2 is supported. 
 

Item/Variable Correlation index with 
“Waiting time satisfaction” 

Significance level 
(2-tailed) 

Different distractions 0.274** 0.000 
Occupied wait longer 0.323** 0.000 
Use mobile phone 0.166** 0.001 
Watch TV 0.081¨ 0.099 
Read book, magazine, newspaper 0.236** 0.000 
Look at brochures 0.156** 0.001 
Note: ¨ Correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed).  
 ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Table 25: Correlation of “Distractions” with “Waiting time satisfaction” 
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The five items that are included in this variable have positive correlations 
among them, all of them significant at the 0.01 level. They also present positive 
correlations with the waiting time satisfaction, all of them significant at the 0.01 level 
except one that is significant only at the 0.1 level. 

 
According to the results, it seems that the respondents can wait longer if they 

are occupied while they are waiting. Like this, the waiting time satisfaction increases 
with the use of distractions, since such time becomes filled or occupied and it takes 
guests’ attention away from the passage of time (Durrand-Moreau, 1999; Hensley and 
Sulek, 2007; Jones and Dent, 1994; Jones and Peppiatt, 1996; McDonnell, 2007; 
McGuire et al., 2010; Mobach, 2013; Tom and Lucey, 1995; Zhao, Lau and Lam, 
2002; and van Riel et al., 2012). 

 
The distractions analyzed in this study are mobile phones, television screens, 

books, magazines, newspapers and brochures. Among them, books, magazines and 
newspapers have the highest correlation with the waiting time satisfaction. The reason 
may be that the guests of the hotels find some benefits in reading books, magazines or 
newspapers while they are waiting. Reading their own book may be found as an 
interesting activity in order to fill in the waiting time. Also, the magazines and 
newspapers available at the hotel may be new for the guests of hotel and reading them 
is not perceived as a routine activity (McGuire et al., 2010). 

 
Using a mobile phone and having a look at the brochures have similar 

relationship with the waiting time satisfaction. Both of them can be distractions that 
bring some benefits in relation to the service, with information about the hotel, its 
services and/or activities available at the hotel or around it. Finally, the TV screens 
appear as the distraction with the weakest relationship with the waiting time 
satisfaction. This is in accordance with McDonnell (2007), who affirms that using 
video or TV is not always suitable in service environments. The reason may be that 
this is a more passive or routine activity that does not provide any benefit in relation 
to the service and that can be perfectly done without visiting the hotel (McGuire et al., 
2010). 
 

Hypothesis 3 
 

Hypothesis 3: There is a significant positive relationship between the existence of 
different queue classes in the lobby of the hotel and waiting time satisfaction. 

 
For the hypothesis 3, reverse coding was used due to the negative answer. The 

correlation table shown below (Table 26) indicates that there is positive correlation 
between the variable “Queue feeling” and “Waiting time satisfaction” but it is not 
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statistically significant at the 0.05 level (0.005 at the significance level of 0.926). 
Thus, hypothesis 3 is not supported. 
 

Item/Variable Correlation index with 
“Waiting time satisfaction” 

Significance level 
(2-tailed) 

Queue feeling 0.005 0.926 
Join later, served before 0.008 0.868 
Other queues faster -0.003 0.948 
Pay more, wait shorter 0.007 0.888 

Table 26: Correlation of “Queue classes” with “Waiting time satisfaction” 
 

All the three items that form this variable have positive and significant 
correlations among them at the 0.000 level. The respondents in general disagreed with 
the three statements, with means of 3.07, 3.51 and 3.27, respectively. 

 
For the first two items, it means that the guests of the hotel did not perceive 

that their queue was slower than others or that the order of arrival to the queue was 
not respected. On the other hand, the guests of the hotels did not have to wait at all or 
the length of such wait was so short that they did not develop any feeling regarding 
the availability or absence of several queue classes to serve the guests of the hotel.   

 
And regarding the third item, its mean indicates that most of the guests of the 

hotels are not willing to pay more for a faster service. Although some respondents 
agreed to pay more to avoid waiting or wait shorter (Barlow, 2002; and Jones and 
Dent, 1994), a bigger group disagreed with the statement. It may reveal that this group 
feels that the money that they paid is suitable to the existing wait and quality of 
service. 
 

Hypothesis 4 
 

Hypothesis 4:  There is a significant positive relationship between the use of 
technology in the hotel and waiting time satisfaction. 

 
In relation to the hypothesis 4, the correlation table below (Table 27) shows 

that there is negative correlation between the variable “Predisposition to use 
technology” and “Waiting time satisfaction” but it is not statistically significant at the 
0.05 level (-0.069 at the significance level of 0.082). Thus, hypothesis 4 is not 
supported. 
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Item/Variable Correlation index with 
“Waiting time satisfaction” 

Significance level 
(2-tailed) 

Predisposition to use technology -0.069 0.161 
Use some technology -0.112* 0.023 
Use mobile application -0.077 0.120 
Use website -0.036 0.463 
Employees available to help 0.031 0.525 
Note: * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Table 27: Correlation of “Technology” with “Waiting time satisfaction” 
 

All the four items included in this variable have positive correlations among 
them, all significant at the 0.01 level. The correlations between these items and the 
waiting time satisfaction are negative, except for the last item, which is positive. The 
correlation with the first item is significant at the 0.05 level; while the correlations 
with the other two items are not statistically significant at the 0.05 level (they are 
significant at the 0.120, 0.463 and 0.525 levels, respectively). 

 
According to the results, if the guests of the hotel are more predisposed to use 

technology, their satisfaction with the waiting time will be lower. In order to 
understand the results regarding the hypothesis 4, cross tabulation was performed. It 
showed two main aspects. First, the predisposition to use technology increased as the 
wait for the check-in and/or for the check-out was longer. Second, the predisposition 
to use technology increased as the satisfaction with the wait for the check-in and/or 
the check-out was lower. The same happened for the particular cases of using a 
mobile application and the website. 

 
Those whose length for the check-in and/or the check-out was longer 

answered more positively to the possibility of using technology to do both processes. 
They also answered lower satisfaction regarding the wait for the check-in and/or the 
check-out. The explanation to this may be that since they spent more time in such 
processes, they are less satisfied with the waiting time. As a result, they would be 
more concerned about feasible alternatives, such as the possibility of using 
technology, to avoid waiting or reduce the whole process time. In fact, Wang, Harris 
and Patterson (2012) affirm that waiting time is the most important situational factor 
when customers choose between self-service (technology) and personal service. 

 
On the other hand, there is a positive relationship between the presence of 

employees available to help to use technology and the satisfaction with the wait for 
the check-in and/or the check-out. This is in accordance with Kokkinou and Cranage 
(2012), who explain that employees must be available to assist customers at least 
during the introduction phase of the technology. It may also influence the customer’s 
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emotional response towards the wait because it means that the staff and/or the 
company take care of its customers and are sensitive to their needs (Bielen and 
Demoulin, 2007). 

 
Therefore, it seems that respondents agree with the authors in that technology 

is useful to reduce waiting time (Davis and Heineke, 1998; Kokkinou and Cranage, 
2012; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; Tom and Lucey, 1995) but only under 
particular conditions (if it is -too- long) (Kokkinou and Cranage, 2012) and depending 
on the guests’ needs (Kwon, Bae and Blum, 2013). However, and due to the negative 
relationship, for this set of data, technology does not appear as an appropriate mean to 
increase the waiting time satisfaction of the guests of the hotels. Like this, those that 
are satisfied with their wait would have lower predisposition to use technology. 
 

Hypothesis 5 
 

Hypothesis 5: There is a significant positive relationship between waiting time 
satisfaction and service satisfaction. 

 
The correlation table below (Table 28) shows that there is positive correlation 

between the “Waiting time satisfaction” and the “Service satisfaction” (0.521 at the 
significance level of 0.000). Thus, hypothesis 5 is supported. 
 

Item/Variable Correlation index with 
“Service satisfaction” 

Significance level 
(2-tailed) 

Waiting time satisfaction 0.521** 0.000 
Satisfied wait for check-in 0.383** 0.000 
Satisfied speed of service for check-in 0.359** 0.000 
Satisfied wait for check-out 0.429** 0.000 
Satisfied speed of service for check-out 0.410** 0.000 
Satisfied queue design at reception 0.466** 0.000 
Satisfied technology available 0.296** 0.000 
Satisfied overall waiting experience 0.537** 0.000 
Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table 28: Correlation of “Waiting time satisfaction” with “Service satisfaction” 

 
The seven items included in this variable have positive correlations among 

them and with the service satisfaction, all of them significant at the 0.000 level. 
 
Results showed that the customer satisfaction with the waiting time will affect 

the customer satisfaction with the service provided by the hotel (Davis and Heineke, 
1998; McDonnell, 2007; and Zhao, Hou and Gilbert, 2014). If the guests of the hotels 
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are more satisfied with the waiting time, they will be also more satisfied with the 
service received. The wait for the check-out and the speed of service for the check-out 
appear to have stronger relationship with the service satisfaction of the guests of the 
hotels than the wait and the speed of service for the check-in. This is in accordance 
with Gilbert and Veloutsou (2006), who affirm that attributes experienced closer to 
the time of the customers’ final evaluation of a service (i.e.: check-out) tend to 
influence more the overall ratings than attributes more distant in time (i.e.: check-in). 
It would happen similarly with the satisfaction with the queue design used at the 
reception, since they will experience it during the check-out process. 
 
Regression analysis 
 

Introduction  
 

Regression analysis is a method used to predict an outcome (dependent 
variable) using a combination of one or more predictors (independent variable). If 
there is only one predictor, it will be simple regression; while if there are two or more 
predictors, it will be multiple regression (Field, 2013). The form of the multiple 
regression model is: 

 
Y = b0 + b1X1 + b2X2 + ... + bnXn + ɛ 

 
Y is the outcome or dependent variable, and it is predicted by the predictors or 

independent variables, X. bi are the regression coefficients or values of each predictor 
or independent variable; and b0 is the value of the outcome when all the predictors are 
zero. 

 
The first step in doing multiple regression is to think which predictors will be 

entered into the model. It should be done based on the theoretical background of the 
research in order to be able to predict the outcome (Field, 2013). 

 
Also, it is important to collect enough data to obtain a reliable regression 

model. The most common rules regarding this issue are that there should be 10 or 15 
cases of data for each predictor included in the model (Field, 2013). Then, with four 
predictors, 40 or 60 cases should be needed. 

 
Hierarchical regression was employed to test the hypothesis 5 in order to 

discover the impacts of the techniques considered used by practitioners to reduce the 
waiting time on the outcome (“Service satisfaction”). 
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In this study, regression analysis will complement correlation analysis. If the 
same conclusions are reached with both methods, it will provide greater validity and 
reliability to this research than a single approach to the problem through correlation 
analysis. 
 

Testing of hypothesis  
 

Hypotheses 1-4 
 

In order to test the hypotheses 1-4 of this research, the first outcome or 
dependent variable is “Waiting time satisfaction” with four predictors or independent 
variables (“Environment in the lobby”, “Different distractions”, “Queue feeling”, and 
“Predisposition to use technology”), that are those extracted from the factor analysis 
(for further detail see section 3.5.2). 

 
The table of the regression of “Waiting time satisfaction” (Table 29) indicates 

that the model is significant at the 0.001 level (p = 0.000 < 0.001). Then, this 
regression model is good in predicting waiting time satisfaction. 
 
 df Sum of Squares Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 4 102.661 25.665 33.851 0.000** 
Residual 408 309.339 0.758   
 412 412.000    
Note: ** Significant at the 0.01 level. 

Table 29: Regression of “Waiting time satisfaction” 
 

The table with the coefficients of the regression (Table 30) shows that this 
model with four predictors can explain the 24.9% of the variation in the outcome 
(“Waiting time satisfaction”).  
 
 b Sb Beta t P 
Environment in the lobby 0.419 0.046 0.419 9.069 0.000** 
Different distractions 0.162 0.049 0.162 3.340 0.001** 
Queue feeling -0.005 0.047 -0.005 -0.097 0.923 
Predisposition to use technology -0.146 0.047 -0.146 -3.112 0.002** 
R2 = 0.249 Constant = -4.022E-018 
Note: ** Significant at the 0.01 level. 

Table 30: Coefficients of the regression of “Waiting time satisfaction” 
 

The Table 30 also shows that among the significant predictors at the 0.01 
level, both the “Environment in the lobby” and “Different distractions” have positive 

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง



68 

 

coefficients, meaning that both of them have positive relationship with “Waiting time 
satisfaction”.  

 
This reveals that if the guests of the hotels have more positive feelings toward 

the environment in the lobby and they use distractions while they are waiting, their 
satisfaction with the waiting time will increase (Durrand-Moreau, 1999; Hensley and 
Sulek, 2007; Hwang, Yoon and Bendle, 2012; Jones and Dent, 1994; Jones and 
Peppiatt, 1996; McGuire et al., 2010; Mobach, 2013; Naumann and Miles, 2001; 
Pillay et al., 2011; Tom and Lucey, 1995; van Riel et al., 2012; and Zhao, Lau and 
Lam, 2002). Like this, the improvement of the pleasantness of the environment in the 
lobby by one unit will increase the waiting time satisfaction of the guests of the hotels 
by 0.419 (β = 0.419). Similarly, the increase of the use of distractions by one unit will 
increase the waiting time satisfaction of the guests of the hotels by 0.162 (β = 0.162). 

 
On the other hand, among the significant predictors at the 0.01 level, the 

“Predisposition to use technology” has a negative coefficient, meaning that it has 
negative relationship with “Waiting time satisfaction”. 

 
This reveals that if the guests of the hotels have higher predisposition to use 

technology, it is because they waited longer, they are more dissatisfied with the 
waiting time, and they consider the use of technology as an alternative to reduce the 
wait Wang, Harris and Patterson (2012). Like this, the increase of the predisposition 
to use technology by one unit will decrease the waiting time satisfaction of the guests 
of the hotels by 0.146 (β = -0.146). 

 
Results also show that for the three significant predictors, “Different 

distractions” and “Predisposition to use technology” have similar impact (β = 0.162, t 
= 3.340; and β = -0.146, t = -3.112, respectively), but for the first one it is positive 
while for the second one is negative; whereas the “Environment in the lobby” has 
stronger impact than both of them (β = 0.419, t = 9.069). 

 
The explanation to this may be that the three kinds of waits that Hensley and 

Sulek (2007) and McDougall and Levesque (1999) differentiate normally happen in 
the lobby of the hotel: 

- During the service-entry or pre-process wait, for example the check-in in the 
hotel, the guests of the hotel build their first impression of the organization 
according to their perception of the lobby. This influences the rest of the 
encounter with the hotel (Barlow, 2002; Davis and Heineke, 1998; Hensley 
and Sulek, 2007; Maister, 1985; McGuire et al., 2010; and Zhao, Lau and 
Lam, 2002). 
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- In-service or in-process wait will happen in the case that the guests of the 
hotel have some enquiry during their stay and contact the staff in the reception. 
- The service-exit or post-process wait, for example the check-out in the hotel, 
is the last contact between the guests and the hotel and remains easier in their 
memory (Hensley and Sulek, 2007). 
 
Finally, from the results of this regression, the hypotheses 1 and 2 are 

supported, while the hypotheses 3 and 4 are not supported. This is the same 
conclusion as that reached from the correlation analysis for the hypotheses 1-4, what 
provides greater validity and reliability to this research than a single approach to the 
problem through only one of the analyses. 
 

Hypothesis 5 
 

In order to test the hypothesis 5 of this research, two models were developed. 
The first model has as outcome or dependent variable “Service satisfaction” with only 
one predictor or independent variable (“Waiting time satisfaction”). The second 
model has the same outcome or dependent variable (“Service satisfaction”) with five 
predictors or independent variables (“Waiting time satisfaction”, “Environment in the 
lobby”, “Different distractions”, “Queue feeling”, and “Predisposition to use 
technology”) that are those extracted from the factor analysis (for further detail see 
section 3.5.2). 

 
The table of the regression of “Service satisfaction” (Table 31) indicates that 

both models are significant at the 0.001 level (p = 0.000 < 0.001 in both cases). Then, 
these regression models are good in predicting service satisfaction. 
 

Model  df Sum of 
Squares 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

1 
Regression 1 111.957 111.957 153.358 0.000** 
Residual 411 300.043 0.730   
 412 412.000    

2 
Regression 5 165.942 33.188 54.896 0.000** 
Residual 407 246.058 0.605   
 412 412.000    

Note: ** Significant at the 0.01 level. 
Table 31: Regression of “Service satisfaction” 

 
Hierarchical regression results will always show the change of R2. It will 

always be bigger if more predictors are added. The difference between the R2 of the 
two models determines the effect of the second block of independent variables (Model 
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2) on the known independent variables (Model 1) in predicting the outcome (“Service 
satisfaction”). 

 
The table with the coefficients of the regression (Table 32) shows that the first 

model with one predictor can explain the 27.2% of the variation in the outcome 
(“Service satisfaction”). The second model with five predictors can explain the 40.3% 
of the variation in the outcome (“Service satisfaction”). At this point, results show 
that the four techniques considered used by practitioners to reduce the waiting time 
account for an additional 13.1%, so the inclusion of four new predictors in the model 
2 explains larger amount of the variation in service satisfaction. 
 
Model  b Sb Beta t P 

1 Waiting time satisfaction 0.521 0.042 0.521 12.384 0.000** 
 R2 = 0.272 Constant = 6.219E-017 

2 

Waiting time satisfaction 0.327 0.044 0.327 7.391 0.000** 
Environment in the lobby 0.409 0.045 0.409 9.061 0.000** 
Different distractions 0.008 0.044 0.008 0.188 0.851 
Queue feeling -0.006 0.042 -0.006 -0.142 0.888 
Predisposition to use 
technology 

-0.029 0.042 -0.029 -0.687 0.492 

 R2 = 0.403 Constant = -4.022E-018 
Note: ** Significant at the 0.01 level. 

Table 32: Coefficients of the regression of “Service satisfaction” 
 

The Table 32 also shows that in the first model “Waiting time satisfaction” is 
significant at the 0.01 level, and it has a positive coefficient, meaning that it has a 
positive relationship with “Service satisfaction”. 

 
This reveals that if the guests of the hotels are more satisfied with the waiting 

time, their satisfaction with the service will increase (Barlow, 2002; Bielen and 
Demoulin, 2007; Davis and Heineke, 1998; Durrand-Moreau, 1999; Jones and 
Peppiatt, 1996; Kokkinou and Cranage, 2012; Maister, 2014; McDonnell, 2007; 
McDougall and Levesque, 1999; McGuire et al., 2010; Mobach, 2013; Pillay et al., 
2011; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; Tom and Lucey, 1995; van Riel et al., 2012; 
Zhao, Hou and Gilbert, 2014; and Zhao, Lau and Lam, 2002). Like this, the increase 
of the waiting time satisfaction by one unit will increase the service satisfaction of the 
guests of the hotels by 0.521 (β = 0.521). 

 
Furthermore, the two significant predictors at the 0.01 level within the second 

model (“Waiting time satisfaction”, and “Environment in the lobby”) have positive 
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coefficients, meaning that both of them have positive relationship with “Service 
satisfaction”. 

 
This indicates that if the guests of the hotels are more satisfied with the 

waiting time and they have more positive feelings toward the environment in the 
lobby, their satisfaction with the service will increase (Barlow, 2002; Bielen and 
Demoulin, 2007; Davis and Heineke, 1998; Durrand-Moreau, 1999; Jones and 
Peppiatt, 1996; Kokkinou and Cranage, 2012; Maister, 2014; McDonnell, 2007; 
McDougall and Levesque, 1999; McGuire et al., 2010; Mobach, 2013; Pillay et al., 
2011; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; Tom and Lucey, 1995; van Riel et al., 2012; 
Zhao, Hou and Gilbert, 2014; and Zhao, Lau and Lam, 2002). Like this, the increase 
of the waiting time satisfaction by one unit will increase the service satisfaction of the 
guests of the hotels by 0.327 (β = 0.327), which is lower than in the first model. 
Similarly, the improvement of the pleasantness of the environment in the lobby by 
one unit will increase the service satisfaction of the guests of the hotels by 0.409 (β = 
0.409). 

 
Results also show that for the two significant predictors, the “Environment in 

the lobby” has stronger impact than the “Waiting time satisfaction” on predicting the 
“Service satisfaction (β = 0.409, t = 9.061; and β = 0.327, t = 7.391, respectively). 

 
The waiting time is part of the service delivery process and it has a great 

importance because nowadays time is more valuable than ever before and people 
expect more in less time (Barlow, 2002; Durrand-Moreau, 1999; Hensley and Sulek, 
2007; McDonnell, 2007; McGuire et al., 2010; Sheu, McHaney and Babbar, 2003; 
and van Riel et al., 2012), and it is not used to improve service’s condition (Barlow, 
2002; Hensley and Sulek, 2007; Jones and Peppiatt, 1996; Maister, 2014; McGuire et 
al., 2010; Pillay et al., 2011; and van Riel et al., 2012). The guests of the hotels 
perceive the waiting as frustrating (Barlow, 2002; Hensley and Sulek, 2007; Maister, 
2014; McDougall and Levesque, 1999; Pillay et al., 2011; and van Riel et al., 2012), 
irritating (van Riel et al., 2012), boring, uncertain and tiring (Hensley and Sulek, 
2007; and McGuire et al., 2010), demoralizing, agonising and annoying (Barlow, 
2002; and Maister, 2014), as a sacrifice to get the service (Barlow, 2002; Bielen and 
Demoulin, 2007; and Maister, 2014), and finally, it takes control away from 
customers (McGuire et al., 2010). 

 
Finally, from the results of this regression, the hypothesis 5 is supported. 

This is the same conclusion as that reached from the correlation analysis for the 
hypothesis 5, what provides greater validity and reliability to this research than a 
single approach to the problem through only one of the analyses. 
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ANOVA analysis 
 

Introduction  
 

ANOVA analysis or analysis of variance is similar to a t-test, used to 
determine the likelihood that the values of the numerical variables collected for two or 
more groups are different by chance (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2012). ANOVA 
is a special case of the linear model used for multiple regression: 

 
Y = b0 + b1X1 + b2X2 + ... + bnXn + ɛ 

 
As in the multiple regression, Y is the outcome or dependent variable, and it is 

predicted by the predictors or independent variables, X. bi are the regression 
coefficients or values of each predictor or independent variable; and b0 is the value of 
the outcome when all the predictors are zero. 

 
The difference is that in the ANOVA analysis, the data included in the 

regression are divided into different groups using a descriptive variable. ANOVA 
analyses the variance (the spread of data values) within and between groups of data 
comparing means, represented by the F-ratio. If there is a significant difference 
(significance level <0.05) between groups happening by chance, the F-ratio will be 
high. 

 
In this study, ANOVA analysis will be used to determine whether there is any 

difference among groups (gender, age, country of origin, experience, and companion) 
regarding their reaction toward the techniques used by hotels to manage the waiting 
time and regarding the guests’ satisfaction with the waiting time. 
 

Testing of hypothesis  
 

In order to test the hypotheses 6-10 of this research, several ANOVA analyses 
were performed with the following groups: 

- Gender: male and female. 
- Age: 15-29 years, 30-44 years, 45-59 years, 60-74 years, and 75+ years. 
- Country of origin: Europe, America, Middle East, East Asia, Central and 
South Asia, Africa, and Oceania. 
- Experience: first time at the hotel, 2 times, 3 times, 4 times, and 5 times or 
more. 
- Companion: alone, 2 people, 3 people, 4 people, and more than 4 people. 
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Environment in the lobby (Hypothesis 6) 
 
Hypothesis 6: There are significant differences among groups (gender, age, country 
of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction toward the environment in the 

lobby of the hotel. 
 

The Table 33 shows the summary of the results of the ANOVA analysis for 
the five characteristics of the guests included in this study regarding the “Environment 
in the lobby” of the hotel. 
 
 df F p 
1. Gender 412   
Between groups 1 1.819 0.178 
Within groups 411   
2. Age 412   
Between groups 4 0.377 0.825 
Within groups 408   
3. Country of origin 412   
Between groups 6 2.116 0.050* 
Within groups 406   
4. Experience 412   
Between groups 4 0.067 0.992 
Within groups 408   
5. Companion 412   
Between groups 4 0.890 0.470 
Within groups 408   
Note: * Significant at the 0.05 level. 

Table 33: ANOVA analysis of different groups regarding the “Environment in 
the lobby” 

 
The details of the ANOVA analysis are as follows: 
 
1. Gender 
The Table 33 indicates an F-ratio for the genders of 1.819 with a significance 

level of 0.178, which is higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no significant difference 
between genders in regards to the reaction toward the environment in the lobby of the 
hotel, and the hypothesis 6a is not supported. 

 
2. Age 
The Table 33 shows an F-ratio for the several age groups of 0.377 with a 

significance level of 0.825, which is much higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no 
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significant difference among age groups in regards to the reaction toward the 
environment in the lobby of the hotel, and the hypothesis 6b is not supported. 

 
3. Country of origin 
The Table 33 indicates an F-ratio for the several nationalitiesorigin of 2.116 

with a significance level of 0.05. Therefore, there is a significant difference among 
countries in regards to the reaction toward the environment in the lobby of the hotel, 
and the hypothesis 6c is supported. 

 
More specifically, further ANOVA analysis indicated that only the item “The 

lobby of the hotel was a comfortable place” had significant difference at the 0.1 level 
(p = 0.051 < 0.1). Cross tabulation showed that those from Africa and from Oceania 
agreed more with the statement while those from Central and South Asia and from 
East Asia disagreed more. 

 
The reason to this may be that those from Central and South Asia and from 

East Asia are more demanding with the comfort in the lobby of the hotel. Other 
reason may be that for these groups the lobby of the hotel is seen as a place where 
they do not want to stay for a long time and as a result, they do not feel comfortable at 
the lobby. 

 
4. Experience 
The Table 33 shows an F-ratio for the several experience groups of 0.067 with 

a significance level of 0.992, which is much higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no 
significant difference among experience groups in regards to the reaction toward the 
environment in the lobby of the hotel, and the hypothesis 6d is not supported. 

 
5. Companion 
The Table 33 reveals an F-ratio for the several companion groups of 0.890 

with a significance level of 0.470, which is much higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is 
no significant difference among companion groups in regards to the reaction toward 
the environment in the lobby of the hotel, and the hypothesis 6e is not supported. 

 
To sum up, after the five characteristics of the guests considered in this 

research have been tested, it was found that only the country of origin presented 
significant differences among groups. Thus, hypothesis 6 is partially supported. 
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Use of distractions (Hypothesis 7) 
 
Hypothesis 7: There are significant differences among groups (gender, age, country 
of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction toward the use of distractions 

while waiting. 
 

The Table 34 shows the summary of the results of the ANOVA analysis for 
the five characteristics of the guests included in this research regarding the “Different 
distractions” considered. 
 
 df F p 
1. Gender 412   
Between groups 1 20.512 0.000** 
Within groups 411   
2. Age 412   
Between groups 4 3.646 0.006** 
Within groups 408   
3. Country of origin 412   
Between groups 6 2.151 0.047* 
Within groups 406   
4. Experience 412   
Between groups 4 1.352 0.250 
Within groups 408   
5. Companion 412   
Between groups 4 1.274 0.279 
Within groups 408   
Note: * Significant at the 0.05 level. 
 ** Significant at the 0.01 level. 

Table 34: ANOVA analysis of different groups regarding the “Different 
distractions” 

 
The details of the ANOVA analysis are as follows: 
 
1. Gender 
The Table 34 indicates an F-ratio for the genders of 20.512 with a significance 

level of 0.000, which is lower than 0.01. Therefore, there is a significant difference 
between genders in regards to the use of distractions while waiting, and the 
hypothesis 7a is supported. 

 
Specifically, further ANOVA analysis indicated that all the items included in 

the variable “Different distractions” had significant difference at the 0.05 level (“I like 
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to read a book, magazines or newspapers while I wait” and “I like to look at the 
brochures around the lobby while I wait” were significant at the 0.001 level; “If I 
occupy my time while I wait, I can wait longer” was significant at the 0.004 level; “I 
like to use my mobile phone while I wait” was significant at the 0.019 level; and “I 
like to watch the TV screens while I wait” was significant at the 0.031 level). Cross 
tabulation showed that females presented higher level of agreement than males with 
all the statements, including the statement about being able to wait longer if they are 
occupied. 

 
This may be the reason why females are more predisposed to use any of the 

kinds of distractions considered in this study. Other reason may be that, as Barlow 
(2002) identified, males are normally more dissatisfied with waiting than females, 
they dislike waiting more than females and thus, they do not want to use any 
distraction while they are waiting because it takes their attention away from the 
situation and the possibility of being able to be served as soon as possible. 

 
2. Age 
The Table 34 shows an F-ratio for the several age groups of 3.646 with a 

significance level of 0.006, which is lower than 0.01. Therefore, there is a significant 
difference among age groups in regards to the use of distractions while waiting, and 
the hypothesis 7b is supported. 

 
More specifically, further ANOVA analysis indicated that only the items “I 

like to use my mobile phone while I wait” and “I like to watch the TV screens while I 
wait” had significant difference at the 0.05 level (0.000 and 0.018 levels, 
respectively). Cross tabulation showed that those who were between 15 and 29 years 
old, between 30 and 44 years old, and 75 years old or more agreed more with both 
statements. 

 
The reason to this may be that younger guests of the hotels are more used to 

using their mobiles phones at any moment and they are not excessively worried about 
waiting if they can use their mobiles. Moreover, nowadays with the smart phones 
many activities can be done just using the mobile (read news, send emails, watch 
videos, listen to music, talk with other people, and so on). On the other hand, older 
guest of the hotels can find the wait as a good opportunity to be able to use their 
mobile phones and get used to utilizing them. 

 
And with regards to the TV screens, those between 45 and 59 years old, and 

between 60 and 74 years old may consider watching TV while they wait as a passive 
and routine activity that does not bring any value to the service, while for the other 
groups of guests it is a more tolerable activity. 
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Other reason in regard to both statements is that those guests between 45 and 
59 years old, and between 60 and 74 years old are more time pressed, they dislike 
waiting at all and thus, they do not want to use any distraction while they are waiting 
because it takes their attention away from the situation and the possibility of being 
able to be served as soon as possible. 

 
3. Country of origin 
The Table 34 indicates an F-ratio for the several nationalitiesorigin of 2.151 

with a significance level of 0.047, which is lower than 0.05. Therefore, there is a 
significant difference among countries in regards to the use of distractions while 
waiting, and the hypothesis 7c is supported. 

 
Specifically, further ANOVA analysis indicated that only the items “If I 

occupy my time while I wait, I can wait longer” and “I like to watch the TV screens 
while I wait” had significant difference at the 0.1 level, and only the first one was 
significant at the 0.05 level (0.012 and 0.053 levels, respectively). Cross tabulation 
showed that those from the Middle East, from Africa and from America agreed more 
with the statement about being able to wait longer if they are occupied while they 
wait. Regarding the TV screens, those from Africa and from the Middle East had 
higher level of agreement with the statement. 

 
The reason to this may be that there are different levels of acceptance of waits 

depending on the country of origin of the guests of the hotels (Dawes and Rowley, 
1996; Hensley and Sulek, 2007; Hwang, Yoon and Bendle, 2012; and Maister 2014). 
Like this, those from the Middle East, from Africa and from America would not mind 
to wait longer if they are occupied while they are waiting. This may also be the reason 
why the guests from the Middle East and from Africa agreed more with watching the 
TV screens while they wait. The other groups appear as more concerned about 
waiting and may find watching TV as an activity that does not improve the service’s 
conditions that they will receive. 

 
4. Experience 
The Table 34 shows an F-ratio for the several experience groups of 1.352 with 

a significance level of 0.250, which is higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no 
significant difference among experience groups in regards to the use of distractions 
while waiting, and the hypothesis 7d is not supported. 

 
5. Companion 
The Table 34 reveals an F-ratio for the several companion groups of 1.274 

with a significance level of 0.279, which is higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no 
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significant difference among companion groups in regards to the use of distractions 
while waiting, and the hypothesis 7e is not supported. 

 
Summarizing, after the five characteristics of the guests considered in this 

research have been tested, it was found that the gender, the age, and the country of 
origin presented significant differences among groups. Thus, hypothesis 7 is 
partially supported. 
 

Existence of queue classes (Hypothesis 8) 
 
Hypothesis 8: There are significant differences among groups (gender, age, country 

of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction toward the existence of 
different queue classes at the reception. 

 
The Table 35 shows the summary of the results of the ANOVA analysis for 

the five characteristics of the guests included in this research regarding the “Queue 
feeling” toward the existence of different queue classes at the reception of the hotel. 
 
 df F p 
1. Gender 412 0.152 0.697 
Between groups 1   
Within groups 411   
2. Age 412 1.500 0.201 
Between groups 4   
Within groups 408   
3. Country of origin 412 3.107 0.005** 
Between groups 6   
Within groups 406   
4. Experience 412 1.554 0.186 
Between groups 4   
Within groups 408   
5. Companion 412 1.182 0.318 
Between groups 4   
Within groups 408   
Note: ** Significant at the 0.01 level. 

Table 35: ANOVA analysis of different groups regarding the “Queue feeling” 
 

The details of the ANOVA analysis are as follows: 
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1. Gender 
The Table 35 indicates an F-ratio for the genders of 0.152 with a significance 

level of 0.697, which is much higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no significant 
difference between genders in regards to the reaction toward the existence of different 
queue classes at the reception of the hotel, and the hypothesis 8a is not supported. 

 
2. Age 
The Table 35 shows an F-ratio for the several age groups of 1.500 with a 

significance level of 0.201, which is higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no 
significant difference among age groups in regards to the reaction toward the 
existence of different queue classes at the reception of the hotel, and the hypothesis 
8b is not supported. 

 
3. Country of origin 
The Table 35 indicates an F-ratio for the several nationalitiesorigin of 3.107 

with a significance level of 0.005, which is lower than 0.01. Therefore, there is a 
significant difference among countries in regards to the reaction toward the existence 
of different queue classes at the reception of the hotel, and the hypothesis 8c is 
supported. 

 
Specifically, further ANOVA analysis indicated that all the items included in 

the variable “Queue feeling” had significant difference at the 0.05 level (“People who 
joined the queue later got served before me” was significant at the 0.01 level; “I 
would pay more to wait shorter” was significant at the 0.026 level; and “The service 
in other queues was faster” was significant at the 0.032 level). Cross tabulation 
showed that those from Oceania had more positive feelings toward their queue, while 
those from the Middle East and from America had more negative feelings. Moreover, 
those from the Middle East and from America presented higher level of agreement 
with the statement about paying more to wait shorter, unlike those from Europe and 
from Oceania. 

 
The reason to this may be again that there are different levels of acceptance of 

waits depending on the country of origin of the guests of the hotels (Dawes and 
Rowley, 1996; Hensley and Sulek, 2007; Hwang, Yoon and Bendle, 2012; and 
Maister 2014). Like this, those from the Middle East and those from America are 
more demanding and have more negative feelings toward their queue, so they would 
be more prone to pay some extra money if they can wait shorter. On the other hand, 
those from Oceania are less demanding and have more positive feelings toward their 
queue, so they would be less prone to pay some extra money. 
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Also, some differences among countries appear in the way that those from 
Europe and those from Central and South Asia have intermediate and similar feelings 
toward their queue, but the second ones are much more prone to pay some extra 
money if they can wait shorter than those from Europe. 

 
4. Experience 
The Table 35 shows an F-ratio for the several experience groups of 1.554 with 

a significance level of 0.186, which is higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no 
significant difference among experience groups in regards to the reaction toward the 
existence of different queue classes at the reception of the hotel, and the hypothesis 
8d is not supported. 

 
5. Companion 
The Table 35 reveals an F-ratio for the several companion groups of 1.182 

with a significance level of 0.318, which is much higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is 
no significant difference among companion groups in regards to the reaction toward 
the existence of different queue classes at the reception of the hotel, and the 
hypothesis 8e is not supported. 

 
Finally, after the five characteristics of the guests considered in this research 

have been tested, it was found that only the country of origin presented significant 
differences among groups. Thus, hypothesis 8 is partially supported. 
 

Use of technology (Hypothesis 9) 
 
Hypothesis 9: There are significant differences among groups (gender, age, country 
of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction toward the use of technology. 

 
The Table 36 shows the summary of the results of the ANOVA analysis for 

the five characteristics of the guests included in this research regarding the 
“Predisposition to use technology” for different processes at the hotel. 
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 df F p 
1. Gender 412 0.844 0.359 
Between groups 1   
Within groups 411   
2. Age 412 2.346 0.054¨ 
Between groups 4   
Within groups 408   
3. Country of origin 412 3.677 0.001** 
Between groups 6   
Within groups 406   
4. Experience 412 0.152 0.962 
Between groups 4   
Within groups 408   
5. Companion 412 0.999 0.408 
Between groups 4   
Within groups 408   
Note: ¨ Significant at the 0.1 level.  
 ** Significant at the 0.01 level. 
Table 36: ANOVA analysis of different groups regarding the “Predisposition to 

use technology” 
 

The details of the ANOVA analysis are as follows: 
 
1. Gender 
The Table 36 indicates an F-ratio for the genders of 0.844 with a significance 

level of 0.359, which is much higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no significant 
difference between genders in regards to the possibility of using technology at the 
reception of the hotel, and the hypothesis 9a is not supported. 

 
2. Age 
The Table 36 shows an F-ratio for the several age groups of 2.346 with a 

significance level of 0.054, which is lower than 0.1. Therefore, there is a significant 
difference among age groups in regards to the possibility of using technology at the 
reception of the hotel, and the hypothesis 9b is supported. 

 
Specifically, further ANOVA analysis indicated that only the items “I would 

like to use a mobile application to check-in/check-out faster” and “I would use 
technology if there are employees available to help me” had significant difference at 
the 0.1 level (0.062 and 0.056 levels, respectively). Cross tabulation showed that 
those between 30 and 44 years old had higher level of agreement with both 
statements. However, those between 45 and 59 years old, and between 60 and 74 
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years old disagreed more with the statement about using a mobile application to 
check-in/check-out faster; meanwhile those between 15 and 29 years old disagreed 
more with the statement about the presence of employees to help. 

 
The reason to this may be that the group between 30 and 44 years old are more 

time pressed and they are familiar with the use of mobile phones and smart phones, so 
they have higher predisposition to use a mobile application to check-in/check-out. 
However, they are afraid that they cannot do it by themselves and this is why the 
presence of employees to help is very important for them. Also, older guests (75 years 
old or more) are normally not very used to using mobile phones and smart phones and 
they may see using a mobile application as a challenge for them and as a way to learn 
new things, and therefore, that may be the reason why they are more predisposed to 
use it. On the other hand, those between 15 and 29 years old are more used to using 
technology and the presence of employees to help is not so important for them. 

 
3. Country of origin 
The Table 36 indicates an F-ratio for the several nationalitiesorigin of 3.677 

with a significance level of 0.001, which is lower than 0.01. Therefore, there is a 
significant difference among countries in regards to the possibility of using 
technology at the reception of the hotel, and the hypothesis 9c is supported. 

 
Specifically, further ANOVA analysis indicated that three items included in 

the variable “Predisposition to use technology” had significant difference at the 0.05 
level (“I would like to use some technology to check-in/check-out faster” was 
significant at the 0.000 level; “I would like to check-in/check-out through the website 
of the hotel” was significant at the 0.018 level; and “I would like to use a mobile 
application to check-in/check-out” was significant at the 0.025 level). Cross tabulation 
showed that those from Africa, from the Middle East and from East Asia agreed more 
with using some technology to check-in/check-out, including both a mobile 
application and the website of the hotel. In all cases, those from Europe showed 
higher level of disagreement about the possibility of using some technology, including 
the proposed mobile application and the website. 

 
The reason to this may be that each country has different considerations of 

how to use technology to theirr life. Like this, those from Africa, from the Middle 
East and from East Asia see technology very useful to reduce the time that they have 
to wait. A mobile application and the website of the hotel are two good means to 
reduce possible waits. On the other hand, those from Europe may prefer interacting 
with service employees and they do not consider technology as an appropriate mean 
to reduce the waiting time or receive the desired service in normal circumstances. 
However, results may change under particular conditions (if it is -too- long) 
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(Kokkinou and Cranage, 2012) and depending on the guests’ needs (Kwon, Bae and 
Blum, 2013). 

 
4. Experience 
The Table 36 shows an F-ratio for the several experience groups of 0.152 with 

a significance level of 0.962, which is much higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no 
significant difference among experience groups in regards to the possibility of using 
technology at the reception of the hotel, and the hypothesis 9d is not supported. 

 
5. Companion 
The Table 36 reveals an F-ratio for the several companion groups of 0.999 

with a significance level of 0.408, which is much higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is 
no significant difference among companion groups in regards to the possibility of 
using technology at the reception of the hotel, and the hypothesis 9e is not 
supported. 

 
To sum up, after the five characteristics of the guests considered in this 

research have been tested, it was found that the age and the country of origin 
presented significant differences among groups. Thus, hypothesis 9 is partially 
supported. 
 

Waiting time satisfaction (Hypothesis 10) 
 
Hypothesis 10: There are significant differences among groups (gender, age, country 

of origin, experience, and companion) on the satisfaction with the waiting time. 
 

The Table 37 shows the summary of the results of the ANOVA analysis for 
the five characteristics of the guests included in this research regarding the “Waiting 
time satisfaction” of the guests of the hotels. 
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 df F p 
1. Gender 412 0.890 0.346 
Between groups 1   
Within groups 411   
2. Age 412 0.541 0.706 
Between groups 4   
Within groups 408   
3. Country of origin 412 7.117 0.000** 
Between groups 6   
Within groups 406   
4. Experience 412 0.342 0.850 
Between groups 4   
Within groups 408   
5. Companion 412 1.726 0.143 
Between groups 4   
Within groups 408   
Note: ** Significant at the 0.01 level. 

Table 37: ANOVA analysis of different groups regarding the “Waiting time 
satisfaction” 

 
The details of the ANOVA analysis are as follows: 
 
1. Gender 
The Table 37 indicates an F-ratio for the genders of 0.890 with a significance 

level of 0.346, which is higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no significant difference 
between genders in regards to the satisfaction with the waiting time at the hotel, and 
the hypothesis 10a is not supported. 

 
2. Age 
The Table 37 shows an F-ratio for the several age groups of 0.541 with a 

significance level of 0.706, which is much higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no 
significant difference among age groups in regards to the satisfaction with the waiting 
time at the hotel, and the hypothesis 10b is not supported. 

 
3. Country of origin 
The Table 37 indicates an F-ratio for the several nationalitiesorigin of 7.117 

with a significance level of 0.000, which is lower than 0.01. Therefore, there is a 
significant difference among countries in regards to the satisfaction with the waiting 
time at the hotel, and the hypothesis 10c is supported. 
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Specifically, further ANOVA analysis indicated that all the items included in 
the variable “Waiting time satisfaction” had significant difference at the 0.1 level (“I 
am satisfied with the wait for the check-in”, “I am satisfied with the wait for the 
check-out”, “I am satisfied with the speed of service for the check-out”, and “I am 
satisfied with my overall waiting experience at this hotel” were significant at the 
0.000 level; “I am satisfied with the speed of service for the check-in” and “I am 
satisfied with the queue design used at the reception were significant at the 0.001 
level; and “I was satisfied with the technology I can use to reduce waits at the hotel” 
was significant at the 0.079 level). Cross tabulation showed that those from Africa, 
from Oceania and from America were in general more satisfied with the waiting time, 
including the wait, the speed of service, the queue design at the reception and the 
technology available. However, those from Central and South Asia and from the 
Middle East were less satisfied. 

 
The reason to this may be that there are different levels of acceptance of waits 

depending on the origin of the guests of the hotels (Dawes and Rowley, 1996; 
Hensley and Sulek, 2007; Hwang, Yoon and Bendle, 2012; and Maister 2014). Like 
this, those from Africa, from Oceania and from America are in general more satisfied 
with the waiting time and the different ways the hotel deals with it, while those from 
Central and South Asia and from the Middle East are more demanding or they are not 
very satisfied with how the hotel deals with the waiting time and the possibilities to 
reduce it. 

 
4. Experience 
The Table 37 shows an F-ratio for the several experience groups of 0.342 with 

a significance level of 0.850, which is much higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no 
significant difference among experience groups in regards to the satisfaction with the 
waiting time at the hotel, and the hypothesis 10d is not supported. 

 
5. Companion 
The Table 37 reveals an F-ratio for the several companion groups of 1.726 

with a significance level of 0.143, which is higher than 0.05. Therefore, there is no 
significant difference among companion groups in regards to the satisfaction with the 
waiting time at the hotel, and the hypothesis 10e is not supported. 

 
Finally, after the five characteristics of the guests variables considered in this 

research have been tested, it was found that only the country of origin presented 
significant differences among groups. Thus, hypothesis 10 is partially supported. 
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Summary 
 

This chapter described the data collected for the research and developed 
different statistical methods in order to test the hypotheses proposed in the section 2.3. 
The Table 38 summarizes the results for the hypotheses 6-10 in relation to the five 
characteristics of the guests considered in this research. 
 
Hypothesis 6 (environment in the lobby of the hotel) 

1. Gender 2. Age 
3. Country of 

origin 
4. Experience 5. Companion 

- - Significant* - - 
Hypothesis 7 (use of distractions) 

1. Gender 2. Age 
3. Country of 

origin 
4. Experience 5. Companion 

Significant** Significant** Significant* - - 
Hypothesis 8 (existence of different queue classes) 

1. Gender 2. Age 
3. Country of 

origin 
4. Experience 5. Companion 

- - Significant** - - 
Hypothesis 9 (use of technology) 

1. Gender 2. Age 
3. Country of 

origin 
4. Experience 5. Companion 

- Significant¨ Significant** - - 
Hypothesis 10 (waiting time satisfaction) 

1. Gender 2. Age 
3. Country of 

origin 
4. Experience 5. Companion 

- - Significant** - - 
Note: ¨ Significant at the 0.1 level.  

* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
 ** Significant at the 0.01 level. 

Table 38: Summary of the results for the hypotheses 6-10 
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The Table 39 summarizes the results for each hypothesis considered in this 
study. 
 

Hypotheses Result 
Hypothesis 1: There is a significant positive relationship between the 
pleasantness of the environment in the lobby of the hotel and waiting 
time satisfaction. 

Supported 

Hypothesis 2: There is a significant positive relationship between the 
use of distractions while the guests of the hotel wait and waiting time 
satisfaction. 

Supported 

Hypothesis 3: There is a significant positive relationship between the 
existence of different queue classes in the lobby of the hotel and waiting 
time satisfaction. 

Not 
supported 

Hypothesis 4: There is a significant positive relationship between the 
use of technology in the hotel and waiting time satisfaction. 

Not 
supported 

Hypothesis 5: There is a significant positive relationship between 
waiting time satisfaction and service satisfaction. 

Supported 

Hypothesis 6: There are significant differences among groups (gender, 
age, country of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction 
toward the environment in the lobby of the hotel. 

Partially 
supported 

Hypothesis 7: There are significant differences among groups (gender, 
age, country of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction 
toward the use of distractions while waiting. 

Partially 
supported 

Hypothesis 8: There are significant differences among groups (gender, 
age, country of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction 
toward the existence of different queue classes at the reception. 

Partially 
supported 

Hypothesis 9: There are significant differences among groups (gender, 
age, country of origin, experience, and companion) on the reaction 
toward the use of technology. 

Partially 
supported 

Hypothesis 10: There are significant differences among groups (gender, 
age, country of origin, experience, and companion) on the satisfaction 
with the waiting time. 

Partially 
supported 

Table 39: Summary of the results for each hypothesis 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSION 

 
Summary of results 
 

Research problem and research design 
 

This research aimed to examine 1) how some techniques that hotels use to 
manage the waiting time of their guests affect customer satisfaction with the waiting 
time and customer satisfaction with the service, and 2) whether the characteristics of 
the guests of the hotels affect their reaction toward the techniques used and their 
satisfaction with the waiting time. 

 
The techniques analyzed in this research were four that directly involve the 

guests of the hotels: the pleasantness of the environment in the lobby, the use of 
distractions, the existence of different queue classes at the reception of the hotel, and 
the use of technology. The five characteristics of the guests considered in this study 
were gender, age, country of origin, previous experience in the hotel, and presence of 
companion. 

 
The research design basically consisted of two stages. The first stage was a 

pilot study to test possible areas of improvement for the final questionnaire, including 
the validity and reliability analyses. The second stage was the final survey to test the 
hypotheses proposed in the research, including descriptive analysis, correlation 
analysis, regression analysis and ANOVA analysis. 
 

Research findings 
 

The study concludes that the pleasantness of the environment in the lobby of 
the hotel and the use of distractions while the guests of the hotel wait have a 
significant positive relationship with the waiting time satisfaction. The pleasantness 
of the environment in the lobby presents the strongest relationship, what refers to the 
comfort of the place, the availability of enough seats, and the appearance and décor of 
the lobby. The use of distractions included the possibility of being able to wait longer 
if the guests are occupied while they wait; the use of mobile phones; the reading of 
books, magazines, newspapers and brochures; and the watching of TV screens. All of 
them have a significant positive relationship with the satisfaction with the waiting 
time except the last one. 
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On the other hand, the existence of different queue classes is not related to the 
satisfaction with the waiting time of the guests of the hotel. Finally, in this study, the 
use of technology is negatively related to the satisfaction with the waiting time. It 
included the possibility of any kind of technology, and more specifically the use of 
mobile applications and the use of website of the hotel. It also referred to the 
assistance of employees with the use of technology. 

 
Regarding the service satisfaction, the study concludes that there is a 

significant positive relationship between the satisfaction with the waiting time and the 
satisfaction with the service. However, adding the four techniques analyzed in this 
study to the waiting time satisfaction, higher percentage of the variation in the service 
satisfaction is explained. 

 
In this second model, the relationship between the satisfaction with the waiting 

time and the satisfaction with the service is lower than in the first model. Among the 
techniques, the pleasantness of the environment in the lobby is the only one with 
positive and significant relationship with the satisfaction with the service. Moreover, 
the pleasantness of the environment is found to have stronger relationship with the 
service satisfaction than the waiting time satisfaction. 

 
Finally, in relation to the characteristics of the guests of the hotels, the 

country of origin clearly appears to be the most important feature that determines the 
existence of differences among groups. There are significant differences among 
countries in the four techniques analyzed and in the satisfaction with the waiting time. 

 
The country of origin is followed by age and gender, which are the other two 

characteristics that present significant differences in some of the techniques. In the 
case of the age, there are significant differences among groups in the use of 
distractions and in the use of technology. And in the case of genders, there are 
significant differences between males and females only in the use of distractions. 

 
On the other hand, the experience and the companion do not present 

significant differences among groups in any of the techniques analyzed and either in 
the satisfaction with the waiting time. 
 
Recommendation 
 

The first suggestion for the practitioners derived from the results of this 
research is to design and make an attractive and comfortable environment in the lobby 
of the hotel. This will influence on the first impact and the last memory that guests 
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will have about the organization. It affects not only the guests’ satisfaction with the 
waiting time but also their satisfaction with the service provided by the hotel. 

 
Like this, the layout of the equipment, furniture and facilities should leave 

enough and adequate space for the activities that are done in the lobby such as check-
in and check-out, relaxing, waiting, shopping, organizing, etc. Temperature and 
lighting could be adapted depending on the external light and temperature, the amount 
of people inside the lobby, the time of the day or the year, etc. It can be automatically 
or manually and may need a more in-depth research. The noise can be controlled by 
the disposition and use of doors, ambient music, and so on. Finally, the appearance of 
the employees should generate positive feelings into the guests of the hotel such as 
professionalism, quality, kindness, confidence or helpfulness. 

 
Also, the process should be designed in such a way that waits are minimized 

as much as possible in order to reduce the negative impact on the service satisfaction. 
In the case the waits happen, the hotels could provide distractions to keep guests’ 
attention away from the passage of time. Some of them can be related to the different 
services of the hotel or supplementary activities that could complete the guests’ 
experience in the hotel such as brochures, maps or mobile applications. Newspapers 
can also be displayed in the lobby of the hotel for those guests who would like to be 
up to date about news, as well as magazines about diverse topics. If the hotel has 
many guests from other countries, distractions available in their languages such as 
those mentioned above would also be advisable.   

 
Related to the previous one, if waits happen, hotels should be prepared to 

classify their guests into different categories in order to be able to serve customers 
faster or in a more personalized way. Like this, the country of origin, the gender and 
the age of the guests of the hotels has more importance than other features of the 
guests such as the companion or previous experiences in the hotel. 

 
At this point, females, people between 15 and 29 years old, between 30 and 44 

years old, and older than 75 years old, and those from Africa and the Middle East are 
more predisposed to wait longer and to use some distractions while they are waiting.  

 
The introduction of technology to check-in, check-out or inform about some 

enquiry would take people away from the physical wait at the reception, where 
normally bottle necks happen. However, with the data collected, it does not seem 
appropriate in the hotel industry with short waits. The installation of self-service 
machines, the use of mobile applications, the internet, the television of the rooms or 
any other technology and/or device present better results when the guests of the hotels 
wait for a long time and with these methods they can reduce the length of their waits. 
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Regarding technology, there are also significant differences among groups. 
Like this, younger guests are more predisposed to use technology than older guests. 
Also, Those from Africa, from the Middle East, and from East Asia would also like to 
use technology more than those guests from Europe. 

 
Also, in order to increase the satisfaction with the service of the guests of the 

hotels, practitioners can focus on improving their satisfaction with the waiting time, 
besides the quality of the service or other circumstances that may affect the 
satisfaction with the service of the guests of the hotels. 
 
Implications of the study 
 

There is not only one way to reduce the waiting time and to provide a service 
with the necessary standards to make the guests of the hotels feel satisfied with their 
experience and the service provided. 

 
In order to success, practitioners should realize the importance of the waiting 

time and its negative impact on the satisfaction with the service of the guests of the 
hotels. Trying to minimize waits is only the first step, through the design of the whole 
process, the training and motivation of the employees, the application of standards 
and procedures, etc. The second step is to understand that waits can happen anyway, 
and the organization must be prepared to deal with them and with the waiting guests. 

 
At this point, there are many ways to act. The waiting area should be adequate 

and comfortable for those guests that are waiting; there must be distractions for the 
guests who are waiting in order to reduce their perception of the wait and its negative 
impact on their satisfaction; and the employees of the hotel must be trained to 
recognize individual needs to provide a personalized service according to the 
requirements of each individual. The awareness of all these policies and methods 
should start at the management level and continue down to the operational level. 

 
One issue to recognize is that the method or methods that a hotel can use to 

serve their guests and deal with the waiting time are not strict and restrictive, but they 
must be flexible and be able to adapt to each circumstance. Like this, for example the 
creation of different queue classes may not be needed if there are just a few guests at 
the reception and the capacity of the hotel can assume the normal flow of guests. 
Nevertheless, during peak periods or when many guests gather at the reception or in 
the lobby of the hotel, then it is a good moment to utilize different queue classes. 

 
Managers should also consider that what may appear a good idea for the 

provision of the service may not be as a good idea from the guests’ perspective. One 

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง



92 

 

clear example is the use of technology. From the managers’ point of view, it is a way 
to reduce waits, avoid human errors if the technology is good enough, and perhaps 
reduce labour costs. However, from the guests of the hotels’ point of view, it is seen 
as negative when waits are short or not too long and in order to provide the same 
service to every customer without attend to the personal needs or characteristics of 
each group. On the other hand, it may be seen as positive when waits are long and the 
guests of the hotels can have another option available for them in order to reduce their 
waits. In this case, a two-way communication between the organization and the guests 
is crucial for both parts to understand the other part. 

 
Lastly, all these concerns are not only limited to the hotel industry. They can 

also be implemented in other service industries, whose waits that can be divided into 
two big groups: 

- Waits with waiting areas: customers waiting have specific areas where they 
can wait to be served. Some examples are banks, hospitals, medical care 
centres, train stations, airports, bus stations, etc. In these places, the comfort of 
the waiting area would be important in determining customer satisfaction, like 
in hotels. Seats should be enough for the waiting customers and they should 
have enough space and the area the adequate conditions in order not to 
develop negative feelings toward the service during the wait. Distractions such 
as brochures, magazines, newspapers, mobile applications, and so on should 
also be provided to keep customers occupied during their wait and increase 
their satisfaction with the waiting time. Theme and amusement parks also have 
waiting areas for the attractions but without seats. In this case, the decoration 
of the environment can prolong the customers’ experience in the attraction, but 
distractions would play a more important role. Entertainers to interact with 
children and adults, maps of the theme or amusement park or brochures with 
explanation about the attraction would be some examples of distractions.  
 
- Waits without waiting areas: customers waiting do not have specific areas 
where they can wait to be served. Some examples are supermarkets or shops. 
These places do not have places where customers can seat and wait. In these 
cases, distractions would be more important than environment. Distractions 
can include impulsive products; brochures, magazines and mobile applications 
about new and existing products, promotions, trends, advices, and so on. 
 
Finally, some sectors or industries could be included in both of them. One 

example of this is restaurants. Firstly, restaurants can have an area where customers 
can wait in the case that the restaurant is full. The environment here is relevant in 
terms of seats, lighting, noise, temperature, etc. in order to increase customers’ 
satisfaction with the wait and with the service. Also distractions such as drinks, 
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snacks or the menu of the restaurant can help to increase their satisfaction with the 
waiting time keeping their attention away from the passage of time. And secondly, 
once customers have already seated at the table and they are waiting to be served, they 
should feel comfortable with the table, the chairs and the rest of the environment. 
Also some distractions such snacks or brochures with offers or the recommended 
dishes can increase their satisfaction with the waiting time. 

 
Nonetheless, managers should previously understand the specific features and 

circumstances of the industry where they play, including their own organization and 
their customers, since what is adequate and successful in one industry may not be so 
adequate and successful in other industry or present different results. 
 
Limitations 
 

Some of the limitations regarding this research are: 
- Since the online respondents did not normally answer the questionnaire just 
after their experience in the hotel, there may be some bias in their answers. 
 
- Some of the respondents at the Suvarnabhumi airport were in a hurry when 
they answered the questionnaire, what may cause some bias in their answers. 
 
- The respondents of the questionnaires were individuals who stayed in their 
hotels alone or in small groups with relatives or friends, instead of groups of 
tourists that visited their hotel as a part of a pre-organized tour with other 
people. 
 
- Different groups of tourists may visit Thailand at determined periods of time 
within a year (Christmas, Chinese New Year, Thai New Year, winter and 
summer holidays in the northern hemisphere and in the southern hemisphere, 
etc.). 

 
Further research 
 

Some indications for further studies may include that the data could be 
collected during a whole year or at different locations so as to get opinions and 
feelings from the different groups of tourists that visit Thailand. Moreover, the 
research could also be developed in other countries, since answers and results may not 
be the same. 

 
In addition, further research should collect data from other service sectors to 

gain a better understanding of the topic. This is because the results in other sectors of 
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the service industry, such as banking, hospitals, health care centres, theme parks, 
supermarkets, restaurants, etc. may be different from the hotel sector and with other 
implications. 
 

From the regression analysis it can be concluded that there may be more 
factors that influence the waiting time satisfaction. Therefore, more techniques used 
by hoteliers to manage the waiting time of their guests can be investigated. Also, 
some other characteristics of the guests of the hotel can be analyzed to find out their 
impacts on each technique. Some of these features can be the marital status, the 
employment status, the purpose and length of stay, and so on. 
 

Finally, the research methods used in this study can be combined and 
complemented in two ways. The first one is to develop a quantitative research but 
from the suppliers point of view, since this study only contemplates the opinions and 
characteristics of the guests of the hotels. And the second way is to carry out 
qualitative research such as in-depth interviews to the guests of the hotels and to the 
managers and employees within the industry to allow the triangulation and the 
comparison of the data obtained from both the quantitative and the qualitative 
methods. 
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APPENDIX 
 
Appendix 1 – Questionnaire of the research 
 
Dear respondent: 
The next questionnaire is part of a master degree research about waiting time within 
the hospitality industry. Please, answer sincerely to the questions proposed in both 
parts of the questionnaire. The information provided will be completely anonymous 

and confidential. 
 

PART I 
 

1. What is your gender? 
 Male    Female 

 
2. What is your age? 

 15-29 years         30-44 years         45-59 years        60-74 years        
 75+ years 

 
3. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 Primary school    Secondary/High school    College    Bachelor’s 
degree     Master’s degree      Doctorate degree      Technical/Vocational 
training      Other 
 

4. What is your employment status? 
 Student    Employed    Self-employed    Unemployed    Retired 
 Housewife/ House-husband  

5. What is your marital status? 
 Single           Married/Unmarried partner           Divorced/Separated          
 Widowed 

 
6. What is your nationality? 

________________________________________________________ 
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PART II 
 

Think of the last hotel/apartment/guest house/camping/... where you have been 
accommodated in Thailand and where you have had a waiting experience. (From 
this point forward, it will be referred in the questionnaire with the term “hotel”). 

 
7. How many stars does the hotel have? 

 1        2        3        4        5        Don’t know. In this case, indicate 
the name of the hotel: 
_________________________ 

 
8. How many times have you stayed at this hotel? 

 First time        2 times        3 times        4 times        5 times or more 
 

9. How many people have you been accommodated at this hotel? 
 Alone       2 people in total       3 people in total       4 people in total      
 More than 4 

 
10. How long did it take to check-in when you arrived at this hotel? 

 5 minutes or less      6-10 minutes      11-15 minutes      16-20 minutes     
 21+ minutes      

 
11. In your opinion, how long should it be at most? 

 5 minutes or less      6-10 minutes      11-15 minutes      16-20 minutes     
 21+ minutes      

 
12. How long did it take to check-out when you left this hotel? 

 5 minutes or less      6-10 minutes      11-15 minutes      16-20 minutes     
 21+ minutes      

 
13. In your opinion, how long should it be at most? 

 5 minutes or less      6-10 minutes      11-15 minutes      16-20 minutes     
 21+ minutes      

 
14. According to the hotel referred in the previous answers, indicate your level of 

agreement: 
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 Absolutely 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral 
Slightly 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Absolutely 
agree 

The lobby of the hotel was a 
comfortable place. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

There were enough chairs, sofas... to 
seat in the lobby. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I liked the appearance and décor of the 
lobby of the hotel. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am more relaxed if I hear background 
music while I wait. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

If I occupy my time while I wait, I can 
wait longer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I like to use my mobile phone while I 
wait. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I like to watch the TV screens while I 
wait. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I like to read a book, magazines or 
newspapers while I wait. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I like to look at the brochures around 
the lobby while I wait. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am more bored if I wait alone. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

People who joined the queue later got 
served before me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The service in other queues was faster. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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I would pay more to wait shorter. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The hotel should serve customers 
faster. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I would like to use some technology to 
check-in/check-out faster. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I would like to use a mobile application 
to check-in/check-out. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I would like to check-in/check-out 
through the website of the hotel. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am afraid to use technology for the 
first time. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I would use technology if there are 
employees available to help me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am satisfied with the wait for the 
check-in. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am satisfied with the speed of service 
for the check-in. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am satisfied with the wait for the 
check-out. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am satisfied with the speed of service 
for the check-out. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am satisfied with the queue design 
used at the reception. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am satisfied with the technology I can 
use to reduce waits at this hotel. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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I am satisfied with my overall waiting 
experience at this hotel. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The facilities of the hotel were very 
important to choose it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The location of the hotel was very 
important to choose it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The hotel is worth the money I paid for 
it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The service in this hotel is worth the 
money I paid for it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

It was a good decision to stay at this 
hotel. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am satisfied with my overall 
experience at this hotel. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I would choose this hotel again in the 
future. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง



107 
 

 

15. What was your main purpose of visiting this hotel? (choose only one) 
 Leisure/Vacation     Business     Visit friends/relatives 
 Education/training     Health/medical care         Religion/pilgrimage        
 Transit         Other 

 
16. How long did you stay at this hotel?  

 1-3 nights           4-6 nights           7-9 nights           10 or more nights 
 
Thank you very much for your collaboration. 
 
Appendix 2 – Cross tabulations for the correlation analysis of the hypothesis 4 
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Check-in length * Use some technology Cross tabulation 
 Use some technology Total 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Absolutely 
agree 

C
he

ck
-in

 le
ng

th
 

5 minutes or less 
Count 18 6 8 35 31 20 13 131 
% of Total 4.4% 1.5% 1.9% 8.5% 7.5% 4.8% 3.1% 31.7% 

6-10 minutes 
Count 12 7 9 27 29 36 25 145 
% of Total 2.9% 1.7% 2.2% 6.5% 7.0% 8.7% 6.1% 35.1% 

11-15 minutes 
Count 3 5 5 17 18 31 9 88 
% of Total 0.7% 1.2% 1.2% 4.1% 4.4% 7.5% 2.2% 21.3% 

16-20 minutes 
Count 0 1 1 3 6 10 14 35 
% of Total 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 1.5% 2.4% 3.4% 8.5% 

21 minutes or more 
Count 1 1 1 3 1 2 5 14 
% of Total 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 0.2% 0.5% 1.2% 3.4% 

Total 
Count 34 20 24 85 85 99 66 413 
% of Total 8.2% 4.8% 5.8% 20.6% 20.6% 24.0% 16.0% 100.0% 
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Check-out length * Use some technology Cross tabulation 
 Use some technology Total 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Absolutely 
agree 

C
he

ck
-o

ut
 le

ng
th

 

5 minutes or less 
Count 27 9 15 49 39 43 32 214 
% of Total 6.5% 2.2% 3.6% 11.9% 9.4% 10.4% 7.7% 51.8% 

6-10 minutes 
Count 6 7 6 29 40 37 24 149 
% of Total 1.5% 1.7% 1.5% 7.0% 9.7% 9.0% 5.8% 36.1% 

11-15 minutes 
Count 1 2 2 6 5 15 5 36 
% of Total 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 1.5% 1.2% 3.6% 1.2% 8.7% 

16-20 minutes 
Count 0 1 1 0 1 4 3 10 
% of Total 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 1.0% 0.7% 2.4% 

21 minutes or more 
Count 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 4 
% of Total 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 

Total 
Count 34 20 24 85 85 99 66 413 
% of Total 8.2% 4.8% 5.8% 20.6% 20.6% 24.0% 16.0% 100.0% 
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Satisfied wait for check-in * Use some technology Cross tabulation 
 Use some technology Total 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Absolutely 
agree 

Sa
tis

fie
d 

w
ai

t f
or

 c
he

ck
-in

 

Absolutely disagree 
Count 2 0 0 0 0 2 6 10 
% of Total 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.5% 2.4% 

Strongly disagree 
Count 0 1 0 1 2 8 3 15 
% of Total 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.5% 1.9% 0.7% 3.6% 

Slightly disagree 
Count 0 0 3 5 8 4 10 30 
% of Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.2% 1.9% 1.0% 2.4% 7.3% 

Neutral 
Count 2 5 2 21 14 12 8 64 
% of Total 0.5% 1.2% 0.5% 5.1% 3.4% 2.9% 1.9% 15.5% 

Slightly agree 
Count 6 3 7 20 27 35 12 110 
% of Total 1.5% 0.7% 1.7% 4.8% 6.5% 8.5% 2.9% 26.6% 

Strongly agree 
Count 10 9 9 17 30 28 11 114 
% of Total 2.4% 2.2% 2.2% 4.1% 7.3% 6.8% 2.7% 27.6% 

Absolutely agree 
Count 14 2 3 21 4 10 16 70 
% of Total 3.4% 0.5% 0.7% 5.1% 1.0% 2.4% 3.9% 16.9% 

Total 
Count 34 20 24 85 85 99 66 413 
% of Total 8.2% 4.8% 5.8% 20.6% 20.6% 24.0% 16.0% 100.0% 
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Satisfied wait for check-out * Use some technology Cross tabulation 
 Use some technology Total 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Absolutely 
agree 

Sa
tis

fie
d 

w
ai

t f
or

 c
he

ck
-o

ut
 

Absolutely disagree 
Count 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 
% of Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 

Strongly disagree 
Count 1 1 2 2 2 4 4 1 
% of Total 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 1.0% 1.0% 0.2% 

Slightly disagree 
Count 2 2 2 7 3 7 5 2 
% of Total 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 1.7% 0.7% 1.7% 1.2% 0.5% 

Neutral 
Count 1 3 2 14 11 9 8 1 
% of Total 0.2% 0.7% 0.5% 3.4% 2.7% 2.2% 1.9% 0.2% 

Slightly agree 
Count 3 3 6 21 25 31 17 3 
% of Total 0.7% 0.7% 1.5% 5.1% 6.1% 7.5% 4.1% 0.7% 

Strongly agree 
Count 11 9 8 21 38 34 9 11 
% of Total 2.7% 2.2% 1.9% 5.1% 9.2% 8.2% 2.2% 2.7% 

Absolutely agree 
Count 16 2 4 20 6 12 22 16 
% of Total 3.9% 0.5% 1.0% 4.8% 1.5% 2.9% 5.3% 3.9% 

Total 
Count 34 20 24 85 85 99 66 413 
% of Total 8.2% 4.8% 5.8% 20.6% 20.6% 24.0% 16.0% 100.0% 
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Check-in length * Satisfied wait for check-in Cross tabulation 
 Satisfied wait for check-in Total 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Absolutely 
agree 

C
he

ck
-in

 le
ng

th
 

5 minutes or less 
Count 1 3 4 14 28 46 35 131 
% of Total 0.2% 0.7% 1.0% 3.4% 6.8% 11.1% 8.5% 31.7% 

6-10 minutes 
Count 2 3 7 24 41 43 25 145 
% of Total 0.5% 0.7% 1.7% 5.8% 9.9% 10.4% 6.1% 35.1% 

11-15 minutes 
Count 3 3 11 18 25 22 6 88 
% of Total 0.7% 0.7% 2.7% 4.4% 6.1% 5.3% 1.5% 21.3% 

16-20 minutes 
Count 3 4 6 4 13 2 3 35 
% of Total 0.7% 1.0% 1.5% 1.0% 3.1% 0.5% 0.7% 8.5% 

21 minutes or more 
Count 1 2 2 4 3 1 1 14 
% of Total 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 1.0% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 3.4% 

Total 
Count 10 15 30 64 110 114 70 413 
% of Total 2.4% 3.6% 7.3% 15.5% 26.6% 27.6% 16.9% 100.00% 
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Check-out length * Satisfied wait for check-out Cross tabulation 
 Satisfied wait for check-out Total 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Absolutely 
agree 

C
he

ck
-o

ut
 le

ng
th

 

5 minutes or less 
Count 1 6 13 15 40 75 64 214 
% of Total 0.2% 1.5% 3.1% 3.6% 9.7% 18.2% 15.5% 51.8% 

6-10 minutes 
Count 0 4 9 22 50 48 16 149 
% of Total 0.0% 1.0% 2.2% 5.3% 12.1% 11.6% 3.9% 36.1% 

11-15 minutes 
Count 1 2 6 9 11 6 1 36 
% of Total 0.2% 0.5% 1.5% 2.2% 2.7% 1.5% 0.2% 8.7% 

16-20 minutes 
Count 1 2 0 1 4 1 1 10 
% of Total 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.2% 1.0% 0.2% 0.2% 2.4% 

21 minutes or more 
Count 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 4 
% of Total 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 

Total 
Count 3 16 28 48 106 130 82 413 
% of Total 0.7% 3.9% 6.8% 11.6% 25.7% 31.5% 19.9% 100.0% 
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Appendix 3 – ANOVA analysis and cross tabulations for the hypothesis 6 
 

ANOVA analysis for Nationality 
 Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 

Lobby comfortable 

Between 
Groups 

22.100 6 3.683 2.112 .051 

Within Groups 708.201 406 1.744   
Total 730.300 412    

Lobby seats 

Between 
Groups 

13.595 6 2.266 1.216 .297 

Within Groups 756.294 406 1.863   
Total 769.889 412    

Lobby decor 

Between 
Groups 

14.091 6 2.349 1.331 .242 

Within Groups 716.432 406 1.765   
Total 730.523 412    

ENVIRONMENT IN 
THE LOBBY 

Between 
Groups 

12.494 6 2.082 2.116 .050 

Within Groups 399.506 406 .984   
Total 412.000 412    
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Lobby comfortable * Nationality Crosstabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

Lo
bb

y 
co

m
fo

rta
bl

e 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 4 
% within Nationality 0.5% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 
% of Total 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 4 1 1 3 2 0 1 12 
% within Nationality 2.0% 1.6% 5.6% 5.0% 5.7% 0.0% 3.3% 2.9% 
% of Total 1.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 0.2% 2.9% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 13 3 1 5 3 0 1 26 
% within Nationality 6.6% 4.8% 5.6% 8.3% 8.6% 0.0% 3.3% 6.3% 
% of Total 3.1% 0.7% 0.2% 1.2% 0.7% 0.0% 0.2% 6.3% 

Neutral 
Count 35 10 2 12 6 1 2 68 
% within Nationality 17.7% 16.1% 11.1% 20.0% 17.1% 10.0% 6.7% 16.5% 
% of Total 8.5% 2.4% 0.5% 2.9% 1.5% 0.2% 0.5% 16.5% 

Slightly agree 
Count 50 16 5 12 9 2 5 99 
% within Nationality 25.3% 25.8% 27.8% 20.0% 25.7% 20.0% 16.7% 24.0% 
% of Total 12.1% 3.9% 1.2% 2.9% 2.2% 0.5% 1.2% 24.0% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 65 20 5 16 11 6 12 135 
% within Nationality 32.8% 32.3% 27.8% 26.7% 31.4% 60.0% 40.0% 32.7% 
% of Total 15.7% 4.8% 1.2% 3.9% 2.7% 1.5% 2.9% 32.7% 
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 30 11 4 12 2 1 9 69 
% within Nationality 15.2% 17.7% 22.2% 20.0% 5.7% 10.0% 30.0% 16.7% 
% of Total 7.3% 2.7% 1.0% 2.9% 0.5% 0.2% 2.2% 16.7% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 
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Appendix 4 – ANOVA analysis and cross tabulations for the hypothesis 7 
 

ANOVA analysis for Gender 
 Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Occupied wait longer 
Between Groups 16.118 1 16.118 8.214 .004 
Within Groups 806.488 411 1.962   
Total 822.605 412    

Use mobile phone 
Between Groups 11.851 1 11.851 5.583 .019 
Within Groups 872.319 411 2.122   
Total 884.169 412    

Watch TV 
Between Groups 11.125 1 11.125 4.666 .031 
Within Groups 979.950 411 2.384   
Total 991.075 412    

Read book, magazine, 
newspaper 

Between Groups 25.180 1 25.180 11.122 .001 
Within Groups 930.472 411 2.264   
Total 955.651 412    

Look at brochures 
Between Groups 19.465 1 19.465 10.564 .001 
Within Groups 757.305 411 1.843   
Total 776.770 412    

DIFFERENT 
DISTRACTIONS 

Between Groups 19.584 1 19.584 20.512 .000 
Within Groups 392.416 411 .955   
Total 412.000 412    
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Occupied wait longer * Gender Cross tabulation 
 Gender Total 

Male Female 
O

cc
up

ie
d 

w
ai

t l
on

ge
r 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 8 4 12 
% within Gender 3.4% 2.2% 2.9% 
% of Total 1.9% 1.0% 2.9% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 12 0 12 
% within Gender 5.2% 0.0% 2.9% 
% of Total 2.9% 0.0% 2.9% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 14 12 26 
% within Gender 6.0% 6.6% 6.3% 
% of Total 3.4% 2.9% 6.3% 

Neutral 
Count 47 26 73 
% within Gender 20.3% 14.4% 17.7% 
% of Total 11.4% 6.3% 17.7% 

Slightly agree 
Count 62 52 114 
% within Gender 26.7% 28.7% 27.6% 
% of Total 15.0% 12.6% 27.6% 

Strongly agree 
Count 62 57 119 
% within Gender 26.7% 31.5% 28.8% 
% of Total 15.0% 13.8% 28.8% 

Absolutely 
agree 

Count 27 30 57 
% within Gender 11.6% 16.6% 13.8% 
% of Total 6.5% 7.3% 13.8% 

Total 
Count 232 181 413 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 56.2% 43.8% 100.0% 
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Use mobile phone * Gender Cross tabulation 
 Gender Total 

Male Female 
U

se
 m

ob
ile

 p
ho

ne
 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 6 4 10 
% within Gender 2.6% 2.2% 2.4% 
% of Total 1.5% 1.0% 2.4% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 9 7 16 
% within Gender 3.9% 3.9% 3.9% 
% of Total 2.2% 1.7% 3.9% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 11 5 16 
% within Gender 4.7% 2.8% 3.9% 
% of Total 2.7% 1.2% 3.9% 

Neutral 
Count 43 18 61 
% within Gender 18.5% 9.9% 14.8% 
% of Total 10.4% 4.4% 14.8% 

Slightly agree 
Count 49 39 88 
% within Gender 21.1% 21.5% 21.3% 
% of Total 11.9% 9.4% 21.3% 

Strongly agree 
Count 72 58 130 
% within Gender 31.0% 32.0% 31.5% 
% of Total 17.4% 14.0% 31.5% 

Absolutely 
agree 

Count 42 50 92 
% within Gender 18.1% 27.6% 22.3% 
% of Total 10.2% 12.1% 22.3% 

Total 
Count 232 181 413 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 56.2% 43.8% 100.0% 
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Watch TV * Gender Cross tabulation 
 Gender Total 

Male Female 
W

at
ch

 T
V

 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 18 11 29 
% within Gender 7.8% 6.1% 7.0% 
% of Total 4.4% 2.7% 7.0% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 15 10 25 
% within Gender 6.5% 5.5% 6.1% 
% of Total 3.6% 2.4% 6.1% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 28 13 41 
% within Gender 12.1% 7.2% 9.9% 
% of Total 6.8% 3.1% 9.9% 

Neutral 
Count 66 50 116 
% within Gender 28.4% 27.6% 28.1% 
% of Total 16.0% 12.1% 28.1% 

Slightly agree 
Count 57 38 95 
% within Gender 24.6% 21.0% 23.0% 
% of Total 13.8% 9.2% 23.0% 

Strongly agree 
Count 35 47 82 
% within Gender 15.1% 26.0% 19.9% 
% of Total 8.5% 11.4% 19.9% 

Absolutely 
agree 

Count 13 12 25 
% within Gender 5.6% 6.6% 6.1% 
% of Total 3.1% 2.9% 6.1% 

Total 
Count 232 181 413 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 56.2% 43.8% 100.0% 
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Read book, magazine, newspaper * Gender Cross tabulation 
 Gender Total 

Male Female 
R

ea
d 

bo
ok

, m
ag

az
in

e,
 n

ew
sp

ap
er

 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 15 4 19 
% within Gender 6.5% 2.2% 4.6% 
% of Total 3.6% 1.0% 4.6% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 11 8 19 
% within Gender 4.7% 4.4% 4.6% 
% of Total 2.7% 1.9% 4.6% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 15 9 24 
% within Gender 6.5% 5.0% 5.8% 
% of Total 3.6% 2.2% 5.8% 

Neutral 
Count 55 26 81 
% within Gender 23.7% 14.4% 19.6% 
% of Total 13.3% 6.3% 19.6% 

Slightly agree 
Count 53 49 102 
% within Gender 22.8% 27.1% 24.7% 
% of Total 12.8% 11.9% 24.7% 

Strongly agree 
Count 65 56 121 
% within Gender 28.0% 30.9% 29.3% 
% of Total 15.7% 13.6% 29.3% 

Absolutely 
agree 

Count 18 29 47 
% within Gender 7.8% 16.0% 11.4% 
% of Total 4.4% 7.0% 11.4% 

Total 
Count 232 181 413 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 56.2% 43.8% 100.0% 
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Look at brochures * Gender Cross tabulation 
 Gender Total 

Male Female 
Lo

ok
 a

t b
ro

ch
ur

es
 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 8 4 12 
% within Gender 3.4% 2.2% 2.9% 
% of Total 1.9% 1.0% 2.9% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 11 5 16 
% within Gender 4.7% 2.8% 3.9% 
% of Total 2.7% 1.2% 3.9% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 20 7 27 
% within Gender 8.6% 3.9% 6.5% 
% of Total 4.8% 1.7% 6.5% 

Neutral 
Count 58 31 89 
% within Gender 25.0% 17.1% 21.5% 
% of Total 14.0% 7.5% 21.5% 

Slightly agree 
Count 72 63 135 
% within Gender 31.0% 34.8% 32.7% 
% of Total 17.4% 15.3% 32.7% 

Strongly agree 
Count 44 50 94 
% within Gender 19.0% 27.6% 22.8% 
% of Total 10.7% 12.1% 22.8% 

Absolutely 
agree 

Count 19 21 40 
% within Gender 8.2% 11.6% 9.7% 
% of Total 4.6% 5.1% 9.7% 

Total 
Count 232 181 413 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 56.2% 43.8% 100.0% 
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ANOVA analysis for Age 
 Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Occupied wait longer 
Between Groups 12.544 4 3.136 1.580 .179 
Within Groups 810.061 408 1.985   
Total 822.605 412    

Use mobile phone 
Between Groups 75.440 4 18.860 9.515 .000 
Within Groups 808.730 408 1.982   
Total 884.169 412    

Watch TV 
Between Groups 28.315 4 7.079 3.000 .018 
Within Groups 962.760 408 2.360   
Total 991.075 412    

Read book, magazine, 
newspaper 

Between Groups 5.062 4 1.265 .543 .704 
Within Groups 950.590 408 2.330   
Total 955.651 412    

Look at brochures 
Between Groups 2.534 4 .633 .334 .855 
Within Groups 774.236 408 1.898   
Total 776.770 412    

DIFFERENT 
DISTRACTIONS 

Between Groups 14.217 4 3.554 3.646 .006 
Within Groups 397.783 408 .975   
Total 412.000 412    
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Use mobile phone * Age Cross tabulation 
 Age Total 

15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60-74 years 75 years or more 

U
se

 m
ob

ile
 p

ho
ne

 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 3 3 0 4 0 10 
% within Age 1.9% 2.1% 0.0% 10.5% 0.0% 2.4% 
% of Total 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 2.4% 

Strongly disagree 
Count 3 6 6 1 0 16 
% within Age 1.9% 4.3% 8.0% 2.6% 0.0% 3.9% 
% of Total 0.7% 1.5% 1.5% 0.2% 0.0% 3.9% 

Slightly disagree 
Count 6 2 5 3 0 16 
% within Age 3.9% 1.4% 6.7% 7.9% 0.0% 3.9% 
% of Total 1.5% 0.5% 1.2% 0.7% 0.0% 3.9% 

Neutral 
Count 13 18 20 10 0 61 
% within Age 8.4% 12.9% 26.7% 26.3% 0.0% 14.8% 
% of Total 3.1% 4.4% 4.8% 2.4% 0.0% 14.8% 

Slightly agree 
Count 26 34 17 10 1 88 
% within Age 16.8% 24.3% 22.7% 26.3% 20.0% 21.3% 
% of Total 6.3% 8.2% 4.1% 2.4% 0.2% 21.3% 

Strongly agree 
Count 54 48 19 7 2 130 
% within Age 34.8% 34.3% 25.3% 18.4% 40.0% 31.5% 
% of Total 13.1% 11.6% 4.6% 1.7% 0.5% 31.5% 

Absolutely agree 
Count 50 29 8 3 2 92 
% within Age 32.3% 20.7% 10.7% 7.9% 40.0% 22.3% 
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% of Total 12.1% 7.0% 1.9% 0.7% 0.5% 22.3% 

Total 
Count 155 140 75 38 5 413 
% within Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 37.5% 33.9% 18.2% 9.2% 1.2% 100.0% 
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Watch TV * Age Cross tabulation 
 Age Total 

15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60-74 years 75 years or more 

W
at

ch
 T

V
 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 7 6 8 8 0 29 
% within Age 4.5% 4.3% 10.7% 21.1% 0.0% 7.0% 
% of Total 1.7% 1.5% 1.9% 1.9% 0.0% 7.0% 

Strongly disagree 
Count 10 11 2 2 0 25 
% within Age 6.5% 7.9% 2.7% 5.3% 0.0% 6.1% 
% of Total 2.4% 2.7% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 6.1% 

Slightly disagree 
Count 18 9 8 6 0 41 
% within Age 11.6% 6.4% 10.7% 15.8% 0.0% 9.9% 
% of Total 4.4% 2.2% 1.9% 1.5% 0.0% 9.9% 

Neutral 
Count 42 36 28 9 1 116 
% within Age 27.1% 25.7% 37.3% 23.7% 20.0% 28.1% 
% of Total 10.2% 8.7% 6.8% 2.2% 0.2% 28.1% 

Slightly agree 
Count 36 37 16 4 2 95 
% within Age 23.2% 26.4% 21.3% 10.5% 40.0% 23.0% 
% of Total 8.7% 9.0% 3.9% 1.0% 0.5% 23.0% 

Strongly agree 
Count 31 34 8 7 2 82 
% within Age 20.0% 24.3% 10.7% 18.4% 40.0% 19.9% 
% of Total 7.5% 8.2% 1.9% 1.7% 0.5% 19.9% 

Absolutely agree 
Count 11 7 5 2 0 25 
% within Age 7.1% 5.0% 6.7% 5.3% 0.0% 6.1% 
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% of Total 2.7% 1.7% 1.2% 0.5% 0.0% 6.1% 

Total 
Count 155 140 75 38 5 413 
% within Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 37.5% 33.9% 18.2% 9.2% 1.2% 100.0% 
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ANOVA analysis for Nationality 
 Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Occupied wait longer 
Between Groups 32.308 6 5.385 2.766 .012 
Within Groups 790.297 406 1.947   
Total 822.605 412    

Use mobile phone 
Between Groups 12.287 6 2.048 .954 .456 
Within Groups 871.882 406 2.147   
Total 884.169 412    

Watch TV 
Between Groups 29.770 6 4.962 2.096 .053 
Within Groups 961.305 406 2.368   
Total 991.075 412    

Read book, magazine, 
newspaper 

Between Groups 22.939 6 3.823 1.664 .128 
Within Groups 932.713 406 2.297   
Total 955.651 412    

Look at brochures 
Between Groups 4.663 6 .777 .409 .873 
Within Groups 772.107 406 1.902   
Total 776.770 412    

DIFFERENT 
DISTRACTIONS 

Between Groups 12.694 6 2.116 2.151 .047 
Within Groups 399.306 406 .984   
Total 412.000 412    
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Occupied wait longer * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

O
cc

up
ie

d 
w

ai
t l

on
ge

r 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 7 0 0 1 3 0 1 12 
% within Nationality 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 8.6% 0.0% 3.3% 2.9% 
% of Total 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.7% 0.0% 0.2% 2.9% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 6 0 0 2 3 0 1 12 
% within Nationality 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 8.6% 0.0% 3.3% 2.9% 
% of Total 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.0% 0.2% 2.9% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 12 4 0 6 2 0 2 26 
% within Nationality 6.1% 6.5% 0.0% 10.0% 5.7% 0.0% 6.7% 6.3% 
% of Total 2.9% 1.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 6.3% 

Neutral 
Count 36 9 2 14 6 2 4 73 
% within Nationality 18.2% 14.5% 11.1% 23.3% 17.1% 20.0% 13.3% 17.7% 
% of Total 8.7% 2.2% 0.5% 3.4% 1.5% 0.5% 1.0% 17.7% 

Slightly agree 
Count 51 21 5 17 11 1 8 114 
% within Nationality 25.8% 33.9% 27.8% 28.3% 31.4% 10.0% 26.7% 27.6% 
% of Total 12.3% 5.1% 1.2% 4.1% 2.7% 0.2% 1.9% 27.6% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 58 20 5 14 7 6 9 119 
% within Nationality 29.3% 32.3% 27.8% 23.3% 20.0% 60.0% 30.0% 28.8% 
% of Total 14.0% 4.8% 1.2% 3.4% 1.7% 1.5% 2.2% 28.8% 
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 28 8 6 6 3 1 5 57 
% within Nationality 14.1% 12.9% 33.3% 10.0% 8.6% 10.0% 16.7% 13.8% 
% of Total 6.8% 1.9% 1.5% 1.5% 0.7% 0.2% 1.2% 13.8% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 
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Watch TV * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

W
at

ch
 T

V
 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 19 1 1 1 2 1 4 29 
% within Nationality 9.6% 1.6% 5.6% 1.7% 5.7% 10.0% 13.3% 7.0% 
% of Total 4.6% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 1.0% 7.0% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 13 3 1 3 4 0 1 25 
% within Nationality 6.6% 4.8% 5.6% 5.0% 11.4% 0.0% 3.3% 6.1% 
% of Total 3.1% 0.7% 0.2% 0.7% 1.0% 0.0% 0.2% 6.1% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 25 5 0 4 3 0 4 41 
% within Nationality 12.6% 8.1% 0.0% 6.7% 8.6% 0.0% 13.3% 9.9% 
% of Total 6.1% 1.2% 0.0% 1.0% 0.7% 0.0% 1.0% 9.9% 

Neutral 
Count 52 19 5 25 7 2 6 116 
% within Nationality 26.3% 30.6% 27.8% 41.7% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 28.1% 
% of Total 12.6% 4.6% 1.2% 6.1% 1.7% 0.5% 1.5% 28.1% 

Slightly agree 
Count 42 14 4 16 11 0 8 95 
% within Nationality 21.2% 22.6% 22.2% 26.7% 31.4% 0.0% 26.7% 23.0% 
% of Total 10.2% 3.4% 1.0% 3.9% 2.7% 0.0% 1.9% 23.0% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 38 15 3 7 6 6 7 82 
% within Nationality 19.2% 24.2% 16.7% 11.7% 17.1% 60.0% 23.3% 19.9% 
% of Total 9.2% 3.6% 0.7% 1.7% 1.5% 1.5% 1.7% 19.9% 
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 9 5 4 4 2 1 0 25 
% within Nationality 4.5% 8.1% 22.2% 6.7% 5.7% 10.0% 0.0% 6.1% 
% of Total 2.2% 1.2% 1.0% 1.0% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 6.1% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 
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Appendix 5 – ANOVA analysis and cross tabulations for the hypothesis 8 
 

ANOVA analysis for Nationality 
 Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Join later, served 
before 

Between Groups 60.251 6 10.042 2.833 .010 
Within Groups 1438.984 406 3.544   
Total 1499.235 412    

1 Other queues faster 
Between Groups 45.112 6 7.519 2.330 .032 
Within Groups 1310.108 406 3.227   
Total 1355.220 412    

1 Pay more, wait 
shorter 

Between Groups 52.815 6 8.803 2.416 .026 
Within Groups 1479.267 406 3.644   
Total 1532.082 412    

QUEUE FEELING 
Between Groups 18.086 6 3.014 3.107 .005 
Within Groups 393.914 406 .970   
Total 412.000 412    

 
  

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง



134 

 
   

 

Join later, served before * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

Jo
in

 la
te

r, 
se

rv
ed

 b
ef

or
e 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 65 15 3 20 10 5 13 131 
% within Nationality 32.8% 24.2% 16.7% 33.3% 28.6% 50.0% 43.3% 31.7% 
% of Total 15.7% 3.6% 0.7% 4.8% 2.4% 1.2% 3.1% 31.7% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 31 6 2 11 5 1 9 65 
% within Nationality 15.7% 9.7% 11.1% 18.3% 14.3% 10.0% 30.0% 15.7% 
% of Total 7.5% 1.5% 0.5% 2.7% 1.2% 0.2% 2.2% 15.7% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 21 9 2 3 4 0 3 42 
% within Nationality 10.6% 14.5% 11.1% 5.0% 11.4% 0.0% 10.0% 10.2% 
% of Total 5.1% 2.2% 0.5% 0.7% 1.0% 0.0% 0.7% 10.2% 

Neutral 
Count 39 9 3 14 8 1 1 75 
% within Nationality 19.7% 14.5% 16.7% 23.3% 22.9% 10.0% 3.3% 18.2% 
% of Total 9.4% 2.2% 0.7% 3.4% 1.9% 0.2% 0.2% 18.2% 

Slightly agree 
Count 17 8 4 5 4 1 3 42 
% within Nationality 8.6% 12.9% 22.2% 8.3% 11.4% 10.0% 10.0% 10.2% 
% of Total 4.1% 1.9% 1.0% 1.2% 1.0% 0.2% 0.7% 10.2% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 19 11 1 4 1 1 0 37 
% within Nationality 9.6% 17.7% 5.6% 6.7% 2.9% 10.0% 0.0% 9.0% 
% of Total 4.6% 2.7% 0.2% 1.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 9.0% 
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ำนกัหอ
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 6 4 3 3 3 1 1 21 
% within Nationality 3.0% 6.5% 16.7% 5.0% 8.6% 10.0% 3.3% 5.1% 
% of Total 1.5% 1.0% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 5.1% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 

 
  

   ส
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Other queues faster * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

O
th

er
 q

ue
ue

s f
as

te
r 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 48 11 4 11 5 1 9 89 

% within Nationality 24.2% 17.7% 22.2% 18.3% 14.3% 10.0% 30.0% 21.5% 

% of Total 11.6% 2.7% 1.0% 2.7% 1.2% 0.2% 2.2% 21.5% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 23 4 0 7 6 3 9 52 

% within Nationality 11.6% 6.5% 0.0% 11.7% 17.1% 30.0% 30.0% 12.6% 

% of Total 5.6% 1.0% 0.0% 1.7% 1.5% 0.7% 2.2% 12.6% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 15 7 0 4 7 0 2 35 

% within Nationality 7.6% 11.3% 0.0% 6.7% 20.0% 0.0% 6.7% 8.5% 

% of Total 3.6% 1.7% 0.0% 1.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.5% 8.5% 

Neutral 
Count 60 18 5 19 9 2 6 119 

% within Nationality 30.3% 29.0% 27.8% 31.7% 25.7% 20.0% 20.0% 28.8% 

% of Total 14.5% 4.4% 1.2% 4.6% 2.2% 0.5% 1.5% 28.8% 

Slightly agree 
Count 26 11 3 8 2 1 1 52 

% within Nationality 13.1% 17.7% 16.7% 13.3% 5.7% 10.0% 3.3% 12.6% 

% of Total 6.3% 2.7% 0.7% 1.9% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 12.6% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 20 7 4 9 3 1 3 47 

% within Nationality 10.1% 11.3% 22.2% 15.0% 8.6% 10.0% 10.0% 11.4% 

% of Total 4.8% 1.7% 1.0% 2.2% 0.7% 0.2% 0.7% 11.4% 
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 6 4 2 2 3 2 0 19 

% within Nationality 3.0% 6.5% 11.1% 3.3% 8.6% 20.0% 0.0% 4.6% 

% of Total 1.5% 1.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 4.6% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 

% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 
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Pay more, wait shorter * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

Pa
y 

m
or

e,
 w

ai
t s

ho
rte

r 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 66 12 2 17 8 3 10 118 

% within Nationality 33.3% 19.4% 11.1% 28.3% 22.9% 30.0% 33.3% 28.6% 

% of Total 16.0% 2.9% 0.5% 4.1% 1.9% 0.7% 2.4% 28.6% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 34 7 3 4 4 0 3 55 

% within Nationality 17.2% 11.3% 16.7% 6.7% 11.4% 0.0% 10.0% 13.3% 

% of Total 8.2% 1.7% 0.7% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.7% 13.3% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 21 9 0 7 5 1 2 45 

% within Nationality 10.6% 14.5% 0.0% 11.7% 14.3% 10.0% 6.7% 10.9% 

% of Total 5.1% 2.2% 0.0% 1.7% 1.2% 0.2% 0.5% 10.9% 

Neutral 
Count 27 11 6 14 7 3 7 75 

% within Nationality 13.6% 17.7% 33.3% 23.3% 20.0% 30.0% 23.3% 18.2% 

% of Total 6.5% 2.7% 1.5% 3.4% 1.7% 0.7% 1.7% 18.2% 

Slightly agree 
Count 24 8 1 7 6 0 3 49 

% within Nationality 12.1% 12.9% 5.6% 11.7% 17.1% 0.0% 10.0% 11.9% 

% of Total 5.8% 1.9% 0.2% 1.7% 1.5% 0.0% 0.7% 11.9% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 21 12 3 8 4 1 4 53 

% within Nationality 10.6% 19.4% 16.7% 13.3% 11.4% 10.0% 13.3% 12.8% 

% of Total 5.1% 2.9% 0.7% 1.9% 1.0% 0.2% 1.0% 12.8% 
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 5 3 3 3 1 2 1 18 

% within Nationality 2.5% 4.8% 16.7% 5.0% 2.9% 20.0% 3.3% 4.4% 

% of Total 1.2% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 4.4% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 

% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 
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Appendix 6 – ANOVA analysis and cross tabulations for the hypothesis 9 
 

ANOVA analysis for Age 
 Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Use some technology 
Between Groups 23.103 4 5.776 1.929 .105 
Within Groups 1221.643 408 2.994   
Total 1244.746 412    

Use mobile application 
Between Groups 29.321 4 7.330 2.259 .062 
Within Groups 1323.813 408 3.245   
Total 1353.133 412    

Use website  
Between Groups 18.827 4 4.707 1.438 .221 
Within Groups 1335.561 408 3.273   
Total 1354.387 412    

Employees available to 
help 

Between Groups 25.103 4 6.276 2.320 .056 
Within Groups 1103.638 408 2.705   
Total 1128.741 412    

PREDISPOSITION TO 
USE TECHNOLOGY 

Between Groups 9.264 4 2.316 2.346 .054 
Within Groups 402.736 408 .987   
Total 412.000 412    
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Use mobile application * Age Cross tabulation 

 Age Total 
15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60-74 years 75 years or more 

U
se

 m
ob

ile
 a

pp
lic

at
io

n 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 12 11 9 5 0 37 
% within Age 7.7% 7.9% 12.0% 13.2% 0.0% 9.0% 
% of Total 2.9% 2.7% 2.2% 1.2% 0.0% 9.0% 

Strongly disagree 
Count 9 11 5 0 0 25 
% within Age 5.8% 7.9% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 6.1% 
% of Total 2.2% 2.7% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 6.1% 

Slightly disagree 
Count 13 5 9 4 0 31 
% within Age 8.4% 3.6% 12.0% 10.5% 0.0% 7.5% 
% of Total 3.1% 1.2% 2.2% 1.0% 0.0% 7.5% 

Neutral 
Count 30 17 14 13 2 76 
% within Age 19.4% 12.1% 18.7% 34.2% 40.0% 18.4% 
% of Total 7.3% 4.1% 3.4% 3.1% 0.5% 18.4% 

Slightly agree 
Count 24 26 12 5 1 68 
% within Age 15.5% 18.6% 16.0% 13.2% 20.0% 16.5% 
% of Total 5.8% 6.3% 2.9% 1.2% 0.2% 16.5% 

Strongly agree 
Count 36 43 20 10 2 111 
% within Age 23.2% 30.7% 26.7% 26.3% 40.0% 26.9% 
% of Total 8.7% 10.4% 4.8% 2.4% 0.5% 26.9% 

Absolutely agree Count 31 27 6 1 0 65 
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% within Age 20.0% 19.3% 8.0% 2.6% 0.0% 15.7% 
% of Total 7.5% 6.5% 1.5% 0.2% 0.0% 15.7% 

Total 
Count 155 140 75 38 5 413 
% within Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 37.5% 33.9% 18.2% 9.2% 1.2% 100.0% 
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Employees available to help * Age Cross tabulation 
 Age Total 

15-29 years 30-44 years 45-59 years 60-74 years 75 years or more 

Em
pl

oy
ee

s a
va

ila
bl

e 
to

 h
el

p 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 13 7 7 3 1 31 
% within Age 8.4% 5.0% 9.3% 7.9% 20.0% 7.5% 
% of Total 3.1% 1.7% 1.7% 0.7% 0.2% 7.5% 

Strongly disagree 
Count 5 5 2 0 0 12 
% within Age 3.2% 3.6% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 
% of Total 1.2% 1.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 

Slightly disagree 
Count 9 3 9 4 0 25 
% within Age 5.8% 2.1% 12.0% 10.5% 0.0% 6.1% 
% of Total 2.2% 0.7% 2.2% 1.0% 0.0% 6.1% 

Neutral 
Count 48 21 13 8 1 91 
% within Age 31.0% 15.0% 17.3% 21.1% 20.0% 22.0% 
% of Total 11.6% 5.1% 3.1% 1.9% 0.2% 22.0% 

Slightly agree 
Count 28 31 17 11 0 87 
% within Age 18.1% 22.1% 22.7% 28.9% 0.0% 21.1% 
% of Total 6.8% 7.5% 4.1% 2.7% 0.0% 21.1% 

Strongly agree 
Count 24 53 18 9 3 107 
% within Age 15.5% 37.9% 24.0% 23.7% 60.0% 25.9% 
% of Total 5.8% 12.8% 4.4% 2.2% 0.7% 25.9% 

Absolutely agree 
Count 28 20 9 3 0 60 
% within Age 18.1% 14.3% 12.0% 7.9% 0.0% 14.5% 
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% of Total 6.8% 4.8% 2.2% 0.7% 0.0% 14.5% 

Total 
Count 155 140 75 38 5 413 
% within Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 37.5% 33.9% 18.2% 9.2% 1.2% 100.0% 
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ANOVA analysis for Nationality 
 Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Use some technology 
Between Groups 80.351 6 13.392 4.669 .000 
Within Groups 1164.395 406 2.868   
Total 1244.746 412    

Use mobile application 
Between Groups 47.096 6 7.849 2.440 .025 
Within Groups 1306.038 406 3.217   
Total 1353.133 412    

Use website  
Between Groups 49.765 6 8.294 2.581 .018 
Within Groups 1304.623 406 3.213   
Total 1354.387 412    

Employees available to 
help 

Between Groups 21.838 6 3.640 1.335 .240 
Within Groups 1106.903 406 2.726   
Total 1128.741 412    

PREDISPOSITION TO 
USE TECHNOLOGY 

Between Groups 21.232 6 3.539 3.677 .001 
Within Groups 390.768 406 .962   
Total 412.000 412    
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Use some technology * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

U
se

 so
m

e 
te

ch
no

lo
gy

 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 24 4 1 1 1 1 2 34 
% within Nationality 12.1% 6.5% 5.6% 1.7% 2.9% 10.0% 6.7% 8.2% 
% of Total 5.8% 1.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 8.2% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 12 1 0 2 2 0 3 20 
% within Nationality 6.1% 1.6% 0.0% 3.3% 5.7% 0.0% 10.0% 4.8% 
% of Total 2.9% 0.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.7% 4.8% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 15 3 0 1 4 0 1 24 
% within Nationality 7.6% 4.8% 0.0% 1.7% 11.4% 0.0% 3.3% 5.8% 
% of Total 3.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.2% 1.0% 0.0% 0.2% 5.8% 

Neutral 
Count 46 16 3 10 6 1 3 85 
% within Nationality 23.2% 25.8% 16.7% 16.7% 17.1% 10.0% 10.0% 20.6% 
% of Total 11.1% 3.9% 0.7% 2.4% 1.5% 0.2% 0.7% 20.6% 

Slightly agree 
Count 39 16 3 14 4 3 6 85 
% within Nationality 19.7% 25.8% 16.7% 23.3% 11.4% 30.0% 20.0% 20.6% 
% of Total 9.4% 3.9% 0.7% 3.4% 1.0% 0.7% 1.5% 20.6% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 45 12 5 15 10 3 9 99 
% within Nationality 22.7% 19.4% 27.8% 25.0% 28.6% 30.0% 30.0% 24.0% 
% of Total 10.9% 2.9% 1.2% 3.6% 2.4% 0.7% 2.2% 24.0% 
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 17 10 6 17 8 2 6 66 
% within Nationality 8.6% 16.1% 33.3% 28.3% 22.9% 20.0% 20.0% 16.0% 
% of Total 4.1% 2.4% 1.5% 4.1% 1.9% 0.5% 1.5% 16.0% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 
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Use mobile application * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

U
se

 m
ob

ile
 a

pp
lic

at
io

n 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 20 4 1 3 3 1 5 37 
% within Nationality 10.1% 6.5% 5.6% 5.0% 8.6% 10.0% 16.7% 9.0% 
% of Total 4.8% 1.0% 0.2% 0.7% 0.7% 0.2% 1.2% 9.0% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 19 1 0 2 2 0 1 25 
% within Nationality 9.6% 1.6% 0.0% 3.3% 5.7% 0.0% 3.3% 6.1% 
% of Total 4.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.2% 6.1% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 17 7 2 1 3 0 1 31 
% within Nationality 8.6% 11.3% 11.1% 1.7% 8.6% 0.0% 3.3% 7.5% 
% of Total 4.1% 1.7% 0.5% 0.2% 0.7% 0.0% 0.2% 7.5% 

Neutral 
Count 45 15 2 5 4 1 4 76 
% within Nationality 22.7% 24.2% 11.1% 8.3% 11.4% 10.0% 13.3% 18.4% 
% of Total 10.9% 3.6% 0.5% 1.2% 1.0% 0.2% 1.0% 18.4% 

Slightly agree 
Count 19 14 4 18 4 3 6 68 
% within Nationality 9.6% 22.6% 22.2% 30.0% 11.4% 30.0% 20.0% 16.5% 
% of Total 4.6% 3.4% 1.0% 4.4% 1.0% 0.7% 1.5% 16.5% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 56 10 5 18 13 3 6 111 
% within Nationality 28.3% 16.1% 27.8% 30.0% 37.1% 30.0% 20.0% 26.9% 
% of Total 13.6% 2.4% 1.2% 4.4% 3.1% 0.7% 1.5% 26.9% 
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 22 11 4 13 6 2 7 65 
% within Nationality 11.1% 17.7% 22.2% 21.7% 17.1% 20.0% 23.3% 15.7% 
% of Total 5.3% 2.7% 1.0% 3.1% 1.5% 0.5% 1.7% 15.7% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 
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Use website * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

U
se

 w
eb

si
te

 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 23 4 1 5 2 0 4 39 
% within Nationality 11.6% 6.5% 5.6% 8.3% 5.7% 0.0% 13.3% 9.4% 
% of Total 5.6% 1.0% 0.2% 1.2% 0.5% 0.0% 1.0% 9.4% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 14 3 1 2 2 0 2 24 
% within Nationality 7.1% 4.8% 5.6% 3.3% 5.7% 0.0% 6.7% 5.8% 
% of Total 3.4% 0.7% 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 5.8% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 23 9 0 0 4 0 2 38 
% within Nationality 11.6% 14.5% 0.0% 0.0% 11.4% 0.0% 6.7% 9.2% 
% of Total 5.6% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.5% 9.2% 

Neutral 
Count 34 9 2 8 6 1 3 63 
% within Nationality 17.2% 14.5% 11.1% 13.3% 17.1% 10.0% 10.0% 15.3% 
% of Total 8.2% 2.2% 0.5% 1.9% 1.5% 0.2% 0.7% 15.3% 

Slightly agree 
Count 38 13 2 21 7 4 8 93 
% within Nationality 19.2% 21.0% 11.1% 35.0% 20.0% 40.0% 26.7% 22.5% 
% of Total 9.2% 3.1% 0.5% 5.1% 1.7% 1.0% 1.9% 22.5% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 43 12 7 13 8 1 7 91 
% within Nationality 21.7% 19.4% 38.9% 21.7% 22.9% 10.0% 23.3% 22.0% 
% of Total 10.4% 2.9% 1.7% 3.1% 1.9% 0.2% 1.7% 22.0% 
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 23 12 5 11 6 4 4 65 
% within Nationality 11.6% 19.4% 27.8% 18.3% 17.1% 40.0% 13.3% 15.7% 
% of Total 5.6% 2.9% 1.2% 2.7% 1.5% 1.0% 1.0% 15.7% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 30 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 7.3% 
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Appendix 7 – ANOVA analysis and cross tabulations for the hypothesis 10 
 

ANOVA analysis for Nationality 
 Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 

Satisfied wait for check-in 
Between Groups 82.557 6 13.759 7.111 .000 
Within Groups 785.540 406 1.935   
Total 868.097 412    

Satisfied speed of service for ci 
Between Groups 38.339 6 6.390 3.771 .001 
Within Groups 688.029 406 1.695   
Total 726.368 412    

Satisfied wait for check-out 
Between Groups 68.557 6 11.426 6.622 .000 
Within Groups 700.523 406 1.725   
Total 769.080 412    

Satisfied speed of service for co 
Between Groups 47.756 6 7.959 5.166 .000 
Within Groups 625.493 406 1.541   
Total 673.249 412    

Satisfied queue design at reception 
Between Groups 37.211 6 6.202 3.943 .001 
Within Groups 638.518 406 1.573   
Total 675.729 412    

Satisfied technology available 
Between Groups 24.431 6 4.072 1.902 .079 
Within Groups 869.254 406 2.141   
Total 893.685 412    

Satisfied overall waiting experience 
Between Groups 53.121 6 8.853 5.672 .000 
Within Groups 633.751 406 1.561   
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Total 686.872 412    

WAITING TIME SATISFACTION 
Between Groups 39.211 6 6.535 7.117 .000 
Within Groups 372.789 406 .918   
Total 412.000 412    
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Satisfied wait for check-in * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

Sa
tis

fie
d 

w
ai

t f
or

 c
he

ck
-in

 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 2 0 1 2 5 0 0 10 
% within Nationality 1.0% 0.0% 5.6% 3.3% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 
% of Total 0.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.5% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 7 1 1 2 3 0 1 15 
% within Nationality 3.5% 1.6% 5.6% 3.3% 8.6% 0.0% 3.3% 3.6% 
% of Total 1.7% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 0.7% 0.0% 0.2% 3.6% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 14 2 3 6 5 0 0 30 
% within Nationality 7.1% 3.2% 16.7% 10.0% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 7.3% 
% of Total 3.4% 0.5% 0.7% 1.5% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 7.3% 

Neutral 
Count 28 6 2 15 7 1 5 64 
% within Nationality 14.1% 9.7% 11.1% 25.0% 20.0% 10.0% 16.7% 15.5% 
% of Total 6.8% 1.5% 0.5% 3.6% 1.7% 0.2% 1.2% 15.5% 

Slightly agree 
Count 47 22 5 19 7 1 9 110 
% within Nationality 23.7% 35.5% 27.8% 31.7% 20.0% 10.0% 30.0% 26.6% 
% of Total 11.4% 5.3% 1.2% 4.6% 1.7% 0.2% 2.2% 26.6% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 60 20 2 9 6 4 13 114 
% within Nationality 30.3% 32.3% 11.1% 15.0% 17.1% 40.0% 43.3% 27.6% 
% of Total 14.5% 4.8% 0.5% 2.2% 1.5% 1.0% 3.1% 27.6% 

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 40 11 4 7 2 4 2 70 
% within Nationality 20.2% 17.7% 22.2% 11.7% 5.7% 40.0% 6.7% 16.9% 
% of Total 9.7% 2.7% 1.0% 1.7% 0.5% 1.0% 0.5% 16.9% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 

 
  

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Satisfied speed of service for check-in * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

Sa
tis

fie
d 

sp
ee

d 
of

 se
rv

ic
e 

fo
r c

he
ck

-in
 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 
% within Nationality 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 
% of Total 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 8 1 2 0 4 0 0 15 
% within Nationality 4.0% 1.6% 11.1% 0.0% 11.4% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 
% of Total 1.9% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 13 2 2 2 4 0 0 23 
% within Nationality 6.6% 3.2% 11.1% 3.3% 11.4% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6% 
% of Total 3.1% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6% 

Neutral 
Count 20 10 2 9 8 0 3 52 
% within Nationality 10.1% 16.1% 11.1% 15.0% 22.9% 0.0% 10.0% 12.6% 
% of Total 4.8% 2.4% 0.5% 2.2% 1.9% 0.0% 0.7% 12.6% 

Slightly agree 
Count 53 19 6 25 8 2 8 121 
% within Nationality 26.8% 30.6% 33.3% 41.7% 22.9% 20.0% 26.7% 29.3% 
% of Total 12.8% 4.6% 1.5% 6.1% 1.9% 0.5% 1.9% 29.3% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 62 17 1 12 7 5 16 120 
% within Nationality 31.3% 27.4% 5.6% 20.0% 20.0% 50.0% 53.3% 29.1% 
% of Total 15.0% 4.1% 0.2% 2.9% 1.7% 1.2% 3.9% 29.1% 

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 41 13 5 11 3 3 3 79 
% within Nationality 20.7% 21.0% 27.8% 18.3% 8.6% 30.0% 10.0% 19.1% 
% of Total 9.9% 3.1% 1.2% 2.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 19.1% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 

 
  

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Satisfied wait for check-out * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

Sa
tis

fie
d 

w
ai

t f
or

 c
he

ck
-o

ut
 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 
% within Nationality 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 
% of Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 8 1 2 1 3 0 1 16 
% within Nationality 4.0% 1.6% 11.1% 1.7% 8.6% 0.0% 3.3% 3.9% 
% of Total 1.9% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 0.7% 0.0% 0.2% 3.9% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 15 3 0 2 7 1 0 28 
% within Nationality 7.6% 4.8% 0.0% 3.3% 20.0% 10.0% 0.0% 6.8% 
% of Total 3.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.5% 1.7% 0.2% 0.0% 6.8% 

Neutral 
Count 15 4 4 13 9 0 3 48 
% within Nationality 7.6% 6.5% 22.2% 21.7% 25.7% 0.0% 10.0% 11.6% 
% of Total 3.6% 1.0% 1.0% 3.1% 2.2% 0.0% 0.7% 11.6% 

Slightly agree 
Count 40 18 7 24 6 2 9 106 
% within Nationality 20.2% 29.0% 38.9% 40.0% 17.1% 20.0% 30.0% 25.7% 
% of Total 9.7% 4.4% 1.7% 5.8% 1.5% 0.5% 2.2% 25.7% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 69 22 2 12 5 5 15 130 
% within Nationality 34.8% 35.5% 11.1% 20.0% 14.3% 50.0% 50.0% 31.5% 
% of Total 16.7% 5.3% 0.5% 2.9% 1.2% 1.2% 3.6% 31.5% 

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 51 14 3 7 3 2 2 82 
% within Nationality 25.8% 22.6% 16.7% 11.7% 8.6% 20.0% 6.7% 19.9% 
% of Total 12.3% 3.4% 0.7% 1.7% 0.7% 0.5% 0.5% 19.9% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 

 
  

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Satisfied speed of service for check-out * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

Sa
tis

fie
d 

sp
ee

d 
of

 se
rv

ic
e 

fo
r c

he
ck

-o
ut

 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 6 1 2 0 4 0 0 6 
% within Nationality 3.0% 1.6% 11.1% 0.0% 11.4% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 
% of Total 1.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 8 4 0 1 5 0 0 8 
% within Nationality 4.0% 6.5% 0.0% 1.7% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 
% of Total 1.9% 1.0% 0.0% 0.2% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 21 5 4 12 9 0 3 21 
% within Nationality 10.6% 8.1% 22.2% 20.0% 25.7% 0.0% 10.0% 10.6% 
% of Total 5.1% 1.2% 1.0% 2.9% 2.2% 0.0% 0.7% 5.1% 

Neutral 
Count 36 13 3 21 8 2 9 36 
% within Nationality 18.2% 21.0% 16.7% 35.0% 22.9% 20.0% 30.0% 18.2% 
% of Total 8.7% 3.1% 0.7% 5.1% 1.9% 0.5% 2.2% 8.7% 

Slightly agree 
Count 69 24 4 15 5 5 15 69 
% within Nationality 34.8% 38.7% 22.2% 25.0% 14.3% 50.0% 50.0% 34.8% 
% of Total 16.7% 5.8% 1.0% 3.6% 1.2% 1.2% 3.6% 16.7% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 58 15 5 11 4 3 3 58 
% within Nationality 29.3% 24.2% 27.8% 18.3% 11.4% 30.0% 10.0% 29.3% 
% of Total 14.0% 3.6% 1.2% 2.7% 1.0% 0.7% 0.7% 14.0% 

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 6 1 2 0 4 0 0 6 
% within Nationality 3.0% 1.6% 11.1% 0.0% 11.4% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 
% of Total 1.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 

 
  

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Satisfied queue design at reception * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

Sa
tis

fie
d 

qu
eu

e 
de

si
gn

 a
t r

ec
ep

tio
n 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 
% within Nationality 0.5% 0.0% 5.6% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 
% of Total 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 1 1 0 3 3 0 0 8 
% within Nationality 0.5% 1.6% 0.0% 5.0% 8.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 
% of Total 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 10 2 0 2 4 1 2 21 
% within Nationality 5.1% 3.2% 0.0% 3.3% 11.4% 10.0% 6.7% 5.1% 
% of Total 2.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 0.2% 0.5% 5.1% 

Neutral 
Count 57 12 8 22 11 0 6 116 
% within Nationality 28.8% 19.4% 44.4% 36.7% 31.4% 0.0% 20.0% 28.1% 
% of Total 13.8% 2.9% 1.9% 5.3% 2.7% 0.0% 1.5% 28.1% 

Slightly agree 
Count 44 12 2 14 10 1 8 91 
% within Nationality 22.2% 19.4% 11.1% 23.3% 28.6% 10.0% 26.7% 22.0% 
% of Total 10.7% 2.9% 0.5% 3.4% 2.4% 0.2% 1.9% 22.0% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 55 21 3 13 4 6 10 112 
% within Nationality 27.8% 33.9% 16.7% 21.7% 11.4% 60.0% 33.3% 27.1% 
% of Total 13.3% 5.1% 0.7% 3.1% 1.0% 1.5% 2.4% 27.1% 
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ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 30 14 4 5 3 2 4 62 
% within Nationality 15.2% 22.6% 22.2% 8.3% 8.6% 20.0% 13.3% 15.0% 
% of Total 7.3% 3.4% 1.0% 1.2% 0.7% 0.5% 1.0% 15.0% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 

 
  

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Satisfied technology available * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

Sa
tis

fie
d 

te
ch

no
lo

gy
 a

va
ila

bl
e 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 6 1 0 2 3 0 0 12 
% within Nationality 3.0% 1.6% 0.0% 3.3% 8.6% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 
% of Total 1.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 9 0 2 2 2 0 1 16 
% within Nationality 4.5% 0.0% 11.1% 3.3% 5.7% 0.0% 3.3% 3.9% 
% of Total 2.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.2% 3.9% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 19 5 1 3 9 0 2 39 
% within Nationality 9.6% 8.1% 5.6% 5.0% 25.7% 0.0% 6.7% 9.4% 
% of Total 4.6% 1.2% 0.2% 0.7% 2.2% 0.0% 0.5% 9.4% 

Neutral 
Count 64 20 4 16 4 0 12 120 
% within Nationality 32.3% 32.3% 22.2% 26.7% 11.4% 0.0% 40.0% 29.1% 
% of Total 15.5% 4.8% 1.0% 3.9% 1.0% 0.0% 2.9% 29.1% 

Slightly agree 
Count 28 15 6 16 6 4 6 81 
% within Nationality 14.1% 24.2% 33.3% 26.7% 17.1% 40.0% 20.0% 19.6% 
% of Total 6.8% 3.6% 1.5% 3.9% 1.5% 1.0% 1.5% 19.6% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 50 12 1 13 7 3 6 92 
% within Nationality 25.3% 19.4% 5.6% 21.7% 20.0% 30.0% 20.0% 22.3% 
% of Total 12.1% 2.9% 0.2% 3.1% 1.7% 0.7% 1.5% 22.3% 

   ส
ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 22 9 4 8 4 3 3 53 
% within Nationality 11.1% 14.5% 22.2% 13.3% 11.4% 30.0% 10.0% 12.8% 
% of Total 5.3% 2.2% 1.0% 1.9% 1.0% 0.7% 0.7% 12.8% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 
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ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Satisfied technology available * Nationality Cross tabulation 
 Nationality Total 

Europe America Middle 
East 

East Asia Central 
and South 

Asia 

Africa Oceania 

Sa
tis

fie
d 

te
ch

no
lo

gy
 a

va
ila

bl
e 

Absolutely 
disagree 

Count 1 0 0 1 3 0 0 5 
% within Nationality 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 8.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 
% of Total 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 

Strongly 
disagree 

Count 5 1 1 0 2 0 0 9 
% within Nationality 2.5% 1.6% 5.6% 0.0% 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 
% of Total 1.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 

Slightly 
disagree 

Count 5 3 1 4 4 0 1 18 
% within Nationality 2.5% 4.8% 5.6% 6.7% 11.4% 0.0% 3.3% 4.4% 
% of Total 1.2% 0.7% 0.2% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.2% 4.4% 

Neutral 
Count 29 7 4 12 9 1 3 65 
% within Nationality 14.6% 11.3% 22.2% 20.0% 25.7% 10.0% 10.0% 15.7% 
% of Total 7.0% 1.7% 1.0% 2.9% 2.2% 0.2% 0.7% 15.7% 

Slightly agree 
Count 51 17 4 20 9 0 7 108 
% within Nationality 25.8% 27.4% 22.2% 33.3% 25.7% 0.0% 23.3% 26.2% 
% of Total 12.3% 4.1% 1.0% 4.8% 2.2% 0.0% 1.7% 26.2% 

Strongly 
agree 

Count 69 19 4 14 6 7 14 133 
% within Nationality 34.8% 30.6% 22.2% 23.3% 17.1% 70.0% 46.7% 32.2% 
% of Total 16.7% 4.6% 1.0% 3.4% 1.5% 1.7% 3.4% 32.2% 
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ำนกัหอ

สมุดกลาง
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Absolutely 
agree 

Count 38 15 4 9 2 2 5 75 
% within Nationality 19.2% 24.2% 22.2% 15.0% 5.7% 20.0% 16.7% 18.2% 
% of Total 9.2% 3.6% 1.0% 2.2% 0.5% 0.5% 1.2% 18.2% 

Total 
Count 198 62 18 60 35 10 30 413 
% within Nationality 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 47.9% 15.0% 4.4% 14.5% 8.5% 2.4% 7.3% 100.0% 
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