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 Few studies have explored the stakeholder conflict from the perspective of hotelier and/or travel 
agency; however, this study has aimed to investigate stakeholder conflict from the perspective of 
guests, and its effects on guests’ satisfaction and behavioral intentions while examine mediating 
factor of guests ’perceived value, which has not been examined empirically before. Since no scale 
could be found that measures guests’ perceived stakeholder conflict factors (PSCF) arose from 
unsatisfactory relationship between accommodation establishments and tour operators/travel agen-
cies, this study conceptualized PSCF and developed a scale for assessing this conflict and its out-
comes. Through careful instrument development process, four sub-dimensions and 17 items of 
PSCF were identified. Thereafter, the study empirically tested the conceptual model by conducting 
survey study to collect data. The mediation effects obtained indicated that guests ‘perceived value 
mediated the effects of the PSCF on guest satisfaction and behavioral intentions associated with the 
accommodation businesses. The instrument is demonstrated to have good suitability, validity, and 
reliability. Applying the scale of PSCF enabled the identification of the two consequences of guests' 
satisfaction and behavioral intentions. Limitations, recommendations for future research and man-
agerial implications are provided. 
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1. Introduction 
 
 

 

The success of tourism and hospitality businesses and the industry itself requires various actors to provide either primary or 
supplementary contributions. For this reason, tourism is considered a multidisciplinary industry consisting of many stake-
holders such as hoteliers, travel agencies, entrepreneurs, employees, customers, media, and governments (Gananapala, 2016). 
Hoteliers and tour operators/travel agencies are considered as two major stakeholders in tourism, and they are interdependent 
with each other with respect to their marketing and service objectives. Johann added that the satisfactory relationship between 
accommodation facilities and tour operators/travel agencies is a vital issue in terms of providing competitive advantage for 
both parties in the market; Although these two key stakeholders have long-term business relationships, they have failed to 
develop successful teamwork (2014), On the contrary, it has been noticed that the relationship between the groups is troubled 
or even hostile. Most of the existing literature describing stakeholder conflict (a company, and its supplier) as a power of one 
stakeholder to another, and this kind of description approaching stakeholder conflict as a dual problem (Schul & Babakus, 
1988; Gaski, 1984, Hibbard, Kumar & Stern, 2001). However, the relationship between organizations in a conflict situation 
is noticeable by third parties, such as customers, and they may be affected by this deficient business relationship (Mooi & 
Frambach, 2009). In recent years, many events of conflict have occurred between accommodation establishments and travel 
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agencies/ tour operators in North Cyprus. For example, one of the leading tour operators of Turkey engaged in conflict with 
a local accommodation establishment due to misinformation is provided by the hotel as they were introducing their luxurious 
rooms, and, all facilities and services available. However, the hotel was under construction with partly finished hotel rooms 
and improperly operating departments such as a restaurant with few employees, and limited selection of meals. The guests 
who booked their holidays to this hotel through that particular tour operator were dissatisfied and asking compensation for 
their ruined holidays. Similarly, one of the five-star hotels, located in Kyrenia, experience conflict with a local travel agency 
because of its aggressive selling strategies that over-promising related with the hotel facilities and services such as suit room 
upgrades and free Ala carte menus, however when customers arrive in the hotel and experience the realities they feel frustrated 
because of over expectations that are developed by the travel agency. Therefore, such situations negatively affect precious 
stakeholders, “guests” while creating conflict and damaging the relationship between accommodation facilities and tour op-
erators/travel agencies.  Despite the fact, there are considerable studies regarding the relationship between tour operators, 
travel agencies, online tour operators, and hotel industry, the role of stakeholder conflict over another stakeholder (guests) is 
rarely measured. There are few narratives and empirical studies in the tourism literature that understand the potential source 
of conflict factors between accommodation establishments and tour operators/travel agencies (Gnanapala, 2016; Mwesiumo 
& Halpern, 2016; Ivanov, Stoilova & Illum, 2015; Kiran, Majumdar & Kishore, 2012; Buhalis, 2000), perceptions of both 
parties on conflict factors, dependency on each other and bargaining power   (Ivanov et al., 2015) and the effect of the conflict 
issues on guests’ satisfaction (Gnanapala, 2016). None of the research has empirically focused on guests’ perceptions of 
conflict factors between accommodation establishments and tour operators/travel agencies and whether these factors affect 
the guests’ perceived value, satisfaction, and behavioral intention. Kiran et al. (2012) and Buhalis (2000) have been recom-
mended that their findings of the potential sources of conflict occurring in the company’s distribution channel and its man-
agement can be used as a basis for either qualitative or quantitative further researches. As a result, the study is intended to 
adopt a third perspective to examine stakeholder conflict, which can broaden our understanding of the driving forces of con-
flict issues perceived by the guests. In North Cyprus, the construct of study examined recently with different context, like, 
revisit behaviour intention for Facebook hotel page (Ibrahim & Aljarah, 2018), also perceived telecommunication service 
quality-examined with perceived value users' satisfaction (Alrwashdeh et al., 2020). In this article, researchers try to address 
whether guests are affected by a conflict between accommodation establishments and tour operators/travel agents while re-
maining outside this business relationship and how they react to the conflict issue. 
 
2. Literature review 

 

2.1. Perceived Stakeholder Conflict Factors (PSCF) 
 

Accommodation establishments and tour operators/travel agencies are considered as two main stakeholders in the tourism 
industry, and they are interdependent in terms of their marketing and service objectives. However, it is stated in the existing 
literature and practically observed that accommodation establishment and tour operators/travel agencies are acting as com-
petitors, and they have failed to develop successful business relationships (Gnanapala, 2016). Since each stakeholder has a 
different commercial and strategic interest as well as various operational processes; they tend to apply a variety of powerful 
forces to achieve their goals, usually at the expense of their partners. Therefore, the relationship between various stakeholders 
is complex and conflict can arise between them (Freeman, 1984). According to the existing literature related to the source of 
conflict issues between accommodation establishments and tour operators/ travel agencies can be categorized as following 
headings: Price levels and commissions (Buhalis, 2000; Douglas & Lubbe, 2006; Ivanov et al., 2015; Mwesiumo & Halpern, 
2016). Contract signing, renewing, negotiation timing and fulfillment of contract obligations (Ivanov et al., 2015; Mwesiumo 
& Halpern, 2016), Unrealistic demands  (Frazier, 1983; Frazier &  Summersm 1984), Incorrect representations and promo-
tions of the hoteliers’ product and services (Ivanov et al., 2015; Gnanapala, 2016), Manipulated results of Customer satisfac-
tion survey and misdirection of tourist in competing accommodation establishments and Tour operators’ bankruptcies (Buha-
lis, 2000), Inconsistency between requested low price by the travel agency and expected quality of the product and services 
that hotel is expected to offer (Buhalis,2000; Rose & Shoham, 2004; Ivanov et al., 2015; Gnanapala, 2016), Booking and 
operational mistakes that result fail to provide necessary service for booking requests and promises (Buhalis, 2000; Ivanov et 
al., 2015; Gnanapala, 2016) and Overbooking (Ivanov et al., 2015: Gnanapala, 2016), and complaints handling (Gnanapala, 
2016). These conflict factors may challenge stakeholders’ success and they may also affect customer’ outcomes such as 
guests’ satisfaction (Gnanapala, 2016). The reason behind that, some of these disagreements between the parties may be so 
open that is experienced by the customers, as well as the public, become aware of them (Mwesiumo & Halpern, 2016). As 
Freeman (1984, p.46) stated that “stakeholder is any individual or group who can affect or be affected by the achievement of 
other stakeholders objectives”, in view of that stakeholder theory argues that the success of an organization depends on how 
well it manages its relationship with key interest groups, such as employees, suppliers, customers, communities, financiers, 
and others that may affect the achievement of its purpose, on the other side, customers, and other interest groups may be 
affected by unsuccessful buyers and suppliers business relationship. Therefore, a conflict situation between organizations is 
noticeable, and third parties, such as guests as one of the important stakeholders in the tourism industry may be affected.   
Based on the statements above, the conflict between accommodation establishments and tour operators/travel agencies, maybe 
perceived by the guests during their stay at an accommodation establishment and they may spoil their experience and reduce 
their perceived value and so reduce guests’ satisfaction, and behavioral intentions. Therefore, stakeholder conflict is targeted 
specifically since they include various conflict attributes and form a convenient setting to measure perceived outcomes. The 
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Misinformation, Unmanaged booking, and operational mistakes, Quality & Price Inconsistency and Unsolved guests’ prob-
lems are identified as PSCF. Misinformation factors referred misrepresentations provided to guests about hotels’ services and 
facilities including misleading promotional materials and overpromised hotel’s products and services. Unmanaged Bookings 
and operational mistakes are related to inconsistency between the requested booking details by the guests, and what is provided 
by the accommodation establishment including walking the guest to another property. Quality and Price inconsistency referred 
to the guests’ comparison between the prices they paid with their sacrifices, and what they actually experienced related with 
quality of product and services provided by and employees working in an accommodation establishment. Unsolved Guests’ 
problems referred to both parties’ irresponsible manners towards the guests’ problems or addressing guests’ problems ineffi-
cient way. These four conflict factors are considered whether they are experienced by guests whose trip were organized 
through a tour operators/ travel agency, and staying in five or four-star accommodation establishments located in Kyrenia, 
North Cyprus and whether overall PSCF is effective on guests’ outcomes namely guests’ satisfaction and behavioral intentions 
associated with accommodation establishments while testing the mediating effect of guests’ perceived value between PSCF 
and guests’ satisfaction and behavioral intentions.  
 
2.2. Perceived value 
 
The perceived value is defined from monetary, quality and benefit perspectives, in this study, benefit perspective has been 
adopted and it is explained as the assessment of the guests’ benefits of a product or service, in exchange for what the guests 
have to sacrifice for obtaining that product or services. The sacrifice includes non-monetary costs such as cost of the transac-
tion; search, negotiation, and time to spend during the purchase besides the paid amount for the particular goods and/or ser-
vices (Zeithaml, 1988). Previous studies have pointed out that there is a positive relationship between perceived value and 
customer satisfaction (Lin & Wang, 2006; Tung, 2004; cited in Kuo, Wu & Deng, 2009). Also, many researchers found a 
direct relationship between word-of-mouth recommendations and guests’ perceived value as well as between behavioral in-
tentions and guests’ perceived value (Cronin, Brady & Hult, 2000). 
 
2.3. Guests’ satisfaction  
 
Guests’ satisfaction is explained as a difference between guests’ perception of the received services and guests’ expectations 
of the services (Gupta, McDaniel & Herath, 2005). According to this definition, it can be said that, when a guests’ perception 
of the received service has below their expectations, their satisfaction will be negative or vice versa. Moreover, Moutinho 
(1987) described satisfaction as a function of the relationship between the expectation during pre-travel and experience during 
post-travel. If guests cannot meet their travel expectations, they will be dissatisfied. Also, Oliver and Desarbo (1988) highlight 
that if a tourist’s expectations are matched to the actual performance of the product or services, he/she will be satisfied. Gupta 
et al, (2005) also mentioned the framework for confirmation or disconfirmation which explains that consumers have a set of 
established criteria in their minds and when to purchase a product or service; customers generally tend to compare the product 
or service with their criterion. Therefore, because of guests’ own criteria, and their comparisons with actual products and 
services shape their level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Moreover, Hu et al. (2009) stated that Customer satisfaction is 
generally structured as a post-consumption assessment based on the perceived value. Lastly customer satisfaction considered 
as antecedents affecting brand loyalty (Aljarah & Ibrahim, 2020) 
 
2.4 Behavioral Intentions 
 

The concept of behavioral intent is called people's beliefs about what they want to do in a particular situation (Ajzen & 
Fishbein, 1980 cited in Wu, 2013). Another definition of behavioral intentions refers that the possibility of a customer return-
ing to a company where he/she has used the company’s service and/or spreading positive information about the company to 
family, friends, and colleagues (Olorunniwo, Hsu & Udo, 2006). Zeithaml, Berry & Parasuraman (1996) highlighted that 
behavioral intention can be seen when a customer decides to continue with the company or not. When tourists away from 
their home can enjoy the facilities and comfort provided by an accommodation establishment and they may attach to the place. 
On the other hand, when visitors end up with a bad experience related to accommodation’ services or facilities, they likely 
have less intention to return to that place (Ahliya, 2010). Bolton & Drew (1991) have suggested that customers' behavioral 
intentions are determined by partially perceived value. From theoretical side  theory of reasoned action (TRA) for Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 1975, which assumes that behavioral intention leads to actual behavior and this is used to define consumers’ attitudes 
concerning purchasing or using a brand by considering normative values or subjective norms (Ibrahim et al., 2020). The 
current study empirically explored the relationships shown in the conceptual model (Fig. 1) and was presented in the above 
five studying hypotheses to establish the relationship between perceived stakeholder conflict factors and guests’ satisfaction 
and behavioral intentions as well as finding the mediating effect of perceived value between the study variables. 
 
The Research Hypotheses 

H1: There is a significant and negative relationship between perceived stakeholder conflict factors and guests’ perceived 
value.   
H2: There is a significant and negative relationship between perceived stakeholder conflict factors and guests’ satisfaction.   
H3: There is a significant and negative relationship between perceived stakeholder conflict factors and guests’ behavioral 
intentions.   
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H4: The relationship between perceived stakeholder conflict factors and guests’ satisfaction is significantly mediated by 
guests’ perceived value.   
H5: The relationship between perceived stakeholder conflict factors and guests’ behavioral intentions is significantly medi-
ated by guests’ perceived value.   
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

3. Research method  
 

Fig. 1. Research Conceptual Framework 

3. Research Method  
 

3.1. Questionnaire design  
 
A self-administered survey questionnaire is designed and is used to collect the necessary data. The survey questionnaire is 
consisting of four parts; part (1) includes a cover page that explains the motivation for the research and assures the anonymity 
of the respondents. Part (2) consists of screening questions to determine whether respondents are eligible to take part in this 
research. Part (3) of the questionnaire aimed to collect demographic information of the sample. Part (4) consists of items that 
measure respondents’ level of agreement with statements that describe PSCF between accommodation establishments and 
tour operators/ travel agencies, their satisfaction with the accommodation establishment, and their positive/negative behavioral 
intentions. Five-point Likert-scale type of questions is used ranging from “Completely Disagree” (1), to “Completely Agree” 
(5), are used. Five-Point Likert-scale type of questions has been very popular in many previous kinds of research which were 
investigating experienced value, customer satisfaction, behavioral intentions (Chen, 2007). A high overall score shows a neg-
ative attitude, whereas a low overall score represents a positive attitude.   
 
3.2. Scale construction  
 
No scale found that measures perceived conflict factors arose from the unsatisfactory relationship between accommodation 
establishments and tour operators/travel agencies. After carefully reviewing the literature, 15 semi-structured face-to-face 
interviews undertaken with professional tourism practitioners from accommodation establishments, and travel agencies, af-
terward, interview narratives were analyzed to identify the dimensions associated with PSCF in hospitality sector which helps 
to generate a pool of items (Churchill, 1979); by using this method, the researcher generated an initial pool of 22 items to 
represent PSCF. Following the generation of the initial item, to ensure face and construct/content validity (Netemeyer, Dur-
vasula & Lichtenstein, 1991), six subject experts in tourism and hospitality studies from different universities in Northern 
Cyprus were conducted; four subject experts from Girne American University, one subject expert from Cyprus Science Uni-
versity, and one subject expert from Final International University. These six subject expert judges were invited (individually 
or in a group of two or three) to undertake the evaluation of those 22 items. Items which rated two or below on a five-point 
scale (1= not relevant, 5= very relevant) were eliminated and items which rated three and above were selected regarding their 
representatives, specificity and clarity of the items (e.g. Haynes, Richard & Kubany, 1995), and accordingly four items were 
removed and 18 items remained. Thereafter, 10 guests whose trip were organized by a tour operator/travel agency accessibly 
selected from two accommodation establishments located in Kyrenia, North Cyprus (one five-star and one four-star) after 
permission taken from the management of these two accommodation establishments and from the guests whether they were 
willing to participate. Therefore, two focus groups were created consisting of five guests in each focus group. Cox, Hig-
ginbotham & Burton (1976) suggest that the focus group interview is an effective qualitative technique for use in marketing 
and management research. Edmunds (1999) recommends using five or six participants when focus group interviews are con-
ducted. The guests evaluated the clarity of the wording of the 18 items, and their suggestions resulted in deletion of an item. 
Thereby it resulted in reducing the relevant items to 17 items. After all the evaluations of the items, one item remained under 
the dimension of unmanaged bookings by travel agencies, and instead of deleting this significant dimension, it was combined 
with two items of operational mistakes and named as “Unmanaged bookings and operational mistakes ”. It was allowable to 
combine two dimensions under one dimension because both are considering unmanaged guests’ bookings at different stages. 
Therefore, PSCF were measured by using four (4) main dimensions and 17 items; four (4) items measuring, “Misinformation”, 
three (3) items, “Misinformation”, three (3) items measuring “unmanaged bookings and operational mistakes”, six items 
measuring, “inconsistency between price and quality” and four (4) items measuring “unsolved guests’ problems ”. 

 

 

Guests’ Satisfaction (GS)  

Perceived Stakeholder Con-
flict Factors (PSCF) 

Perceived Value (GPV) 

Behavioral Intentions (BI) 

H1 

H2 

H3 

H4 

H5 
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Moreover, three items measuring guests’ perceived value, three items measuring guests’ satisfaction, and five items measuring 
behavioral intentions were adopted from previous studies (Ryu, Lee & Kim, 2012; Ryu, Han & Kim, 2008). A pilot study 
was conducted to 43 guests whose trip was organized by a tour operator/travel agency, and staying in 5-star and 4-star accom-
modation establishments located in Kyrenia, North Cyprus. A pilot study is recommended to improve data collection design 
and generate more relevant questions for the fieldwork (Creswell, 2012). The pilot test was applied in August 2019. Through 
conducting a pilot study, the researcher aimed to ensure whether there was any need to eliminate any items because of their 
low correlation coefficients to the entire scale and whether there was any requirement for minor modifications of wording and 
data coding. 

 

3.3. Data Collection and analysis 
 
A total of 150 registered accommodation establishments were identified from the records of the North Cyprus Tourism Au-
thority, of which 89 are located in Kyrenia. The Kyrenia region is the most popular tourist destination in North Cyprus (Nadiri, 
2003), with its touristic attractions such as heritage sites and its beauty fascinating local and international visitors all over the 
year. Stratified sampling technique was used to choose accommodation establishments to be able to reach targeted key re-
spondents within the limited time scale of data collection, therefore stratification found a use for sorting out those with certain 
demographic characteristics from the selected small geographic area as concentrations of certain groups with certain charac-
teristics (Proctor, 2005). Through using stratified sampling, 20 accommodation establishments were chosen; 13 five-star ho-
tels and seven four-star hotels located in the central, eastern, and western region of Kyrenia. The study area is represented 
22.47 % of the total number of accommodation establishments in Northern Cyprus. Thereafter, participants were selected 
based on judgmental sampling technique which is defined as “selecting a sample that matches the purposes of the study to 
obtain typical population elements in the sample” (Ritche, 1994). Accordingly, guests whose trip were organized by a travel 
agency/tour operator and staying five or four-star accommodation establishments located in Kyrenia were invited to complete 
a questionnaire. A total of 330 usable questionnaires were collected over a period of five months (September 2019 – January 
2020). 
 

3.4. Assessing the reliability and validity of constructs 
 

The researchers conducted six subject experts in Tourism and Hospitality studies from different Universities in Northern 
Cyprus to ensure face and construct validity of the generated items (22) to evaluate and test the items (survey instruments) for 
clarity, conciseness, and content validity, shortly for rating their relevance to PSCF. Thereafter, a pilot-test was used to tech-
nically asses construct validity and reliability of the survey. The analysis of Pilot study and full-scale survey’s Cronbach alpha 
results are very close to each other. In this case, the application of item analysis provided positive results, and remarkably 
pilot study and full survey Cronbach’s alpha are above the extensively recognized rule of an exceeded minimum of 7 which 
indicates values are adequately reliable (Nunnally, 1978). Table 1, illustrates the Cronbach Alpha of Pilot Study for PSCF 
and Table 2 presents Cronbach’s Alpha of Full-scale survey for PSCF. 
 

Table 1  
Cronbach’s Alpha for Perceived Stakeholder Conflict Factors -Pilot Study 

Independent Variables Number of Item(s) Cronbach’s Alpha (1) 
Misinformation 4 .807 

Unmanaged Bookings & Operational Mistakes 3 .801 
Quality and Price  Inconsistency 6 .951 

Unsolved Guests Problems 4 .811 
 
Table 2 
Cronbach’s Alpha for Perceived Stakeholder Conflict Factors – Survey 

Independent Variables Number of Item(s) Cronbach’s Alpha (2) 
Misinformation 4 .866 

Unmanaged Bookings and Operational Mistakes 3 .752 
Inconsistency between Quality and Price 6 .840 

Unsolved Guests Problems 4 .739 
 
Before the hypotheses of the study are examined, the researchers conducted Collinearity tests (Table 3), to ensure there is no 
high correlation between the independent variables (Multicollinearity) by examining the outcomes of the test variation allowed 
values, (Tolerance), Variance Inflation Factory (VIF) for each variant of the study's variables and coefficient torsion (Skew-
ness). When the results of (Table 3) are examined, it can be observed that values of VIF for all variables (Misinformation, 
Unmanaged Bookings, Quality & Price Inconsistency, and Unsolved Problems) are less than (10) between (2.720 and 5.146).  
And Tolerance value is a range between (0.194, 0.368), which is greater than (0.05) or should not be less than 0.1 and this is 
an indication of the lack of a high correlation between the independent variables (Multicollinearity). Moreover, values (Skew-
ness) of all variables are less than (1) (0.520, 0.433, 0.250, and 0.320) respectively which shows that the data follow the 
normal distribution, and data is less skewed.  It can be said that multicollinearity is not problematic and shows the reliability 
of data. 
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Table 3 
Collinearity Statistics (Skewness, Tolerance, and VIF test) 

Factors VIF Tolerance Skewness 
Misinformation 4.204 0.238 0.320 

Unmanaged Bookings  3.324 0.301 0.520 
Quality & Price Inconsistency  5.146 0.194 0.250 

Unsolved Guests’ Problem 2.720 0.368 0.433 
 
4. Results and discussions 
 
4.1 Sample demographics 
 
Regarding the gender and age of the guest participants, this study is consistent with Karatepe & Ekiz (2004) and Nadiri & 
Hussain (2005). As the findings of Karatepe & Ekiz (2004) indicate that males were the leading group that visited North 
Cyprus with 62.7 % and 67 % of the respondents were at the age of 38 and 57. The findings of Nadiri & Hussain (2005) 
showed males by 58.9 % and age of guests were above 40 were the majority groups who are accommodating in North Cyprus’ 
hotels, while the findings of this study show, the majority group of guests participants in this study was males by 58.2 % and 
respondents group of age is 55 years old or above. However, this study is inconsistent with Nadiri, Hussain, Haktan & Erdogan 
(2008) and Kourosh (2014) regarding gender and age group of the respondents. As the findings of (Nadiri et al., 2008) indi-
cated that 53.5 % of the respondents were female and the majority of the respondents’ age group were between 18-27 years 
old and the findings of Kourosh (2014) indicated that the majority of guests visiting Northern Cyprus were female with the 
51% and 40 % of the guests were within the group of 36-45 years old, followed by the age group of 26-35 years old which 
constituted at about 39 %. Additionally, related with the nationalities of the respondents visiting Northern Cyprus, this study 
is consistent with Nadiri & Hussain (2005) as their findings indicated that 48.1 % of the respondents were coming from the 
United Kingdom and consistent with Kourosh (2014) as his findings showed that 51 % of the guests were Turkish, and the 
rest was from other countries mostly from the United Kingdom and Iran. While in this study, People from Turkey and the 
United Kingdom seem to be top visitors to Northern Cyprus as they score 49.1 % and 33.6 % respectively. When the annual 
income of respondents was examined, it is observed that this study is inconsistent with Kourosh (2014) and the findings 
showed that income level of the respondents participated in his research between $1,000 and $5,000 with 78 % and tourists 
were earning between $5,000 and $10,000 with 15 %, however, according to the findings of this study, the largest group was 
earning between $10,001 -$20,000 a year by 46.1 %, while the second-largest group was between $20,001- $35,000 a year 
by 31.2 %. On the other hand, the current study is consistent with the (Kourosh, 2014) as his findings indicated that the 
purpose of visiting Northern Cyprus was a vocation with 54 %, while in this study, the majority of the respondents visited 
Northern Cyprus for the purpose of leisure/holiday with 88.5 %. Moreover, the study is consistent with (Gnanapal, 2016), as 
the scholar stated that in developing and undeveloped countries, accommodation establishments mainly receive business 
through intermediaries, i.e. tour operators and travel agencies, while in this study the majority group of guests was organized 
their holiday through traditional travel agencies by 77 %. Based on the data collected from the descriptive characteristics of 
the respondents, the majority of the guests involved in the study were traveling to North Cyprus with their spouse, which is 
ranked about 38.2 %. The following guests who are traveling with their family-kids are about 30.6 %. Moreover, the data 
displays that 46.4 % of the respondents have prior experience of the particular accommodation establishments. 

 

3.5 Results presentations for Research Hypothesis  
 

Effect of PSCF on Guests’ perceived value (Path-a) (H1) 
 

The result of PSCF’s effect on guests’ perceived value is presented in Table 4. The coefficient obtained on (path-a) is (-.739) 
and p=0.000 (p˂0.05), indicates a negative and significant relationship between PSCF and Guests’ perceived value. The lower 
limit confidence interval (LLCI) is (0.6718) and the Upper limit confidence interval (ULCI) is (0.8062) and the LLCI and 
ULCI values indicate significant effect between PSCF and Guests’ perceived value. Therefore, we accept our Hypothesis 1.    
 

The results are consistent with other studies which are indicating that when conflict factors are perceived by guests during 
their stay at an accommodation establishment, it may spoil their experience and reduce their perceived value in terms of poor 
quality product and services (Bastakis, Buhalis & Butler, 2004; Buhalis, 2000), unexpected service failures and inconvenience 
(Yildirim, Oflas &Yurt, 2018), consulted misinformation (Dolores, Salvadore, & Lorenza, 2012), not provided corrective 
actions or compensations for the experience problems (Goodwin & Ross, 1992). Moreover, Ghada Abd-Ala, (2007) findings 
showed that lower quality products and services help to minimize the value chain of the guests ' experience. 
 

Effect of PSCF on Guests’ satisfaction (Path-c1) (H2) and on Guests Behavioral Intentions (Path-c2) H3 
 

As the coefficient obtained on patch-c1 is (-.8401), p=0.000 (p˂0.05), while LLIC and ULCI values are 0.8679 and 1.0123 
respectively. The results for (path-c1) indicate a significant effect between PSCF and Guests’ satisfaction. In addition, the 
presented third result in Table 4, shows the patch-c2 coefficient as -.7872, (-0.8401), p=0.000 (p˂0.05), while LLCI and ULCI 
values are 0.6982 and 0.8763 respectively. The results for (patch-c2) show significant effect along patch-c2, between PSCF 
and Guests’ Behavioral intentions. Hereafter, we accept our Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3. Related with the effect of PSCF 
on guests’ satisfaction, the results are consistent with many studies. The findings of Fountoulaki, Leue and Jung (2014) 
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showed that when misinformation is given about facilities and services of an accommodation establishment, it results in 
dissatisfied and untrusted customers. Likewise, the findings of Ivanov et al., (2015) showed that as failure to report repairs, 
renovations or any construction work within and / or around the property or non-functioning facilities and non-updated website 
are just a few of the possible conflict points that may cause tension between the stakeholders and consequently it may disap-
point guests. Moreover, the findings of Yildirim, et al., (2018) and Maxham, (2001) showed that when guests perceived, 
unexpected service failures and inconveniences such as related with poor quality and unhandled booking requests during their 
stay at accommodation establishments cause dissatisfaction. Similarly, as the findings of Gnanapala (2016) mentioned that 
when guests get a hotel room that does not match with their requested room view, they may be frustrated and dissatisfied. In 
terms of the effect of PSCF on guests’ behavioral intentions, the study is consistent with studies of Goodwin & Ross (1992) 
and Smith, Bolton & Wagner (1999), as their findings showed that uncovered service failures or guests’ complaints may lead 
to negative behavioral intentions and as the results of Gnanapala (2016)’s study stated that poor service quality may lead 
negative word of mouth recommendations to their relatives, friends, neighbors, and colleagues. 

 

Table 4  
Effect of PSCF on Guests’ Perceived Value, Guests’ satisfaction and Behavioral Intentions (H1, H2 & 3) 

 coeff p LLCI ULCI Result 
H1: PSCF – GPV  (Path-a) -.7390 .0000 .6718 .8062 Accepted 
H2: PSCF – GS (Patch c-1) - .8401 .0000 .8679 1.0123 Accepted 
H3: PSCF – BI (Path-c-2) - .7872 .0000 .6982 .8763 Accepted 

 

The mediation effect of guest perceived value (Hypothesis 4 & Hypothesis 5)  
 
This study employed bootstrapping procedures, which assisted the exploration of the guest perceived value as mediator sim-
ultaneously in the association between focal independent PSCF and dependent variable (i.e., guest satisfaction and behavior 
intention) (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The 95 % bias-corrected bootstrapped confidence intervals (N = 5000) have been esti-
mated (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). The results in table.5 specify that PSCF has a significant higher indirect impact on 
guest satisfaction through a guest perceived value (β = -0. 35), and a bootstrapped estimate of the indirect effect reported for 
a statistically significant indirect path at 95% CI [0.07, 0.42]. Henceforth, we accept our Hypothesis 4. Thus suggesting that 
guest perceived value partially mediates the association between PSCF and guest satisfaction. The results in Table 6 indicated 
that the value of beta coefficient of the indirect relationship between PSCF and behavior intention through a guest perceived 
value (β = -0.25) and statistically significant path at 95% CI [0.019, 0.135], supporting our Hypothesis 5.  Then, thus suggest-
ing that guest perceived value partially mediates the association between PSCF and behavior intention. Regarding the medi-
ating effect of guests’ perceived value between PSCF and Guests’ satisfaction, the findings of this study are consistent with 
Fountoulaki et al. (2014), as they stated that the way a business provides information for its guests is also important not to 
develop negative guests’ perceived value which may result in dissatisfied and untrusted customers. As Nikbin, Ismail, Mari-
muthu & Salarzehi (2012) mentioned in their studies, when the guests’ perceived value is damaged due to the disappointments 
of unhandled booking details and requests thereafter lowered perceived value of the guests cause guest complaints, dissatis-
faction, and negative word of mouth. Similar to the findings of Nikbin et al., (2012), the findings of this study is supported by 
Bastakis et al., (2004) and Buhalis, (2000), as they stated that, when hoteliers offer lower quality service and products to 
guests, this spoils the guests’ experience, decrease guests’ perceived value and accordingly decreases guests’ satisfaction. 
Moreover, related with the mediating effect of guests’ perceived value between PSCF and guests’ behavioral intention, this 
study is consistent with Goodwin and Ross, (1992) and Spreng et al. (1995), as they mentioned that when any corrective 
actions or compensation have not been offered to the guests for service failures such as related with unhandled booking details 
and requests, it results in lower guests’ perceived value, and consequently lower guests’ satisfaction, and repurchase intention. 

 
Table 5  
Effect of PSCF on Guests’ Satisfaction through the mediating effect of Guests’ perceived value (H4) 

 Direct effect  Indirect effect  LLCI ULCI p Result  
 H4 (PSCF –GPV-GS) -.7390 -.3533 .0724 .0425 .0000 Accepted 

 
 

Table 6 
Effect of PSCF on Guests’ Behavioral Intentions through the mediating effect of Guests’ perceived value (H5) 

 Direct effect   Indirect effect LLCI ULCI p Result  
H5  (PSCF –GPV-BI) -.7872 -.2541 .0198 .1354 .0000 Accepted 

 
4. Conclusion  
 
This study aimed to examine whether some conflict issues between accommodation establishments and tour operators/travel 
agencies are perceived by guests and whether these conflict factors are influencing their satisfaction and behavioral intentions 
associated with accommodation establishments while examining the mediating role of guests’ perceived value.  PSCF arose 
from unsatisfactory relationship between two key tourism stakeholders inform of incorrect representations and promotions of 
hotels’ product and services, inconsistency between requested low prices and expected high-quality product and services from 
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hoteliers, mismanagement of bookings and operational mistakes and complaints handling was identified as the barriers to 
positive guests’ outcomes. Therefore, these conflict factors are referred to as the independent construct of the study affecting 
guests’ satisfaction and behavioral intentions as the dependent constructs of the study. The mediation effects obtained indi-
cated that guests’ perceived value has mediated the effects of PSCF on guests’ satisfaction and behavioral intentions associated 
with accommodation establishments. Therefore, by boosting guests’ perceived value with less PSCF result from cooperative 
strategies between these major tourism stakeholders, guests will tend to be more satisfied and willing to return the same 
accommodation establishment at the same time spreading positive recommendations about the place to the family, friends, 
and colleagues. This will possibly improve the competitive advantage of the hospitality and tourism sector, and the destination 
itself. 

 
5. Managerial Implications  
 
This study has numerous implications for managers that they should consider for their long-term competitiveness and success 
in the hospitality and tourism industry. Overall, the guest respondents reported unfavorable perceptions of the PSCF associated 
with accommodation establishments. Therefore, management may maintain the current PSCF associated with their accom-
modation establishment through a few tips provided by the researchers. First, it is very important to know how managers/own-
ers perceive stakeholder conflict factors because they should see the conflict factors as a triadic problem rather than a dyadic 
problem. This means that unsatisfactory relationship between the parties is not only ruined the business relationship between 
the partners, it also ruins the guests’ holiday and their response towards this annoyance. Therefore, managers should also 
consider how each conflict factor might affect guests’ perceived value and subsequently guests’ satisfaction and their behav-
ioral intentions. And they should concentrate on how to serve best to their guests to be able retained this important stakeholder. 
Second, as each party is relying on each other for their marketing and service objectives, thus both parties should equally 
recognize and balance each other’s expectations in place of caring only their self-interest and being individualist in this inter-
organizational system. Also, as both parties are serving the same guests, they should have mutual respect for each other, and 
they should recognize that careless and disrespectful success affects other parties such as reputation of other partners and even 
destination itself. Next, good internal and external coordination and communication resolve the negative effect of stakeholder 
conflict among the parties and on guests’ perceived value, satisfaction and behavioral intentions. Both internal coordination 
and communication among the marketing, reservation and other operational departments, and externally with the partner for 
managing bookings and booking related requests and problems have paramount importance for PSCF. Then, some PSCF are 
related to a lack of experiences of employees such as providing misinformation, unmanaged bookings and operational mis-
takes. Also, lack of empowerment can be another source of conflict issue such as not providing prompt, and effective solutions 
to guests’ problems regardless the source of problem. Moreover, it is necessary to train employees to improve their customer 
service skills, knowledge of their product and services and communication skills, while it is required for managers to develop 
their communication and negotiation skills for better business relationships, preventing and resolving problems and conflicts 
with their partners. Also, managers should know the importance of providing autonomy to their employees which encourages 
them for a better service and produce the most suitable solutions for their guests. Consequently, it will help to achieve higher 
guests’ perceived value and accordingly higher level of guests’ satisfaction and behavioral intentions. Finally, both parties 
should have a contract consisting of all possible legal concerns in terms of defending themselves from stronger party’s oppor-
tunistic behaviors. In addition, this agreement should include ethical issues and quality standards regarding hospitality and 
tourism. Related with ethical and quality standards, there should be standard operating procedures between the parties such 
as how to share new information, presentation of an accommodation establishment online and /or offline, announcing unex-
pected repairs or constructions in and outside the property, etc. 
 
6. Limitations and recommendations for future research  
 

This study has some limitations that may encourage future research. Firstly, the researchers identified and examined the four 
sub-dimensions of PSCF’s construct for accommodation establishments. Despite the fact that there may be some other sub-
dimensions of PSCF that have to be identified and considered in the conceptual framework of this study. Therefore, future 
research should seek to identify other factors that may have a significant effect on guests’ perceptions of PSCF that have not 
been identified in this study. Secondly, the guests whose trip were organized by a tour operator/travel agency and staying in 
a five or four-star accommodation establishments located in Kyrenia, North Cyprus are conducted for this study, therefore the 
selected sample population is not large enough to generalize the total population and sample size could be a major limitation 
of the study and future studies can advance this research by choosing a larger sample size as well as expanding the research 
area (including accommodation establishments with various star-rating, a wider geographic area or country). Lastly, research-
ers should focus on testing moderating effects in the developed model. 
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