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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Economics Research Centre of the University of Cyprus in collaboration with the Cyprus 
Tourism Organisation conducts a Tourist Satisfaction Survey for monitoring tourist 
satisfaction with the Cypriot tourist product and recommending policies to improve its quality 
and competitiveness. The aim of this study was the statistical and econometric analysis of 
data from the Tourist Satisfaction Survey of 2005-2008, in order to identify the determinants 
of tourist satisfaction in Cyprus and to point out the aspects/components of the Cypriot tourist 
product which please or dissatisfy travellers. Some policy conclusions are drawn and some 
policy recommendations are offered.  

First, a review of the literature on tourist satisfaction and a description of the questionnaire 
and sampling process used for data collection is provided. Next, the study offers a statistical 
description of the data and a preliminary (descriptive) analysis of tourists’ evaluations. Then 
the results of an econometric analysis, used to estimate the effects of various tourist and travel 
characteristics on the probability of tourist satisfaction, are presented and discussed. A 
comparison of tourist satisfaction with the different aspects of the tourist product over the 
period 2005 - 2008 is also conducted. 

The data were collected at the departure lounges of Larnaca and Paphos airports, via personal 
interviews. The data were being gathered continuously through the year over four phases: 
January-March, April-June, July-September and October-December. The information 
contained in the dataset relates to a large number of demographic and socioeconomic 
characteristics of tourists, as well as travel details. The dataset also includes tourists’ 
evaluations (ratings) regarding their satisfaction with different components of the Cypriot 
tourist product as well as with Cyprus overall. The sample in the analysis that follows covers 
the period between January 2005 and December 2008. 

The main points resulting from our analysis that the relevant authorities, policymakers and 
stakeholders in the public and private sector should watch can be summarised as follows: 

• The substandard infrastructure (e.g. pedestrian and cycling facilities, parking spaces, 
public restrooms, airports) was the tourist product component that dissatisfied 
tourists the most. No signs of improvement were recorded in recent years. Drastic 
corrective measures such as the construction of pedestrian and cycling facilities, 
especially in tourist areas, should be given priority. 

•  Less luxurious accommodation should either be upgraded in physical appearance 
and services or incentives should be given for them to be withdrawn from the 
industry as they tend to satisfy tourists less. 

• The value-for-money aspect of nearly all components of the tourist product 
examined appears to be unsatisfactory. The price-quality mix of goods and services 
needs improvement for Cyprus to remain a competitive tourist destination. An 
institutional framework that penalises unjustifiably high pricing of goods/services 
needs to be put into effect. Moreover, businesses offering services to tourists (hotels, 



 

restaurants, etc) must be given incentives for the employment of suitably qualified 
staff and the ongoing training of existing and new employees at all levels. The 
employment of appropriately trained/qualified people in the tourist sector would 
boost the quality of services provided and consequently would increase tourist 
satisfaction. 

• Nicosia was found to be the most problematic area in terms of tourist satisfaction. 
The authorities should seek to take action to enhance, in particular, the natural 
environment and the infrastructure as well as accommodation and restaurants, 
especially in value-for-money terms. 

• The standard clientele of Cyprus such as tourists from the UK and Greece are 
generally found to be among the most satisfied visitors and efforts must be made to 
maintain their high satisfaction levels. Nevertheless, efforts must be made to 
increase the satisfaction of other tourist groups such as those from Germany, Russia, 
the Scandinavian countries, France and Ireland. These countries constitute high 
priority markets for the Cypriot tourist product. Incentives towards achieving better 
air connections between Cyprus and these countries, attracting low budget airlines, 
establishing cooperation with tour operators and promoting special products (e.g. 
conference or sports tourism, cruises) would help in establishing the Cypriot tourist 
product in these promising markets. 

• Off-peak visitors, especially those who come to the island during the period of April 
– June are in general the least satisfied. This finding relates to seasonality, one of the 
most serious weaknesses of the Cypriot tourist product, which is caused by the one-
dimensional development of Cyprus as a sun-and-sea destination. The CTO 
correctly aims at extending the sun-and-sea clientele to the second and fourth 
quarters of the year, as well as attracting tourism for special groups/purposes during 
off-peak periods, such as senior citizens, conferences or sports. However, the 
relatively lower satisfaction observed, in general, during off-peak months indicates 
that tackling seasonality and redefining the Cypriot tourist product as a more 
diversified one than simply sun-and-sea, will not be an easy task. 

Overall, there seems to be an agreement on the aspects of the tourist product that, according to 
the analysis, need improvement, and the various actions/plans to be implemented for tourism 
development, that are set out in the Strategic Plan of the CTO. Thus, the more prompt and 
effective the implementation of these actions/plans, the quicker the improvement in the 
quality and competitiveness of the Cypriot product will be. 
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1.Introduction 

1. INTRODUCTION 

With the rapidly growing scope of tourism and accelerating pace of competition in 
this industry, it is becoming essential for entrepreneurial ventures to improve 
customer satisfaction with the services they offer, if they wish to better their business 
performance. 

For many countries, tourism has become an important source of business activity, 
employment income and surplus in the balance of trade in services. In tourism, as in 
other service industries, the emergence, survival, development and failure of ventures 
depend heavily upon customer satisfaction. Insofar as satisfaction means the intent to 
purchase again and the high probability that the satisfied customer will recommend 
the goods or services to others (Collier 1994), increasing customer loyalty can lead to 
higher profitability (Anderson et al. 1994; Rust and Zahorik 1993). Moreover, bearing 
in mind that tourism is an experience made up of different interdependent parts, some 
more tangible than others, customer satisfaction may be treated as a cumulative 
measure of total purchase and consumption experience over time (Anderson et al. 
1994). 

Measuring tourist satisfaction is an important component in the carrying out of 
destination performance research, due to the close relationship between the level of 
tourist satisfaction and future behaviour. Therefore, an ongoing, systematic 
measurement of satisfaction with destinations is a valuable exercise that offers 
tangible benefits. Measuring tourist satisfaction with a particular destination, 
however, involves more than simply measuring the level of satisfaction with services 
delivered by individual enterprises. There needs to be a much broader, more 
encompassing means of measuring satisfaction, one that relates closely to the 
motivations tourists have for visiting the destination in the first place.  

Tourism research is considered a relatively new field of study, despite the crucial 
importance of tourism for the economies of some countries, as is the case in Cyprus. 
Such research is usually carried out by specialised tourist experts in a more applied 
and policy-oriented framework, in contrast to the more theoretical approach that is 
often followed in economics.  
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Nevertheless, in the literature there are quite a few works relating to topics of tourism 
that are relevant to the present study. In particular, there are papers investigating 
tourist satisfaction in other countries focussing on accommodation, restaurants and the 
environment, as well as papers dealing with seasonality and the influence of tourist 
perceptions and cultural differences on satisfaction. 

The present study aims at adding to the existing literature the Cyprus experience with 
regard to various aspects of tourist satisfaction with the tourist product, such as 
accommodation, restaurants, environment, transport and activities, as well as with the 
overall experience – value for money, comparison with other destinations and 
likelihood of a repeat visit in the future. Emphasis is given to the factors that cause a 
tourists to declare themselves satisfied/dissatisfied with these aspects, such as 
nationality, education level, place of overnight stay, areas visited and type of 
accommodation. 

Data from a sample of nearly 20000 tourists, departing after their stay on the island, 
were collected during the years 2005-2008 at the airports of Larnaca and Paphos. 
Econometric models were used to determine the factors affecting tourist satisfaction 
with a number of aspects of the Cyprus tourist product – namely, accommodation, 
restaurants, buses, taxis, car rentals, natural and built environment, infrastructure, 
monuments, entertainment, shopping, comparison of Cyprus with other destinations in 
terms of value for money, expectations prior to the visit and likelihood of returning to 
the island. 

A literature review associated with the factors influencing tourist perceptions and 
expectations of satisfaction with different components of a destination’s tourist 
product is presented in chapter 2. Chapter 3 discusses in detail the sample selection 
method and the data collection procedure and provides a description of the 
sample/data with respect to visitor and travel characteristics. Chapter 4 presents the 
results from tourists’ evaluations of various aspects of the tourist product components. 
The results of the econometric analysis and some comparisons of tourist satisfaction 
results between 2005 and 2008 are presented and discussed in chapter 5. Chapter 6 
concludes by discussing the policy implications of the findings. 
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2. Literature Review 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

A large number of surveys were conducted in order to collect traveller data for the 
investigation of tourist satisfaction. The main purpose of this chapter is to review the 
literature associated with the factors influencing tourist perceptions and expectations 
of, as well as satisfaction with, different components of a destination’s tourist product. 

Tourist satisfaction studies vary in the main issues under examination, the 
methodology of analysis as well as in their empirical findings. However, there are 
similarities/patterns in the methods of data analysis employed and in empirical results. 
Overall findings, implications and limitations of different papers in the literature are 
analysed and discussed.  

2.2 MAIN ISSUES 

Many papers present comparisons between tourist satisfaction levels with different 
tourist destinations. Kozak (2001) reports the findings of a self-administered survey 
carried out among British and German tourists visiting Mallorca and Turkey in the 
summer of 1998. The prime objective of the study was to determine whether there are 
any differences or similarities between the satisfaction levels of the two nationalities 
visiting the same destination. In contrast, Kozak and Rimmington (2000) carried out a 
traveller satisfaction survey during the winter season, among British tourists who 
travelled to Spain for a holiday. The purpose of this study was to measure the British 
tourists’ satisfaction, the likelihood that they would transfer positive comments about 
the destination to friends and relatives and the likelihood that they would revisit in the 
future. Turkey can be considered as a fruitful area of research since it has become one 
of the most attractive destinations in the Mediterranean area. Even though researchers 
have suggested that Turkey is one of the world’s top-20 tourism destinations, 
compared to other Mediterranean destinations like Greece and Italy, Turkey remains a 
newcomer to tourism, and figures suggest a contraction in market share. As Yuksel 
(2001) has suggested, political instability, an increase in the number of alternative 
new destinations, earthquakes, and conflicts in the Balkans and Middle East are the 
main factors causing the slowdown in tourism growth rates. Therefore, Yuksel (2001) 
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focused on tourists visiting Turkey to examine how repeat and first-time visitors 
formulated satisfaction judgments leading to an intention to return, as well as what 
areas of the destination’s service performance contributed to an increased intention of 
returning. An interesting study carried out by Nield et al. (2000) identified the role of 
food services in tourist satisfaction with reference to the differences in satisfaction 
levels between regional groups visiting the Black Sea resorts of Romania. 

Although an extensive literature exists on tourist satisfaction at a destination level, 
one needs to examine the exact mechanisms through which the various components of 
the tourist product affect tourist satisfaction. Many researchers have studied tourist 
satisfaction with specific sectors such as accommodation, restaurants, shopping, etc. 
Gonzalez et al. (2007) studied the relationship between service quality and customer 
satisfaction in the context of spa tourism and the authors’ aim was to examine how 
service-quality perceptions and customer satisfaction influence behavioural intentions. 
Travellers’ preferences as to the choice of a tourist destination and the type of 
accommodation therein, can be determined by a number of factors. An important 
outcome of tourism analysis for policymakers is to know how travellers select their 
holiday destinations and which factors determine their choices. Saleh and Ryan 
(1992) argued that the availability of a restaurant, convenient parking, interior décor 
and exterior aesthetics are the main factors inducing travellers to select a specific 
hotel. Seddighi and Theocharous (2002) analysed the impact of characteristics of a 
tourist product on foreign travel. An influential component of the tourism product is 
shopping. One of the most important and well-established results of the existing 
literature is that shopping satisfaction is strongly connected to overall satisfaction with 
a destination. Heung and Cheng (2000) assessed tourist satisfaction with shopping in 
Hong Kong. As tourists spend a significant amount of their money on shopping, 
Heung and Cheng (2000) studied the satisfaction attributes of shopping and at the 
same time assessed their relative importance in affecting visitor satisfaction levels. In 
addition, Bowie and Chang (2005) sought to determine the relevant variables that 
influence customer satisfaction during an on-tour service encounter. Their empirical 
work identified the role of service performance and the linkages between the role of 
the tour leader and the formation of customer satisfaction. 

2.3 METHODOLOGIES 

An analysis of the literature displays a substantial variation in the number and nature 
of attributes considered relevant to tourist satisfaction with destinations (Dorfman 
1979; Goodrich 1977; Pearce 1980; Pizam et al. 1978). Moreover, different 
researchers have employed different questionnaire designs, sampling and data 
collection methods, as well as different methods of data analysis. 
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The existing literature suggests several customer satisfaction measurement approaches 
through open-ended questionnaires (Kozak and Rimmington 2000; Yuksel 2001; 
Sharpley 2000; Gonzalez et al. 2007; Saleh and Ryan 1992; Heung and Cheng 2000, 
Nield et al. 2000). Kozak and Rimmington (2000) collected their data via 
questionnaires for the purpose of measuring British tourist satisfaction, the likelihood 
of positive comments being made to friends and relatives, and the likelihood of 
revisiting in the future. In contrast with other studies the questionnaire in Kozak and 
Rimmington (2000) included 38 questions based on a 7-point scale ranging from 
“delighted” to “terrible.” There is evidence in the literature that the use of such a scale 
has the advantage of reducing the skewness of satisfaction responses. Moreover, 
verbal response alternatives, as opposed to numerical ones, were provided for each 
question. Information on tourists’ demographic characteristics was also gathered. Data 
were collected only from British tourists and Mallorca was chosen as the sample area 
since it is one of the most popular destinations for British travellers. Similarly, Yuksel 
(2001) adopted the “delight-terrible” scale for measuring overall satisfaction and a 
self-completed questionnaire was structured for the purpose of the study. The 
questionnaire consisted of three sections. In the first section general information about 
the respondents was obtained, the second section was designed to measure 
respondents’ impressions and the third section measured their satisfaction, the 
likelihood that they would revisit and the likelihood that they would recommend the 
destination to others. Other authors have used a different method of data collection, 
the Likert Scale method (Gonzalez et al. 2007; Saleh and Ryan 1992; Heung and 
Cheng 2000). In contrast to Kozak and Rimmington (2000), Gonzalez et al. (2007) 
employed a questionnaire that was divided into four categories. The first category 
consisted of demographic information (respondent’s age, gender, marital status, 
occupation, and average monthly income). In the second category respondents 
provided their service quality perceptions, the third category assessed overall 
satisfaction and finally, in the fourth, behavioural intention was measured. Saleh and 
Ryan (1992) used a questionnaire that asked a sample of hotel guests to indicate the 
degree of importance to them of some tangible and intangible attributes of their 
hotels, using a five-point scale (1 = least important, 5 = most important). Interviewees 
were then asked to compare the hotel that they were staying in with others with which 
they were familiar. Finally, a third component of the questionnaire sought basic 
socioeconomic data. The authors collected data from 145 guests at a Western-
Canadian four-star hotel and the survey was conducted over a three-week period in 
November 1989. Researchers like Lewis, Pizam and Nightingale, all tended to use 
variables such as price, prestige, cleanliness of rooms, quality of food, supply of 
towels and other similar tangible measures, while Saleh and Ryan (1992) measured 
the relative importance of both tangible and intangible factors. 
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In contrast with other approaches, a micro-economic approach allows the researcher 
to investigate the characteristics that influence individual travel behaviour and the 
holiday decision-making process of individuals (Seddighi and Theocharous 2002). In 
Seddighi and Theocharous (2002) a questionnaire was developed and distributed to 
200 tourists in Cyprus during March 2001. The authors used personally-administered 
questionnaires since this method has significant advantages such as a higher response 
rate compared to other techniques (mail and telephone interviews). Moreover, this 
method can be more flexible and straightforward. The first section related to the 
respondents’ personal characteristics, the second referred to the importance of certain 
factors in the holiday decision-making process, and the third section asked the 
respondents to evaluate their destination. Heung and Cheng (2000) also employed a 
three-section questionnaire. The first section explored information about the general 
travel and traveller’s spending patterns and the second section gathered information 
about factors affecting tourists’ perceptions, expectations and satisfaction levels in 
relation to shopping in Hong Kong. Respondents were requested to give a score to 
each of the 15 attributes on levels of shopping perceptions and expectations using a 7-
point Likert-type scale: 1 = very unfavourable to 7 = very favourable, 1 = very low 
expectations to 7 = very high expectations. Then respondents were asked about their 
overall level of satisfaction with shopping in Hong Kong. The third section identified 
respondents’ socioeconomic and demographic information (gender, age, marital 
status, monthly income, occupation, education levels). Some other researchers have 
sought to identify relevant variables that are connected to customer satisfaction using 
slightly different types of questionnaires (Bowie and Chang. 2005; Nield et al. 2000). 
In particular, in Bowie and Chang (2005) the collection of data started at Copenhagen 
airport and observations were conducted throughout the entire tour experience. The 
researchers were able to interact with different tour members on the coach and the 
primary research method involved participant observation. Finally, Nield et al. (2000) 
constructed a questionnaire containing 21 questions capturing socio-demographic 
background and dining experiences. Respondents had to rate eight attributes of food 
service on a five-point scale: (1) poor – (5) excellent. A team of eight researchers 
distributed the questionnaires in five resorts and a total of 341 questionnaires were 
returned. 

According to the existing literature, factor analysis and linear regression analysis are 
the most commonly used methods of data analysis implemented by the majority of 
researchers. Factor analysis is a statistical method used to explain variability among 
observed variables in terms of fewer unobserved variables called factors. The 
observed variables are modelled as linear combinations of the factors, plus “error” 
terms. The information gained about their interdependencies can be used later to 
reduce the set of variables in a dataset. In general, factor analysis creates correlated 
variable composites from the original ratings of various attributes. For example, the 
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factor “accommodation” can be constructed from respondents’ evaluations of 
different aspects of accommodation such as “cleanliness of accommodation”, 
“cleanliness of restaurant at accommodation”, “cleanliness of the room”, “comfort of 
the room”, “quality of facilities offered at accommodation”, etc (Yuksel 2001). 
Regression analysis is any of a number of techniques for the modelling and analysis 
of numerical data consisting of values of a dependent variable (response variable) and 
of one or more independent variables (explanatory variables). The dependent variable 
in the regression equation is modelled as a function of the independent variables, 
corresponding parameters, and an error term. The error term is treated as a random 
variable. It represents unexplained variation in the dependent variable. The parameters 
are estimated so as to give a “best fit” of the data. Most commonly the best fit is 
implemented using the least squares method, but other criteria have also been used.  

Kozak (2001) used only factor analysis, Yuksel (2001) and Heung and Cheng (2000) 
applied both multiple regression and factor analysis, while Nield et al. (2000) and 
Gonzalez et al. (2007) employed only Linear regression analysis. However, there are 
some researchers who have employed different types of analysis. For instance Saleh 
and Ryan (1992) used a Multi-attribute model, while Seddighi and Theocharous 
(2002) conducted their analysis based on a Logit model. 

The sample size each author used for the empirical work varies. Kozak (2001) used 
1872 British and German tourists visiting Mallorca and Turkey in the summer of 
1998, Yuksel (2001) collected data from 343 first time visitors while Gonzalez et al. 
(2007) used data from 12 different spa resorts. Saleh and Ryan (1992) collected data 
from 145 guests at a Western-Canadian four-star hotel and the survey was conducted 
over a three-week period in November 1989. Seddighi and Theocharous (2002) 
distributed a questionnaire to 200 tourists in Cyprus during March 2001. Heung and 
Cheng (2000) randomly selected a total of 250 visitors using a systematic sampling 
method and after sorting out the invalid questionnaires, 200 completed questionnaires 
were used for the analysis. An extremely small sample size, 24 females and 19 males, 
was used by Bowie and Chang (2005), while Nield et al. (2000) presented the findings 
of an empirical investigation carried out with a sample of 341 tourists visiting the 
Black Sea resorts of Romania in the first week of August 1997. Overall, most of the 
papers we have reviewed examine tourist satisfaction using data collected during the 
summer period, however some researchers are interested in tourist satisfaction with 
different components of the tourist product during the off-season period (Kozak and 
Rimmington 2000). Kozak and Rimmington (2000) provide an overview of the 
sample selected with respect to tourists’ age, gender, occupation and other relevant 
characteristics. In addition to the employed, retired people appeared to be the most 
frequently reported occupational group since many elderly people see Mallorca as an 
attractive off-season holiday destination. Most tourists travelled with their partners 
and the majority of them stayed for seven days.  
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Using the methodologies described above the majority of the studies reviewed here 
attempt to identify the factors which significantly affect tourist satisfaction. The 
existing empirical work shows that overall satisfaction is strongly connected with 
service facilities in airports and transportation (Kozak and Rimmington 2000), service 
quality, accommodation convenience, hospitality, food quality, transportation as well 
as price and value (Yuksel 2001), interior and exterior aesthetics, hotel appearance 
and hotel facilities (Saleh and Ryan 1992). Moreover, facilities and services, overall 
satisfaction and previous experience (Kozak and Rimmington 2000), and quality of 
products (Seddighi and Theocharous 2002) are the most statistically significant 
variables affecting tourists’ intention to revisit. The literature also considers some 
other factors as important such as destination attractiveness (Kozak and Rimmington 
2000), hospitality, accommodation and service quality (Yuksel 2001), accommodation 
characteristics such as its price and quality, its physical location, etc (Sharpley, R. 
2000), prior expectations and customer attitude (Bowie and Chang 2005). 

2.4 EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

The empirical results of the literature review offer several interesting conclusions. 
Kozak and Rimmington (2000), Yuksel (2001), Saleh and Ryan (1992), Heung and 
Cheng (2000) and Bowie and Chang (2005) examine the factors that determine 
overall satisfaction. More precisely, Kozak and Rimmington (2000) use principal 
factor analysis to identify a destination’s satisfaction attributes and a two-stage least 
squares regression to measure the effect of certain destination attributes on the level of 
satisfaction, the intention to recommend to others and the willingness to revisit the 
destination. The regression results support the conclusion that the most satisfactory 
item was the services and facilities at the Mallorca airport, while the least satisfactory 
item was tourist attractions and facilities. As the authors pointed out “One reason for 
high satisfaction with airport facilities and services, speed of check-in /check out, and 
transport between the resort and the resort airport could be that all of these processes 
were handled more efficiently due to the workload of the airport being lower during 
the winter season” (Kozak and Rimmington 2000, p.264). In addition, Kozak and 
Rimmington (2000) used a two stage regression analysis to assess the effect of many 
independent variables on the level of the overall satisfaction, the intention to revisit 
and intention to recommend to others. Their results clearly suggested that only tourist 
attractions and facilities and facilities-services at the destination airport had an impact 
on overall satisfaction, while availability of the English language and tourists’ past 
experiences did not influence overall satisfaction with the destination. However, the 
“tangible” components of the hotel products like facilities, and aesthetics (both 
interior and exterior), were of great importance to guests, while appearance was very 
important and to some extent even more important than the range of facilities being 
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provided (Saleh and Ryan 1992). A slightly different study was conducted by Yuksel 
(2001) in order to identify the determinants of overall satisfaction for repeat and first-
time visitors. Service quality, followed by accommodation, convenience, hospitality, 
food quality, transportation and price and value appeared to have the greatest effect on 
first-time visitors’ overall satisfaction. Yuksel (2001) continued with another 
regression to explore the importance of holiday dimensions on repeat visitors’ holiday 
satisfaction. The results suggest that the factors which affected the satisfaction of 
repeat visitors were somewhat different from those that influenced the satisfaction of 
first-time visitors. Hospitality, accommodation and service quality, were the main 
components affecting repeat visitors’ satisfaction. The study further found that 
components such as beach, environment, and price did not emerge as important in the 
formation of holiday satisfaction for repeat visitors. The findings in Bowie and Chang 
(2005) support that prior expectations and customer attitude, behavioural and equity 
have a significant effect on customer satisfaction. According to the authors, there 
were two major sources of complaints – the tour operator’s arrangements and the tour 
leader’s competence. Solo participants reported more complaints and less enjoyment 
than couples and, finally, the tour leader was the significant determinant – 
psychologically and practically – affecting the success of the tour product. 

Using similar methodology to the Yuksel (2001), Saleh and Ryan (1992) and Kozak 
and Rimmington (2000) studies, Heung and Cheng (2000) assessed tourists’ 
satisfaction with shopping in Hong Kong. Heung and Cheng regressed the levels of 
overall tourist satisfaction with shopping on the four independent variables expressed 
in terms of standardised factor scores. The results show that staff service quality was 
the most important factor, since its coefficient was positive and significant. The 
second most important factor was the product value since Hong-Kong is commonly 
regarded as a place selling high quality products at low prices. In addition, product 
reliability was statistically significant in explaining shopping satisfaction. Finally, the 
another influential factor was tangibles quality. These findings can be useful for 
tourism planners and retailers in formulating and implementing strategies in order to 
enhance their competitiveness in the tourism industry. Staff service quality had the 
greatest influence on tourists’ shopping satisfaction, therefore improvements in the 
efficiency, attitude and language ability of the sales staff is needed in order to 
maintain its competitiveness as a shopping destination. Overall, the empirical findings 
of Kozak and Rimmington (2000), Yuksel (2001), Saleh and Ryan (1992) and Heung 
and Cheng (2000) support the conclusion that facilities and services are strongly 
related with overall tourist satisfaction since both appear to be statistically significant. 
Food quality (Yuksel 2001; Nield et al. 2000), destination attractiveness (Kozak and 
Rimmington 2000; Nield et al. 2000) and hospitality (Yuksel 2001; Bowie and Chang 
2005) are some other significant explanatory variables supported by the existing 
literature. 
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Nield et al. (2000) identified the effect of certain food service experiences on overall 
tourist satisfaction using a two-stage multiple regression analysis. Their analysis 
assessed the effect of eight independent variables on one dependent variable. Their 
findings revealed that the most influential attributes affecting food service experience 
satisfaction were the quality of food, value for money, the variety of dishes, the 
attractiveness of surroundings and the presentation of food. However, the number of 
dishes, the standard of food service and the speed of service did not have any 
influence on the overall food service experience. 

Even though overall satisfaction is an important factor, many authors have expanded 
their interest to the probability of a holidaymaker revisiting a destination. The 
objective in Seddighi and Theocharous (2002) was to predict the conditional 
probability of a holidaymaker revisiting Cyprus given his feelings towards a number 
of travel and individual characteristics as well as other exogenous factors (e.g. 
political instability). They found that age was a significant factor as far as personal 
characteristics are concerned, while the quality of promotion appeared to be an 
important factor as far as product characteristics are concerned. However, as the 
authors acknowledge in their paper, the results were influenced by the fact that the 
survey was carried out during the tourists’ visit to Cyprus, a serious factor that can 
bias the attitudes of the holidaymakers. In the same context, Kozak and Rimmington 
(2000) concluded that facilities and services at the destination airport, the level of 
overall satisfaction and tourists’ previous experiences induce British tourists to revisit 
Mallorca’s resorts. 

Regarding tourists’ intention of recommending the destination to others, Kozak and 
Rimmington (2000) argued that destination attractiveness is a strong indicator of 
tourists’ intention to recommend Mallorca to others, while Yuksel (2001) found that 
factors like hospitality, accommodation, quietness and food quality were significant. 
The empirical results in Gonzalez et al. (2007) supported the conclusion that positive 
perceived quality both increases word-of-mouth communication and buying intentions 
and decreases price sensitivity. Since most of the customers chose spa resorts on the 
basis of recommendations from friends and relatives, resorts should work to ensure 
positive word-of-mouth communications (Gonzalez et al. 2007). 

Some papers seek to determine whether there are differences in satisfaction levels of 
two nationalities visiting the same destination (Kozak 2001). According to a 
comparative study by Nield et al. (2000), consumers from Eastern European countries 
were more likely than those from Western Europe and Romania to be satisfied with 
all parts of their food service experiences. The largest gap was reported for the mean 
scores of value for money between Western and Eastern European visitors on the one 
hand and Romanian visitors on the other, indicating dissatisfaction by the Romanians. 
Similarly, Kozak (2001) provided a comparison between the profiles of British and 
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German tourists in Turkey and in Mallorca and a comparison between their overall 
satisfaction levels with the two destinations. Furthermore, using the same destinations, 
Turkey and Mallorca, the author compared the satisfaction levels of British and 
German tourists with accommodation services, the availability of facilities and 
activities, local transport services, hospitality and consumer care, facilities and 
services at the destination airport, the level of hygiene-sanitation and cleanliness, the 
level of language communication, and the level of prices. The analysis demonstrated 
that the British were more likely than the Germans to be satisfied with almost all 
individual attributes, in both Mallorca and Turkey. Exceptions included the quality of 
food at the accommodation facilities and at the destination’s bars and restaurants in 
Turkey as well as the availability of day tours to other destinations and main tourist 
attractions in Mallorca, attributes that were more favoured by German tourists. 
Interestingly, German tourists had no higher satisfaction levels on the basis of factor 
variables. Generally speaking, the largest gaps between German and British tourists’ 
satisfaction levels were recorded for the level of language communication, availability 
of local transport services and level of prices in Turkey, as well as for the level of 
prices, the level of hygiene, sanitation and cleanliness, the availability of facilities and 
activities, the level of language communication and the level of accommodation 
services in Mallorca, where, in each case, the British tourists responded more 
favourably. Perhaps these are potential areas where destination authorities should 
investigate the causes of such differences. The findings showed that three of the factor 
variables in Turkey and Mallorca failed to demonstrate any significant differences 
between the two nationalities. These are the availability of facilities and activities at 
the resort, the availability of facilities and services at the resort airport and the level of 
hygiene, sanitation and cleanliness in Turkey. Those in Mallorca encompassed the 
level of local transport services, hospitality and customer care, and the availability of 
facilities and services at the resort airport. Conclusively, British tourists were more 
satisfied than the Germans with almost all individual destination attributes. The 
repetition of the survey, using similar methods, in a second destination, added to the 
reliability of these findings. Nevertheless, this study suggests that it may be difficult 
to separate culture-based differences from other factors that could have influenced 
results. 

The results we have analysed so far suggest that many components significantly affect 
the formation of visitor satisfaction. Sharpley (2000) and other authors have 
emphasised that as accommodation is an essential element of the tourist product and 
contributes to overall tourist satisfaction, the development of the tourist 
accommodation sector should be a primary element of the overall destination planning 
process. However, in many countries, including Cyprus, the adoption such planning 
and management policies is rare. Cyprus’s experience is mentioned in Sharpley 
(2000) in order to emphasise the failure of planning and control of the accommodation 
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sector and the consequent failure to achieve official policies for tourism development. 
As Sharpley (2000) argues, even though the development of the accommodation 
sector should be a fundamental element of the overall destination planning process 
throughout the Mediterranean region, such an essential approach has proved to be the 
exception rather than the rule.  

Cyprus has been one of many destination areas that experienced a rapid and excessive 
increase in tourism; however, it witnessed the emergence of a number of challenges to 
the future growth and stability of the tourism sector, challenges which as Sharpley 
states “have resulted largely from the failure to plan and control the development of 
the accommodation sector” (Sharpley 2000, p.276). The author conducted a case 
study using Cyprus as the area of investigation and collected data through open-ended 
interviews with key members of the Cypriot tourism industry. Sharpley hypothesised 
a causal relationship between characteristics of the accommodation sector and the 
type and value of tourism attracted to Cyprus. Necessarily in places like Cyprus, 
where tourism is the dominant economic sector, the development of accommodation 
should be an essential element of wider tourism planning and management. This 
suggests that tourist development policies and effective mechanisms should be 
implemented in order to ensure the longer term sustainability of tourism in Cyprus.
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3. DATA 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

A Tourist Satisfaction Survey has been conducted by the Economics Research Centre 
of the University of Cyprus (CypERC) and the Cyprus Tourism Organisation (CTO) 
since January 2005. The purpose of the Survey is the collection of individual traveller 
data, used in the construction of a tourist satisfaction barometer for monitoring visitor 
satisfaction with the Cypriot tourist product; and for drawing policy conclusions and 
recommendations for the enhancement of the quality and competitiveness of this 
product.1 

The data are collected via a structured questionnaire prepared by CTO and CypERC. 
The information contained in the data relates to a large number of demographic and 
socioeconomic characteristics of tourists, as well as travel details. The data also 
includes tourists’ evaluations (ratings) regarding their satisfaction with different 
components of the Cypriot tourist product and with Cyprus overall. 

This chapter discusses in detail the questionnaire design, the sample selection method 
and the data collection procedure. Furthermore, it provides a description of the 
sample/data with respect to traveller (e.g. country of usual residence, age, gender, 
education) and travel characteristics (e.g. length of stay, purpose of visit, type of 
accommodation). 

3.2 QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN 

The questionnaire consists of two parts, A and B.  

In part A interviewees are requested to state their country of usual residence, some 
demographics (year of birth, gender and marital status), their length of stay in Cyprus, 
the composition of their travelling party (number of adults by gender, number of 
children by age brackets –under 6, 6-14, over 14– and gender), the purpose of their 
visit to Cyprus, up to three reasons for choosing Cyprus (if their primary purpose of 
visit is a holiday), the frequency of going on holiday abroad and whether this is their 

___________________________________________________________ 
1 Data collection was carried out by RAI Consultants Public Ltd in 2005, 2007, 2008 and by CMR 
Cypronetwork Marketing Research and Consulting Ltd in 2006. 
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first visit to Cyprus for a holiday. Travellers are also asked whether they were visiting 
Cyprus on a package tour and if yes, to specify the items inclusive in their package. 
The questionnaire includes a brief question about the expenditure incurred for their 
trip to Cyprus and during their stay on the island. Finally in part A interviewees 
should state the areas of their overnight stay (along with the number of nights), any 
areas visited, the type of their accommodation, which can be paid (e.g. hotel, 
apartment) or free (e.g. own residence, friends/relatives), the number of nights in each 
type and the terms of stay in hotels and other tourist accommodation establishments. 

Part B relates to the evaluation ratings of the components of the tourist product and of 
Cyprus as a whole. Tourists are asked to rate different aspects of:  

(a)  accommodation,  

(b)  restaurants,  

(c)  means of transport (buses, taxis, hired cars),  

(d)  the natural environment (cleanliness, protection/preservation),  

(e)  the built environment,  

(f)  archaeological/cultural sites and monuments,  

(g)  the infrastructure,  

(h)  activities and entertainment opportunities (variety, quality, value for money),  

(i)  organised trips in Cyprus,  

(j)  cruises outside Cyprus,  

(k)  shopping, and  

(l)  Cyprus as a whole.  

For each component the relevant aspects rated by tourists differ but the aspect 
concerning travellers’ overall experience with each component (or overall stay in the 
evaluation of Cyprus as a whole) is common to all.2 Interviewees are asked to rate a 
particular aspect on a scale from 1 to 5, corresponding to the lowest and highest 
possible satisfaction.3 Additionally, tourists are asked to compare Cyprus as a tourist 
destination (a) to other destinations they have visited recently in terms of value for 
money, with the possible responses being ‘better’, ‘about the same’, ‘worse’ or ‘I 
have not travelled elsewhere’; and (b) to their expectations before their visit, with the 
verbal alternatives being ‘better’, ‘about the same’, ‘worse’ or ‘not applicable’. 
Respondents are also requested to choose from a list and rank up to three dimensions 
(e.g. accommodation, restaurants, transport, natural environment, etc) that influenced 
the most their general evaluation. Finally, travellers are asked to rate the probability 

___________________________________________________________ 
2 The relevant aspects rated for each component are analysed in Chapter 4. 
3 In the case where an interviewee has no experience with a particular aspect/component they can 
provide the response ‘not applicable’. 
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that they will visit Cyprus again, using a scale from 1 to 5, denoting the lowest and 
highest possible probability, respectively.  

The questionnaire concludes with two questions on respondents’ socioeconomic 
characteristics: the education level attained and the gross yearly family income 
(selected from a list of income brackets expressed in Euro, U.S. Dollars and British 
pounds). The questions on socioeconomic characteristics are placed at the end of the 
questionnaire, to avoid the risk of jeopardising the quality of answers in other parts of 
the questionnaire by the interviewees who find these questions ‘too personal’. 

3.3 SAMPLE SELECTION AND DATA COLLECTION 

The sample for the Tourist Satisfaction Survey is selected using the method of 
stratified sampling aimed at achieving a representative sample with respect to the 
travellers’ country of usual residence. This is of particular importance in the case of 
Cyprus since the majority of tourists come from the United Kingdom.4 

The data are collected continuously throughout the year over four phases: January-
March, April-June, July-September and October-December. For the peak arrivals 
phase of July-September, the sample targeted is 2000 interviews, whereas for each the 
other three phases the sample targeted is 1000, altogether giving a total of 
approximately 5000 observations per year. The sample in the analysis that follows 
covers the period between January 2005 and December 2008. Adding together the 
number of individuals in each travelling party the interviews cover 41665 persons.5 

The data are collected at the departure lounges of Larnaca and Paphos airports, via 
personal (face-to-face) interviews conducted by means of the questionnaire described 
in section 3.2. The Survey covers travellers visiting Cyprus for more than one day 
during the year. The interviews are distributed evenly throughout the day to ensure 
coverage of morning, afternoon and evening flights. The questionnaire is answered by 
one member (over 18 years of age) of the travelling party which, for example, can be 
a family or a couple. A group of friends travelling together is not considered a single 
travelling party.6 

 

___________________________________________________________ 
4 In 2008, 36.4% (35.1% in 2007, 48.5% in 2006 and 35.6% in 2005) of tourist arrivals in the sample 
originated from the United Kingdom, followed by 9.8% from West Europe (9.7% in 2007, 6% in 2006 
and 10% in 2005) and 9.5% (10.2% in 2007, 8.2% in 2006 and 11.1% in 2005) from Scandinavian 
countries, while other countries contributed to tourist arrivals with smaller percentages. 
5 The number of interviews conducted between January 2005 and December 2008 is 19865. 
6 The results presented are weighted by the number of persons in the travelling party, unless otherwise 
indicated. 
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3.4 SAMPLE DESCRIPTION 

This section provides an overview of the sample selected during the years 2005-2008 
with respect to tourists’ demographic, socioeconomic, travel and holiday 
characteristics. 

Table 3.1 presents some demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of tourists 
comprising the sample. The majority of travellers came from the United Kingdom for 
all four years. Only a small percentage, about 13%, of interviewees travelled to 
Cyprus with children and about 70% of travelling parties included two adults. Over 
40% of respondents had attained a university education. Travellers appeared reluctant 
to report their income bracket but out of those who responded, 75.2% of them stated 
that their gross family annual income was less than 70000 Euros.  

In addition, Table 3.1 shows various travel and holiday attributes of the interviewees. 
The most frequently-observed length of stay on the island was seven days. The 
average length of stay for the sample used was 10.8 days. We also present the average 
length of stay by country of usual residence, season of visiting Cyprus and by type of 
accommodation (Figure 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3) for the years mentioned above. Tourists 
from the group Other Countries and Eastern Europe stayed on average the longest, 
with mean number of days 18.7 and 14.5 respectively. Travellers from the United 
Kingdom followed with their stay on the island lasting on average 11.1 days. 
Interestingly, British and German tourists spent more time in Cyprus in 2005 and 
2006 compared with 2007 and 2008. Visitors who came to Cyprus during April, May 
or June had on average the most extended stay. In particular, examining length of stay 
by season of visit for each year separately we can see mixed results. Comparing the 
length of stay among accommodation types, travellers who stayed in free 
accommodation spent on average more time in Cyprus than those in paid 
accommodation. The longest mean stay corresponds to tourists in Other type of free 
accommodation followed by travellers who stayed in their own residence. 
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Figure 3.1: Average length of stay by country of usual residence 
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Figure 3.2: Average length of stay by season of visit 
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Figure 3.3: Average length of stay by type of accommodation 
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Table 3.1: Respondents’ characteristics 

Variable Number of 
Respondents1 05 06 07 08 All 

Years 

Country of usual residence  41665     
 

United Kingdom  35.6 48.5 35.1 36.4 38.8 
Germany  8.1 8.2 7.5 7.2 7.8 
Greece  5.9 5.3 5.4 5.7 5.6 
France  5.2 4.1 5.0 4.7 4.8 
Ireland  5.0 4.7 5.0 4.6 4.8 
Russia  5.2 4.2 5.7 5.3 5.1 
Scandinavian countries  11.1 8.2 10.2 9.5 9.8 
Western Europe  10.0 6.0 9.7 9.8 8.9 
Eastern Europe  6.0 5.2 7.6 7.4 6.5 
Middle East  3.1 2.2 3.5 3.8 3.2 
Gulf countries  1.6 0.9 2.0 1.8 1.6 
Other countries  3.0 2.5 3.2 3.7 3.1 

Age group2 19865      

Under 29  18.6 15.8 16.4 12.2 15.7 
30-39  24.1 16.0 24.8 24.6 22.4 
40-49  21.8 20.4 24.7 25.7 23.2 
50-59  21.3 24.1 23.4 24.7 23.4 
Over 60  13.6 23.6 10.4 12.8 15.1 

Gender2 19865      

Male  56.0 48.1 49.1 44.4 49.4 
Female  44.0 51.9 50.9 55.6 50.6 

Marital status2 19797      

Single  25.2 23.5 18.1 14.3 20.3 
Married  71.3 70.0 76.2 80.5 74.5 
Widowed/divorced/separated  3.5 6.5 5.7 5.2 5.2 

Travelling party composition: children2 19865      

Without children   84.6 85.2 88.7 88.2 86.7 
Children under 6  5.6 4.6 3.9 4.8 4.7 
Children 6 or over  6.9 7.3 4.6 4.3 5.8 
Children in different age groups  2.6 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.7 

Travelling party composition: number of adults2  19834      

One adult  19.9 30.4 23.1 22.3 23.9 
Two adults  69.1 66.3 70.5 72.7 69.6 
Three or more adults  11.0 3.3 6.4 5.0 6.5 

Education level2  19781      

Elementary/ No schooling  1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 
Secondary  22.0 24.8 26.8 25.5 24.8 
Post-secondary  30.5 28.7 33.7 35.7 32.2 
University  46.1 40.7 39.0 38.8 41.1 

Gross family yearly income 2  17064      

Less than 70,001  Euros  63.9 60.3 84.6 84.2 75.2 
Between 70,001 and 175,000 Euros  32.4 38.0 11.4 12.1 21.4 
Over 175,000  Euros  3.7 1.8 0.1 0.0 1.2 
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Table 3.1 (cont.) 

Variable Number of 
Respondents 05 06 07 08 All 

Years 
Airport  41672      

Larnaca  66.8 76.4 65.4 64.3 68.2 
Paphos  33.2 23.6 34.6 35.7 31.8 

Length of stay 41672      

Less than 4 days  3.2 4.5 3.1 1.9 3.2 
Between 4 and 6 days  8.6 10.8 7.2 4.5 7.9 
7 days  45.2 43.7 56.3 47.2 48.1 
Between 8 and 13 days  10.6 15.0 7.7 6.7 10.0 
14 days  23.5 11.3 17.7 13.7 16.7 
Between 15 and 30 days  5.5 12.0 5.7 5.6 7.1 
More than 30  3.4 2.8 2.3 1.9 2.6 

First-time visitors 34892      

Total   55.4 40.9 46.7 45.4 47.3 
United Kingdom   47.4 31.5 27.5 30.1 34.3 
Germany   63.6 54.8 69.9 67.8 64.1 
Greece   50.2 46.4 34.6 33.7 42.0 
France   76.6 67.1 71.8 75.2 72.9 
Ireland   54.7 44.2 61.6 57.8 54.6 
Russia   35.6 65.7 49.0 43.7 47.4 
Scandinavian countries   61.1 38.3 59.8 50.8 53.8 
Western Europe   70.4 50.8 64.4 68.7 65.3 
Eastern Europe   70.9 50.7 68.8 73.3 67.1 
Middle East   49.4 52.2 20.1 17.9 32.2 
Gulf countries   32.5 41.8 10.7 7.7 19.3 
Other countries   42.8 29.9 31.9 19.1 30.2 

Frequency of holidays abroad  35223      

Twice or more a year  53.1 45.6 66.4 68.8 58.6 
Once a year  43.3 37.0 32.9 31.0 36.2 
Once every two years or less frequently  3.6 17.4 0.7 0.2 5.2 

Primary purpose of visit  41672      

Holiday  82.2 83.7 81.2 84.8 83.1 
Friends and/or relatives  5.4 6.7 7.7 6.7 6.8 
Business  6.0 5.7 5.8 4.6 5.5 
Conference  0.6 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.7 
Studies or training  0.9 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.5 
Sports  1.3 0.6 0.9 0.5 0.7 
Other  3.7 2.0 3.3 2.6 2.8 

Travel arrangements  41669      

Package tour  56.2 44.1 52.6 51.0 51.2 

Individual arrangements  43.7 55.9 47.4 49.0 48.8 
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Table 3.1 (cont.) 

Variable Number of 
Respondents 05 06 07 08 All 

Years 

Areas of overnight stay3 41672 
    

 

Protaras/Paralimni  8.3 12.0 9.0 4.1 8.3 
Ay. Napa  14.8 16.4 13.2 13.2 14.4 
Larnaca  19.8 17.1 16.4 13.6 16.8 
Limassol  16.5 19.5 17.0 19.8 18.1 
Paphos  31.9 27.1 33.1 34.9 31.8 
Polis  1.3 1.0 0.8 1.2 1.1 
Nicosia  4.3 4.2 5.2 4.0 4.4 
Countryside  1.8 1.7 4.4 8.0 3.9 
Hill resorts  1.0 0.4 0.8 0.7 0.7 
Occupied areas  0.2 0.7 0.0 0.4 0.3 

Type of accommodation – only one type  40366 
    

 

Hotels and other tourist accommodation  79.4 72.8 77.8 74.2 75.9 
Tourist camp site  0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Own residence  5.6 8.5 7.1 7.0 7.1 
Friends’/relatives’ house  12.6 15.6 13.4 17.0 14.7 
Other type of free accommodation  2.4 3.0 1.7 1.7 2.2 

Areas visited apart from the area of overnight stay  41672 
  

 

Protaras/Paralimni  6.4 6.6 7.1 6.8 6.7 
Ay. Napa  9.4 7.9 8.5 6.2 7.9 
Larnaca  9.5 8.2 7.6 7.3 8.2 
Limassol  14.0 12.2 15.9 13.7 14.0 
Paphos  9.0 12.9 10.3 11.0 10.7 
Polis  11.0 7.5 11.2 11.0 10.4 
Nicosia  12.5 5.9 10.5 10.0 10.0 
Countryside  13.0 13.0 14.2 14.3 13.7 
Hill resorts  12.0 13.2 12.2 14.2 13.0 
Occupied areas  3.0 2.3 2.5 5.5 3.5 
No other areas visited  0.0 10.3 0.0 0.0 2.0 

 
Notes:  
1 The figure denotes the number of available observations/responses for the particular variable/question. 
2 The percentages are not weighted by the number of persons in the travelling party. 
3 The percentages are calculated by taking into account travellers who stayed in more than one areas.  

As shown in Table 3.1, although about half of the respondents were first-time visitors, 
if we examine the results by country we observe that for all four years the majority of 
travellers from the Gulf countries, Other countries, Middle East and the United 
Kingdom had visited Cyprus before. Additionally, about 60% of the sample consisted 
of rather experienced travellers, as they stated that they holiday abroad about twice or 
more times in a year.  

Holiday was reported as the primary purpose of visit to Cyprus by eight out of ten 
tourists. Looking at the purpose of the visit by country of usual residence (Table 3.2) 
we observe that holiday was the most popular purpose stated irrespective of the 
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country of origin. A considerable percentage of tourists from the Other Countries 
group and from Greece came to Cyprus to visit friends and/or relatives, while a 
significant proportion of travellers from Greece and the Middle East or Gulf Countries 
visited Cyprus for business.  

Table 3.2: Primary purpose of visit by country of usual residence (%) 

 Holiday Friends/ 
Relatives Business Conference Studies/ 

Training Sports Other 

United Kingdom 87.8 5.7 3.6 0.1 0.2 0.4 2.2 
Germany 93.3 3.0 2.2 0.1 0.0 0.3 1.1 
Greece 41.1 25.3 17.2 2.8 1.2 0.7 11.6 
France 90.5 1.7 4.3 1.2 0.6 0.7 1.1 
Ireland 91.4 5.3 1.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.8 
Russia 78.2 9.8 4.4 0.2 1.5 1.3 4.7 
Scandinavian countries 92.8 1.8 2.3 0.5 0.4 1.7 0.6 
Western Europe 84.0 3.2 7.7 1.9 0.6 1.8 0.9 
Eastern Europe 77.7 9.0 5.1 0.7 0.6 0.7 6.3 
Middle East/Gulf 66.2 9.2 18.6 0.9 1.0 1.0 3.0 
Other countries 62.0 18.9 9.1 2.4 2.1 1.0 4.5 

As shown in Table 3.1, the split between package tourists and those who came to 
Cyprus by making their own arrangements was approximately equal.7  

Paphos appeared to be the most popular area of overnight stay among the respondents, 
followed by Limassol, Larnaca and Ayia Napa. About 76% of tourists in the sample 
chose to stay in a hotel or in other tourist accommodation such as apartments, tourist 
villas or tourist villages, while 14.7% of interviewees stayed at a friends’/relatives’ 
house. Examining in greater detail the distribution of tourists who stayed in paid 
accommodation for each year separately (Figure 3.4), we find that 4* hotels were the 
most commonly chosen, followed by 5* and 3* hotels for all years, with the exception 
of 2006 where five star hotels were the most commonly chosen. The majority of 
tourists who stayed in hotels and other tourist accommodation chose to include half 
board. About half of the tourists who visited Cyprus on a package tour included half 
board and about half of those who made their their own travel arrangements opted for 
bed and breakfast (Figure 3.5) 

___________________________________________________________ 
7 The data include also information about travelers’ expenditure relating to their travel (airfare or 
package cost) and their stay on the island. The average expenditure per person for this particular 
sample (covering the period 2005-2008) was 744.91 CYP or 1273 Euros. Expenditure includes airfare, 
accommodation and other expenditure incurred in Cyprus. For a very small proportion of respondents 
(3%) who visited Cyprus on individual arrangements the amount stated does not include airfare. In 
expressing expenditure in ‘per person’ terms we scale it by the number of adults and children in the 
travelling party, assigning weights 1, 0.5 and 0.3 to the first adult, persons of 15 years of age or older 
and children under 15, respectively. Expenditure per person computed from the Tourist Satisfaction 
data differs from the figures published in the Tourist Expenditure Survey as the purpose of the Tourist 
Satisfaction Survey is not to accurately measure tourist expenditure, however, we use this figure 
indicatively and only for the purposes of this study. 
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Figure 3.4: Distribution of travellers in hotels and other tourist accommodation 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

More than one type 

Other paid accommodation

Guest House

Hotel without star

Furnished Apartment

Tourist Apartment

Tourist Villa

Tourist Village

C Class Apartment

B Class Apartment

A Class Apartment

1* Hotel

2* Hotel

3* Hotel

4* Hotel

5* Hotel

2008 2007 2006 2005

 

Figure 3.5: Terms of stay 
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Finally, Table 3.1 reports the percentage of visits by tourists to different areas apart 
from that of their overnight stay. Limassol and the Countryside attracted the most 
visitors followed by the Hill Resorts. Other popular places to visit were Paphos, Polis 
and Nicosia. 

In Figure 3.6 we present the main reasons stated by respondents for their choice of 
Cyprus as a holiday destination. Not surprisingly, about one in three tourists picked 
Cyprus to spend their holidays for its sun-and-sea attribute, whereas about 18% of 
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respondents stated the natural environment as the key reason for their vacationing on 
the island. Other reasons such as relaxation or hospitality/friendliness of local people 
were stated less frequently. 

Figure 3.6: Reasons for choosing Cyprus for holidays 
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Analysing the results relating to the reasons for choosing Cyprus for holidays by the 
education level of the respondent (Table 3.3) we observe, again, that sun and sea was 
the most frequently stated reason for all education levels. The natural environment 
was the second most popular reason given by travellers with secondary, post-
secondary or university education, whereas the hospitality/friendliness of local people 
was the second most widely reported reason among tourists with elementary 
education or no schooling. 
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Table 3.3: Reasons for choosing Cyprus for holidays by education level (%) 

 
No schooling/ 

Elementary Secondary Post secondary University 

Sun & sea 24.4 31.1 31.3 31.7 
Natural environment 12.5 18.5 19.9 17.5 
History & culture 6.4 3.9 8.5 12.5 
Hospitality/friendliness of locals 14.4 11.2 10.7 7.9 
Traditional cuisine 6.6 4.0 3.2 2.9 
Entertainment/events 1.2 1.6 3.6 5.6 
Relaxation 11.4 8.3 7.9 7.7 
Recommended/heard a lot 2.2 3.4 3.2 2.7 
Tourist advertisement 1.8 1.9 1.7 1.9 
Owned residence 3.6 3.1 1.5 1.3 
Visit friends/relatives 9.1 7.4 5.1 4.5 
Other reasons 6.5 5.5 3.2 3.8 

Looking at the reasons for tourists’ choice of Cyprus as a holiday destination by 
travellers’ country of usual residence (Table 3.4) we notice that sun and sea is the 
dominant reason for most nationalities. Other, relatively frequently stated reasons 
include history and culture, relaxation as well as visit to friends/relatives.  About one 
in three tourists from the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Ireland, Russia, the 
Scandinavian countries and from countries of Western and Eastern Europe chose 
Cyprus because of the sun and sea. The natural environment is also stated as a reason 
for choosing Cyprus for holidays by 14.8%-23.6% of travellers from the 
aforementioned countries. The hospitality/friendliness of the locals and to visit 
friends/relatives are the main reasons that drove tourists from Greece to Cyprus for 
their vacation, while relaxation was the main holiday reason for visitors from the 
Middle East and Gulf countries.  

Table 3.4: Reasons for choosing Cyprus for holidays by country of usual residence (%) 
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Sun & sea 33.0 32.3 9.4 30.6 33.7 33.2 35.8 32.3 32.5 13.4 16.3 
Natural environment 17.3 16.9 10.1 21.4 18.3 14.8 23.6 21.7 22.9 15.4 12.7 
History & culture 7.3 18.0 7.9 15.4 10.0 9.8 4.8 12.8 7.4 2.5 5.5 
Hospitality/friendliness of locals 9.9 7.4 18.7 8.3 9.3 7.3 10.3 9.5 7.2 12.5 15.5 
Traditional cuisine 3.8 2.6 9.1 2.6 2.1 2.0 2.9 2.3 1.9 5.4 4.2 
Entertainment/events 4.2 7.0 1.4 1.6 3.5 9.7 2.8 2.7 1.7 3.1 2.2 
Relaxation 7.7 6.4 13.2 6.7 8.5 6.4 6.9 6.8 7.2 19.5 10.8 
Recommended/heard a lot 2.4 3.0 3.1 4.6 3.9 3.9 2.9 3.1 4.9 2.6 2.4 
Tourist advertisement 1.0 2.2 1.0 3.2 2.6 2.5 2.6 2.5 3.5 0.9 0.9 
Owned residence 3.2 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.9 3.1 0.1 0.4 0.6 3.4 2.4 
Visit friends/relatives 6.3 1.3 18.7 2.4 3.1 4.3 2.0 2.2 7.5 11.2 20.6 
Other reasons 3.8 2.2 6.9 3.0 4.2 2.9 5.2 3.7 2.7 10.0 6.5 
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3. Data 

From the results of the sample description we observe that there was a large variation 
in travellers’ demographic, socioeconomic and travel/holiday characteristics, which 
potentially could influence their evaluations for the various components of the tourist 
product as well as for Cyprus in general. For example, different nationalities/cultures 
have different affinities with rating scales, or tourists from different socioeconomic 
groups have different expectations and perceptions of a destination.  

Finally, some other attributes of the sample relate to the use of hired cars, taxis and 
buses as well as whether travellers participated in organised trips within Cyprus. 
About four in ten tourists hired a car in Cyprus, while taxis and buses were used by 
44.5% and 28.7% of travellers in the survey respectively and about one in five tourists 
took organised trips within Cyprus. 
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4. EVALUATIONS 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents and discusses the results from tourists’ evaluations of:  

(a) accommodation and restaurants,  

(b) transport,  

(c) environment,  

(d) archaeological/cultural sites, monuments and infrastructure,  

(e) activities and entertainment opportunities and  

(f) organised trips, cruises and shopping.  

We provide the proportion of interviewees who responded with ratings 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5, 
when assessing different aspects of the tourist product components mentioned in (a) – 
(f) above. Furthermore, we compute the average ratings for selected aspects of the 
tourist product components, for the whole sample as well as for different 
characteristics of the respondents, such as country of usual residence, age, education 
level and type of accommodation.  

We also analyse travellers’ responses in their evaluation of (a) Cyprus as a whole with 
regard to various aspects, (b) Cyprus as a tourist destination with respect to value for 
money, compared to other destinations visited recently by tourists, (c) Cyprus as a 
tourist destination compared to their expectations before the visit and (d) travellers’ 
likelihood of repeating their visit to the island. The results presented in this chapter 
refer to the entire period 2005-2008. 

The image of a destination and the consequent satisfaction or dissatisfaction of 
visitors with various aspects of the destination affect their choice when considering 
alternative destinations (Ahmed 1991), the amount spent during the holiday and the 
decision to repeat the visit (Stevens 1992). Quality perceptions and customer 
satisfaction increase positive word-of-mouth communication and visiting intentions 
and in addition limit price sensitivity (Gonzalez et al. 2007). 

Pizam et al. (1978) argued that customer satisfaction should be identified and assessed 
with respect to each component of the tourist product (tourist destination) because 
tourist satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the various components affects visitor 
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satisfaction with the destination as a whole. The reason is that overall satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction is comprised of tourists’ positive and negative impressions of the 
individual aspects of the destination, for example accommodation, restaurants, tours, 
facilities, entertainment, natural environment, etc. Thus, different components of a 
destination’s tourist product in relation to tourist satisfaction have been investigated in 
the literature. In particular there are works analysing tourist satisfaction with cultural, 
daily and package tours (Hughes 1991; Dunn Ross and Iso-Ahola 1991; Hsieh et al. 
1994), hotels (e.g. Bojanic 1996; Ekinci et al. 2003; Saleh and Ryan 1992) and food 
service (e.g. Nield et al. 2000) as well as with destinations overall (e.g. Kozak and 
Rimmington 2000; Yuksel 2001). 

Seddighi and Theocharous (2002) proposed a model for analysing the effects of 
tourists’ and destination’s characteristics on the destination choices of holidaymakers. 
Using a sample of tourists who visited Cyprus, they predicted the probability that a 
tourist would revisit the island given his/her personal characteristics (e.g. age, gender, 
education), his/her perceptions of various characteristics of the tourist product (e.g. 
cost of package, facilities, quality of promotion and advertising, quality of services) as 
well as exogenous factors (e.g. political stability at the destination). The authors found 
that individuals aged between 45 and 64 and tourists who considered the quality of 
promotion and advertising as an important factor in their holiday decision-making 
process were associated with a very high (over 90%) likelihood of revisiting. 

In addition to the evaluations of different aspects of a destination provided by 
travellers, the assessment of hotels by tour operators play an important role in 
determining the competitiveness and quality of a destination. Clerides et al. (2008) 
argued that the ratings produced by tour operators are useful in comparing hotels 
within a country as well as across countries. They found that hotels in Cyprus are 
more likely to be rated more favourably (upgraded) by tour operators than by national 
agencies (star rating). 

A more fundamental issue addressed mainly in the marketing literature is the 
measurement of customer/consumer satisfaction. One approach views customer 
satisfaction as the result of a comparison between the expectation prior to the 
consumption of goods and services and their perceived performance (Parasuraman et 
al. 1985). Another approach states that customer satisfaction is how the consumer 
perceives the actual quality of products and services (Gronroos 1990). Both 
approaches have been applied to the study of tourist satisfaction (e.g. Parasuraman et 
al. 1985; Pizam et al. 1978). However, many authors pointed out various 
shortcomings relating to both approaches, including the revision of expectations due 
to the availability of more information about a destinations (through, for example, 
advertising, word-of-mouth communication, television, etc); difficulty in 
distinguishing between expectations and perceptions when the holiday is lengthy; 
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influence of expectations and perceptions by tourists’ socioeconomic characteristics 
and country of origin (e.g. Boulding et al. 1993; Lewis 1991; Mayo and Jarvis 1981; 
Meyer and Westerbarkey 1996). Furthermore, there is a debate as to when to measure 
tourist satisfaction. Suggestions in the literature include: comparison of expectations 
before the holiday and the perceptions afterwards, examination during the holiday, 
after completion or just before the completion of the holiday. 

In the case of the tourist satisfaction survey for Cyprus, visitor satisfaction was 
measured by administering questionnaires to visitors after the completion of their stay 
on the island and just before their departure from Cyprus. The interviews were 
conducted in the departure lounges of Larnaca and Paphos airports. Apart from the 
questions about demographics, socioeconomic characteristics, trip details, the purpose 
of the visit to Cyprus, the frequency of holidays abroad, type of accommodation, etc, 
discussed in the previous chapter, the questionnaire included questions aimed at 
capturing tourist satisfaction with the different components of the tourist product as 
well as with Cyprus overall. More specifically, respondents were asked to evaluate 
components of the tourist product (e.g. accommodation, restaurants, transportation, 
natural and built environment, infrastructure, entertainment) as well as aspects of 
these components (e.g. cleanliness, service, appearance, safety, quality, value for 
money, overall experience), Cyprus with respect to various dimensions (safety, 
hospitality, overall stay, value for money, expectations) and the likelihood of a repeat 
visit to the island.8 In carrying out the evaluations respondents provided ratings – on a 
scale from 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest) – or, provide verbal responses of the form ‘better’, 
‘about the same’ or ‘worse’. 

4.2 OVERALL EXPERIENCE OF TOURIST PRODUCT COMPONENTS 

Figure 4.1 presents the distribution of ratings over the 1-5 range for tourists’ overall 
experience of the main aspects of the tourist product. The main aspects of a traveller’s 
stay in Cyprus consist of accommodation, restaurants, bus and taxi services, hired 
cars, natural and built environment, archaeological/cultural sites and monuments, 
infrastructure, activities and entertainment opportunities, organised trips within 
Cyprus, cruises outside Cyprus and shopping.  

___________________________________________________________ 
8 The questionnaire is answered by one member (over 18 years of age) of the travelling party, which 
can be, for example, a family or a couple. A group of friends travelling together is not considered a 
travelling party but rather different travelling parties. The results presented are weighted by the number 
of persons in the travelling party. 
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Figure 4.1: Overall experience of main aspects 
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The majority of the respondents were very satisfied with the accommodation, 
archaeological/cultural sites and monuments, the variety and quality of activities and 
entertainment opportunities, organised trips within Cyprus and cruises, as they rated 
their overall experience of these aspects with the highest rating. For the remaining 
aspects the rating with the greatest frequency is 4, indicating that tourists were quite 
pleased, but not completely satisfied with them. The smallest proportion of fully 
satisfied travellers relates to infrastructure and shopping. The small percentage of 
tourists who stated complete satisfaction with infrastructure stems from dissatisfaction 
with public restrooms, airports, ports, pedestrian and cycling facilities and parking 
spaces. Due to the fact that a large proportion of tourists gave a low rating to the 
prices of staples and the value-for-money of goods purchased in Cyprus, tourists’ 
overall experience with shopping was rated rather unfavourably compared to other 
aspects. A large percentage (32%) of interviewees appeared displeased with the 
protection and preservation of the natural environment and the built environment, 
since they gave ratings of 1, 2 or 3 to these aspects. About one in four tourists rated 
with one of the lowest ratings their overall experience with shopping, infrastructure 
and value-for-money as far as activities and entertainment opportunities are 
concerned. 

4.3 ACCOMMODATION AND RESTAURANTS 

Satisfaction with accommodation and restaurants is a major component of the tourist 
experience at a destination since the two items represent a large share of tourists’ total 
holiday costs. For example in Cyprus expenditure share of accommodation and food – 
drink – tobacco was estimated at 45.2% and 33.7%, respectively, in 2008. 

Customer satisfaction with hotels and restaurants in various tourist destinations has 
been studied extensively in the tourism literature (for example Saleh and Ryan 1992, 
Ekinci et al. 2003, Bojanic 1996, Fick and Ritchie 1991, Nield et al. 2000). However, 
the findings as to which attributes of accommodation and restaurants are more 
influential on client perceptions, are mixed. Ekinci et al. (2003) analysed a sample of 
British tourists who had visited the island of Crete and found that the intangible 
elements of service quality (e.g. behaviour of hotel staff, hotel operating hours) were 
rated more favourably by tourists than the tangible elements (e.g. hotel décor and 
appearance, room appearance). Saleh and Ryan (1992) found evidence in favour of 
the role of tangible features such as interior décor and exterior aesthetics, in 
evaluating the quality of accommodation. Other relevant works are Fick and Ritchie 
(1991), who investigated customer satisfaction with restaurants and Nield et al. (2000) 
who studied the importance of food services in tourist satisfaction. Nield et al. (2000) 
found that the overall food-service experience was greatly affected by food quality, 
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value for money, variety of dishes, attractiveness of surroundings and food 
presentation. 

Accommodation 

Table 4.1 shows the percentages of tourists who rated the various aspects of 
accommodation with ratings 1 (lowest), 2, 3, 4 or 5 (highest). Ratings 4 and 5 appear 
most frequently in all the accommodation aspects examined. Tourists were more 
satisfied with safety since 65.8% of them rated this aspect with the highest rating. 
More than half of the travellers interviewed stated that they remained completely 
satisfied with appearance (state of the building, furniture and fittings, facility and 
equipment), cleanliness, location and surroundings and service. The value-for-money 
aspect of accommodation satisfied travellers the least, compared to the other aspects 
examined. Only 43.51% of interviewees rated the value-for-money aspect of their 
accommodation with the highest rating, with the result that fewer than 50% of tourists 
were fully satisfied with their overall experience (see Figure 4.1). Examining the 
distribution of interviewees over the range of ratings 1 – 5, by type of accommodation 
(1* – 5* hotels, class A – C apartments, tourist villas and tourist villages), we observe 
that the percentages of tourists who rated the various accommodation aspects with a 5 
or a 4 decrease as we move on to less luxurious types such as 1* and 2* hotels. For 
this chapter, the discussion of tourists’ evaluation results with different tourist product 
components by type of accommodation and by area of stay, relies heavily on 
Appendix 1. Examining the value-for-money aspect of accommodation by tourists’ 
area of overnight stay, Larnaca and Nicosia were associated with the highest 
proportion of dissatisfied tourists, as about one in six tourists gave ratings 1, 2 or 3. 
The proportion of tourists completely satisfied with the location and surroundings and 
the value-for-money of accommodation varied widely with the area of overnight stay.  

Table 4.1: Accommodation 

Ratings Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location  Service Value for 
money 

Lowest 1 0.1% 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.5% 0.7% 

2 0.2% 0.8% 0.8% 1.0% 0.8% 1.7% 

3 4.1% 7.0% 6.6% 7.2% 6.4% 9.8% 

4 29.8% 35.5% 36.8% 34.0% 39.5% 44.2% 

Highest 5 65.8% 56.4% 55.4% 57.5% 52.8% 43.5% 

Restaurants and other food and beverage establishments 

Table 4.2 shows the percentages of tourists who rated their experiences with the 
various aspects of restaurants and other food and beverage establishments with 1, 2, 3, 
4 or 5. The majority of tourists stated complete satisfaction with the location of the 



  
 
33

 
4. Evaluations 

establishments, the quality and the choice of the food served as well as with the 
service provided. However, restrooms and other facilities rated the most 
unfavourably, second to value for money, since 14% of travellers responded with one 
of the lowest three ratings. The prices tourists paid in restaurants and beverage 
establishments in relation to the quality they enjoyed dissatisfied the interviewees 
more than any other aspect of restaurants. About one in four tourists stated discontent 
with the cost of food and drink in Cyprus. The highest percentage of tourists 
dissatisfied ( 1, 2 or 3 ratings) with value for money stayed in Nicosia (40.8%), 
followed by those who stayed in Limassol (31.1%), Larnaca (29.4%) and Ayia Napa 
(28.5%). In the remaining areas of overnight stay dissatisfaction rates ranged between 
11%, in Paphos, and 26%, in Protaras and Hill resorts.  

Table 4.2: Restaurants and other food and beverage establishments 

Ratings Location Quality 
of food 

Choice 
of food Service Value for 

money 
Clean 
liness 

Appearance 
and ambience 

Restrooms 
and 

facilities 

Lowest 1 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

2 0.1% 0.4% 1.0% 0.3% 4.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 

3 3.3% 5.2% 9.1% 4.2% 19.0% 5.7% 7.0% 13.3% 

4 31.0% 31.7% 30.1% 41.6% 43.3% 46.5% 41.6% 46.6% 

Highest 5 65.6% 62.6% 59.7% 53.9% 33.0% 47.5% 51.2% 39.7% 

Average ratings for different categories of tourists 

Table 4.3 shows the average ratings regarding accommodation and restaurants, for 
various categories of tourists. The categories for which the weighted averages9 are 
computed are: country of usual residence, age group and education level, area of 
overnight stay (for accommodation), areas visited (for restaurants) and type of 
accommodation. Overall, the value-for-money aspect of both accommodation and 
restaurants attained on average a lower rating than the overall experience. This finding 
indicates that despite the fact that respondents remained on average satisfied in 
general with accommodation and restaurants in Cyprus, they considered these services 
rather expensive for what they had to offer. However, it is worth mentioning that with 
respect to accommodation, the lowest (average) rating reported in the table is 3.9 and 
relates to the value-for-money rating computed for the respondents who stayed in 2* 
or 1* hotels and B class apartments. The highest rating is 4.7 and refers to the overall 
experience with accommodation, computed for tourists who stayed in the Countryside 

___________________________________________________________ 

9 Weighted averages are calculated as x w = ∑
=

k

i 1
 wiri , where k is the number of all possible ratings for 

the particular question and wi the percentage of respondents (taking into account the number of persons 
in the travelling party) giving rating ri in the specific question. 
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and in tourist villas. The lowest rating reported for restaurants relates to value for 
money, computed for travellers from the Middle East. 

Table 4.3: Average ratings for different categories of tourists, accommodation and restaurants 

 Accommodation Restaurants 

 Overall 
experience 

Value for 
money 

Overall 
experience 

Value for 
money 

Total 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.0 

Country of usual residence     

United Kingdom 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.2 
Germany 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.0 
Greece 4.4 4.1 4.4 3.9 
France 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.0 
Ireland 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.1 
Russia 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.2 
Scandinavian countries 4.3 4.2 4.3 3.9 
Western Europe 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.0 
Eastern Europe 4.4 4.2 4.3 3.8 
Middle East 4.3 4.0 4.2 3.5 
Gulf countries 4.6 4.4 4.4 3.9 
Other countries 4.6 4.3 4.4 3.9 

Age group     

Less than 20 4.2 4.1 4.3 3.9 
20-29 4.3 4.2 4.2 3.9 
30-39 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.0 
40-49 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.1 
50-59 4.5 4.3 4.3 4.1 
60 and above 4.5 4.3 4.3 4.1 

Education level     

No schooling 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.1 
Elementary 4.5 4.4 4.3 3.9 
Secondary 4.3 4.2 4.3 3.9 
Post-secondary 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.1 
University 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.1 

Area of stay / area visited+     

Protaras / Paralimni 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.3 
Ay. Napa 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.0 
Larnaca 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.0 
Limassol 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.1 
Paphos 4.4 4.3 4.3 3.9 
Polis 4.6 4.4 4.3 4.1 
Hill 4.3 4.3 4.1 3.7 
Nicosia 4.4 4.2 4.1 3.7 
Countryside 4.7 4.7 4.3 4.1 

Type of paid accommodation     

5* hotel 4.6 4.4 4.4 4.2 
4* hotel 4.5 4.3 4.3 4.1 
3* hotel 4.3 4.1 4.2 4.0 
2* and 1* hotels 4.1 3.9 4.2 3.8 
A class apartment 4.2 4.1 4.2 3.9 
B class apartment 4.1 3.9 4.3 3.9 
C class apartment 4.1 4.1 4.2 3.7 
Tourist village 4.2 4.1 4.1 3.9 
Tourist villa 4.7 4.6 4.3 4.3 
All other 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.2 

Note: + In the case of accommodation, the weighted averages are computed by area of overnight stay, while in the 
case of restaurants averages are given by areas visited. 
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4.4 TRANSPORT 

Tourist-satisfaction monitoring in other countries has shown that although transport is 
not the leading component of tourist satisfaction, it contributes considerably to overall 
satisfaction with a destination (e.g. Visitor Satisfaction Index 2004/05 for New 
Zealand). Studies have also found that travellers’ satisfaction with transport varies 
across nationalities. For example, travellers from the United States, the United 
Kingdom and Australia were highly content with all types of transport in New 
Zealand and they rated several forms of transport significantly higher than other 
visitors (Visitor Satisfaction Index 2004/05 for New Zealand). Kozak (2001) found 
that the frequency of local transport service, the level of local prices, the network 
(accessibility) and comfort of local transport services as well as the attitude of local 
drivers in Turkey pleased British more than German tourists. In Mallorca, however, 
except for local transport prices and the comfort of transport services, no significant 
differences were found between the two nationalities in relation to satisfaction rates 
with the remaining aspects of transport mentioned above. 

Below we present and discuss the tourist satisfaction survey results with regard to the 
different aspects of the most commonly used types of transport by tourists in Cyprus, 
namely, buses, taxis, and hired cars. 

Bus service 

The majority of tourists appeared quite pleased with the frequency and timetable, 
accessibility, the route network, the condition of vehicles and the value for money of 
the bus service, since over 76% of the respondents rated these aspects with one of the 
two highest ratings (4 or 5). However, with the exception of route network and value 
for money, the remaining aspects exhibit non-negligible proportions of less satisfied 
tourists i.e. tourists who gave one of the lowest three ratings (Table 4.4). 

Table 4.4: Bus service 

Ratings 
Frequency 

and 
timetable 

Accessibility Route 
Network 

Condition 
of vehicles 

Value for 
money Punctuality

Lowest 1 1.9% 0.8% 0.4% 1.7% 0.1% 3.2% 

2 2.4% 2.6% 1.4% 3.2% 0.9% 5.2% 

3 19.1% 20.4% 14.9% 24.0% 13.9% 22.4% 

4 39.3% 40.2% 49.2% 33.3% 38.1% 38.0% 

Highest 5 37.3% 36.1% 34.1% 37.8% 47.0% 31.2% 
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Relative to other aspects of the bus service, value for money satisfied tourists the most 
with about 50% of respondents having given a rating of 5. The largest percentages of 
dissatisfied tourists related to the condition of the vehicles and punctuality where the 
frequency of the lowest three ratings was as high as 30% (Table 4.4). 

The condition of the vehicles in the Countryside and Protaras displeased over 43% of 
the interviewees, since they rated this aspect with one of the lowest ratings. 
Additionally, a large proportion of tourists (over 30%) dissatisfied with the condition 
of the buses stayed in Nicosia, Larnaca, Ayia Napa and Limassol. Polis and Paphos 
seemed to perform better in terms of the condition of their vehicles as the percentages 
of discontented tourists were relatively low, and more than half of the travellers 
responded with the highest rating. Satisfaction with the punctuality of the bus service 
suffered in all of the areas under examination, with Paphos and Polis being in a 
relatively better position. 

Taxi service 

Looking at Table 4.5, about half of the interviewees rated the aspects under evaluation 
with a 4. The largest percentages of completely satisfied tourists related to the service 
and professionalism and the condition of the vehicles. The taxi fares charged in 
relation to the perceived quality of the service rated the most unfavourably of all 
aspects. In particular, 28.1% of tourists provided one of the lowest three ratings in 
their evaluation of value for money; only 23% saying that they were completely 
satisfied with the value-for-money aspect of taxis.  

Safety is another aspect that left travellers rather displeased, which eventually 
affected, together with value for money, the rating of the overall experience with the 
taxi service. In all areas tourists found the taxi service expensive, with the percentages 
of completely satisfied tourists ranging from 11.5% in Polis to 43.1% in the Hill 
resorts. The largest percentage of interviewees who gave one of the three lowest 
ratings stayed in Nicosia, Limassol and in Larnaca.  

Table 4.5: Taxi service 

Ratings Routes of 
intercity service 

Condition of 
vehicles 

Service and 
professionalism Safety Value for money 

Lowest 1 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 1.2% 

2 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.8% 3.6% 

3 6.9% 6.7% 7.9% 10.0% 23.3% 

4 51.9% 44.3% 46.3% 47.0% 48.9% 
Highest 5 40.9% 48.6% 45.1% 41.9% 23.0% 
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Car hire 

Again, value for money appears to be the aspect that displeased tourists the most, and 
consequently dissatisfaction with value for money unfavourably affected the rating for 
the overall experience with car hire in Cyprus (Table 4.6). 

The highest percentage of dissatisfied tourists (ratings 1 – 3) stayed in Nicosia 
(21.9%) whereas the highest percentage of satisfied tourists (ratings 4 – 5) stayed in 
Polis (95.6%) and in Protaras (87.4%). A rather poor opinion of car hire rates 
compared to the quality of the service was formed by tourists who stayed in Ayia 
Napa and Limassol. 

Table 4.6: Car hire 

Ratings Value for money Car condition Service and professionalism 

Lowest 1 0.6% 0.3% 0.3% 

2 1.9% 0.8% 0.6% 

3 13.6% 9.3% 9.8% 

4 52.5% 41.7% 42.3% 
Highest 5 31.5% 47.9% 47.0% 

Average ratings for different categories of tourists 

Table 4.7 presents the average ratings for the value-for-money aspect and the overall 
experience with buses, taxis and car hire, for different groupings of respondents. In 
terms of overall experience with transport in Cyprus travellers, on average, appeared 
fairly satisfied. In terms of value for money they tended to favour the bus service and 
to find the taxi service rather expensive. 

Tourists from Germany appeared more pleased than tourists from other countries with 
both value for money and with their overall experience of the bus service. Although 
tourists from Greece stated, on average, that they were satisfied with the value-for-
money aspect of the buses, their average rating for overall experience was below the 
mean rating computed for the whole sample. 

Tourists from the Middle East and Greece found the taxi service more expensive than 
travellers from other countries for the quality it offers. A similar impression was 
formed by young tourists (less than 29 years of age) and by tourists who stayed in 
Nicosia. Tourists from Germany and the United Kingdom, respondents less than 20 
years old or without any schooling, as well as those who stayed in Nicosia, Limassol 
and in Paphos provided on average a lower rating than other tourist categories for 
their overall taxi experience in Cyprus. 
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Table 4.7: Average ratings for different categories of tourists, transport 

 Bus service Taxi service Car hire 

 
Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 

Total 4.3 4.1 3.9 4.2 4.1 4.3 

Country of usual residence       

United Kingdom 4.2 4.1 4.0 4.1 4.2 4.3 
Germany 4.5 4.4 3.8 4.1 4.0 4.2 
Greece 4.1 3.7 3.7 4.2 4.1 4.4 
France 4.5 4.1 4.0 4.3 4.1 4.2 
Ireland 4.4 4.2 3.9 4.2 4.1 4.3 
Russia 4.5 4.3 3.9 4.2 4.2 4.3 
Scandinavian countries 4.3 4.0 4.0 4.3 4.1 4.3 
Western Europe 4.3 4.1 3.9 4.2 4.1 4.2 
Eastern Europe 4.3 3.8 3.8 4.2 4.1 4.3 
Middle East 4.2 3.8 3.6 4.2 3.8 4.2 
Gulf countries 4.2 3.8 3.8 4.3 4.0 4.4 
Other countries 4.3 3.9 3.9 4.3 4.3 4.5 

Age group 
      

Less than 20 4.2 3.8 3.6 3.9 4.1 4.3 
20-29 4.2 3.9 3.7 4.1 4.0 4.2 
30-39 4.2 4.0 3.8 4.1 4.1 4.2 
40-49 4.3 4.1 3.9 4.2 4.1 4.3 
50-59 4.4 4.2 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.3 
60 and above 4.3 4.2 4.0 4.2 4.1 4.3 

Education level 
      

No schooling 4.4 4.4 3.7 3.9 4.3 4.1 
Elementary 4.2 4.0 3.6 4.0 4.2 4.2 
Secondary 4.3 3.9 3.9 4.2 4.1 4.3 
Post-secondary  4.4 4.2 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.3 
University 4.2 4.0 3.8 4.1 4.1 4.2 

Area of stay 
      

Protaras/Paralimni 4.2 3.8 4.0 4.3 4.4 4.5 
Ay. Napa 4.4 4.0 4.0 4.3 4.1 4.3 
Larnaca 4.4 3.7 3.9 4.3 4.1 4.4 
Limassol 4.3 4.0 3.8 4.2 4.1 4.2 
Paphos 4.3 4.3 3.9 4.1 4.1 4.2 
Polis 4.3 4.4 3.9 4.1 4.1 4.3 
Countryside 4.0 3.8 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.4 
Nicosia 4.2 3.8 3.7 4.1 4.2 4.4 

The value-for-money aspect of car hire services satisfied tourists who stayed in 
Protaras/Paralimni and travellers without any schooling more than the average 
traveller. On the other hand tourists from the Middle East, Germany and the Gulf 
Countries, as well as travellers aged 20-29 were more displeased than the average 
tourist with the cost of hiring a car. The overall experience with car hire satisfied 
tourists from Greece, the Gulf countries and Other Countries and tourists who stayed 
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in Protaras/Paralimni, Larnaca, in the Countryside and in Nicosia more than other 
traveller categories. 

4.5 ENVIRONMENT 

Petrosillo et al. (2007), in their analysis of tourist perceptions in a marine protected 
area, found that visitors’ socioeconomic status, culture and past experiences affected 
how they perceived environmental quality. The authors therefore stressed the 
importance of determining visitors’ profiles in order to improve the management of 
the destination. Kozak (2001) found that tourists from Britain were more likely than 
those from Germany to be pleased with the cleanliness of beaches and the sea as well 
as with the attractiveness of the natural environment, in both Turkey and Mallorca. 

Cyprus has traditionally attracted tourists for the beauty of its natural environment as 
well as for the preservation of its local character in many areas. According to the 
Strategic Plan for Tourism Development 2003-2010 of the CTO, several projects are 
underway or will commence to promote nature and countryside tourism. Such projects 
include the upgrade of existing trails, the completion of the first cycling network in 
the Troodos area and the creation of sea parks and ship wreck parks (CTO 2007).  

This section analyses tourist satisfaction rates with different aspects of the natural and 
built environment. The average ratings for these components of the tourist product are 
also investigated in relation to some demographic and travel characteristics of tourists 
such as age, education level, country of origin and area of overnight stay. 

Natural environment 

Table 4.8 shows the frequencies with which the various ratings were provided by 
respondents when they were asked to evaluate the cleanliness of beaches, trails and 
nature/forest parks.  

Table 4.8: Cleanliness of the natural environment 

Ratings Beaches Trails Nature/Forest parks 

Lowest 1 0.8% 0.2% 0.3% 

2 2.8% 2.6% 2.7% 

3 16.1% 17.9% 22.3% 

4 47.0% 49.2% 47.8% 

Highest 5 33.3% 30.1% 27.0% 

As seen in Table 4.8, about half of the respondents rated these aspects with a 4 and 
about three out of ten tourists stated complete satisfaction with the cleanliness of the 
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beaches, trails and nature/forest parks. Despite that, about two out of ten tourists rated 
the cleanliness of the natural environment with one of the lowest three ratings.  

Examining the overall experience of travellers with the cleanliness of the natural 
environment by area of overnight stay, we observe that the Countryside and Nicosia 
were perceived by tourists as the worst of all areas examined. The Hill Resorts 
seemed to create the best impression on tourists in terms cleanliness of the 
environment. 

Table 4.9: Protection/preservation of the natural environment 

Ratings Beaches Trails Nature/Forest Parks 

Lowest 1 1.1% 0.8% 0.9% 

2 4.6% 5.2% 7.0% 

3 27.8% 29.2% 29.8% 

4 39.2% 40.8% 41.0% 

Highest 5 27.3% 23.9% 21.3% 

As the percentages of Table 4.9 show, tourists do not appear very pleased with the 
protection/preservation of the natural environment. Additionally, the picture for 
protection/preservation is worse than that for cleanliness. More than 33% of the 
respondents gave one of the lowest three ratings for the three aspects relating to the 
protection/preservation of the environment.  

Paphos and the Countryside appear to have dissatisfied visitors the most as the 
frequencies of the lowest ratings (1, 2 or 3) exceed 35% in these two areas. Moreover, 
the lowest percentages of tourists who stated complete satisfaction with the 
protection/preservation of the natural environment stayed in Limassol and in Paphos. 
Protaras and the Hill Resorts created the best impression in terms of 
protection/preservation of the natural environment. 

Built environment 

Table 4.10 presents the results of tourists’ ratings in relation to the three aspects of the 
built environment: cleanliness, aesthetic image and preservation of the local character. 
Even though the majority of travellers responded with a rating of 4 (for cleanliness 
and aesthetic image), a considerably higher percentage replied with one of the lowest 
three ratings. The most problematic aspects of the built environment are considered to 
be its aesthetic image and the preservation of the local character. In regard to the latter 
aspect, nearly 12% of interviewees chose ratings 1 or 2. Tourists’ unfavourable 
opinion about the aspects of the built environment explain the lower ratings for the 
overall image shown in Figure 4.1, compared to the ratings of other features of the 
tourist product. 
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The overall image of the built environment displeased those who stayed in Nicosia the 
most (42.5% rated overall image with 1, 2 or 3). With the exception of Polis and the 
Hill Resorts, in the remaining areas about one in three tourists rated the overall image 
of the built environment with 1, 2 or 3. Consequently, the Hill Resorts and Polis 
appear to have pleased visitors more than other areas of overnight stay, in terms of the 
image of the built environment. 

Table 4.10: Built environment 

Ratings Cleanliness Aesthetic image Preservation of local 
character 

Lowest 1 0.5% 0.6% 2.3% 

2 2.8% 4.6% 9.2% 

3 21.3% 26.7% 27.6% 

4 50.9% 36.0% 28.3% 
Highest 5 24.4% 32.0% 32.6% 

Average ratings for different categories of tourists 

Table 4.11 shows the average ratings for aspects of the natural and built environment 
for various categories of tourists. Using the whole sample of tourists, on average the 
preservation of the local character of the built environment is the aspect with the 
lowest rating. The average ratings of all aspects, for all categories of tourists in Table 
4.11 range from 3.3 to 4.5.  

Travellers from the Gulf countries appeared on average the most satisfied with both 
the cleanliness and the protection and preservation of the natural environment. 
Moreover, the average ratings computed in relation to the cleanliness of beaches and 
of the natural environment overall, for travellers who stayed in or visited 
Protaras/Paralimni, are the highest in the table. On the other hand, the lowest average 
rating provided for the cleanliness of the natural environment was recorded for 
tourists without any schooling. Tourists who stayed in Paphos were on average the 
most discontented with the cleanliness and protection/preservation of the natural 
environment. 

The preservation of the local character and the overall image of the built environment 
(preservation of the local character and overall image) satisfied on average tourists 
who stayed in Polis more than any other tourist category under consideration. The 
worst impression of the built environment was formed by tourists who stayed 
overnight in Nicosia or tourists who visited Nicosia. 
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Table 4.11: Average ratings for different categories of tourists, environment 

 
Natural environment: 

cleanliness 
Natural environment: 

protection/preservation Built environment 

 
Beaches 

Overall 
natural 

environment 
Beaches 

Overall 
natural 

environment 

Preservation of 
local character 

Overall 
image 

Total 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.9 3.8 3.9 

Country of usual 
residence       

United Kingdom 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.9 
Germany 4.0 4.0 3.7 3.7 4.1 4.1 
Greece 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.0 3.5 3.8 
France 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.9 3.7 3.9 
Ireland 4.1 4.1 3.8 3.8 3.9 4.0 
Russia 4.2 4.1 3.9 3.8 4.3 4.3 
Scandinavian 
countries 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.8 4.0 
Western Europe 4.0 4.1 3.8 3.8 3.6 3.8 
Eastern Europe 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.6 3.9 
Middle East 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.1 3.5 3.8 
Gulf countries 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.2 3.8 4.1 
Other countries 4.2 4.3 4.1 4.1 3.7 3.9 

Age group       

Less than 20 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.8 
20-29 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.8 3.6 3.8 
30-39 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.8 3.7 3.8 
40-49 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.9 3.9 4.0 
50-59 4.2 4.2 4.0 3.9 3.9 4.0 
60 and above 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.9 4.0 4.0 

Education level       

No schooling 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.9 3.8 3.8 
Elementary  4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.0 4.1 
Secondary  4.2 4.1 4.0 4.0 3.6 3.9 
Post-secondary  4.2 4.2 4.0 3.9 3.9 4.0 
University 4.0 3.9 3.7 3.7 3.8 3.9 

Area of stay       

Protaras/ 
Paralimni 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.2 3.9 4.1 
Ay. Napa 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.1 3.8 4.0 
Larnaca 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.1 3.6 3.8 
Limassol 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.5 3.8 
Paphos 3.9 3.8 3.6 3.5 4.1 4.0 
Polis 4.2 4.1 3.9 3.8 4.5 4.4 
Countryside 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.8 3.8 3.9 
Nicosia 4.1 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.3 3.6 

Areas visited       

Protaras/ 
Paralimni 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.2 
Ay. Napa 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.9 
Larnaca 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.9 
Limassol 4.0 3.9 3.7 3.6 4.1 4.1 
Paphos 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.5 3.8 
Polis 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.8 4.0 4.0 
Countryside 3.9 4.0 3.8 3.8 3.6 3.7 
Hill Resorts 3.9 4.0 3.8 3.8 3.4 3.7 
Nicosia 4.0 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.3 3.6 
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4.6 ARCHAEOLOGICAL/CULTURAL SITES, MONUMENTS AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Although history and culture are not amongst the most popular reasons for tourists’ 
choice of Cyprus as a holiday destination, they still constitute an attraction to a non-
negligible proportion of tourists. Moreover, the archaeological/cultural sites and 
monuments as well as the infrastructure have been found to influence, to a certain 
extent, travellers’ overall evaluation of Cyprus (Economics Research Centre and 
CTO, 2006, 2007). 

Particular attention in the literature has been given to tourist satisfaction with 
destination airports. The efficiency of airport services and the availability of airport 
facilities may affect tourist evaluations as they form the first and last tourist 
experience of a destination. Yuksel (2001) found that airport services in an airport in 
Turkey and in particular the efficiency of check-in and check-out of the airport were 
considered important by tourists and influenced total holiday satisfaction. 
Additionally, the author found no significant differences between the ratings that first-
time and repeat visitors assigned to this factor. Kozak and Rimmington (2000), using 
a sample of British tourists collected off-season (December – January), found that the 
facilities and services at Palma airport in Mallorca affected significantly the overall 
satisfaction of travellers as well as their intentions to repeat their visit and to 
recommend the destination to their friends and relatives. The authors also found that 
the facilities and services of the airport was the factor that satisfied tourists the most 
(the other factors under examination were destination attractiveness, attractions and 
facilities and availability the English language). Nevertheless, they point out that 
seasonality might influence tourists’ responses and they stated that “one reason for 
high satisfaction with airport facilities and services, speed of check-in/check-out, and 
transport between the resort and the resort airport could be that all of these processes 
were handled more efficiently due to the workload of the airport being lower during 
the winter season.” (Kozak and Rimmington, 2000, p. 264). 

Archaeological/cultural sites and monuments 

Tourists appeared pleased with the aspects rated, as the vast majority (over 80%) rated 
facilities, hours of operation, on-site information, value/interest and 
preservation/restoration of archaeological/cultural sites and monuments with a 4 or 5. 
On-site information might require further attention by the authorities, since this 
particular aspect is associated with the lowest percentage of fully satisfied travellers 
and therefore the highest percentage of visitors (19.4%) who responded with one of 
the lowest ratings (Table 4.12). 
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Table 4.12: Archaeological/cultural sites and monuments 

Ratings Facilities Hours of 
operation 

On-site 
information Value/interest Preservation 

/restoration 

Lowest 1 0.2% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 

2 0.9% 1.1% 1.6% 0.9% 0.8% 

3 16.2% 16.3% 17.6% 14.1% 14.4% 

4 36.5% 31.6% 34.3% 26.0% 33.0% 

Highest 5 46.2% 51.0% 46.3% 58.9% 51.7% 

Travellers who stayed in the Countryside followed by those who stayed in Paphos 
were the least pleased with the overall image of archaeological/cultural sites and 
monuments. The largest proportion (over 95%) of tourists who rated overall image 
with a 4 or 5 stayed in the Hill resorts or in Protaras. 

Infrastructure 

The results obtained in Table 4.13 are rather disappointing and they point to the 
weaknesses of infrastructure in Cyprus. Tourists appeared particularly dissatisfied 
with almost all the aspects examined except for road signs. When asked to rate the 
cycling facilities and parking spaces, 23.6% and 10.3% of interviewees respectively, 
responded with one of the lowest two ratings (1 or 2). These percentages, which 
express a wide discontent with the above aspects, are of the highest in the tourist 
satisfaction survey and they should mobilise the parties involved (the Government, 
Cyprus Tourism Organisation, local authorities, etc) to take corrective actions. Ports, 
pedestrian facilities, public restrooms and airports also constitute problematic aspects 
of infrastructure. About one in two travellers interviewed rated ports and public 
restrooms with a 3, 2 or 1. Moreover, 31% of visitors surveyed responded with one of 
the lowest three ratings when they were asked to assess pedestrian facilities. Only 
14.7% of tourists stated complete satisfaction with the airports, whereas 25.2% of 
travellers in the sample were rather dissatisfied, as their ratings ranged between 1 and 
3. 

Table 4.13: Infrastructure 

Ratings Public 
restrooms Airports Ports Road signs Road 

network 
Pedestrian 
facilities 

Parking 
spaces 

Cycling 
facilities 

Lowest 1 1.7% 0.2% 2.8% 0.3% 1.1% 1.4% 2.4% 14.2% 

2 4.3% 1.7% 5.3% 0.7% 3.0% 5.0% 7.8% 9.4% 

3 43.2% 23.3% 37.2% 9.9% 17.5% 24.2% 28.6% 36.3% 

4 43.9% 60.0% 48.7% 49.8% 44.5% 57.6% 54.4% 37.0% 
Highest 5 6.9% 14.7% 6.0% 39.4% 33.9% 11.9% 6.8% 3.1% 
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The poor picture of infrastructure also emerges in all areas under study. In particular, 
for cycling facilities, parking spaces and pedestrian facilities, the percentage of fully 
satisfied tourists ranged from at most 27% (pedestrian facilities in Polis) to as low as 
0% (cycling facilities in Polis). Tourists who stayed in Nicosia and Larnaca formed 
the most unfavourable opinion of cycling facilities. Additionally, about 41% of 
tourists who stayed in Limassol rated cycling facilities with a 1 or 2. The remaining 
areas followed with smaller percentages (varying from 9.7% for Paphos and Ayia 
Napa to 24.2% for Polis) of discontented tourists. The greatest dissatisfaction with 
parking spaces occurred in Nicosia, Limassol and Larnaca, since the percentages of 
tourists who responded with ratings 1 or 2 were 36.9%, 18.5% and 17.3% 
respectively. Pedestrian facilities in Nicosia and Larnaca displeased tourists more than 
in other areas, while this facility was rated the most favourably by tourists who stayed 
in Polis followed by those who resided in the Hill Resorts. 

Average ratings for different categories of tourists 

In Table 4.14 the average rating calculated for the preservation/restoration and the 
overall image of the archaeological/cultural sites and monuments was quite high (4.4 
out of 5), indicating tourists’ satisfaction with the particular aspects. Tourists from 
Other Countries and travellers who stayed in Protaras/Paralimni, Ayia Napa and 
Larnaca are on average the most satisfied with the preservation/restoration of the 
archaeological/cultural sites and monuments, as their average rating is the highest. 
Also tourists from Other Countries, interviewees who stayed in Polis and those who 
visited Protaras/Paralimni gave on average the highest rating for the overall image of 
archaeological/cultural sites and monuments. On the other hand, travellers from the 
UK and respondents who visited the Countryside were on average the most displeased 
with both the preservation/restoration and the overall image of archaeological/cultural 
sites and monuments. 

The average ratings, computed using all respondents, for both aspects of infrastructure 
in Table 4.14, airports and overall image, are among the lowest computed indicating 
that the infrastructure is one of the most problematic components of the Cypriot 
tourist product. Looking at the different tourist categories we observe that travellers 
who stayed in Nicosia responded, on average, with the lowest rating when they 
evaluated both airports and the overall image of the infrastructure. Interviewees from 
Russia and respondents who stayed in Paphos or in Polis offered the highest average 
rating for airports. Tourists from Russia and the Scandinavian countries, interviewees 
without any schooling and those who stayed in Protaras/Paralimni or Ayia Napa were 
the most generous, on average, in rating the overall image of the infrastructure. 
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Table 4.14: Average ratings for different categories of tourists, archaeological/cultural sites, monuments 
and infrastructure 

 Archaeological/cultural sites and 
monuments Infrastructure 

 Preservation/ 
restoration 

Overall 
image Airports Overall 

image 

Total 4.4 4.4 3.9 3.8 

Country of usual residence     

United Kingdom 4.1 4.2 3.9 3.8 

Germany 4.5 4.5 4.0 3.8 
Greece 4.5 4.4 3.7 3.7 
France 4.5 4.4 3.9 3.8 
Ireland 4.3 4.3 3.9 3.8 
Russia 4.5 4.6 4.1 3.9 
Scandinavian countries 4.6 4.5 3.8 3.9 
Western Europe 4.5 4.4 3.8 3.8 
Eastern Europe 4.6 4.5 3.8 3.8 
Middle East 4.5 4.5 3.7 3.8 
Gulf countries 4.6 4.5 3.7 3.8 
Other countries 4.7 4.7 3.7 3.7 

Age group     

Less than 20 4.2 4.1 3.9 3.8 
20-29 4.3 4.3 3.7 3.8 
30-39 4.2 4.2 3.8 3.8 
40-49 4.4 4.4 3.9 3.8 
50-59 4.5 4.5 3.9 3.8 
60 and above 4.3 4.3 4.0 3.8 

Education level     

No schooling 4.3 4.4 3.8 3.9 
Elementary school 4.5 4.5 3.8 3.7 
Secondary school 4.6 4.5 3.7 3.8 
Post-secondary school 4.4 4.5 3.9 3.8 
University 4.2 4.2 3.9 3.8 

 
Area of stay 
 

    

Protaras/Paralimni 4.6 4.6 3.8 3.9 
Ay. Napa 4.6 4.6 3.8 3.9 
Larnaca 4.6 4.6 3.7 3.7 
Limassol 4.5 4.4 3.8 3.7 
Paphos 4.2 4.2 4.1 3.8 
Polis 4.5 4.7 4.1 3.8 
Countryside 4.2 4.1 4.0 3.8 
Nicosia 4.5 4.4 3.7 3.6 

Areas visited     

Protaras/Paralimni 4.6 4.7 3.9 3.8 
Ay. Napa 4.3 4.3 3.8 3.8 
Larnaca 4.3 4.3 3.8 3.8 
Limassol 4.3 4.4 4.1 3.8 
Paphos 4.5 4.4 3.8 3.7 
Polis 4.2 4.2 3.9 3.8 
Countryside 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.8 
Hill resorts 4.5 4.4 3.7 3.8 
Nicosia 4.3 4.3 3.7 3.8 
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4.7 ACTIVITIES AND ENTERTAINMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

Activities and entertainment opportunities available to tourists are an important 
component of a destination’s tourist product as they have been found to affect visitor 
satisfaction levels (see for example Yuksel 2001; Kozak and Rimmington 2000). In 
particular Yuksel (2001), using a sample of travellers who visited Turkey, found that 
tourists’ perceptions of quality and availability of entertainment differed between 
first-time and repeat visitors, while no significant difference was recorded in the case 
of the availability of watersports. Moreover, first-time visitors’ intention to return to 
the destination is influenced by the availability of watersports. Kozak and 
Rimmington (2000) analysed a sample of British tourists who visited Mallorca off-
season (December – January). The authors found that tourist attractions and facilities, 
which included among others, the availability of sport facilities, nightlife and 
entertainment, affected significantly respondents’ overall holiday satisfaction, but 
influenced only marginally their intentions to recommend the destination to their 
friends and relatives. 

In our instance, tourists were requested to evaluate various aspects of activities and 
entertainment opportunities in terms of variety, quality and value for money. The 
aspects of activities and entertainment under evaluation include: amusement/theme 
parks, nightlife, participation in sports or cultural activities and attendance at sports or 
cultural events. 

Variety 

The majority of tourists stated complete satisfaction with the variety of 
amusement/theme parks, nightlife and cultural events in terms of attendance. 
Compared to the above aspects, tourists were less satisfied with the variety of 
opportunities they had to participate in sports and cultural events or to attend sports 
events. In particular, a large percentage of tourists (ranging from 31% for 
participation in sports events to 45% for participation in cultural activities) rated these 
aspects with a 3, 2 or 1 (Table 4.15). 

Tourists’ overall experience of activities and entertainment in terms of variety was 
rated very favourably in most areas. More than half of the respondents who stayed in 
the Hill Resorts, Polis, Protaras, Ayia Napa or Paphos stated complete satisfaction. On 
the whole, the percentages of travellers who rated their overall experience of activities 
and entertainment variety with a 4 or 5 varied from 76.7% in Paphos to 91.9% in Ayia 
Napa. 
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Table 4.15: Activities and entertainment opportunities, variety 

Ratings Amusement/ 
theme parks Nightlife 

Participation 
in sports 
activities 

Attendance 
at sports 
events 

Participation 
in cultural 
activities 

Attendance 
at cultural 

events 

Lowest 1 3.6% 0.2% 2.4% 3.1% 3.0% 0.8% 

2 0.8% 0.6% 1.3% 1.7% 1.6% 0.7% 

3 19.6% 14.5% 27.3% 35.3% 40.4% 22.1% 

4 29.8% 33.1% 36.6% 35.2% 42.6% 32.2% 

Highest 5 46.2% 51.6% 32.3% 24.8% 12.4% 44.2% 

Quality 

The pattern in Table 4.16 is similar to that in Table 4.15, where variety is under 
examination. Tourists appeared more pleased with the quality of amusement/theme 
parks, nightlife and of the cultural events that they attended, than with the remaining 
aspects in Table 4.16. More than 30% of respondents who attended sports events or 
participated in cultural activities rated their quality with one of the lowest three 
ratings, with the majority rating being that of 3. 

Table 4.16: Activities and entertainment opportunities, quality 

Ratings Amusement/ 
theme parks Nightlife 

Participation 
in sports 
activities 

Attendance 
at sports 
events 

Participation 
in cultural 
activities 

Attendance 
at cultural 

events 

Lowest 1 3.5% 0.1% 1.2% 1.4% 1.5% 0.4% 

2 0.7% 0.4% 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 0.6% 

3 17.2% 12.4% 23.1% 30.4% 34.8% 18.6% 

4 35.4% 37.2% 41.6% 39.9% 47.5% 33.4% 
Highest 5 43.2% 49.8% 33.2% 27.3% 15.2% 47.1% 

The quality of activities and entertainment opportunities overall satisfied tourists in 
most areas of overnight stay. However, the Countryside had a considerable share 
(about 18%) of rather dissatisfied tourists. 

Value for Money 

Table 4.17 presents satisfaction results for aspects of activities and entertainment in 
terms of value for money. As the same aspects were also rated in terms of variety and 
quality we can conclude that in general tourists were pleased with nightlife and their 
attendance at cultural events but they were less satisfied in terms of the cost they 
incurred to participate in sports and cultural activities and to attend sports events. Of 
all the aspects rated tourists found nightlife the best value-for-money activity and 
participating in cultural activities the worst. 
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The value for money of activities and entertainment is another aspect that left visitors 
rather displeased since in almost all the areas examined tourists found activities and 
entertainment very expensive. In particular, more than 20% of the tourists in the 
Countryside, Larnaca, Ayia Napa, Nicosia, Limassol and Protaras gave one of the 
lowest three ratings. The highest proportion of respondents who rated value for money 
with one of the highest two ratings, stayed in Polis or in the Hill Resorts. 

Table 4.17: Activities and entertainment opportunities, value for money 

Ratings Amusement/ 
theme parks Nightlife 

Participation 
in sports 
activities 

Attendance at 
sports events 

Participation 
in cultural 
activities 

Attendance at 
cultural 
events 

Lowest 1 4.1% 0.5% 3.7% 4.5% 3.8% 0.6% 

2 2.0% 1.8% 4.2% 4.9% 3.6% 1.0% 

3 20.3% 19.5% 24.7% 28.7% 32.6% 19.2% 

4 51.6% 47.5% 50.8% 41.5% 48.3% 40.1% 
Highest 5 22.0% 30.8% 16.6% 20.4% 11.7% 39.1% 

Average ratings for different categories of tourists 

Table 4.18 shows the average ratings, computed for various categories of tourists, in 
relation to variety, quality and value for money of activities and entertainment10. 
Tourists were more content, on average, with the variety and quality of activities and 
entertainment opportunities offered and less satisfied with the value-for-money 
aspect. Tourists from Greece, the United Kingdom and Other countries rated variety 
more unfavourably than travellers from the remaining countries. The lowest average 
rating for variety of all categories was computed for tourists without any schooling. 
The highest rating, on average, came from visitors who stayed in Polis.  

In terms of quality of activities and entertainment, tourists from Russia were the most 
satisfied and those from Greece the least satisfied. As in variety, the lowest mean 
rating for quality was computed for tourists without any schooling, while the highest 
average rating was given by visitors who attained an elementary school education. 
Tourists who stayed in Polis rated the quality of activities and entertainment the most 
favourably, while those who stayed in Nicosia or in the Countryside gave the lowest 
rating on average. 

 

 

 

___________________________________________________________ 
10 The average ratings relate to the overall experience of variety, quality and value for money of 
activities and entertainment opportunities. 
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Table 4.18: Average ratings for different categories of tourists, activities and entertainment opportunities 

 Variety Quality Value for money 

Total 4.3 4.3 4.0 

Country of usual residence    

United Kingdom 4.2 4.3 4.0 
Germany 4.5 4.4 4.1 
Greece 4.2 4.2 4.0 
France 4.3 4.3 4.1 
Ireland 4.3 4.3 4.0 
Russia 4.5 4.5 4.2 
Scandinavian countries 4.3 4.4 4.1 
Western Europe 4.3 4.3 4.0 
Eastern Europe 4.3 4.3 4.0 
Middle East 4.3 4.4 3.9 
Gulf countries 4.4 4.4 4.1 
Other countries 4.2 4.3 4.0 

Age group    

Less than 20 4.3 4.3 3.8 
20-29 4.3 4.3 3.9 
30-39 4.2 4.2 4.0 
40-49 4.3 4.3 4.1 
50-59 4.3 4.4 4.1 
60 and above 4.4 4.4 4.2 

Education level    

No schooling 3.2 3.5 3.4 
Elementary 4.5 4.5 4.2 
Secondary 4.3 4.4 4.0 
Post-secondary 4.4 4.4 4.1 
University 4.2 4.2 4.0 

Area of stay    

Protaras/Paralimni 4.4 4.5 4.1 
Ay. Napa 4.4 4.5 4.0 
Larnaca 4.2 4.3 4.1 
Limassol 4.3 4.3 4.0 
Paphos 4.3 4.3 4.0 
Polis 4.6 4.6 4.2 
Countryside 4.1 4.2 4.0 
Nicosia 4.2 4.2 4.0 

Areas visited    

Protaras/Paralimni 4.4 4.5 4.2 
Ay. Napa 4.3 4.3 4.0 
Larnaca 4.3 4.3 4.1 
Limassol 4.4 4.4 4.1 
Paphos 4.3 4.3 4.0 
Polis 4.2 4.2 4.1 
Countryside 4.0 4.1 3.9 
Hill resorts 4.1 4.1 3.8 
Nicosia 4.1 4.2 3.8 
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Those most dissatisfied with the cost of activities and entertainment in Cyprus appear 
to be tourists with no schooling, while the most pleased, on average are visitors from 
Russia, those over 60 years of age, travellers who received elementary school 
education, those who stayed in Polis or tourists who visited Protaras/Paralimni. Other 
dissatisfied categories of tourists are those from the Middle East, tourists up to 29 
years of age, and travellers who visited Nicosia or the Hill Resorts. 

4.8 ORGANISED TRIPS, CRUISES AND SHOPPING 

Using data collected from ten different tour buses, Dunn Ross and Iso-Ahola (1991) 
investigated the motivation and satisfaction dimensions of sightseeing. They found 
great similarity between motivation and satisfaction in relation to the dimensions of 
knowledge seeking, social interaction and escape, leading to very high overall 
satisfaction with the tour.  

Kozak (2001) demonstrates that nationality can generate different satisfaction 
evaluations with facilities and activities such as shopping facilities and daily tour 
services to other destinations and attractions. He found that British tourists who 
visited Turkey were more pleased with the availability of shopping facilities and daily 
tour services to other destinations and attractions than German tourists. However, the 
availability of daily tour services in Mallorca satisfied German tourists more than the 
British. 

Wong and Law (2003) used a sample of tourists visiting Hong Kong to study their 
expectations and perceptions of shopping as well as to compare the responses of 
Asian and Western interviewees. Their results showed significant differences between 
expectations and perceived satisfaction of different tourist categories under 
examination, with regard to service quality as well as quality, variety and prices of 
goods. Additionally, Western travellers were more satisfied than Asian travellers with 
almost all aspects of shopping. 

Yuksel (2007) investigated tourist shopping surroundings as the shopping 
environment could be part of a visitor’s experience that might affect their shopping 
behaviour and evaluations. The author found that the emotional state and shopping 
value created by the shopping environment influenced enjoyment of shopping, 
willingness to talk to salespeople, intentions to revisit and tendency to spend more 
money and time than originally planned.  

In this section we analyse tourist satisfaction levels, as measured by ratings on the 
scale from 1 (lowest satisfaction) to 5 (highest satisfaction), with different aspects of 
organised trips within Cyprus, cruises outside Cyprus and shopping. 
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Organised trips within Cyprus 

Tourists appeared quite satisfied with all aspects of organised trips as the percentage 
of interviewees who responded with one of the two highest ratings ranged from 81% 
for the quality and variety of activities aspect to 91% for the service and 
professionalism of the tour guide. Value for money also seems to have pleased 
tourists less than the other aspects of trips since only 25.7% of the travellers  rated the 
value for money aspect with a 5.  

Table 4.19: Organised trips within Cyprus 

Ratings Itinerary 
Service and 

professionalism 
of tour guide 

Condition of 
means of 

transportation 

Quality and 
variety of 
activities 

Value for money 

Lowest 1 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 

2 0.7% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 3.5% 

3 8.7% 8.1% 8.4% 9.2% 14.1% 

4 30.0% 26.7% 32.2% 34.7% 55.8% 

Highest 5 60.5% 64.7% 58.8% 55.4% 25.7% 

Cruises outside Cyprus 

Table 4.20 presents the percentages of tourists who rated different aspects of cruises 
outside Cyprus with 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5. As in the previous table, we observe very high 
percentages of tourists who stated complete satisfaction or responded with a rating of 
4. Again, the value for money aspect of cruises is found to be the one that satisfied 
visitors the least, while the frequency and timetable of cruises pleased travellers the 
most. 

Table 4.20: Cruises outside Cyprus 

Ratings Frequency 
and timetable Cruise ships Service and 

board 
Choice of 
destination 

Value for 
money 

Entertainment 
on board 

Lowest 1 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 

2 0.8% 0.8% 1.4% 3.1% 3.6% 3.1% 

3 7.0% 10.6% 9.0% 9.8% 14.5% 12.0% 

4 37.6% 38.3% 49.9% 39.7% 46.7% 29.9% 

Highest 5 54.4% 49.9% 39.5% 46.2% 34.2% 54.0% 
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Shopping 

Interviewees appeared satisfied with the variety of products, hours of store operation 
as well as with customer service. Over 80% of respondents rated these aspects with a 
5 or a 4. Once again, the aspects that relate to the cost of acquiring goods gained less 
favourable ratings. The value for money of goods bought in Cyprus and the prices of 
staples pleased tourists less than the other aspects of shopping. Only 15.5% of 
respondents rated value for money with a 5 and about half of the tourists in the sample 
gave ratings between 1 and 3. Staples in Cyprus were also viewed as expensive since 
about 45% of interviewees rated the prices of basic foods with one of the lowest three 
ratings (Table 4.21). 

An examination of the overall shopping experience by area yielded a rather high 
percentage, about 83%, of satisfied tourists (they responded with one of the two 
highest ratings) in Polis, the Hill resorts and in Paphos. The least satisfied tourists 
with shopping stayed in Ayia Napa, Limassol and Nicosia. 

Table 4.21: Shopping 

Ratings Variety of 
products 

Value for 
money 

Hours of 
store 

operation 

Authenticity 
and quality 
of souvenirs 

Customer 
service 

Prices of 
stables 

Lowest 1 0.3% 2.3% 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 1.4% 

2 1.1% 8.5% 1.1% 1.7% 0.5% 6.0% 

3 14.8% 33.8% 13.6% 17.5% 10.5% 37.0% 

4 39.0% 40.0% 49.2% 51.8% 50.6% 36.6% 
Highest 5 44.8% 15.5% 35.9% 28.4% 38.3% 19.0% 

Average ratings for different categories of tourists 

The mean ratings for trips and cruises are evidently higher than those for shopping, 
implying that travellers were more content with the first two components of the tourist 
product (Table 4.22). 

Of all the tourist categories examined, the most pleased with the value for money of 
trips are respondents with elementary school education and the most dissatisfied are 
those who stayed in Nicosia. Visitors from Russia rated the value-for-money aspect of 
organised trips more favourably than travellers from other countries. Relatively lower 
average ratings, which are evidence of dissatisfaction, were computed for travellers 
from the Middle East and Other countries, respondents who stayed in Larnaca and 
tourists who visited Nicosia or Countryside. 

The overall experience of organised trips within Cyprus satisfied the most tourists 
who stayed in Polis, respondents who attained an elementary school education and 
travellers from Russia. The lowest average rating for the overall experience of trips 
was recorded for travellers who stayed in Nicosia. 
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Table 4.22: Average ratings for different categories of tourists, organised trips, cruises and shopping 

 Organised trips within Cyprus Cruises outside Cyprus Shopping 

 Value for 
money 

Overall 
experience 

Value for 
money 

Overall 
experience 

Prices of 
staples 

Overall 
experience 

Total 4.0 4.4 4.1 4.3 3.7 3.9 

Country of usual residence       

United Kingdom 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.4 3.8 4.0 
Germany 4.1 4.4 3.8 4.0 3.5 3.9 
Greece 4.1 4.3 4.0 4.6 3.7 4.0 
France 4.0 4.3 3.5 3.9 3.6 3.8 
Ireland 4.1 4.4 4.2 4.5 3.7 3.9 
Russia 4.3 4.6 4.4 4.7 3.5 4.0 
Scandinavian countries 3.9 4.4 4.2 4.1 3.6 3.9 
Western Europe 4.0 4.3 3.8 4.2 3.6 3.8 
Eastern Europe 3.9 4.4 3.7 4.0 3.5 3.8 
Middle East 3.3 3.9 3.5 3.4 3.3 3.6 
Gulf countries 3.7 4.1 2.8 3.2 3.5 3.8 
Other countries 3.4 4.1 4.0 4.2 3.6 3.9 

Age group       

Less than 20 3.9 4.0 3.7 3.8 3.7 3.8 
20-29 3.9 4.2 4.0 4.2 3.5 3.8 
30-39 3.9 4.3 4.0 4.3 3.6 3.8 
40-49 4.0 4.4 4.1 4.3 3.6 3.9 
50-59 4.1 4.4 4.2 4.4 3.7 4.0 
60 and above 4.1 4.4 4.2 4.4 3.8 4.0 

Education level       

No schooling 3.9 3.9 . . 3.6 3.7 
Elementary 4.4 4.6 4.2 4.7 3.8 3.8 
Secondary 4.0 4.3 3.8 4.2 3.7 3.9 
Post-secondary  4.0 4.4 4.2 4.4 3.8 4.0 
University 4.0 4.3 4.1 4.3 3.6 3.9 

Area of stay       

Protaras/Paralimni 3.9 4.3 3.8 4.2 3.9 4.0 
Ay. Napa 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.4 3.7 3.9 
Larnaca 3.8 4.4 3.8 4.0 3.8 4.0 
Limassol 4.1 4.4 4.0 4.2 3.5 3.9 
Paphos 4.1 4.4 4.3 4.5 3.5 3.9 
Polis 4.2 4.6 4.4 4.4 3.4 3.9 
Countryside 3.9 4.3 4.5 4.5 3.8 3.9 
Nicosia 3.2 3.4 3.9 4.3 3.6 3.9 

Areas visited       

Protaras/Paralimni 4.0 4.5 4.2 4.4 4.0 4.1 

Ay. Napa 3.9 4.2 3.9 4.4 3.7 3.9 

Larnaca 4.0 4.3 4.3 4.5 3.6 3.9 

Limassol 4.1 4.4 4.4 4.5 3.5 3.9 

Paphos 4.1 4.4 4.1 4.2 3.5 3.9 

Polis 4.1 4.3 3.5 3.8 3.8 3.9 

Countryside 3.8 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.8 

Hill resorts 4.0 4.3 3.5 3.8 3.3 3.7 
Nicosia 3.8 4.1 3.2 3.2 3.4 3.7 
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Travellers from the Gulf countries followed by those who visited Nicosia rated the 
value-for-money aspect of cruises, on average, the most unfavourably. On the other 
hand, tourists who stayed in the Countryside assigned on average the highest rating to 
the value-for-money aspect. In terms of the overall cruise experience tourists from 
Russia, respondents with elementary school education and interviewees who stayed in 
the Countryside remained the most content, while Nicosia visitors followed by those 
from the Gulf countries appear the least pleased. 

The price of staples was rated with the lowest average rating by the Hill Resorts 
visitors and tourists from the Middle East. Tourists who visited in Protaras/Paralimni 
rated the price of basic foods more generously than other tourist categories. The 
variation in the ratings of the different categories of tourists for the overall shopping 
experience in Cyprus was very small. Tourists who visited Protaras/Paralimni seemed 
happier with this aspect on average. Tourists from the Middle East, those without 
schooling as well as those who visited the Hill Resorts or Nicosia rated the overall 
experience of shopping, on average, slightly lower than the mean rating computed for 
the whole sample. 

4.9 CYPRUS OVERALL 

In this section tourists’ evaluations of specific aspects of Cyprus, namely the variety 
of experiences offered on the island, safety/security and hospitality, are presented. We 
also present and discuss the responses of travellers’ comparison of Cyprus, as a tourist 
destination, with other destinations, in terms of value for money, and with their 
expectations prior to their visit. Moreover, we consider the dimensions that influenced 
respondents’ evaluations the most and we discuss the results relating to the likelihood 
of a repeat visit by the travellers. 

Table 4.23 shows the percentages of tourists who rated different aspects of Cyprus 
with ratings between 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest). Of the three aspects presented in Table 
4.23, respondents were most pleased with hospitality, as more than one in two tourists 
stated complete satisfaction with this aspect and about 40% of interviewees responded 
with a rating 4. Safety and security on the island also satisfied to a great extent about 
95% of the travellers surveyed. The variety of experiences (for example the attractions 
or things to see and do while in Cyprus) satisfied tourists less than the other two 
aspects analysed in the table. The percentage of completely satisfied tourists with the 
variety of experiences in Cyprus is considerably lower than the corresponding 
percentage for the remaining aspects. 
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Table 4.23: Aspects of Cyprus 

Ratings Variety of experiences Safety and security Hospitality 

Lowest 1 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

2 0.6% 0.1% 0.1% 

3 11.3% 4.6% 4.7% 

4 57.5% 45.9% 39.4% 

Highest 5 30.4% 49.3% 55.8% 

Figure 4.2 shows the distribution of interviewees’ responses to the question 
‘Compared to other destinations you have recently visited, how would you rate 
Cyprus as a tourist destination in terms of value for money?’, over different options. 
The majority of tourists (65%) replied that they had found Cyprus about the same as 
other destinations in terms of value for money. However, about one in four tourists 
viewed Cyprus as more expensive than other destinations for the quality of goods and 
services offered on the island. A smaller share (8%) characterised Cyprus as better 
than other destinations they had visited recently, in value-for-money terms. 

Examining the responses by country, we find that more than half of the interviewees 
from the Eastern Europe, the Gulf countries and the Middle East stated that Cyprus 
was worse than other destinations in terms of value for money. In other words, the 
majority of tourists from these countries consider Cyprus as a more expensive 
destination compared to others (Table Ap. 18A). Additionally, the value for money in 
Cyprus was rated more unfavourably than in other destinations by young tourists (up 
to 29 years old) and travellers who obtained elementary or secondary education 
(Table Ap. 18B, Ap. 18C). 

Figure 4.2: Cyprus compared to other destinations in terms of value for money 
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Figure 4.3 shows the percentage of tourists who found Cyprus ‘better’, ‘about the 
same’ or ‘worse’ than what they had expected. More than 60% of the respondents said 
that Cyprus matched their expectations. A large percentage (35%) however, found 
Cyprus better than they had expected.  

Figure 4.3: Cyprus as a tourist destination compared tourists’ expectations 
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After the evaluation of the components of the tourist product and Cyprus, the 
interviewees were presented with a list of eleven dimensions and were asked to state 
up to three which had influenced their evaluations the most. Figure 4.4 shows tourists’ 
responses regarding the dimensions that most affected their ratings. The majority of 
tourists replied that restaurants, followed by the natural environment and 
accommodation had the largest impact in their assessment of the components of the 
Cypriot tourist product and Cyprus in general. 

Figure 4.4: Dimensions that influenced tourists’ evaluations 
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Tourists were asked to evaluate the probability that they would repeat their visit to 
Cyprus in the future. They could respond with a rating between 1 (lowest probability 
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of a repeat visit) and 5 (highest probability of a repeat visit). Figure 4.5 shows the 
percentages of travellers who rated their probability of a repeat visit. About 60% of 
tourists assigned the highest possible rating to a future visit to the island. 

Tourists from Greece, followed by those from the United Kingdom were the most 
likely to come to Cyprus again. Russians and tourists from the Gulf countries were 
also highly likely to revisit Cyprus. The least likely to repeat their visit to Cyprus 
were tourists from France and Germany (Table Ap. 19A). Moreover, travellers who 
were over 60 years of age or who were university graduates were slightly more likely 
to come to the island in the future (Table Ap. 19B, Ap. 19C). 

Figure 4.5: Likelihood of a repeat visit 
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Table 4.24 presents the average ratings for different categories of tourists for the 
following aspects: tourists’ overall stay in Cyprus, their likelihood of revisiting the 
island, the value-for-money of Cyprus compared to other tourist destinations and 
Cyprus as a tourist destination compared to travellers’ expectations. For the last two 
aspects interviewees could choose among the responses ‘better’, ‘about the same’ or 
‘worse’, which correspond to the ratings 1, 2 and 3. Thus, for the average ratings in 
the last two columns of Table 4.24, ratings approaching 1 are interpreted as a more 
favourable outcome for Cyprus’s performance as a tourist destination (a) in value-for-
money terms compared to other destinations and (b) compared to tourists’ 
expectations. In general, tourists appeared quite happy with their overall stay on the 
island, as the mean ratings for all categories exceed 4. The most content on average 
were travellers from Other countries, whereas the lowest average rating was computed 
for interviewees without schooling. Tourists from Greece, those who stayed in the 
Countryside and those who chose to stay in tourist villas were more likely than other 
tourist categories to repeat their visit. The least likely to revisit Cyprus in the future 
were travellers from France, followed by those from Germany and from Western 
Europe. 
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Table 4.24: Average ratings for various categories of tourists 

 Overall stay Repeat visit Value for money + Expectations+ 

Total 4.4 4.4 2.2 1.7 

Country of usual residence     

United Kingdom 4.3 4.6 2.0 1.7 
Germany 4.3 4.1 2.2 1.8 
Greece 4.5 4.7 2.2 1.6 
France 4.4 4.0 2.5 1.8 
Ireland 4.3 4.4 2.1 1.7 
Russia 4.4 4.5 2.1 1.7 
Scandinavian countries 4.3 4.2 2.3 1.6 
Western Europe 4.3 4.1 2.4 1.7 
Eastern Europe 4.4 4.2 2.5 1.6 
Middle East 4.4 4.4 2.7 1.7 
Gulf countries 4.5 4.6 2.5 1.6 
Other countries 4.6 4.5 2.4 1.6 

Age group     

Less than 20 4.3 4.3 2.3 1.6 
20-29 4.3 4.3 2.3 1.6 
30-39 4.3 4.4 2.2 1.7 
40-49 4.4 4.4 2.2 1.7 
50-59 4.4 4.5 2.2 1.7 
60 and above 4.4 4.5 2.1 1.7 

Education level     

No schooling 4.1 4.1 2.4 1.5 
Elementary  4.5 4.3 2.3 1.4 
Secondary 4.4 4.4 2.3 1.5 
Post-secondary 4.4 4.3 2.2 1.7 
University 4.3 4.5 2.1 1.7 

Area of stay     

Protaras/Paralimni 4.5 4.4 2.2 1.6 
Ay. Napa 4.4 4.3 2.3 1.6 
Larnaca 4.5 4.4 2.3 1.6 
Limassol 4.4 4.4 2.2 1.6 
Paphos 4.3 4.5 2.1 1.8 
Polis 4.4 4.5 2.1 1.6 
Nicosia 4.4 4.6 2.3 1.6 
Countryside 4.4 4.7 2.2 1.6 

Type of accommodation     

5* hotel 4.3 4.4 2.2 1.7 
4* hotel 4.3 4.3 2.2 1.7 
3* hotel 4.3 4.3 2.2 1.7 
A class apartment 4.3 4.2 2.3 1.7 
B class apartment 4.4 4.2 2.3 1.6 
Tourist village 4.3 4.2 2.2 1.8 
Tourist villa 4.5 4.7 2.0 1.6 
Other 4.4 4.3 2.2 1.6 

Note:+ The responses ‘better’, ‘about the same’ or ‘worse’ in these two questions are coded using the values 1, 2 
and 3, respectively. 
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The worst impressions of Cyprus as a tourist destination in terms of value for money 
were formed by visitors from the Middle East followed by those from France, Eastern 
Europe and the Gulf countries. Tourists who stayed in tourist villas were more 
approving of Cyprus compared to other destinations in value-for-money terms. 

Compared to their expectations before coming to Cyprus, tourists with elementary 
school education were the most satisfied on average with what they found in Cyprus. 
Tourists from Germany and France, those who stayed in Paphos and travellers who 
stayed in tourist villages appear rather disappointed in Cyprus compared to their 
expectations of what they would find on the island before their visit. 

The high average rating for repeat visit and the large proportion of tourists who 
responded with a rating of 5 indicate a high likelihood of returning to Cyprus and we 
could conclude that they reflected visitors’ satisfaction with Cyprus. The results of 
various studies in the literature (Beeho and Prentice 1997; Hallowell 1996; Pizam 
1994; Ross 1993) show a strong association among tourist satisfaction, travellers’ 
intention to repeat their visit to the destination and favourable word-of-mouth 
communication. Analogously, tourist satisfaction is found to be linked to travellers’ 
search for different destinations and negative word-of-mouth comments (Almnza et 
al. 1994; Peter and Olson 1987; Pizam 1994). However, the degree to which customer 
satisfaction affects repeat business and customer loyalty varies among industries 
(Fornell 1992) as well as among tourist destinations (Kozak and Rimmington 2000). 
Even where the destination fulfils tourists’ expectations, consumers may seek for 
similar but new experiences with different destinations (McDougall and Munro 1994). 
Some non-returning tourists simply prefer a completely new destination for every 
holiday. 



  
 
61

 
5. Analysis of Satisfaction Ratings 

5. ANALYSIS OF SATISFACTION RATINGS 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

The information presented in Chapter 4 provides a comprehensive picture of tourists’ 
perceptions of different aspects of Cyprus and the tourist experience it offers. The 
analysis helps identify specific aspects of the Cyprus tourist product that need to be 
improved either because they lag behind other aspects or because they do not meet the 
standards of international competition. This information is useful for formulating a 
general policy of tourism development, but the design of specific strategies requires a 
more detailed analysis. One would like to know more about the deeper causes behind 
the favourable or unfavourable ratings given by tourists. For example, it is useful to 
identify the particular aspects of the environment that tourists like or dislike. 
Moreover, it is useful to probe ratings on the basis of visitors’ socio-economic and 
demographic characteristics, their country of origin, etc. This will help policymakers 
formulate targeted policies that are designed to attract more-desirable tourists.  

This chapter aims to provide answers to questions like the ones raised above by 
employing the tools of econometric analysis in order to identify the factors that 
determine tourist satisfaction. We use probabilistic models that specify the probability 
of individuals giving a particular rating as a function of their demographic 
characteristics, the experiences had as a visitor in Cyprus and the activities engaged 
in. The analysis in the previous chapter revealed that ratings of 3 or lower were fairly 
uncommon; most tourists giving ratings of 4 or 5. For this reason the analysis in this 
chapter focuses on the probability that a tourist will give a rating of 5 rather than 4 or 
lower. Econometrically, this means that we estimated probit models with the 
dependent variable taking the value 1 if a rating of 5 was given and zero otherwise. 
Technical details regarding probit models can be found in Appendix 2. The results of 
the analysis are presented in a simplified format in order to be accessible to readers 
without any knowledge of econometrics. Interested readers can find complete tables 
of results in Appendix 3.  

In analysing the econometric results it is important to make comparisons across 
different aspects of the tourist product. In order to facilitate this the results are 
grouped according to the outcome of interest, rather than thematically. Section 5.2 and 
5.3 present the estimates of the probability of a top overall rating and a top value-for-
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money rating respectively. Section 5.4 presents the estimated effects of characteristics 
on the probability of a top overall stay rating and of high likelihood of a repeat visit. 
The effects of various characteristics on the probability that a tourist characterised 
Cyprus, as a tourist destination, as better than they expected or worse than others in 
value-for-money terms, are also shown. Section 5.5 provides a comparison of the 
results in different years. 

5.2 SATISFACTION RATINGS 

The aim is to estimate the determinants of complete tourist satisfaction with aspects of 
the tourist product, such as accommodation, restaurants, airports, etc. Results from the 
estimation of the probit model are reported in Table 5.1.11 Estimates are based on the 
entire sample of tourists who visited Cyprus in 2005-2008. Each column shows the 
results of regressing the overall rating for the particular aspect on various 
characteristics of individuals and their experience. The number provided represents 
the difference (in percentage terms) between two probabilities: the probability that an 
individual possessing that characteristic will give a top rating and the probability that 
an individual who does not possess that characteristic but is otherwise identical will 
give a top rating.12 As an example, consider the country of usual residence in the first 
column of Table 5.1, accommodation. The figures show how much more or less likely 
a resident of one of those countries is to give a top rating relative to a British resident. 
For example, a tourist from Germany has a 11% lower probability of giving a top 
rating than an otherwise identical tourist from Britain. A dash (“-”) in place of a 
number indicates that there is no statistically significant difference. Therefore, a 
tourist from the “Other countries” group is roughly equally likely to an identical 
British tourist to give a top rating in the overall experience aspect of accommodation. 
An empty cell means that the particular characteristic was not included in that 
regression13. In the case of accommodation the “Areas visited” group of variables was 
not included because it should not affect people’s assessment of their accommodation.  

There are two exceptions to the above interpretation. The variable “Logarithm of 
expenditure per person” is not a binary (on/off) characteristic but a continuous 
variable. The figure provided is the change in probability induced by a 1% change in 
expenditure per person. Hence, increasing expenditure by 1% increases the 
probability of a top rating for accommodation by 1 percentage point. The second 
exception is the variable “Total stay”, which is measured in the number of days. The 

___________________________________________________________ 
11 Detailed results of the probit models can be found in Appendix 3.  
12 The resulting change in probability is also known as “marginal effect”. 
13 The symbol “.” in a cell denotes that the effect of the particular characteristic could not be estimated 
due to multicollinearity. 
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estimate gives the change in probability resulting from staying one extra day. In the 
case of accommodation the probability increases by 0.2 percentage points.  

We now turn to a more complete discussion of the results. The first two variables aim 
to capture the respondent’s vacationing experience. Travellers were asked whether 
they vacation at least twice a year, once a year, or less than once a year. The excluded 
category includes those that go on holiday at least twice a year; hence results should 
be interpreted relative to that group. The estimates show a striking pattern of 
infrequent vacationers (once every two years or less) being less satisfied than more 
frequent travellers. This is true across the board for all aspects of the Cyprus tourist 
product except for the overall experience aspect of restaurants. The difference is 
particularly high in the case of transport, the built environment, entertainment, and 
cruises. A possible interpretation is that infrequent vacationers may have unduly high 
expectations and are more easily disappointed if things do not go exactly as expected. 
Comparing those who vacation once a year with more frequent vacationers we see 
mixed results. Once-yearly vacationers are more likely to be satisfied with 
accommodation, restaurants, taxi service, car rentals, infrastructure, shopping  and the 
environment but less so with the bus service, airports, parking spaces, pedestrian 
facilities, sites/monuments, trips, entertainment and cruises. 

The next group of variables are visitor characteristics. The first variable is the amount 
of expenditure per person, which was explained above. Visitors who spent more 
money were more likely to be satisfied with accommodation, restaurants and quality 
of activities and entertainment. This could be interpreted in two ways. Big spenders 
may be more satisfied simply because they spend more and can thus buy better quality 
accommodation and dining. On the other hand, it could also be that travellers who are 
generally satisfied are more likely to spend more. This latter interpretation is not, 
however, supported by the fact the big spenders proclaimed less satisfaction with 
every other aspect, notably the bus service, the environment and archaeological and 
cultural sites. Thus it seems more likely that big spenders were more satisfied because 
they purchased higher quality services. Also consistent with this interpretation is the 
finding that satisfaction with accommodation decreased with a decrease in the quality 
of the establishment, a striking pattern seen in the “Type of accommodation” section 
further down in the table. Overall these estimates offer a clear indication that higher 
quality establishments provide relatively more satisfaction than mid-quality hotels and 
apartments. The policy implication is also clear: Cyprus needs more high quality 
hotels and restaurants. At the same time, the fact that big spenders are less likely to be 
satisfied from aspects such as the environment, transportation, sites, trips and cruises 
is something that should raise an alarm among policy makers.  
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Table 5.1: Effects of characteristics on the satisfaction with components of the tourist product 
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Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)            
Once a year 10 18 -12 9 2 -1 -2 -5 - 1 3 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -4 10 -18 -9 -6 -5 -1 -5 - -1 - 

Visitor characteristics            
Larnaca airport      -14      
Logarithm of expenditure per person 1 1 -4 -1 - -1 -0.4 - -0.4 -0.5 -0.3 
Child/children in the travelling party 4 -6 8 -2 2 3 - 3 - - -2 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -8 -4 -12 -8 -5 - - -2 - -2 
First time in Cyprus -5 -2 -6 -5 -5 -1 -1 -2 -1 -3 

Country of usual residence (UK)            
Germany -11 -12 26 - - 2 - 8 - - -5 
Greece - 14 -15 13 15 - - 8 - 12 
France - -6 17 16 -4 -3 - - - - -2 
Ireland -3 4 14 8 7 - - - - - 4 
Russia 8 -5 20 - - - 2 11 1 - 
Scandinavian countries -6 -7 4 8 - -3 4 3 - -1 
Western Europe -3 - 13 6 -3 -2 4 2 1 - 
Eastern Europe -8 -8 8 3 - -3 6 - 2 -6 
Middle East or Gulf countries - - - 4 -6 -4 3 2 2 -6 
Other countries - - - 9 8 -4 3 -3 -1 - -4 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)            
Less than 30 -7 -7 -7 -9 - -3 2 - -1 - -3 
30-39 -3 - -9 -6 -5 -3 -1 -2 -1 -3 
40-49 -3 - -3 - -3 -1 - - -1 - -3 
60 and above - - - - - 2 -1 - - - 1 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)            
No schooling or elementary 18 5 22 - - 24 9 13 3 3 
Post-secondary or University 10 12 9 10 9 5 -1 3 - 4 

Trip characteristics            
Package tour -14 -17 -3 -23 -17 - -2 1 -1 -13 
Total stay (days) 0.2 -0.1 - 0.1 0.3 - -0.03 - - - 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)            
Protaras/Paralimn 6 12 -27 12 14 5 5 6 4 19 

Ay. Napa 3 3 -26 17 5 2 5 4 4 8 
Larnaca 7 14 -32 14 6 - - -4 - - 11 
Limassol -7 -6 -14 -6 -6 - - - - - - 
Polis 7 -8 - - - - 3 12 . - 
Nicosia -27 -11 -20 -11 -16 -4 -3 -4 -1 -4 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 10 13 -30 - 10 - 10 2 8 5 

Type of accommodation (4* hotel)            
5* hotel 13           
3* hotel -12           
1* or 2* hotel -26           
A/B/C class apartment -19           
Tourist village/villa -8           
Other paid accommodation 12           

Areas visited            
Protaras/Paralimni  18    3 -2 - - - 
Ay. Napa  -    - - - - - 3 
Larnaca  6    -2 - 5 1 1 -3 
Limassol  -    4 -1 -3 - - 3 
Paphos  10    - -1 2 - - 7 
Polis  5    - -2 -3 -2 -3 
Nicosia  -8    -5 1 4 -2 1 
Countryside  5    4 1 4 1 3 
Hill Resorts  -3    2 2 -4 1 - 
Occupied Areas  -3    -2 - 5 - - - 

Seasonality (July – September)            
January  – March 2 8 7 14 -4 -6 - - -1 - - 
April – June -2 -4 8 3 - -2 1 - -1 - -2 
October – December 7 4 -3 6 -3 -3 -2 2 -2 4 

Year (2005)            
  Year 2006 -2 2 12 - - 7 1 -2 - -1 14 
  Year 2007 4 - - 4 10 23 3 -  -1 17 
  Year 2008 7 5 38 12 -6 24 2 4  -2 16 
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Table 5.1 (cont.) 
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Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)            
Once a year 12 9 9 -3 -6 -15 -10 -11 -9 -12 -7 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -5 -4 -3 -16 -21 -18 -16 -24 -22 -15 -22 

Visitor characteristics            
Logarithm of expenditure per person  - 1 -1 -0.5 -2 -2 - 1 -7 -6 
Child/children in the travelling party -2 - -1 8 9 13 9 12 11 7 23 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -5 -6 -2 -12 -14 -17 -14 -10 -8 -14 -19 
First time in Cyprus -6 -6 -3 -6 -7 -6 -5 -7 -7 -4 -19 

Country of usual residence (UK)            
Germany - 4 3 17 23 17 21 27 22 6 -9 
Greece 12 9 11 - - 12 15 6 6 - - 
France 13 13 11 7 5 9 18 9 9 - -22 
Ireland 9 7 6 12 14 9 11 14 13 4 - 
Russia 2 9 - 23 29 19 13 22 21 20 15 
Scandinavian countries 10 10 8 8 6 18 23 8 9 4 - 
Western Europe 11 10 9 8 7 11 17 7 6 - - 
Eastern Europe 7 6 8 11 9 15 20 10 10 11 -28 
Middle East or Gulf countries 11 12 9 7 5 - - 10 10 -33 . 
Other countries - -7 - - -4 12 18 -10 -11 - -29 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)            
Less than 30 - -3 -4 - 2 3 3 8 7 - -18 
30-39 -4 -4 -5 -9 -10 -11 -9 -13 -12 -9 -29 
40-49 - -2 -3 -3 -2 -4 -3 -6 -5 -3 -22 
60 and above - - - 3 3 -5 -7 3 2 - - 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)            
No schooling or elementary 15 16 14 21 21 19 11 21 15 16 - 
Post-secondary or University 4 4 2 8 10 -3 -9 3 2 3 12 

Trip characteristics            
Package tour -23 -22 -22 -11 -9 -7 -14 -6 -10 7 17 
Total stay (days) - - - - - - -0.1 -0.1 -0.2 - -1 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)            
Protaras/Paralimni 37 38 30 17 13 22 25 22 26 -  
Ay. Napa 27 28 19 3 3 12 15 18 19 -11  
Larnaca 22 20 19 -10 -13 12 14 4 7 -7  
Limassol - - - -2 -2 6 5 6 5 -5  
Polis 14 25 8 33 38 23 7 31 33 -  
Nicosia - -5 - -13 -14 - - - - -29  
Countryside and Hill Resorts 12 8 12 - - - - -4 - -  

Areas visited            
Protaras/Paralimni 19 18 16 19 15 15 11 13 14 13  
Ay. Napa - - - -4 -2 - -2 - - -4  
Larnaca 2 - 2 -3 -6 -10 -7 -8 -7 -4  
Limassol -4 -3 -6 12 15 8 4 9 7 7  
Paphos 8 8 5 - -4 5 10 -5 -5 12  
Polis 16 16 10 20 22 22 19 25 25 15  
Nicosia -3 -4 -3 - -3 7 9 -3 -3 5  
Countryside 6 5 6 - 2 - - 2 - 3  
Hill Resorts -3 -4 -3 -8 -4 4 4 -4 -2 -  
Occupied Areas 2 - 2 -2 -8 3 6 -6 -6 -  

Seasonality (July – September)            
January  – March -7 -9 -11 -9 -6 5 8 -6 -8 7 - 
April – June -4 -6 -6 -10 -6 8 10 -4 -7 4 11 
October – December 8 10 1 5 6 4 6 15 13 - 30 

Year (2005)            
  Year 2006 30 33 40 31 18 3 4 12 15 -4 - 
  Year 2007 17 26 22 19 2 11 8 10 11 -32 - 
  Year 2008 19 28 28 29 19 11 4 11 14 -18 - 

The next two variables aim to capture features of the travelling party: whether 
children are included and whether the respondent is married (as opposed to being 
single, divorced, or widowed).  
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Visitors travelling with children were generally more likely to give a top rating than 
those travelling without children, something that bodes well for Cyprus’s reputation 
as a good destination for family vacations.  

There are a few exceptions to this: notably restaurants, the taxi service, shopping and 
the environment. This might indicate that Cyprus restaurants are not child-friendly. 
On the flip side, this also suggests that Cyprus does not do as well with singles or 
couples seeking a fun, adventurous vacation or a romantic getaway. This is reinforced 
by the next characteristic, which shows singles (divorced, widowed or never married) 
are across the board less likely to be satisfied than couples. This implies a policy 
choice. Cyprus can choose to exploit its advantage with families and more actively 
sell itself as a family destination. Or it can try and improve its image with singles by 
improving the aspects of the tourist product that would appeal to them. Trying to 
achieve both is also a possibility, though it requires some delicate balancing of the 
needs of two distinct populations of visitors.  

The next characteristic indicates whether the respondent is a first-time visitor to 
Cyprus. Across the board we see first-time visitors to be less satisfied than repeat 
visitors. This is understandable; visitors who choose to come back must have had a 
positive first experience and should be expected to be more satisfied than the typical 
first-timer. 

Next we have information about the visitor’s country of residence. The omitted 
country is the UK, so all estimates are relative to visitors from that country. There is 
substantial variation in the estimates for this characteristic, both across countries and 
across aspects. With respect to accommodation the estimates are mostly negative, 
with the exception of Russia. This means that Russians were generally the most 
satisfied visitors, followed by UK tourists. Differences across countries are quite 
substantial. For example, visitors from Germany had a probability of being satisfied 
that is 11 percentage points lower than that of British tourists and 19 points lower than 
Russian tourists. The same pattern holds for restaurants, with the exception of visitors 
from Greece who were by far the most satisfied group in this respect. Perhaps people 
do not want to stray too far from their culinary habits. 

Relative satisfaction by country of origin changes when we look at other aspects. 
With respect to the bus service the Germans and Russians were the most likely to be 
satisfied, with Greeks at the opposite end of the ranking, followed by the British. With 
respect to the taxi service the estimates are mostly positive, except that British were 
somewhat less satisfied than the rest. The Greeks, British and Irish were more 
satisfied with car rentals, with the French and visitors from the Middle East and 
Western Europe at the other end. Clearly this ranking has to do with the fact that 
driving in Cyprus is on the left-hand side of the road, which makes it tricky for most 
visitors with the exception of the British and Irish to drive a rental car. Satisfaction 
with airports does not seem to vary much with country of origin.   
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Moving on to the remaining aspects, we note that variation with respect to parking 
spaces, pedestrian and cycling facilities, the overall infrastructure and shopping are 
relatively small. On the other hand, there is substantial variation with respect to the 
built environment, archaeology and culture. But perhaps the notable pattern here is 
that the least satisfied visitors in all these respects were those from the UK. This is an 
important observation because the UK is an important source of tourists. The fact that 
they recorded dissatisfaction relative to other visitors is troubling and should be 
examined carefully by policymakers. Furthermore, tourists from Other countries and 
the UK were the least pleased with the variety and quality of activities and 
entertainment. Travellers from Russia were the most pleased with cruises, while those 
from Other countries and Eastern Europe were the most dissatisfied. 

The next group of variables capture variation in satisfaction by age group. Overall, 
differentiation of tourist satisfaction by age was fairly small. Visitors over 50 were the 
most satisfied with accommodation, bus service, cycling facilities, beaches 
environment protection and cruises. In the assessment of the airports, shopping, 
beaches and cruises we see a declining pattern, whereby older visitors were more 
satisfied than younger ones. Younger tourists appeared to be more satisfied with the 
sites and monuments, activities/entertainment, and parking spaces. 

The next variable in the analysis is education. Respondents are divided into three 
groups, those with up to secondary education (the omitted group), those with less than 
secondary and those with tertiary. There is a very clear differentiation between the 
groups. Visitors with the lowest education were substantially more likely to be 
satisfied than more educated tourists with every aspect except for restaurants, the taxi 
service, car rentals, shopping and cruises. The pattern, however, is not linear, as the 
least satisfied visitors in most cases were those with secondary education. Thus we 
cannot say that satisfaction decreased with the visitors’ educational level. It is still 
striking, however, that less educated visitors seemed to be so much more satisfied. Do 
they have lower expectations? This is something that requires further analysis.  

We next turn to characteristics of the trip. Visitors travelling on package holidays 
were substantially less likely to be satisfied than visitors making their own 
arrangements. This is true across the board, with the exception of pedestrian facilities, 
trips and cruises, where the reverse is true; it seems that tour operators do a good job 
of organising trips. The fact that package vacation buyers were relatively dissatisfied 
may be an indication that the mass-market appeal of Cyprus is waning and the tourist 
product needs to be upgraded.  

The next row in the table relates satisfaction with length of stay. Generally, visitors 
staying longer were more likely to be satisfied. There are exceptions, however, in the 
case of restaurants, sites/monuments, activities/entertainment and cruises. This finding 
may mask geographical distinctions since visitors on short trips must primarily come 
from the vicinity; mostly Greece, Israel and the rest of the Middle East. 
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The next group of variables reports tourist satisfaction by area of overnight stay, with 
Paphos being the omitted area. Looking at accommodation, those staying in the 
Countryside and Hill Resorts were the most satisfied, followed by visitors to Polis and 
Larnaca. Nicosia did very poorly in this respect. The same pattern holds true in the 
case of restaurants, where Larnaca came out on top, followed by Protaras/Paralimni, 
Hill and Countryside Resorts. Nicosia again did worst, closely followed by Polis. 
Interestingly, all areas of overnight stay left tourists completely dissatisfied with bus 
services while Nicosia and Limassol came bottom in satisfaction with car rentals and 
taxi services. The smaller resorts (Protaras, Ayia Napa, Polis, Hill and Countryside) 
did better than the bigger cities in terms of satisfaction with parking, pedestrian and 
cycling facilities, and shopping. 

Turning to evaluations of the natural environment (overall cleanliness, cleanliness of 
beaches and overall protection and preservation), we see that Protaras and Ayia Napa  
get the highest scores, followed by Larnaca, Polis and the Countryside. Paphos,  
Nicosia and Limassol came out worst in this respect. In terms of the built environment 
(overall image and preservation of the local character) Polis did best, followed by 
Protaras and Ayia Napa. Nicosia and Larnaca were at the bottom of the ranking.  

Protaras, Polis and Ayia Napa also came out on top in terms of satisfaction with 
archaeological and cultural sites and monuments. Countryside and Hill resorts do 
poorly here, as does – once again – Nicosia. Polis and Protaras gave the highest 
satisfaction in terms of activities and entertainment (variety and quality) as well, with 
Countryside and Hill Resorts and Paphos at the bottom of this particular ranking. 
Finally, with regard to organised trips within Cyprus, Nicosia’s vacationers seemed 
very dissatisfied, probably reflecting a lack of options for trips from this area. Ayia 
Napa and Larnaca also scored poorly in this respect.  

In addition to the area where they stay during a trip, tourists also visit other areas. 
Respondents to the survey were asked to name the areas they visited, so we were also 
able to compare their satisfaction ratings using that dimension. Starting with 
restaurants, we did not observe much variation except in the case of Nicosia, which 
once again obtained poor marks. We also did not see much variation in terms of 
parking, cycling and pedestrian facilities, overall infrastructure and shopping. There 
was more variation in ratings of the environment, sites and monuments and 
entertainment. Limassol, Nicosia and Hill Resorts were rated worst in terms of 
cleanliness and protection and preservation of the overall natural environment, with 
Protaras and Polis getting the highest marks. Tourists who visited Nicosia and Hill 
resorts rated the cleanliness of beaches the most unfavourably. In terms of the built 
environment we see Polis getting the highest scores, followed by Protaras and 
Limassol. Ayia Napa and the Hill Resorts get low ratings in this respect. In terms of 
sites and monuments and entertainment Polis again came on top, followed by 
Protaras. Larnaca again did poorly, as did Hill Resorts in terms of entertainment.  
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The last group of variables aim to capture temporal patterns in reported satisfaction. 
Tourists visiting in the spring (April-June) seemed to be less satisfied with 
accommodation, restaurants, airports, cycling facilities, built environment, shopping, 
environment and entertainment. Those visiting in the first half of the year were 
substantially more likely to be satisfied with the bus and taxi service, sites/monuments 
and trips than visitors after July. The high season was also not the best time for taxi 
services. This is reversed in the case of car rentals, and airports, where tourists were 
most satisfied in the high season and least satisfied in the winter (January-March). 
Variation in terms of parking, pedestrian, and cycling facilities was quite small. In the 
evaluation of the natural and built environment we observed visitors in the fall 
(October-December) being most satisfied, followed by high season visitors. Visitors 
in the first half of the year were relatively dissatisfied. This is consistent with the fact 
that Cyprus has not been able to develop as a winter destination. The same pattern is 
observed in the case of entertainment. Sites and monuments received relatively low 
marks from high-season travellers, which might reflect the fact that the height of the 
summer is not the best time to visit outdoor sites. With regard to trips and cruises, 
satisfaction was highest among spring and fall visitors. Again weather may be the 
problem for summer visitors, while availability might be the problem with winter 
visitors.  

The final variable aims to capture any changes across years. There was a notable 
increase in satisfaction with bus services, accommodation, restaurants, taxi services, 
airports, sites and monuments. Comparing the four years, there is a very clear 
differentiation. Visitors in 2008 were more likely to be satisfied with accommodation, 
restaurants, bus and taxi services, airports, pedestrian facilities and the local character 
of the built environment. In 2006 tourists appeared more satisfied with the natural 
environment and the overall image of the built environment.  

5.3 VALUE FOR MONEY 

This section analyses visitors’ value-for-money ratings for several aspects of the 
Cyprus tourist product. The results of the econometric estimation are reported in 
Table 5.2. Some of the patterns observed in the analysis of satisfaction ratings can 
also be observed here. For example, infrequent vacationers were the least likely to be 
satisfied in the value-for-money dimension, with the exception of restaurants. The 
most-frequent travellers (twice or more per year) were the most satisfied with the 
value for money of the bus service, trips, cruises and shopping while once-yearly 
vacationers gave the highest rating to accommodation, restaurants, the taxi service and 
car rentals.  

Visitors with higher spending per person gave better value-for-money ratings to 
accommodation, restaurants, car rentals, entertainment and shopping but worse ratings 
to the bus service and trips. Families with children were generally happier with every 
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aspect of the value-for-money variable with the exception of restaurants and the taxi 
service. Single individuals were less satisfied than married couples across the board. 
First-timers in Cyprus also tended to give lower value-for-money ratings than repeat 
visitors.  

Results with regard to country of residence are broadly similar to those for the 
satisfaction ratings, although there are also some notable differences, with, for 
example, Russian tourists giving the highest value-for-money ratings and Germans 
and East Europeans the lowest ratings with regard to accommodation. The same 
pattern is observed with respect to restaurants, with the exception of visitors from 
Greece and Ireland, who were the most satisfied. The pattern was reversed when it 
came to the bus service, where British tourists were the least satisfied while the 
Germans and Russians reported the highest value-for-money satisfaction. This 
variation may reflect differences in the price and quality of bus services in visitors’ 
home countries. With regard to the taxi service, the British appeared to be the least 
satisfied. There are some notable differences with respect to car rental, with visitors 
from Greece and from Other countries being most satisfied and the Germans and 
French as well as those from the Middle East/Gulf countries being the least satisfied. 
Again this may reflect differences in price and quality in their country of origin. 
Middle Eastern visitors gave the highest value-for-money ratings to activities, 
followed by Scandinavians. Tourists from ‘Other countries’, Western and Eastern 
Europe gave the lowest ratings. Russian visitors gave the highest value-for-money 
ratings for trips within Cyprus, with visitors from Middle East/Gulf and 
Scandinavians giving low ratings. In addition, Scandinavians and the Irish were the 
most pleased with cruises. This is the only aspect in which visitors from Scandinavian 
countries gave relatively high ratings. Looking at the value-for-money satisfaction 
with shopping, Greeks and Russians appeared to be the most satisfied. 

Differentiation with respect to age group is fairly large and some clear patterns can be 
observed. The most notable observation to make is that, with the exception of 
accommodation, restaurants and entertainment, the 50-59 group was generally the 
most satisfied with value for money. This is not surprising since similar results 
appeared also in the satisfaction ratings. With respect to education we observe also the 
same pattern as in the case of satisfaction ratings. Visitors with the least education 
generally gave the highest value-for-money ratings, followed by those with post-
secondary education. Tourists on package vacations were less satisfied with the value 
for money they received on all measures except tours and cruises. Visitors staying for 
longer generally gave better ratings for accommodation, the bus service and car rental. 

There is a fair amount of differentiation depending on area of stay. Those staying in 
the Protaras/Paralimni, Ayia Napa and Larnaca areas tended to give high ratings for 
value for money in almost every aspect. Tourists staying in the Countryside and Hill 
Resorts also appeared to be very satisfied across the board except with the bus service 
and shopping. 
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Table 5.2: Effects of characteristics on the satisfaction with the value for money aspect of the components of 
the tourist product 
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Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year) 
Once a year 9 14 -7 9 5 - -3 -6 -5 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -7 8 -10 -6 - -3 -3 -22 -3 

Visitor characteristics          
Logarithm of expenditure per person 3 1 -4 - 1 1 -4 - 1 
Child/children in the travelling party 2 -2 8 -3 2 5 4 14 2 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -6 -3 -11 -4 - -7 -4 - -3 
First time in Cyprus -3 -2 -4 -4 -3 -3 -2 -6 -1 

Country of usual residence (UK)          
Germany -12 -15 20 - -11 - - - - 
Greece - 9 - 10 11 13 - . 7 
France -4 -7 16 8 -6 7 - -14 -8 
Ireland -3 3 11 4 5 8 - 14 - 
Russia 4 - 17 - - 6 13 - 6 
Scandinavian countries -6 -9 - 4 -4 7 -4 20 -6 
Western Europe -4 -2 8 3 -4 4 - -13 -5 
Eastern Europe -10 -12 - - - 5 - -26 -10 
Middle East or Gulf countries -5 -5 - - -9 15 -15 - -10 
Other countries -8 - 17 4 11 -5 - -15 -6 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)          
Less than 30 -6 -8 -7 -7 -5 -6 - -11 -3 
30-39 - - -13 -5 -4 -11 -5 -16 -5 
40-49 -3 - -5 - -4 -5 - -14 -3 
60 and above 3 4 - - - 6 - - - 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)          
No schooling or elementary 19 - 18 - - 19 11 -16 11 
Post-secondary or University 9 11 11 5 6 7 - - 4 

Trip characteristics          
Package tour -13 -12 -9 -20 -17 -9 3 7 -6 
Total stay (days) 0.1 -0.1 0.1 - 0.2 -0.1 - -1 -0.1 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)          
Protaras/Paralimni 11 9 -5 18 17 18 10  9 
Ay.Napa 7 - - 19 7 9 5  - 
Larnaca 10 8 3 18 8 14 10  2 
Limassol -5 -5 - - - - -  - 
Polis 6 - - - -15 13 -  6 
Nicosia -24 -11 - -4 -8 -4 -13  - 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 11 11 -23 4 12 3 11  -2 

Type of accommodation (4* hotel)          
5* hotel 12         
3* hotel -9         
1* or 2* hotel -21         
A/B/C class apartment -15         
Tourist village/villa -6         
Other paid accommodation 15         

Areas visited          
Protaras/Paralimni  15    15 8  9 
Ay. Napa      - -  -1 
Larnaca  5    2 -  -3 
Limassol  -    2 -  3 
Paphos  7    - 9  -1 
Polis  3    17 5  7 
Nicosia  -7    -6 3  -5 
Countryside  6    - 2  1 
Hill Resorts  -3    -2 7  3 
Occupied Areas  -3    -4 -  -3 

Seasonality (July – September)          
January – March - 2 - 4 - - 5 - -4 
April – June -4 -4 - -3 -6 -4 - - -5 
October – December 8 2 -9 5 -8 13 - 19 1 

Year (2005)          
  Year 2006 - - -6 4 8 14 11 - 6 
  Year 2007 6 4 3 4 9 13 -22 -13 23 
  Year 2008 9 11 33 15 -2 15 -10 - 27 
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It seems that Larnaca provided good value for money even though overall satisfaction 
was not as high as in other places. Nicosia again stands out as providing the least 
satisfaction in value for money of accommodation, restaurants, the taxi service, car 
rentals, entertainment and trips.  

Visitors’ value-for-money rating according to type of accommodation exhibits the 
same pattern as in the case of satisfaction ratings: visitors were less satisfied the 
further down the quality ladder their accommodation was positioned. This is indeed a 
striking pattern. 

Differentiation according to areas visited was fairly small. Some notable exceptions 
include Nicosia’s bad marks with regard to restaurants, entertainment and shopping, 
the high marks for the Protaras/Paralimni area for activities and restaurants and 
Polis’s good performance with respect to activities and entertainment.  

The next group of variables picks up seasonal aspects of value-for-money ratings. 
Spring visitors generally gave the lowest ratings, just as they did for overall 
satisfaction. The only exception was for the bus service and car rentals, where the fall 
visitors were less satisfied. Interestingly, summer visitors were the most satisfied with 
car rentals and the bus service, while fall visitors gave the best ratings to 
accommodation, restaurants, the taxi service, activities and entertainment and cruises. 
Finally, comparing 2008 with the three previous years we observe an improvement in 
the ratings of all aspects except for car rentals and trips.  

5.4 OVERALL RATING OF CYPRUS 

Having examined each aspect of the Cyprus tourist product separately, we now look 
at the overall ratings. In Table 5.3 we present the results from estimating a regression 
of the overall rating on the aspect-specific ratings. The purpose of the regression is to 
identify which aspects of the tourist product determined the overall rating and 
therefore can be thought of as the main factors affecting visitors’ satisfaction. The 
results identify three aspects that are of primary importance: the variety of 
experiences, safety and security, and hospitality. A second set of aspects that is also 
important includes archaeological and cultural sites and monuments, the built 
environment, and cleanliness of the natural environment, as well as diversity of the 
cultural and natural environment. Visitors in 2007 rated their overall stay more 
favourably than tourists in other years. 

The second set of results in Table 5.3 is from estimating a regression of the stated 
likelihood of a repeat visit on the various component ratings. Tourists who gave a 
high rating to the variety of experiences were the most likely to return to Cyprus. 
Other aspects that tended to increase the likelihood of a repeat visit were high 
satisfaction levels with restaurants, accommodation, shopping and the value-for-
money aspect of entertainment. A rather counter-intuitive finding is the negative 
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association of increased satisfaction with protection/preservation of the natural 
environment, safety and security, archaeological/cultural sites and monuments and 
with the quality and variety of activities, with tourists’ intentions to revisit the island. 
However, this finding might reflect travellers’ tendency to explore new destinations 
and experiences. Tourists who visited Cyprus in 2007 and 2008 were more likely to 
return than those who came in 2005 and 2006. 

Table 5.3: Effects of component/aspect ratings on overall stay satisfaction and repeat visit 

 Overall stay Repeat visit 
Variety of experiences 74 23 
Safety and security 46 -18 
Hospitality 57 5 
Accommodation - 14 
Restaurants - 17 
Cleanliness of environment 6 - 
Protection/preservation of environment -7 -10 
Built environment 11 5 
Archaeological, cultural sites and monuments 18 -15 
Infrastructure - 10 
Activities and entertainment opportunities – variety -22 -14 
Activities and entertainment opportunities – quality - -4 
Activities and entertainment opportunities – value for money - 8 
Shopping in Cyprus - 15 
Extent of diversity in terms of cultural and natural environment 7 - 
Year 2006 - 5 
Year 2007 22 19 
Year 2008 -28 19 

In Table 5.4 we report the results from four regressions. The first one estimates the 
probability of complete satisfaction with overall stay, as a function of visitor and trip 
characteristics. To a large extent the results mirror what was observed in the analysis 
of aspect-specific ratings. For example, we see that families with children were more 
likely to be satisfied than single individuals, first-timers were less likely to be satisfied 
than repeat visitors and less-educated individuals were more satisfied than more 
educated ones. But there are also some notable departures. One striking outcome is 
that visitors from Greece were most satisfied among all countries of origin, even 
though Greeks tended to be less satisfied with some of the individual aspects 
examined in this chapter. This may be because of the strong cultural links between 
Greece and Cyprus. Also, the pattern with which accommodation type affected 
satisfaction with the overall experience and the value-for-money aspect of 
accommodation (higher satisfaction was associated with more luxurious types) is not 
apparent in the case of overall stay. Tourists on package holidays tended to be less 
satisfied with their overall stay than those who made their own arrangements. 
Protaras/Paralimni and Larnaca created the best impressions for area of overnight 
stay. Tourists who used a hired car, taxi, or participated in trips within Cyprus were 
less likely to state complete satisfaction with their stay. For most aspects examined 
earlier we found that during the period April – June tourists were the least pleased; the 
same holds true for their overall stay. Tourists who visited the island in 2007 appeared 
happier with their overall stay. 
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Table 5.4: Effects of characteristics on the satisfaction with Cyprus 

 
Overall stay Repeat visit Expectations prior  

to the visit1 
Value for money compared to 

other destinations2 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)     
Once a year 2 9 -8 7 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -3 -5 -8 11 

Visitor characteristics     
Logarithm of expenditure per person -1 3 2 - 
Child/children in the travelling party 3 -3 -2 - 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -6 7 - - 
First time in Cyprus -7 -14 -4 5 

Country of usual residence (UK)     
Germany 3 -31 -5 22 
Greece 23 10 -5 - 
France - -33 -8 40 
Ireland 3 -11 -3 8 
Russia 3 -11 3 6 
Scandinavian countries 4 -18 2 22 
Western Europe - -26 -3 33 
Eastern Europe 4 -27 7 37 
Middle East or Gulf countries 6 -10 -6 60 
Other countries 11 -13 -3 36 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)     
Less than 30 -3 -3 13 - 
30-39 -11 - 7 2 
40-49 -5 - 2 2 
60 and above - 2 -3 - 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)     
No schooling or elementary 17 -7 4 6 
Post-secondary or University 3 3 -12 -6 

Trip characteristics     
Package tour -18 -11 -5 -5 
Total stay (days) - 0 0.1 0.1 
Hired a car -4 11 -2 -4 
Used a taxi -8 - -4 -5 
Used a bus - -3 -10 -2 
Participation in organised trips -8 6 -15 -6 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)     
Protaras/Paralimni 15 -4 11 13 
Ay.Napa 2 -8 16 13 
Larnaca 11 -2 14 15 
Limassol -3 -14 14 5 
Polis 6 - 19 - 
Nicosia - -12 11 15 
Countryside and Hill Resorts - 7 18 6 

Type of accommodation (4* hotel)     
5* hotel -2 8 - 2 
3* hotel - - -3 - 
1* or 2* hotel -5 -9 - 7 
A/B/C class apartment -3 -6 -3 7 
Tourist village/villa 2 -4 5 - 
Other paid accommodation 21 - -16 11 
Free accommodation   - 16 -2 4 

Areas visited     
Protaras/Paralimni 20 7 -10 4 
Ay. Napa 2 - - 2 
Larnaca - 4 -3 - 
Limassol - -4 -8 -5 
Paphos 12 4 - 3 
Polis 18 -4 -9 2 
Nicosia - - 5 4 
Countryside  - 3 - -4 
Hill Resorts -4 -6 10 - 
Occupied Areas 8 -5 6 5 

Seasonality (July – September)     
January  – March -3 6 -2 - 
April – June -8 6 - - 
October – December - 5 6 2 

Year (2005)     
  Year 2006 15 -6 10 -3 
  Year 2007 27 8 -11 -3 
  Year 2008 11 12 -12 -4 
Note: 1 It refers to the case where tourists responded that Cyprus exceeded their expectations.  
2 It refers to the case where tourists stated that Cyprus is worse than other destinations in value for money terms.  
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The second regression probes the determinants of a high likelihood of a repeat visit. 
An encouraging finding is that big spenders were more likely to visit again. The 
opposite was true of first-time visitors in comparison to repeat visitors. Tourists from 
France and Germany were the least likely to visit again, which is not surprising given 
that they were rather discontented with a number of aspects of the Cypriot tourist 
product. Greeks were the most likely to return, possibly due to an affinity with 
Cyprus. Coming to Cyprus on a package tour and using a bus appeared to be deterrent 
factors for tourists to revisit. The opposite occurred with hired cars and participation 
in organised trips. 

Travellers who stayed in Limassol and Nicosia were the least likely to return, which is 
not an unexpected result as visitors staying in Nicosia and Limassol gave 
unfavourably ratings to a number of aspects examined earlier. Tourists who opted for 
more luxurious accommodation were more likely to repeat their visit. The highest 
likelihood of revisit though came from those in free accommodation, i.e., those 
staying with friends/relatives or in their own residence. Travellers who visited the 
island during the first half of the year exhibited a greater willingness to revisit Cyprus 
than those visiting in the second half. Moreover, tourists who visited the island in 
2008 were the most likely to return. 

The third set of results in Table 5.4 shows the effects of various characteristics on the 
probability of Cyprus, as a tourist destination, exceeding visitors’ expectations. For 
travellers with children, infrequent tourists, first-comers, package tourists, as well as 
for those from Germany, Greece, France, Ireland, Western Europe, the Middle 
East/Gulf and from Other countries, Cyprus did not live up to their expectations. 
Those taking a holiday more than once a year, big spenders, tourists from Russia, 
Eastern Europe and the Scandinavian countries, younger tourists (less than 30) and 
less educated travellers were more likely to find Cyprus a better destination than they 
expected. Out of all the areas of overnight stay, Paphos let visitors down the most, 
while the Countryside/Hill Resorts and Polis pleased them the most out of all the 
areas visited. The use of any form of transport as well as participation in organised 
trips made respondents less likely to state that Cyprus exceeded their expectations. 
Tourists who visited Cyprus during the January – March season and during the years 
2007 and 2008 were the least likely to find that Cyprus exceeded their expectations. 

The last column of Table 5.4 presents the effects of characteristics on the probability 
of a tourist stating that Cyprus was worse than other destinations in value-for-money 
terms. The majority of characteristics examined had a positive effect on this 
probability, indicating that many categories of tourists considered Cyprus as a more 
expensive destination than others. Tourists in the 50-59 year age group in comparison 
to younger interviewees, and those more educated in comparison to those less 
educated, were less likely to characterise Cyprus as worse than other destinations in 
value-for-money terms. Moreover, the use of any form of transport, as well as the 
choice of package tour and the participation in organised trips, enhanced tourists’ 
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impressions of Cyprus. Looking at the areas visited, tourists found Limassol and the 
Countryside less expensive than other areas. Travellers from the Middle East and the 
Gulf countries, followed by those from France, formed the worst opinion of Cyprus in 
terms of value for money. Other groups of tourists who appear quite displeased with 
the price-quality mix of goods and services in Cyprus were tourists who stayed in 
Nicosia and Larnaca, those who chose 1* or 2* hotels, A/B/C class apartments or 
other paid accommodation, and respondents who visited the occupied areas.  

The last variable in the table quantifies the difference in the probability of satisfaction, 
or dissatisfaction in the case of value for money, between the years of the survey. In 
comparison with 2005 we observe an improvement in the value-for-money aspect of 
Cyprus in the following years. Nevertheless, as mentioned above data for more years 
are needed to identify certain trends in the results and to be able to determine 
enhancement or deterioration over time in the different components of the tourist 
product. 

5.5 COMPARISONS OVER TIME 

Percentages of fully satisfied tourists 

The graphs in the first column of Figure 5.1 show the percentages of completely 
satisfied tourists, i.e. those who rated with a 5 their overall experience of the different 
attributes of the Cypriot tourist product. The graphs in the second column of Figure 
5.1 show the average difference in the percentages of completely satisfied tourists 
between years 2005 and 2008 ( i.e. the average change), for the components examined 
in the first column. A positive percentage differential indicates that the proportion of 
completely satisfied travellers with the particular attribute of the tourist product 
increased on average in the years 2005-2008. 

In these four years we observe an increase in the proportion of fully-satisfied tourists 
for the majority of the components of the tourist product. However, the percentage of 
respondents who rated hired cars, infrastructure, organised trips within Cyprus and 
cruises outside the island with a 5, decreased on average. The largest improvement, 
measured as an increase in the percentage of completely satisfied travellers, was for 
buses and the built environment, whereas the greatest decrease on average from 2005 
to 2008 in the percentage of fully pleased travellers was recorded for organised trips. 

In the case of restaurants the average increase in the frequency of rating 5 possibly 
came from greater tourist satisfaction with cleanliness, location, quality of food, 
choice of food and with service. 

For the bus service, an increase in the frequency of a rating of 5 was observed in the 
aspects of frequency, condition of vehicles and value for money. On average, 
therefore, tourists rated their overall experience of the buses more favourably.  
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Figure 5.1: Complete satisfaction with overall experience, 2005-2008 
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In the case of hired cars, the main reason for lower satisfaction was the smaller 
percentage of interviewees responding with a 5 in 2008, for all aspects of the car hire 
service examined. In particular, the lowest ratings in 2008 were for the cost of hiring 
cars. 

The enhanced picture for taxis stems from an increased satisfaction with all of the 
examined aspects in 2008. The large increase in complete satisfaction from 2005 to 
2008 was associated with the greater tourist satisfaction with the condition of taxis 
and the routes of the intercity taxi service. 

The improvement in the satisfaction ratings for the built environment is probably due 
to the higher percentages of tourists completely satisfied with all aspects, that is with 
cleanliness, aesthetics, and with the preservation of local character. In addition, the 
increase in overall ratings of archaeological/cultural sites and monuments is possibly 
due to the fact that more interviewees stated complete satisfaction with facilities, 
hours of operation and value for money in all years except for 2006. Moreover, ports, 
road signs, public restrooms as well as the road network were the most likely causes 
of decreased complete satisfaction with the infrastructure. In all four years parking 
spaces, cycling facilities and public restrooms displeased tourists more than other 
aspects of the infrastructure. 

Of the three dimensions of activities and entertainment opportunities investigated, i.e. 
variety, quality and value for money, the latter is associated with the largest positive 
percentage differential between 2005 and 2008. The more favourable opinion in 2006, 
2007 and 2008 with the value-for-money dimension of activities and entertainment 
comes possibly from the higher proportion of tourists who were completely pleased 
with the following aspects: amusement/theme parks, nightlife and attendance at 
cultural events. 

The decline in the proportion of travellers who stated complete satisfaction with trips 
and cruises is associated the lower complete satisfaction rates recorded for almost all 
individual aspects of trips and cruises. 

In contrast, in 2006, 2007 and 2008, the surprising increase in the percentage of fully 
satisfied tourists recorded for all aspects of shopping led to a more favourable rating 
of the overall shopping experience. 

The percentage of tourists completely satisfied with their overall stay in Cyprus in 
2006 is higher than in 2005, but lower than in 2007 and 2008 (Figure 5.2). Overall, 
the percentages of completely satisfied tourists are significantly higher for 2007. This 
finding is probably explained by the fact that in 2007 most of the components of the 
Cypriot tourist product fully satisfied a higher percentage of travellers than in other 
years.  
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Figure 5.2: Complete satisfaction with overall stay, 2005 - 2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Probability of complete satisfaction and average change  

In this section we compare the satisfaction probabilities over time for the period 2005-
2008 and any improvements or deterioration reported through the average change in 
the probability of satisfaction between the four years. The probabilities of satisfaction 
and average changes from 2005 to 2008 are calculated for various groups of variables, 
for example in the case of the probability of satisfaction with accommodation  
calculations are based on the areas of overnight stay, country of usual residence and 
accommodation category.14 The average change is calculated as the average of the 
change in the probability of satisfaction between 2006 and 2005, 2007 and 2006, 2008 
and 2007. 

Figures 5.3 and 5.4 show the probability of complete tourist satisfaction with the 
overall experience and the value-for-money aspect of accommodation, respectively, 
for different categories of accommodation. The average change for the period 2005-
2008 is also reported. The probability of complete satisfaction with the overall 
experience and with value for money increased on average for the four years of the 
study (2005-2008) for tourists in 3* hotels, apartments, tourists villas/villages and in 
the category of other paid accommodation. The largest improvement in the 
satisfaction probability over the four years was for tourist villages/villas and for other 
paid accommodation, while the biggest decrease in satisfaction was among tourists in 

___________________________________________________________ 
14 The probabilities presented in Tables 5.5-5.10 and Figures 5.3-5.6 are derived from estimated probit 
models with dependent variables as those described earlier in this chapter (binary variables with the 
value 1 indicating complete satisfaction and the value of zero otherwise) and independent variables the 
areas of overnight stay or the countries of usual residence, depending on the component under 
examination; in the case of accommodation the different accommodation categories are used. 
Furthermore, to capture the effect between the four years we use dummy variables for observations 
referring to 2006, 2007 and 2008 as well as interactions of these dummy variables with the relevant 
group variables (areas of stay, countries of residence or accommodation categories) in each case. The 
symbol “.” that appears in some cells of Tables 5.5-5.10 indicates that the effect of the particular 
area/country in a certain year on the probability of satisfaction could not be estimated due to 
multicollinearity 
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2* and 1* hotels. In this case, however, using the average change is not a reliable 
indicator, since the negative average change is due to the very low probability of 
complete satisfaction with accommodation in 2008, though it still captures the 
deterioration in tourist satisfaction with some accommodation types (5*, 4*, 2* and 
1* hotels). 

 

Figure 5.3: Probability of complete satisfaction with accommodation (overall experience), 2008  and average 
change, by accommodation type 
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Figure 5.4: Probability of complete satisfaction with accommodation (value for money),2008 and average 
change, by accommodation type, 
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The same pattern is found (see Figure 5.4) in relation to value for money. Travellers 
who stayed in tourist villages/villas or who used Other types of accommodation were 
the most likely to be completely pleased with the price they paid for their 
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accommodation. Again, the negative average change for 2* and 1* hotels is due to the 
low probability of complete satisfaction in 2008. 

Table 5.5: Probability of complete satisfaction (overall experience), 2008 and average change, by area of 
overnight stay 
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 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 

Paphos 0.33 -0.01 0.69 0.09 0.18 -0.04 0.25 -0.05 0.45 -0.09 0.10 0.01 
Protaras 0.54 0.06 0.42 0.13 0.59 0.13 0.58 0.11 0.44 0.03 0.38 0.10 
Ay.Napa 0.65 0.12 0.47 0.14 0.68 0.17 0.77 0.19 0.56 0.12 0.40 0.12 
Larnaca 0.56 0.03 0.37 0.11 0.62 0.13 0.41 0.01 0.53 -0.05 0.31 0.08 
Limassol 0.26 -0.02 0.38 0.03 0.26 0.00 0.20 -0.05 0.43 -0.05 0.13 0.02 
Polis 0.41 0.07 0.67 0.09 0.12 . 0.30 -0.03 0.45 . 0.03 0.00 
Nicosia 0.38 0.03 0.12 0.03 0.36 0.05 0.47 0.07 . . 0.21 0.06 
Other 0.43 0.02 0.18 . 0.36 0.08 0.40 0.01 0.42 -0.02 0.15 0.00 

Table 5.5 shows the probability that tourists stated complete satisfaction with their 
overall experience of restaurants, buses, taxis, hired cars, trips and shopping in 2008, 
and the four years average change, for the different areas of overnight stay. Tourist 
satisfaction with the overall experience of buses and shopping increased on average 
the over the four years in all areas under consideration, but results across different 
areas are mixed for the remaining components in Table 5.5. Protaras/Paralimni and 
Ayia Napa are the areas where all components shown in Table 5.5 improved (in terms 
of completely satisfied travellers), while Paphos is the area where we observe the 
fewest components with increased probabilities of full satisfaction during 2005-2008. 

Table 5.6: Probability of complete satisfaction (value for money), 2008 and average change, by area of 
overnight stay 
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 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 
Paphos 0.35 0.02 0.72 0.12 0.15 0.00 0.22 -0.01 0.16 -0.05 0.43 0.12 
Protaras 0.51 0.08 0.63 0.09 0.52 0.11 0.47 0.08 0.27 -0.01 0.30 0.09 
Ay.Napa 0.57 0.12 0.67 0.07 0.57 0.14 0.54 0.13 0.37 0.05 0.22 0.06 
Larnaca 0.51 0.06 0.86 0.14 0.53 0.11 0.26 -0.02 0.38 -0.07 0.18 0.05 
Limassol 0.25 -0.01 0.58 0.02 0.21 0.00 0.18 -0.04 0.26 -0.03 0.16 0.04 
Polis 0.57 0.12 0.67 0.10 0.12 . 0.12 0.00 0.39 . 0.65 . 
Nicosia 0.30 0.02 0.63 0.07 0.29 0.04 0.35 0.02 . . 0.18 0.05 
Other 0.39 -0.01 0.45 . 0.30 0.08 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.07 0.12 -0.01 

The value for money attribute (Table 5.6) for buses and taxis, appears to improve over 
the four years in most areas examined. In Protaras, tourist satisfaction with hired cars 
increased on average, however this average increase exists due to the very high 
probability of complete satisfaction in 2006. The probability of tourist satisfaction 
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with the cost of restaurants increased on average during 2005-2008 in all areas except 
for Limassol and Other areas. 

The comparison of probabilities continues in Tables 5.7 and 5.8, where the average 
change in the probability of complete satisfaction with aspects of the natural and built 
environment, archaeological/cultural sites and the infrastructure are presented for 
different areas of tourists’ overnight stay.  

Table 5.7: Probability of complete satisfaction (natural and built environment), 2008 and average change, 
by area of overnight stay 

 C
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 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 
Paphos 0.14 0.00 0.19 0.02 0.12 0.02 0.14 0.03 0.40 0.03 0.57 0.05 
Protaras 0.55 0.09 0.57 0.08 0.52 0.13 0.55 0.13 0.56 0.16 0.53 0.14 
Ay. Napa 0.68 0.14 0.69 0.12 0.61 0.16 0.65 0.17 0.66 0.20 0.60 0.16 
Larnaca 0.59 0.14 0.63 0.17 0.50 0.13 0.59 0.17 0.46 0.14 0.35 0.07 
Limassol 0.21 0.02 0.27 0.05 0.17 0.02 0.21 0.05 0.19 0.01 0.20 -0.01 
Polis 0.14 -0.04 0.49 0.08 0.11 -0.01 0.26 0.04 0.63 0.02 0.79 0.03 
Nicosia 0.22 0.04 0.56 0.14 0.18 0.05 0.50 0.14 0.12 0.03 0.08 0.00 
Other 0.34 0.07 0.33 0.09 0.31 0.07 0.32 0.10 0.36 0.08 0.36 0.06 

Over the four years, on average, tourists in all areas, except for Limassol and Polis, 
appeared much more pleased with all aspects of the natural environment, namely, 
cleanliness and protection and preservation of beaches, and of the overall natural 
environment. The satisfaction probabilities computed for the built environment (local 
character) are higher for all areas, the exception being Limassol (mainly because of 
the large negative change in the probability of complete satisfaction from 2006 to 
2007). 

Table 5.8: Probability of complete satisfaction (archaeological/cultural sites, monuments and 
infrastructure), by area of overnight stay, 2008 and average change 

 

A
rc

h.
/c

ul
tu

ra
l 

si
te

s a
nd

 
m

on
um

en
ts

 
(o

ve
ra

ll 
im

ag
e)

 

A
rc

h.
/c

ul
tu

ra
l 

si
te

s a
nd

 
m

on
um

en
ts

 
(p

re
se

rv
at

io
n)

 

In
fr

as
tru

ct
ur

e 
(p

ar
ki

ng
) 

In
fr

as
tru

ct
ur

e 
(p

ed
es

tri
an

 
fa

ci
lit

ie
s)

 

In
fr

as
tru

ct
ur

e 
(c

yc
lin

g 
fa

ci
lit

ie
s)

 

In
fr

as
tru

ct
ur

e 
(o

ve
ra

ll 
im

ag
e)

 

 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 
Paphos 0.52 0.01 0.37 -0.03 0.05 0.004 0.33 0.07 0.00 -0.01 0.01 -0.009 
Protaras 0.71 0.12 0.75 0.10 0.12 0.005 0.08 -0.01 0.03 -0.02 0.05 -0.004 
Ay.Napa 0.91 0.18 0.91 0.16 0.08 0.000 0.11 0.00 0.02 -0.02 0.05 0.000 
Larnaca 0.81 0.08 0.85 0.09 0.06 0.010 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 -0.004 
Limassol 0.56 0.01 0.64 0.04 0.09 0.017 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.01 -0.009 
Polis 0.80 0.02 0.38 -0.09 0.05 0.000 0.48 0.09 . . . . 
Nicosia 0.68 0.11 0.75 0.12 0.02 0.003 0.09 -0.01 . . 0.01 -0.001 
Other 0.55 0.12 0.57 0.13 0.15 0.017 0.09 0.00 0.04 -0.01 0.04 -0.009 
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Satisfaction with the archaeological/cultural sites and monuments (overall image and 
preservation) exhibited a considerable improvement over 2005-2008 since in only two 
(Paphos and Polis) out of the eight areas was the average change in the probability of 
complete satisfaction negative. The overall image of the infrastructure as well as all of 
its aspects analysed i.e. parking spaces, pedestrian and cycling facilities, appeared to 
be the most problematic components of the Cypriot tourist product since they were 
associated with the lowest probabilities of complete satisfaction in all years. Of all the 
aspects of the infrastructure examined in Table 5.8, cycling and pedestrian facilities as 
well as parking spaces satisfied tourists the least as the average changes in the 
probability of travellers stating complete satisfaction were mostly zero or negative for 
all areas. As a result, tourists were also very unlikely to state full satisfaction with the 
overall image of the infrastructure, with the highest average change in probability 
(being zero) estimated for Ayia Napa. The probability of satisfaction with activities 
and entertainment opportunities increased for all areas except for Limassol (Table 
5.9). Travellers also appeared very satisfied with the quality of activities and with 
activities in value-for-money terms over the four years in all areas, as the average 
change in the probability of a tourist being fully satisfied was positive for all the areas 
across the board. Tourists who stayed in Paphos were the least satisfied with their 
overall stay in Cyprus. The lower probability of complete satisfaction with Cyprus for 
visitors in Paphos was due to the low full satisfaction probability for 2008 compared 
to the other three years. The highest likelihood of stating full satisfaction with overall 
stay in 2005-2008 came from those staying in Ayia Napa followed by those who 
stayed in Larnaca and Protaras.  

Table 5.9: Probability of complete satisfaction (activities and entertainment and overall stay in Cyprus), by 
area of overnight stay, 2008 and average change 

 

Variety of activities 
and entertainment 

(overall experience) 

Quality of activities 
and entertainment 

(overall experience) 

Value for money of 
activities and 

entertainment (overall 
experience) 

Cyprus  
(overall stay) 

 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 

Paphos 0.56 0.01 0.52 0.01 0.27 0.01 0.22 -0.03 
Protaras 0.57 0.08 0.64 0.11 0.46 0.11 0.64 0.11 
Ay.Napa 0.70 0.10 0.73 0.13 0.53 0.13 0.75 0.19 
Larnaca 0.54 0.12 0.58 0.14 0.50 0.13 0.71 0.11 
Limassol 0.33 -0.02 0.34 0.00 0.21 0.02 0.36 0.01 
Polis 0.70 0.01 0.75 0.02 0.41 0.07 0.29 0.01 
Nicosia 0.45 0.10 0.42 0.09 0.38 0.10 0.44 0.06 
Other 0.30 0.02 0.37 0.04 0.24 0.02 0.48 0.07 

Figure 5.5 presents the share of tourists finding Cyprus, as a tourist destination, better 
than they expected. In 2006 tourists rated Cyprus as a tourist destination, compared to 
their expectations, more favourably than in other years, in all areas apart from Ayia 
Napa, Polis and Limassol. The areas of stay where Cyprus exceeded tourists 
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expectations the most were Protaras/Paralimni, Larnaca and Other areas in 2006 and 
Polis in 2007. 

Figure 5.5: Probability of Cyprus exceeding tourists’ expectations, by area of overnight stay, 2005-2008 
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Figure 5.6 shows the probability that tourists characterised Cyprus as worse than other 
destinations in value-for-money terms. The probabilities were estimated for years 
2005-2008 and for the different areas of overnight stay. The probability that a 
traveller characterised Cyprus as worse than other destinations in value-for-money 
terms was the lowest in 2008 in Paphos and Polis. Moreover, Figure 5.6 suggests that 
the probability a tourist found Cyprus more expensive than other destinations was 
lower in 2006 compared with the other three years, for all areas except for Paphos, 
Polis and Other areas. Overall, Paphos and Polis seem to have created better 
impressions on tourists in terms of cost than the rest of the areas. 

Figure 5.6: Probability of Cyprus being characterised as worse than other destinations in value for money terms, 
by area of overnight stay, 2005-2008 
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The probability of complete tourist satisfaction with the overall stay in Cyprus is also 
examined over the different countries of travellers’ usual residence (Figure 5.7). For 
all countries except for the UK, Germany, Ireland, Russia and Western Europe, the 
probability that a tourist rated his/her overall stay with the highest rating appeared 
improved in 2008 compared with the other three years. 

Figure 5.7: Probability of complete satisfaction with overall stay, by country of usual residence, 2005-2008 
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Figure 5.8 shows the probability of dissatisfaction with Cyprus in value-for-money 
terms (i.e. the probability that a traveller stated that Cyprus is worse compared to 
other destinations in terms of value for money) in 2005-2008, for different countries. 

Figure 5.8: Probability of Cyprus being characterised as worse than other destinations in value for money 
terms, by country of usual residence, 2005-2008 
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Comparing the results we observe that Cyprus was perceived as less expensive than 
other destinations in 2008 compared with the previous three years, by tourists from 
the UK, Greece, Ireland and Russia. However, in 2008 tourists from France, the 
Middle East/Gulf and Other countries were the most likely to have characterised 
Cyprus as worse than other destinations in price-quality terms. In 2007, the least 
likely to have found Cyprus more expensive than other destinations were tourists from 
the United Kingdom and Russia. In general, the tourists most dissatisfied with the cost 
of goods and services in Cyprus were those from the Middle East/Gulf, Eastern 
Europe and France. 

Table 5.10 shows the average change in the probability that respondents rated the 
airports and organised trips within Cyprus (overall experience and value for money) 
with the highest rating, in 2005-2008, by tourists’ country of usual residence. 
Airports, as part of Cyprus’s infrastructure, gained low probabilities of complete 
satisfaction in all four years but positive average change. This probability improved 
significantly in the 2005-2008 period for all countries except for Middle East, clearly 
mainly because of the sharp decline in the probability of complete satisfaction in 2008 
for tourists from the Middle East. The average change in the probability of complete 
satisfaction with the overall experience of trips however, was negative for most 
nationalities, except for tourists from Greece and the Scandinavian countries. Results 
with regard to value for money are broadly similar to those for the trip’s overall 
experience, although there are also some notable differences. French tourists and 
those from Scandinavian and Other countries were the most satisfied with the value 
for money of organised trips, while in 2008 Greek and French visitors were the most 
pleased, with the probability of complete satisfaction being as high as 0.49 and 0.38 
respectively. 

Table 5.10: Probability of complete satisfaction (airports, trips, cruises), 2008 and average change, by country of 
usual residence 

 Infrastructure (airports) Organised trips (overall 
experience) 

Organised trips (value 
for money) 

 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 08 Ch. 

United Kingdom 0.33 0.09 0.42 -0.06 0.19 -0.06 
Germany 0.43 0.13 0.56 -0.04 0.20 -0.04 
Greece 0.18 0.05 0.74 0.03 0.49 -0.01 
France 0.09 0.01 0.42 -0.02 0.38 0.02 
Ireland 0.24 0.06 0.33 -0.14 0.18 -0.05 
Russia 0.43 0.13 0.61 -0.05 0.37 -0.03 
Scandinavian countries 0.15 0.04 0.54 0.05 0.27 0.05 
Western Europe 0.15 0.03 0.40 -0.06 0.24 -0.04 
Eastern Europe 0.11 0.02 0.39 -0.10 0.19 -0.10 
Middle East/Gulf 0.04 0.00 . . . . 
Other 0.13 0.03 0.14 -0.09 0.14 0.01 

Figure 5.9 shows the probability that a tourist responded with the highest rating, 
indicating a very strong likelihood of revisiting Cyprus in the future. In 2005 tourists 
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from Greece were the most likely to return to Cyprus, followed by tourists from the 
United Kingdom. In 2006 we observe a drop in the probability of Greek and British 
tourists revisiting Cyprus, however in 2007 and 2008 they were again the most likely 
to revisit the island. In addition, tourists from Ireland, Russia, and from the group of 
Other countries show increased probability to revisit Cyprus in 2008. 

Figure 5.9: Probability of revisiting Cyprus, by country of usual residence, 2005-2008 
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Figure 5.10: Probability of Cyprus exceeding tourists’ expectations, by country of usual residence, 2005-2008 
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Finally, Figure 5.10 presents the probability that an interviewee stated that he/she 
found Cyprus better than he/she expected. For most nationalities the probabilities 
were higher in 2006, while in 2008 we observe a decrease in the probability for the 
majority of the countries. Greeks were the most likely to have found Cyprus better 
than expected in 2005. In 2006, Cyprus exceeded the expectations of tourists from 
Middle East/Gulf countries, more than those of tourists from any other country. In 
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2007, Greeks were again those with the highest probability of finding Cyprus better 
than expected. In 2008 tourists from Other countries were the most satisfied whereas 
the Germans were the most displeased. 

To sum up, the majority of components of the Cypriot tourist product showed an 
improvement on average in the period 2005-2008. Tourists were more likely to be 
satisfied with less luxurious hotels (3*), A/B/C class apartments, tourist villas, other 
paid accommodation, restaurants, buses, taxis and shopping as well as with the value-
for-money aspect of buses and taxis. Enhancement was also observed in almost all 
aspects of the natural environment, in the built environment, in activities and 
entertainment opportunities and in tourist satisfaction with overall stay. However, 
tourists in 5* and 4* hotels were less satisfied on average the last four years with the 
accommodation (overall) experience, with, in particular, the average change in the 
probability of full satisfaction with value for money being negative. 

Although the dissatisfaction with the value-for-money feature of Cyprus in 
comparison with other destinations is lower in 2008 in most areas of overnight stay, 
travellers from France and Middle East/Gulf countries considered Cyprus as a more 
expensive destination in 2008. Even though a drop in intentions to revisit Cyprus was 
recorded in 2005 and 2006 for tourists from the UK, Greece, France, Western Europe, 
the Middle East/Gulf and Other countries, the next two years showed a significant 
increase in the likelihood of a revisit to Cyprus.  The discontent with Cyprus’s value-
for-money aspect and the low levels of satisfaction with the luxury hotels should alert 
the authorities, since these findings concern tourists from countries (UK, Russia, 
Ireland, Greece) towards which CTO marketing efforts are being focused (CTO 
2007).  

Findings indicate that the infrastructure is another aspect of the Cypriot tourist 
product that requires drastic corrective measures, as the probabilities of tourist 
satisfaction reported were alarmingly low in all four years. 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the analysis of data from future surveys will 
enable us to identify trends in tourist satisfaction with the different components of the 
tourist product and with Cyprus in general, as well as with travellers intentions to 
return.
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6. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, DISCUSSION 
AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

The aim of this study was the statistical and econometric analysis of data from the 
Tourist Satisfaction Survey for the period 2005-2008, in order to identify the 
determinants of tourist satisfaction in Cyprus and to point out the aspects/components 
of the Cypriot tourist product that please or dissatisfy travellers. Some policy 
conclusions are drawn and some policy recommendations are offered.  

First, a review of the literature on tourist satisfaction and a description of the 
questionnaire and sampling process used for data collection was provided. Next, the 
study offered a statistical description of the data and a preliminary (descriptive) 
analysis of tourists’ evaluations. Then the results of an econometric analysis used to 
estimate the effects of various tourist and travel characteristics on the probability of 
tourist satisfaction were presented and discussed. A comparison of tourist satisfaction 
with different aspects of the tourist product between years was also conducted. 

This chapter summarises the main findings of the study, provides a discussion of these 
findings in relation to those of other relevant works in the literature and considers the 
policy implications of the findings in connection with the Strategic Plan for Tourist 
Development 2003 – 2010 of the CTO (CTO 2007). 

6.2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The main results of the descriptive statistical analysis of tourists’ ratings can be 
summarised as follows: 

• The safety aspect of accommodation satisfied tourists the most, while the value-for-
money aspect satisfied travellers the least. Larnaca and Nicosia were associated with 
the highest proportion of dissatisfied tourists with respect to the value-for money-
aspect of accommodation. 

• The majority of tourists stated complete satisfaction with the location of restaurants 
and beverage establishments, the quality and choice of food served, as well as with 
the service provided. However, the prices tourists paid in restaurants and beverage 
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establishments in relation to the quality they enjoyed dissatisfied them more than 
any other aspect of restaurants examined. The highest percentage of tourists 
dissatisfied with value for money stayed in Nicosia, followed by those who stayed 
in Limassol and Larnaca. 

• Tourists did not appear very pleased with the protection/preservation of the natural 
environment. Paphos, Nicosia and the Countryside were perceived by tourists as 
worst of all the areas examined in terms of cleanliness of the natural environment 
(overall experience), whereas the Hill Resorts and Protaras seems to create the best 
impression. The most problematic aspects of the built environment were considered 
to be its aesthetic image and the preservation of the local character. 

• Tourists appear particularly dissatisfied with cycling facilities and parking spaces. 
Tourists who stayed in Nicosia and Larnaca formed the most unfavourable opinion 
of cycling facilities, while the greatest dissatisfaction with parking occurred in 
Nicosia, Limassol and Larnaca. Ports, pedestrian facilities, public restrooms and 
airports also constituted problematic aspects of the infrastructure.  

• In rating Cyprus overall, tourists appeared more pleased with its hospitality and with 
safety and security on the island. 

• The majority of tourists replied that they had found Cyprus about the same as other 
destinations in terms of value for money, but about one in four tourists viewed 
Cyprus as more expensive than other destinations for the quality of goods and 
services offered on the island. The worst impressions of Cyprus as a tourist 
destination in terms of value for money were formed by visitors from the Middle 
East followed by those from Gulf countries and Eastern Europe as well as by 
respondents up to 29 years old and those with elementary or secondary education. 

• More than half of the respondents said that Cyprus matched their expectations. 
Interestingly, tourists from Eastern Europe, Greece, Other countries, those less than 
20 years of age and tourists who attained at most an elementary education found 
Cyprus better than expected. 

• About 60% of tourists assigned the highest possible rating to a future visit to the 
island. Tourists from Greece, followed by those from the United Kingdom were the 
most likely to revisit Cyprus. The Russians were also highly likely to return. The 
least likely to repeat their visit were tourists from France and Germany. 

• The majority of tourists replied that restaurants, followed by the natural 
environment and accommodation, had the largest impact on their assessment of the 
components of the Cypriot tourist product and of Cyprus in general. 

The effects of various tourist and travel characteristics on the probability of a top 
satisfaction rating given by interviewees, when they were asked to evaluate their 



  
 
91

 
6. Summary of Findings, Discussion and Policy Implications 

overall experience with aspects of the tourist product, were estimated using 
econometric analysis. The key results of this analysis can be summarised as follows: 

• Country of usual residence. Visitors from Russia were generally the most satisfied 
with their accommodation, followed by those from the UK. Visitors from Greece 
were by far the group most satisfied with restaurants and beverage establishments. 
Germans and Russians were the most likely to be satisfied with the bus service, with 
Greeks at the opposite end of the ranking, followed by the British. Greek, British 
and Irish visitors were the most satisfied with car rentals, with the French and 
visitors from the Middle East and Western Europe at the other end.  

• Respondent’s education level. Visitors with the lowest education levels were 
substantially more likely to be satisfied with almost all aspects examined than were 
more educated tourists. However, in the case of restaurants, the taxi service, car 
rentals and shopping, visitors with higher education were the most pleased. The 
least satisfied travellers in most cases were those with secondary education. 

• Respondent’s age group. Visitors over 50 were the most satisfied with 
accommodation, the bus service, cycling facilities, beaches, environment protection 
and cruises. In the assessment of the airports, shopping, beaches and cruises we see 
a declining pattern, whereby older visitors were less satisfied than younger ones. 
The variety and quality of activities and entertainment pleased younger travellers 
(less than 30) the most. 

• Trip characteristics. Package tourists were less satisfied with almost all aspects 
examined than those who visited Cyprus by making their own arrangements. The 
only exceptions were pedestrian facilities, organised trips within Cyprus and cruises 
outside Cyprus, where package tourist were considerably more content. A longer 
stay on the island tended to be associated with higher satisfaction with all aspects 
except for restaurants, parking, cruises, sites and monuments as well as for the 
variety and quality of activities and entertainment opportunities. 

• Frequency of holiday. Infrequent vacationers (once every two years or less) were 
less satisfied than more frequent travellers. This was true for all aspects of the 
Cyprus tourist product except for restaurants, and the difference was particularly 
high in the case of transport, the environment, entertainment and cruises. Once-
yearly vacationers were the most likely to be satisfied with accommodation, 
restaurants, taxi service, car rentals and the environment. 

• Other visitor characteristics. Visitors who spent more money were more likely to 
be satisfied with accommodation, restaurants and the quality of activities and 
entertainment. Visitors travelling with children were generally more likely to give a 
top rating than those travelling without children. However, restaurants and the taxi 
service pleased travellers with children less than those without. Singles (be they 
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divorced, widowed or never married) were less likely to be satisfied than couples 
across all the aspects analysed. First-time visitors were found to be less satisfied 
than repeat visitors, with all aspects under investigation. 

• Type of accommodation. Satisfaction with accommodation decreased with a 
decrease in the quality of the establishment. Higher quality establishments provided 
relatively more satisfaction than mid-quality hotels and apartments. 

• Area of overnight stay. Tourists who stayed in the Countryside/Hill Resorts, Polis 
and Larnaca were the most satisfied with accommodation. Those who stayed in 
Larnaca were the most pleased with restaurants, followed by tourists who stayed in 
Protaras/Paralimni. Nicosia was the worst performer in terms of accommodation, 
restaurants, taxi service, car rentals, parking spaces, cycling facilities, shopping, 
built environment, organised trips. Tourists who stayed in Polis were the most likely 
to be satisfied with the built environment, as well as with the variety and quality of 
activities and entertainment. Nicosia’s vacationers seem very dissatisfied with 
organised trips, probably reflecting a lack of options for trips from those areas. 

• Areas visited. Nicosia visitors were the least likely to be satisfied with restaurants. 
Limassol, Nicosia and the Hill Resorts gained the lowest ratings in terms of 
cleanliness and protection/preservation of the natural environment with Protaras and 
Polis getting the highest marks. Polis outperformed all areas of visit in terms of 
completely-satisfied tourists in the aspects of the built environment, 
archaeological/cultural sites and monuments, variety and quality of entertainment 
and in organised trips.  

• Seasonality. Tourists visiting in the spring (April-June) seemed to be less satisfied 
with accommodation, restaurants, built environment, entertainment and shopping. 
Those visiting in the first half of the year were substantially more likely to be 
satisfied with the bus service, the taxi service, sites/monuments and trips, than 
visitors after July. Tourists coming to Cyprus in the first half of the year were 
relatively more dissatisfied overall. 

• Survey year. The most notable increase in satisfaction in 2008 was with the bus and 
taxi service, the built environment and the airports. Visitors in 2008 were the least 
satisfied with car rentals and the infrastructure.  

Next we give the principal findings of the econometric analysis of the probability of a 
top satisfaction rating for the value-for-money aspect of the various components of 
the Cypriot tourist product. 

• Country of usual residence. The Germans and the East Europeans were the least 
satisfied with the value-for-money aspect of accommodation and restaurants. 
Russian tourists gave the highest value-for-money ratings for accommodation. 
Visitors from Greece and Ireland were the most likely to be pleased with the price-
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quality combination of restaurants. British tourists were the least satisfied with the 
value-for-money attribute of the buses, while the Germans and Russians report the 
highest value-for-money satisfaction. Tourists from Russia and the Scandinavian 
countries were the most pleased with trips and cruises respectively in value-for-
money terms. 

• Respondent’s age group. The 50-59 group was generally the most satisfied with 
value for money. 

• Respondent’s education level. Visitors with the least education generally gave the 
highest value-for-money ratings, followed by those with post-secondary education. 

• Trip characteristics. Tourists on package holidays were less satisfied with the 
value for money they received in all respects except tours and cruises. Visitors 
staying for longer generally gave better ratings for accommodation, the bus service 
and car rental. 

• Visitor characteristics. Infrequent vacationers were the least likely to be satisfied 
with the value-for-money dimension. The most frequent travellers (twice or more 
per year) were the most satisfied with value-for-money of the bus service, trips, 
cruises, and shopping while the once-yearly vacationers gave the highest rating for 
accommodation, restaurants, the taxi service and car rentals. Visitors with higher 
spending per person gave better value-for-money ratings for accommodation, 
restaurants, car rentals, entertainment and shopping but worse for the bus service 
and for trips. Families with children were more pleased with value-for-money in 
every aspect except for restaurants and the taxi service. Single individuals were less 
satisfied than married couples in all respects. First-timers in Cyprus tended to give 
lower value-for-money ratings than repeat visitors. 

• Area of stay. Those who stayed in the Protaras/Paralimni area gave the highest 
ratings of value-for-money in almost every aspect. Nicosia stands out as providing 
the least satisfaction in value-for-money from accommodation, restaurants, taxi 
service, car rentals, entertainment and trips. 

• Type of accommodation. Tourists who chose a less luxurious type of 
accommodation were less likely to be satisfied with its value-for-money aspect. 

• Areas visited. Differentiation according to areas visited is fairly small. Some 
notable exceptions include Nicosia’s bad marks with regard to restaurants, the high 
marks for the Protaras/Paralimni area for its activities and restaurants and Polis’s 
good performance with respect to activities and entertainment. 

• Seasonality. Spring visitors generally gave the lowest ratings. The only exception 
was for the bus service and car rentals where October-December visitors were the 
least satisfied. 
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• Survey year. Comparing 2008 with the previous three years, an improvement can 
be observed in ratings of accommodation, restaurants, the bus service, the taxi 
service, entertainment and shopping. 

The study also considered the effects of different factors on the probability of a tourist 
giving a favourable rating for various broad aspects of Cyprus, such as the overall stay 
on the island, the likelihood of a repeat visit and whether travellers found Cyprus 
better than other destinations in value-for-money terms or better than they expected. 
Increased satisfaction with variety of experiences, safety and security, and hospitality 
leads to higher satisfaction with overall stay. High satisfaction levels with the variety 
of experiences, restaurants, accommodation, and the value-for-money aspect of 
entertainment and shopping tend to increase the likelihood of a repeat visit.  

Estimation results showed that the probability of complete satisfaction with the 
overall stay is influenced as follows: 

• Families with children are more likely to be satisfied than single individuals, first-
timers are less likely to be satisfied than repeat visitors and less educated individuals 
are more satisfied than more educated ones. 

• Visitors from Greece are the most satisfied among all countries of origin and of all 
the areas of overnight stay Protaras/Paralimni and Larnaca pleased tourists the most. 

• Tourists on package holidays tended to be less satisfied with their overall stay than 
those who made their own arrangements. 

• Tourists who used a hired car, taxi or participated in trips within Cyprus were less 
likely to state complete satisfaction with their stay. 

• Visiting Cyprus during April–June decreased the probability of satisfaction with the 
overall stay. 

The categories of tourists that were more likely to revisit the island were: big 
spenders, repeat visitors, Greeks, tourists who opted for more luxurious 
accommodation, those in free accommodation – i.e. staying with friends/relatives or 
in an owned residence – and travellers who visited the island during the first half of 
the year. 

Respondents who were rather disappointed in Cyprus as a tourist destination 
compared to expectations, belonged to the following groups: travellers with children, 
infrequent tourists, first-comers, package tourists, those who stayed in Paphos and 
Nicosia, tourists who visited Cyprus during January-March, as well as those visiting 
Cyprus in 2007 and 2008. Moreover, visitors from Germany, Greece, France, Ireland, 
Western Europe, the Middle East and from Other countries that used any form of 
transport or participated in organised trips were the least likely to have found it better 
than they had hoped. 
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The findings of the econometric analysis regarding Cyprus in comparison to other 
destinations in value-for-money terms are summarised below: 

• Tourists in the 50-59 age group in comparison to the younger ones, and more 
educated interviewees compared to less educated were less likely to characterise 
Cyprus as worse than other destinations in value-for-money terms. 

• Tourists found Limassol and the Countryside less expensive than other areas and 
off-season visitors were also less likely to find Cyprus more expensive than other 
destinations. 

• The use of buses, taxis or hired cars and the participation in organised trips 
enhanced tourists’ impressions of Cyprus in the value-for-money aspect. 

• Travellers from the Middle East and Gulf countries, followed by those from France, 
formed the worst opinion of Cyprus in terms of value for money 

• Other groups of tourists who appeared quite displeased with the price-quality mix of 
goods and services in Cyprus were tourists who stayed in Nicosia and Larnaca, 
those who chose 1* or 2* hotels and respondents who visited the occupied areas 

The econometric analysis conducted to compare the 2005-2008 survey results showed 
that the majority of components of the Cypriot tourist product showed an 
improvement on average over the four years. Tourists were more likely to be satisfied 
with accommodation (with 3*, A/B/C class apartments and tourist villas), restaurants, 
buses, taxis and shopping, as well as with the value-for-money aspect of 
accommodation, restaurants, buses, taxis and shopping. Enhancement was also 
observed between 2005 and 2008 in all aspects of the natural environment, in the built 
environment, activities and entertainment opportunities and in tourist satisfaction with 
the overall stay. However, tourists who visited Cyprus during 2005 and 2008 were 
less satisfied on average with both the overall experience and the value-for-money 
aspect of 5*, 4*, 1* and 2* hotels. The likelihood of repeat visits in 2008 and 2007 
was much higher than in 2005. 

Infrastructure in all years was possibly the most problematic aspect of the Cypriot 
tourist product as the estimated probabilities of tourist satisfaction reported in 2005-
2008 were worryingly low. 

6.3 DISCUSSION 

This section discusses some of the main findings of this study in relation to other 
works in the literature. 

In chapter 2 we provided a review of the literature associated with the factors 
influencing tourists’ perceptions, expectations of as well as satisfaction with, a 
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destination as a whole or its different aspects. Differences between the satisfaction 
levels of two nationalities visiting the same destination are of vital importance in 
explaining tourist satisfaction (Kozak 2001) and drawing policy conclusions. Kozak 
(2001) concluded that British tourists were more satisfied with almost all individual 
destination attributes than their German counterparts. In our study a British tourist 
was more likely than a German tourist to be satisfied with accommodation, 
restaurants, shopping, the built environment, sites and monuments, the variety and 
quality of activities, entertainment and cruises, as well as with the value-for-money 
aspect of accommodation, restaurants and car hires. However, a German tourist was 
more likely to give higher satisfaction scores for bus services (overall experience and 
value for money), airports, pedestrian facilities, beaches, the protection of the natural 
environment and built environment, sites and monuments, the variety and quality of 
entertainment and trips. Even though German tourists were more pleased than the 
British tourists with their overall stay, the British tourists were more likely to revisit 
Cyprus. Thus, we find that the British and German tourists were satisfied with almost 
the same number of, but different aspects of the tourist product. It should be noted that 
Kozak’s (2001) study referred to Mallorca and Turkey, whereas the destination in 
question in this study is Cyprus. 

The majority of studies we have reviewed attempted to conduct surveys in order to 
collect tourists’ data and to investigate tourists’ overall stay satisfaction (Kozak and 
Rimmington 2000; Saleh and Ryan 1992). According to Kozak and Rimmington 
(2000), the most satisfactory items were tourist attractions, and facilities and services 
at the destination airport. Similarly, our empirical results support that 
archaeological/cultural sites and monuments had a positive and significant effect on 
the overall stay satisfaction rating score. However, the infrastructure that includes 
airports had no effect on the probability of satisfaction with overall stay. Interestingly, 
facilities and services at the destination airport, the level of overall satisfaction and 
tourists’ previous experiences induced British tourists to revisit Mallorca’s resorts 
(Kozak and Rimmington 2000) while in our study accommodation, restaurants, 
shopping in Cyprus and the variety of experiences appeared to be the most significant 
factors leading tourists to revisit. Most of the studies were also interested in the 
difference in satisfaction level between repeat and first-time visitors. Yuksel’s study 
(2001) found evidence that the greatest effect on the satisfaction of first-time visitors 
comes from service quality, followed by accommodation, convenience, hospitality, 
food quality, transportation and price and value. In our analysis of satisfaction we also 
controlled for whether the respondent was a first-time visitor. According to the 
analysis a first-time visitor was less likely than one who had visited Cyprus in the past 
to be satisfied with virtually all aspects examined. A first-time visitor was more likely 
to find Cyprus more expensive than other destinations and less likely to be pleased 
with the overall stay or to repeat the visit.  



  
 
97

 
6. Summary of Findings, Discussion and Policy Implications 

Tourist satisfaction strongly depends on some individual characteristics of the 
traveller. Seddighi and Theocharous (2002) estimated a logit model, finding that age 
is a significant factor in determining satisfaction. Using a probit model instead, we 
also found age to be an important element influencing tourist satisfaction. More 
specifically, tourists in the age group 50-59 were more likely to give a high 
accommodation satisfaction score (both for overall experience and for value for 
money) than tourists in other age groups. Moreover, in terms of satisfaction with the 
stay overall, tourists in the 50-59 age group were again the most satisfied. Tourists in 
the 60-and-above age group had higher probability of revisiting Cyprus, while young 
travellers (less than 30) were the most likely to find Cyprus better than they expected. 
Tourists in the 50-59 age group were the least likely to find Cyprus more expensive 
than other destinations.  

Many authors argue that shopping is an important component influencing tourist 
satisfaction, since tourists spend a significant amount of their money and time on 
shopping. In contrast to Heung and Cheng (2000), in our empirical findings a high 
shopping satisfaction score in Cyprus was not related with the top overall stay 
satisfaction rating. However, increased satisfaction with shopping was found to be 
strongly connected with a high likelihood of a repeat visit. Interestingly, tourists from 
Russia and the UK were the most pleased with the value-for-money aspect of 
shopping and they also appeared quite satisfied with their overall experience of 
shopping in Cyprus. 

Prior expectations, attitude and behaviour have a significant effect on tourist 
satisfaction (Bowie and Chang 2005). Our study looked into the factors that influence 
tourists’ perceptions of Cyprus compared to their expectations prior to the visit. 
Various visitor and trip characteristics such as the country of usual residence, age, 
education, the area of stay in Cyprus and the season of the visit are among the 
variables that were found to affect the probability of a traveller stating that he/she 
found Cyprus better than he/she expected. 

The analysis of Nield et al. (2000) found that consumers of Eastern European 
nationalities were more likely than those of Western European and Romanian 
nationalities to be satisfied with all parts of their food service experiences. In our 
empirical results tourists from Greece, Ireland and the UK were the most likely to be 
satisfied with restaurants (overall experience and value-for-money).  

Sharpley (2000) focused on the importance of the development of the accommodation 
sector for the successful performance of a tourist destination. He suggested that there 
is a relationship between the characteristics of the accommodation sector such as its 
price and quality or its physical location, and the type and value of tourism attracted 
to Cyprus. His argument relates to some extent to our finding: that the quality of 
accommodation (accommodation type) affected tourist satisfaction with the overall 
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experience and value-for-money aspect of accommodation, as well as satisfaction 
with the overall stay and the intention to revisit. The higher the quality of 
accommodation the more likely tourists were to be satisfied with their accommodation 
(overall experience and value for money) and their overall stay and the more likely 
they were to return to Cyprus. 

6.4 POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

Competitiveness among overseas tourist destinations has increased a lot in recent 
decades due to developments in international tourism. Tourism can be considered as a 
means by which a country like Cyprus, whose economy is largely based on tourism, 
can achieve a better standard of living. This study identified the aspects of the tourist 
product that satisfied or dissatisfied tourists and revealed the characteristics of tourists 
or of their travel that were associated with favourable or unfavourable evaluations. 
The Strategic Plan for Tourism Development 2003-2010 was prepared by the CTO 
(CTO 2007) to provide a roadmap for the future development of the Cyprus tourism 
sector. The ultimate target according to the Strategic Plan is the maximisation of real 
income earned from tourism. This can be achieved through increases in real tourist 
expenditure per person in Cyprus and in the number of arrivals. According to the 
Strategic Plan, increased expenditure per person (in real terms) is an indicator of the 
quality of the tourist product and of the success in repositioning Cyprus as a 
destination which offers great diversity of experiences in a small geographical area. 

This section uses the findings of this study to indicate which aims and priorities of the 
authorities set out in the Strategic Plan need to be urgently implemented in order to 
increase tourist satisfaction with the Cypriot tourist product as well as visitors’ 
likelihood to return.  

Accommodation 

The analysis showed that tourist satisfaction with accommodation affected positively 
the probability of visiting Cyprus again. According to the CTO Strategic Plan a new 
institutional framework must be created, primarily aimed at the improvement of 
technical and operational specifications of hotels as well as at the creation of new 
types of accommodation. Furthermore, there is a plan for withdrawing lower-quality 
types of accommodation. For that purpose a large number of accommodation 
establishments will be replaced by high-quality types in order to satisfy the increased 
needs of tourists who visit Cyprus. As the results of this study show, the latter policy 
plan is in the right direction since the higher the quality of accommodation the more 
likely tourists were to be satisfied both with their accommodation and with their 
overall stay, and the more likely they were to return to Cyprus. Travellers in 5* hotels 
were the most pleased with both the overall experience and value-for-money aspect of 
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their accommodation. Moreover, they were the most likely of all customers in paid 
accommodation to revisit Cyprus. 

Overall, the CTO is responsible for supervising some operational aspects of various 
accommodation types and for providing certain qualitative criteria for the hotel 
industry. Moreover, the CTO should provide incentives to hotel owners to upgrade 
and modernise their establishments. The CTO aims at regulating the arbitrary 
expansions and modifications of hotels, since a large number of hotel owners change 
the appearance of their establishments without any authorised permission. This is of 
particular importance as in the tourist satisfaction survey a considerable proportion of 
tourists gave low ratings to aspects of the built environment. 

To sum up, the CTO correctly aims at improving the quality of different 
accommodation types as well as replacing the lower quality types of accommodation 
with more upgraded types, and setting high quality standards, since this will increase 
tourist satisfaction in the future, as well as the number of repeat visits to the island. 
The upgrade and modernisation of hotels will also encourage higher per person 
expenditure in Cyprus, which is found to be associated with higher satisfaction from 
accommodation and restaurants. 

Restaurants 

Satisfaction with restaurants is found to affect positively the probability of a repeat 
visit. Despite tourists’ generally high level of satisfaction with restaurants, there is 
still room for improvement in this component.  

The CTO intends to improve the quality of services that are provided by restaurants 
and other recreation establishments by introducing a new institutional framework, 
which will lead to the development of new recreation centres. The Organisation also 
intends to improve and extend building specifications. As far as the choice of food is 
concerned, there are plans for extending the traditional Cypriot cuisine in order to 
cover the majority of restaurants. The data used in this study show that a non-
negligible proportion of tourists chose Cyprus for their holidays because of its 
traditional cuisine. The CTO, through a specific program, will assess all recreation 
establishments that offer excellent service and food in value-for-money terms. This 
will help enhance the value-for-money aspect of restaurants, which has been found to 
need improvement. Moreover, the finding that tourists with higher per person 
expenditure are more likely to be satisfied with restaurants (overall experience and 
value for money) is an indication that Cyprus needs more high quality restaurants.  

The finding that tourists with children are less satisfied with restaurants than those 
without children could be a signal that the restaurants in Cyprus are not child-friendly. 
Policymakers might want to take this finding into account in designing policies 
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regarding restaurants and in connection with an effort to enhance Cyprus’s reputation 
as a good destination for family holidays.  

Transportation 

Public urban transport is based to a great extent on the bus services which are 
downgraded as a result of the low quality of services provided and the lack of the 
necessary infrastructure. The institutional framework makes the problem even more 
serious since no investments are planned for improving this aspect soon (CTO 2007). 

Large percentages of tourists rated the condition of the vehicles, accessibility and 
punctuality with one of the lowest three ratings. Failure of the system of public 
transport is evident in relation to connections between airports and cities/towns, the 
linking of tourist areas with city centres, connections between areas of tourist interest 
and inland areas, as well as high taxi fares (due to the absence of meters), 
accompanied by low standards of service and professionalism (CTO 2007).  

Public urban transport must be upgraded extensively. The improvement of bus 
services in Cyprus requires: 

-  A change in the institutional framework 

-  Construction of a suitable infrastructure for buses (bus lanes in urban areas) 

-  Replacement of outdated buses 

-  Construction of modern bus stations  

-  Installation of automatic machines for bus tickets  

-  Rescheduling of routes and timetables of buses 

-  Construction of a central bus station. 

The Road Transport Department of the Ministry of Communications and Works has 
developed a scheme to encourage and promote the development of peripheral bus 
companies through financial incentives, so as to support high quality, low cost, safe 
and fast transportation. The CTO aims at improving the overall stay and experience of 
each tourist who visits Cyprus, thus, the need for a transportation network that will 
offer easily accessible and comfortable transportation of tourists to all regions of the 
island. This need has become more imperative in recent years because of the fast 
increase in the percentage of tourists who visit Cyprus using individual arrangements 
rather than package tours, which usually include transportation. 

Another serious problem in relation to transportation is the high cost of urban taxis, 
which is reflected in our results by the dissatisfaction of many groups of tourists with 
the value-for-money aspect of taxis.  



  
 
101

 
6. Summary of Findings, Discussion and Policy Implications 

Recently, some efforts have been made, especially in relation to the connection of 
various regions with the airports via bus services. However, more action needs to be 
taken, and any positive effects of recent efforts will be reflected in future surveys. 

Environment 

According to tourists’ responses analysed in chapter 4, the natural environment is one 
of the principal dimensions of Cyprus that influenced their evaluations. Furthermore, 
the results in chapter 5 showed that the cleanliness of the natural environment 
positively affects satisfaction with the overall stay. 

The cleanliness of and preservation of the natural environment seem to have 
undergone a significant improvement between 2005 and 2008, as a notable increase in 
satisfaction was recorded in 2008. 

There appear to be serious shortcomings in the systematic cleaning of streets and 
beaches. The state needs to strictly enforce legislation regarding the cleanliness of the 
natural environment in order to limit pollution to the minimum. The CTO makes an 
effort to create an environmental conscience in Cyprus via advertising and 
presentations at schools. 

The cleanliness and the protection/preservation of the natural environment are two 
very important factors that make the tourist product of Cyprus more attractive. The 
cleanliness of the natural environment can be enhanced and maintained by systematic 
care in all regions, beaches, forests, etc.  

The built environment is also an aspect of the environment that requires the attention 
of the authorities, especially in Nicosia, Larnaca and Limassol, where tourist 
satisfaction with this component was lower than in other areas. The project for the 
preservation and promotion of places/buildings of historical/cultural importance 
described in the Strategic Plan, will help enhance the image of the built environment 
in various regions. 

Infrastructure 

The infrastructure is one of the aspects that satisfied tourists very little in all years, in 
particular cycling facilities and public restrooms, that were rated the most 
unfavourably by a large percentage of tourists. Other problematic aspects are ports, 
pedestrian facilities, parking spaces and airports, and to a lesser extent the road 
network and signs.  

The opening of a new airport in Larnaca, the expansion of existing and the creation of 
new marinas, the upgrade of the facilities at Limassol port, the construction of new 
pedestrian and cycling routes that are referred to in the CTO Strategic Plan, all 
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constitute projects towards improving problematic aspects of the infrastructure, hence 
increasing tourist satisfaction. 

Entertainment 

Undoubtedly, entertainment can be used as an indicator (among and in relation to 
others), for monitoring the performance of the destination (CTO 2007) and an effort 
to improve entertainment is a plausible strategy. The empirical results of this study, 
however, indicate that activities and entertainment opportunities have no effect on the 
overall stay satisfaction score.  

Although activities and entertainment is an area that enjoys high levels of tourist 
satisfaction, there are some groups of travellers that are rather dissatisfied with this 
aspect. These groups include tourists from the Other countries group and the UK, 
tourists mainly in the 30-49 age group, first timers, singles, and those visiting in the 
first half of the year. Thus, it seems that an upgrade in the quality and the provision of 
a larger variety of activities and entertainment is required to please the 
abovementioned groups, some of whom are of particular interest and importance in 
the marketing of Cyprus as a tourist destination. 

Ideas to increase the variety of activities offered on the island include the creation of a 
casino, the construction of golf courses, and the promotion of Cyprus as a destination 
for sports activities (swimming, sailing, surfing, fishing, cycling, etc) due to the 
pleasant weather Cyprus enjoys for the most of the year. However, all of the above 
require the necessary infrastructure and in some instances the consent of various 
authorities. 

Incentives to sports teams and individuals to visit Cyprus for sports training requires 
the development of an infrastructure built to international specifications. The creation 
of such an infrastructure for particular, popular sports such as football, swimming and 
cycling, would make the Cypriot tourist product more attractive and would also 
benefit local people. 

6.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

The study identified those aspects of the Cypriot tourist product that perform well in 
terms of tourist satisfaction, as well as those aspects for which there is a pressing need 
for improvement, in order to satisfy more visitors. 

Below we summarise the main points resulting from our analysis that the relevant 
authorities, policymakers and stakeholders in the public and private sector should 
watch. 
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• The substandard infrastructure (e.g. pedestrian and cycling facilities, parking 
spaces, public restrooms, airports) dissatisfied tourists the most of all aspects of 
the tourist product. No signs of improvement were recorded in recent years. 
Drastic corrective measures such as the construction of pedestrian and cycling 
facilities, especially in tourist areas, should be taken as soon as possible. 

• Less luxurious accommodation should either be upgraded in physical appearance 
and services, or incentives should be given for them to be withdrawn from the 
industry as they tend to satisfy tourists less. 

• The value-for-money aspect of nearly all components of the tourist product 
examined, appears to be unsatisfactory. The price-quality mix of goods and 
services needs improvement for Cyprus to remain a competitive tourist 
destination. An institutional framework that penalises unjustifiably high pricing of 
goods/services needs to be put into effect. Moreover, businesses offering services 
to tourists (hotels, restaurants, etc) must be given incentives for the employment of 
suitably qualified staff and the ongoing training of existing and new employees at 
all levels. The employment of appropriately trained/qualified people in the tourist 
sector would boost the quality of services provided and consequently would 
increase tourist satisfaction. 

• Nicosia was found to be the most problematic area in terms of tourist satisfaction. 
The authorities should seek to take action to enhance, particularly, the natural 
environment and the infrastructure, as well as accommodation and restaurants, 
especially in value-for-money terms. 

• The standard clientele of Cyprus such as tourists from the UK and Greece are 
generally found to be among the most satisfied visitors and efforts must be made 
to maintain their high satisfaction levels. Nevertheless, efforts must be made to 
increase the satisfaction of other tourist groups such as those from Germany, 
Russia, the Scandinavian countries, France and from Ireland. These countries 
constitute high-priority markets for the Cypriot tourist product. Incentives towards 
achieving better air connections between Cyprus and these countries, attracting 
low budget airlines, cooperation with tour operators and promoting special 
products (e.g. conference or sports tourism, cruises) would help in establishing the 
Cypriot tourist product in these promising markets. 

• Off-peak visitors, especially those who come to the island during the period of 
April–June are in general the least satisfied. This finding relates to seasonality, one 
of the most serious weaknesses of the Cypriot tourist product, which is caused by 
the one-dimensional development of Cyprus as a sun-and-sea destination. The 
CTO correctly aims at extending the sun-and-sea clientele to the second and fourth 
quarters of the year, as well as attracting tourism for special groups/purposes 
during off-peak periods such as senior citizens, conferences or sports. However, 
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the relatively lower satisfaction observed, in general, during off-peak months 
indicates that tackling seasonality and redefining the Cypriot tourist product as a 
more diversified one than simply sun-and-sea, will not be an easy task. 

There seems to be an agreement on the aspects of the tourist product that need 
improvement and the various actions/plans to be implemented for tourism 
development that are set out in the Strategic Plan of the CTO. Thus, the more prompt 
and effective the implementation of these actions/plans, the quicker the improvement 
in the quality and competitiveness of the Cypriot product will be. 
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APPENDIX 1: RATINGS 

Table Ap. 1: Accommodation (aggregate) 

  Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location and 
surroundings Service Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Lowest 1 0.1% 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.5% 0.7% 0.1% 
2 0.2% 0.8% 0.8% 1.0% 0.8% 1.7% 0.6% 
3 4.1% 7.0% 6.6% 7.2% 6.4% 9.8% 6.3% 
4 29.8% 35.5% 36.8% 34.0% 39.5% 44.2% 43.5% 
Highest 5 65.8% 56.4% 55.4% 57.5% 52.8% 43.5% 49.5% 

Table Ap. 1A: Accommodation (5* hotels) 

  Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location and 
surroundings Service Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Lowest 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.4% 0.1% 
2 0.0% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.8% 1.4% 0.5% 
3 2.1% 2.9% 2.3% 2.8% 2.5% 6.8% 2.9% 
4 24.5% 24.8% 26.1% 25.5% 29.4% 38.5% 35.1% 
Highest 5 73.2% 72.1% 71.1% 71.0% 67.2% 53.0% 61.5% 

Table Ap. 1B: Accommodation (4* hotels) 

  Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location and 
surroundings Service Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Lowest 1 0.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 
2 0.2% 0.5% 0.4% 0.7% 0.5% 1.1% 0.4% 
3 2.8% 4.7% 4.2% 5.1% 4.4% 7.9% 4.0% 
4 27.0% 33.5% 36.0% 31.6% 39.2% 45.3% 42.6% 
Highest 5 69.9% 61.1% 59.2% 62.3% 55.7% 45.2% 52.9% 

Table Ap. 1C: Accommodation (3* hotels) 

  Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location and 
surroundings Service Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Lowest 1 0.0% 0.4% 0.6% 0.2% 0.6% 0.8% 0.1% 
2 0.3% 0.9% 1.2% 1.3% 1.2% 2.5% 0.5% 
3 7.3% 11.5% 11.3% 12.5% 11.1% 14.2% 11.2% 
4 33.8% 42.4% 43.0% 42.5% 46.3% 47.5% 49.1% 
Highest 5 58.6% 45.0% 43.9% 43.5% 40.8% 35.0% 39.1% 

Table Ap. 1D: Accommodation (1* and 2* hotels) 

  Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location and 
surroundings Service Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Lowest 1 0.6% 1.6% 1.4% 1.4% 2.0% 1.8% 0.2% 
2 0.2% 2.3% 1.6% 1.7% 1.2% 4.3% 1.6% 
3 8.8% 17.0% 16.6% 14.9% 12.3% 17.8% 14.9% 
4 47.3% 48.3% 46.0% 46.7% 45.9% 50.3% 55.8% 
Highest 5 43.1% 30.9% 34.5% 35.4% 38.5% 25.9% 27.5% 

Table Ap. 1E: Accommodation (A class apartments) 

  Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location and 
surroundings Service Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Lowest 1 0.1% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.8% 0.7% 0.2% 
2 0.1% 1.7% 0.7% 1.8% 0.7% 2.0% 0.6% 
3 6.3% 12.7% 11.9% 9.9% 10.7% 13.7% 10.5% 
4 44.6% 48.9% 49.3% 46.7% 52.1% 53.5% 56.2% 
Highest 5 48.9% 36.3% 37.7% 41.3% 35.7% 30.2% 32.5% 
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Table Ap. 1F: Accommodation (B class apartments) 

  Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location and 
surroundings Service Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Lowest 1 0.8% 0.8% 2.3% 1.0% 3.2% 3.9% 0.4% 
2 0.9% 2.6% 3.7% 3.2% 4.2% 4.8% 3.7% 
3 7.3% 16.1% 14.5% 16.7% 11.9% 14.7% 12.3% 
4 41.8% 45.5% 44.2% 42.2% 44.9% 46.9% 51.3% 
Highest 5 49.3% 34.9% 35.2% 36.9% 35.8% 29.7% 32.4% 

Table Ap. 1G: Accommodation (C class apartments) 

  Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location and 
surroundings Service Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Lowest 1 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
2 0.0% 1.2% 1.9% 1.9% 0.0% 0.6% 0.6% 
3 8.0% 17.9% 20.4% 23.5% 18.6% 20.1% 15.4% 
4 45.1% 46.9% 46.3% 43.2% 50.3% 49.1% 53.1% 
Highest 5 46.9% 34.0% 31.5% 31.5% 31.1% 30.2% 30.9% 

Table Ap. 1H: Accommodation (tourist villages) 

  Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location and 
surroundings Service Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Lowest 1 0.1% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 
2 0.2% 0.3% 0.8% 0.6% 0.7% 1.5% 0.3% 
3 3.3% 5.5% 6.1% 6.2% 7.7% 11.3% 5.2% 
4 38.2% 56.1% 60.7% 50.9% 62.3% 61.4% 67.4% 
Highest 5 58.2% 38.2% 32.1% 42.3% 29.3% 25.5% 27.0% 

Table Ap. 1I: Accommodation (tourist villas) 

  Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location and 
surroundings Service Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Lowest 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
2 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
3 0.8% 1.6% 1.9% 2.0% 1.9% 2.6% 1.5% 
4 13.6% 22.5% 24.8% 16.6% 21.4% 34.1% 22.2% 
Highest 5 85.2% 75.9% 73.4% 81.2% 76.5% 63.3% 76.3% 

Table Ap. 1J: Accommodation (all other paid accommodation) 

  Safety Appearance Cleanliness Location and 
surroundings Service Value for 

money 
Overall 

experience 
Lowest 1 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
2 0.7% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.5% 1.9% 0.4% 
3 3.6% 4.3% 3.9% 5.2% 4.2% 5.8% 5.0% 
4 10.8% 19.1% 16.3% 15.0% 16.3% 18.7% 19.6% 
Highest 5 84.9% 75.5% 79.1% 79.4% 79.0% 73.6% 74.9% 

Table Ap. 1 (i): Accommodation (value for money by area) 

  Protaras Ayia Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill 
resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 1.0% 0.7% 1.8% 0.6% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 
2 2.8% 2.7% 2.9% 1.4% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 
3 9.1% 10.1% 11.3% 9.0% 9.6% 7.2% 9.8% 4.3% 12.2% 
4 39.4% 43.6% 34.2% 47.2% 49.2% 40.6% 40.2% 25.2% 46.7% 
Highest 5 47.8% 42.9% 49.8% 41.9% 40.2% 51.6% 50.0% 70.6% 38.3% 

Table Ap. 1 (ii): Accommodation (location and surroundings by area) 

  Protaras Ayia Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.5% 0.4% 0.3% 0.7% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 
2 2.0% 0.8% 2.3% 0.9% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 
3 5.0% 4.6% 12.8% 5.2% 7.5% 2.4% 2.4% 5.3% 6.0% 
4 35.1% 40.1% 26.9% 37.9% 32.5% 24.2% 15.9% 15.1% 47.2% 
Highest 5 57.3% 54.2% 57.7% 55.4% 59.4% 73.4% 81.7% 79.6% 46.0% 

Table Ap. 2: Restaurants (aggregate) 

 Location Quality of 
food 

Choice of 
food Service Value for 

money Cleanliness 
Appearance 

and 
ambience 

Restrooms 
and other 
facilities 

Overall 
experienc

e 
Lowest 1 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 
2 0.1% 0.4% 1.0% 0.3% 4.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 
3 3.3% 5.2% 9.1% 4.2% 19.0% 5.7% 7.0% 13.3% 6.3% 
4 31.0% 31.7% 30.1% 41.6% 43.3% 46.5% 41.6% 46.6% 54.9% 
Highest 5 65.6% 62.6% 59.7% 53.9% 33.0% 47.5% 51.2% 39.7% 38.5% 
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Table Ap. 2 (i): Restaurants (value for money by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 1.1% 1.3% 0.9% 0.9% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 
2 4.7% 6.8% 4.4% 5.1% 1.0% 1.5% 1.8% 2.1% 8.4% 
3 20.0% 20.3% 24.1% 25.1% 10.1% 15.4% 23.9% 15.6% 31.4% 
4 36.5% 38.2% 30.8% 39.0% 59.0% 45.5% 32.7% 34.8% 32.1% 
Highest 5 37.8% 33.3% 39.8% 30.0% 29.7% 37.7% 41.6% 47.5% 27.1% 

Table Ap. 2 (ii): Restaurants (restrooms and other facilities by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 
2 0.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 
3 6.4% 7.8% 6.9% 11.0% 24.3% 21.5% 15.0% 4.0% 7.7% 
4 43.4% 47.2% 39.2% 52.5% 45.5% 54.5% 35.8% 42.8% 54.1% 
Highest 5 49.8% 44.8% 53.3% 36.2% 29.8% 23.7% 49.2% 53.3% 37.4% 

Table Ap. 3: Bus service (aggregate) 

  Frequency and 
timetable Accessibility Route network Condition of 

vehicle 
Value for 

money Punctuality Overall 
experience 

Lowest 1 1.9% 0.8% 0.4% 1.7% 0.1% 3.2% 0.3% 
2 2.4% 2.6% 1.4% 3.2% 0.9% 5.2% 2.0% 
3 19.1% 20.4% 14.9% 24.0% 13.9% 22.4% 19.5% 
4 39.3% 40.2% 49.2% 33.3% 38.1% 38.0% 44.9% 
Highest 5 37.3% 36.1% 34.1% 37.8% 47.0% 31.2% 33.2% 

Table Ap. 3A: Bus service (condition of vehicles by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larrnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 4.2% 2.5% 4.2% 2.7% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.4% 
2 5.6% 4.1% 5.5% 4.8% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.9% 
3 33.5% 26.6% 26.3% 23.5% 19.9% 15.0% 0.0% 45.0% 26.5% 
4 39.5% 36.7% 38.4% 37.0% 28.3% 17.5% 0.0% 26.9% 52.9% 
Highest 5 17.3% 30.1% 25.6% 32.0% 50.2% 67.5% 0.0% 28.1% 10.3% 

Table Ap. 3B: Bus service (punctuality by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larrnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 4.8% 2.2% 11.9% 4.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 7.5% 
2 12.0% 5.4% 14.5% 6.8% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 4.5% 
3 23.3% 23.9% 32.5% 18.0% 18.8% 17.5% 0.0% 38.0% 28.4% 
4 46.3% 51.2% 30.3% 43.5% 32.4% 32.5% 0.0% 49.7% 50.8% 
Highest 5 13.7% 17.4% 10.9% 27.4% 47.8% 50.0% 0.0% 8.8% 9.0% 

Table Ap. 4: Taxi service (aggregate) 

  Routes of intercity 
service taxi Condition of  cars Service and 

professionalism Safety Value for money Overall 
experience 

Lowest 1 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 1.2% 0.0% 
2 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.8% 3.6% 0.5% 
3 6.9% 6.7% 7.9% 10.0% 23.3% 9.9% 
4 51.9% 44.3% 46.3% 47.0% 48.9% 60.0% 
Highest 5 40.9% 48.6% 45.1% 41.9% 23.0% 29.6% 

Table Ap. 4A: Taxi service (value for money by area) 

 Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill 

Resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest  1 1.5% 1.7% 1.9% 1.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 2.4% 
2 5.1% 4.5% 6.3% 3.4% 1.1% 0.0% 5.9% 3.5% 7.0% 
3 17.2% 17.5% 22.7% 29.7% 23.0% 25.8% 21.6% 21.2% 30.1% 
4 41.8% 42.8% 32.5% 44.7% 64.1% 58.9% 29.4% 46.8% 38.7% 
Highest 5 34.4% 33.5% 36.7% 20.7% 11.5% 15.3% 43.1% 28.2% 21.9% 

Table Ap. 5: Car hire (aggregate) 

  Value for money Car condition Service and professionalism Overall experience 
Lowest 1 0.6% 0.3% 0.3% 0.1% 
2 1.9% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 
3 13.6% 9.3% 9.8% 10.4% 
4 52.5% 41.7% 42.3% 49.2% 
Highest 5 31.5% 47.9% 47.0% 39.5% 
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Table Ap. 5A: Car hire (value for money by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.6% 2.9% 1.1% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 
2 2.9% 3.7% 4.3% 2.3% 0.3% 0.0% 7.3% 1.4% 5.5% 
3 9.1% 12.1% 14.9% 14.6% 14.1% 4.4% 9.8% 14.6% 15.7% 
4 33.7% 42.6% 38.3% 51.1% 62.4% 79.1% 51.2% 42.6% 43.6% 
Highest 5 53.7% 38.6% 41.5% 31.6% 23.0% 16.5% 31.7% 41.4% 34.5% 

Table Ap. 6: Cleanliness of environment (aggregate) 

  Beaches Trails Nature / Forest Parks Overall natural environment 
Lowest 1 0.8% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 
2 2.8% 2.6% 2.7% 2.3% 
3 16.1% 17.9% 22.3% 17.5% 
4 47.0% 49.2% 47.8% 49.3% 
Highest 5 33.3% 30.1% 27.0% 30.5% 

Table Ap. 6A: Cleanliness of environment (overall natural environment by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.5% 0.6% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 
2 2.0% 1.5% 1.4% 1.8% 3.5% 2.4% 2.5% 4.8% 1.2% 
3 12.5% 11.7% 13.5% 17.6% 22.4% 7.7% 0.0% 26.0% 24.1% 
4 34.4% 40.7% 41.1% 53.1% 59.8% 63.0% 36.1% 36.8% 50.1% 
Highest 5 50.7% 45.5% 43.6% 27.2% 14.2% 26.4% 61.3% 32.4% 24.2% 

Table Ap. 7: Protection/Preservation of environment (aggregate) 

  Beaches Trails Nature/forest parks Overall natural environment 
Lowest 1 1.1% 0.8% 0.9% 0.8% 
2 4.6% 5.2% 7.0% 4.5% 
3 27.8% 29.2% 29.8% 28.6% 
4 39.2% 40.8% 41.0% 41.0% 
Highest 5 27.3% 23.9% 21.3% 25.1% 

Table Ap. 7A: Protection/preservation of environment (overall natural environment by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.7% 1.0% 0.4% 0.6% 1.1% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.3% 
2 3.4% 2.9% 3.8% 3.0% 6.6% 3.4% 0.0% 6.9% 2.0% 
3 18.0% 18.8% 19.8% 26.6% 41.6% 26.4% 3.4% 28.6% 30.5% 
4 34.9% 39.2% 39.0% 46.6% 40.5% 50.1% 38.7% 35.8% 47.7% 
Highest 5 43.0% 38.1% 37.1% 23.1% 10.2% 19.4% 57.1% 27.9% 19.6% 

Table Ap. 8: Built environment (aggregate) 

  Cleanliness Aesthetic image Preservation of local 
character Overall image 

Lowest 1 0.5% 0.6% 2.3% 0.4% 
2 2.8% 4.6% 9.2% 4.4% 
3 21.3% 26.7% 27.6% 27.1% 
4 50.9% 36.0% 28.3% 38.1% 
Highest 5 24.4% 32.0% 32.6% 30.0% 

Table Ap. 8A: Built environment (overall image by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.5% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.7% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 
2 3.2% 2.6% 4.2% 6.1% 4.3% 2.8% 2.5% 4.6% 6.0% 
3 22.3% 23.9% 32.0% 31.9% 23.6% 8.0% 9.1% 30.4% 36.0% 
4 36.8% 38.7% 40.0% 39.1% 36.2% 32.4% 29.8% 32.0% 44.7% 
Highest 5 37.2% 34.5% 23.6% 22.7% 35.4% 56.0% 58.7% 32.6% 12.8% 

Table Ap. 9: Archaeological, cultural sites and monuments (aggregate) 

  Facilities Hours of 
operation 

On-site 
information Value/interest Preservation/ 

restoration Overall image 

Lowest 1 0.2% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 
2 0.9% 1.1% 1.6% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 
3 16.2% 16.3% 17.6% 14.1% 14.4% 14.8% 
4 36.5% 31.6% 34.3% 26.0% 33.0% 30.8% 
Highest 5 46.2% 51.0% 46.3% 58.9% 51.7% 53.6% 
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Table Ap. 9A: Archaeological, cultural sites and monuments (overall image by area) 

 Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill 

Resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
2 0.3% 0.7% 0.2% 0.5% 1.1% 0.3% 0.0% 1.7% 1.1% 
3 4.0% 1.9% 5.8% 8.0% 23.4% 6.3% 0.0% 28.2% 7.4% 
4 34.1% 37.2% 27.6% 38.3% 27.2% 19.8% 26.7% 24.3% 36.5% 
Highest 5 61.6% 60.3% 66.5% 53.3% 48.4% 73.6% 73.3% 45.8% 55.0% 

Table Ap. 10: Infrastructure (aggregate) 

  
Public 

restrooms Airports Ports Road 
signs 

Road 
network 

Pedestrian 
facilities 

Parking 
spaces 

Cycling 
facilities 

Overall 
image 

Lowest 1 1.7% 0.2% 2.8% 0.3% 1.1% 1.4% 2.4% 14.2% 0.1% 
2 4.3% 1.7% 5.3% 0.7% 3.0% 5.0% 7.8% 9.4% 0.6% 
3 43.2% 23.3% 37.2% 9.9% 17.5% 24.2% 28.6% 36.3% 23.6% 
4 43.9% 60.0% 48.7% 49.8% 44.5% 57.6% 54.4% 37.0% 71.9% 
Highest 5 6.9% 14.7% 6.0% 39.4% 33.9% 11.9% 6.8% 3.1% 3.8% 

Tables Ap. 10A: Infrastructure (cycling facilities by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 7.2% 3.3% 45.7% 28.4% 3.0% 6.4% 10.7% 6.5% 59.7% 
2 7.4% 6.4% 18.1% 12.8% 6.7% 17.7% 10.7% 6.4% 9.4% 
3 29.8% 33.7% 21.1% 28.5% 47.8% 42.5% 39.3% 34.1% 17.5% 
4 48.1% 51.3% 13.2% 27.2% 41.1% 33.3% 26.8% 45.0% 11.9% 
Highest 5 7.6% 5.4% 1.9% 3.1% 1.4% 0.0% 12.5% 8.1% 1.5% 

Table Ap. 10B: Infrastructure (parking spaces by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.6% 0.7% 2.5% 5.6% 0.5% 2.0% 0.0% 0.8% 16.7% 
2 4.1% 3.1% 14.7% 13.0% 3.9% 6.2% 2.6% 3.9% 20.2% 
3 24.9% 21.6% 37.8% 27.7% 28.8% 25.8% 21.9% 21.7% 31.1% 
4 57.3% 64.4% 39.2% 48.0% 62.7% 58.6% 56.1% 58.9% 29.8% 
Highest 5 13.1% 10.2% 5.8% 5.7% 4.2% 7.4% 19.3% 14.7% 2.2% 

Table Ap. 10C: Infrastructure (pedestrian facilities by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.9% 0.5% 2.1% 2.2% 0.6% 1.0% 0.0% 0.2% 7.0% 
2 3.4% 1.6% 7.7% 8.4% 3.1% 5.3% 2.5% 2.6% 12.5% 
3 20.5% 20.2% 40.9% 25.9% 17.5% 10.4% 19.0% 22.3% 32.1% 
4 64.0% 66.9% 43.7% 54.3% 61.2% 56.4% 58.7% 63.5% 40.2% 
Highest 5 11.3% 10.9% 5.6% 9.2% 17.6% 27.0% 19.8% 11.4% 8.2% 

Table Ap. 11: Activities and entertainment opportunities - variety (aggregate) 

  

Amusement/ 
theme parks Nightlife Participation in 

sports activities 
Attendance at 
sports events 

Participation in 
cultural 

activities 

Attendance at 
cultural events 

Overall 
experience 

Lowest 1 3.6% 0.2% 2.4% 3.1% 3.0% 0.8% 0.3% 
2 0.8% 0.6% 1.3% 1.7% 1.6% 0.7% 0.7% 
3 19.6% 14.5% 27.3% 35.3% 40.4% 22.1% 15.4% 
4 29.8% 33.1% 36.6% 35.2% 42.6% 32.2% 35.7% 
Highest 5 46.2% 51.6% 32.3% 24.8% 12.4% 44.2% 48.0% 

Table Ap. 11A: Activities and entertainment opportunities - variety (by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill 

Resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.7% 0.2% 1.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 
2 0.8% 1.2% 1.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.6% 
3 7.8% 6.8% 14.3% 11.8% 22.9% 12.4% 9.3% 21.0% 11.2% 
4 35.2% 36.9% 37.6% 45.7% 26.2% 18.4% 18.6% 46.1% 48.0% 
Highest 5 55.6% 54.9% 45.8% 42.0% 50.5% 69.2% 72.2% 32.1% 39.2% 
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Table Ap. 12: Activities and entertainment opportunities - quality (aggregate) 

  

Amusement / 
theme parks Nightlife Participation in 

sports activities 
Attendance at 
sports events 

Participation in 
cultural 

activities 

Attendance at 
cultural events 

Overall 
experience 

Lowest 1 3.5% 0.1% 1.2% 1.4% 1.5% 0.4% 0.2% 
2 0.7% 0.4% 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 0.6% 0.5% 
3 17.2% 12.4% 23.1% 30.4% 34.8% 18.6% 13.3% 
4 35.4% 37.2% 41.6% 39.9% 47.5% 33.4% 39.0% 
Highest 5 43.2% 49.8% 33.2% 27.3% 15.2% 47.1% 47.1% 

Table Ap. 12A: Activities and entertainment opportunities - quality (by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill 

Resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.3% 0.2% 0.6% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 
2 0.5% 0.5% 1.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.8% 
3 5.9% 6.3% 11.8% 10.8% 19.8% 10.4% 5.2% 18.1% 12.6% 
4 34.4% 37.7% 40.0% 47.8% 33.3% 21.9% 25.8% 44.7% 49.3% 
Highest 5 59.0% 55.3% 46.6% 41.2% 46.6% 67.7% 69.1% 36.9% 37.2% 

Table Ap. 13: Activities and entertainment opportunities - value for money (aggregate) 

  Amusement / 
theme parks Nightlife Participation in 

sports activities 
Attendance at 
sports events 

Participation in 
cultural 

activities 

Attendance at 
cultural events 

Overall 
experience 

Lowest 1 4.1% 0.5% 3.7% 4.5% 3.8% 0.6% 0.5% 
2 2.0% 1.8% 4.2% 4.9% 3.6% 1.0% 1.7% 
3 20.3% 19.5% 24.7% 28.7% 32.6% 19.2% 20.2% 
4 51.6% 47.5% 50.8% 41.5% 48.3% 40.1% 48.8% 
Highest 5 22.0% 30.8% 16.6% 20.4% 11.7% 39.1% 28.8% 

Table Ap. 13A: Activities and entertainment opportunities - value for money (by area) 

  Protaras Ayia 
Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill 

Resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.7% 1.6% 0.9% 0.5% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 
2 2.4% 2.2% 2.5% 1.7% 0.8% 1.5% 1.1% 1.7% 3.4% 
3 17.9% 21.5% 22.6% 20.6% 18.5% 12.3% 15.8% 24.3% 21.5% 
4 44.8% 43.1% 36.7% 51.2% 55.5% 51.5% 39.0% 46.3% 45.9% 
Highest 5 34.3% 31.5% 37.4% 26.1% 25.1% 34.7% 44.2% 27.6% 29.0% 

Table Ap. 14: Organised trips within Cyprus 

  

Itinerary 
Service and 

professionalism of 
tour guide 

Condition of 
means of 

transportation 

Quality and 
variety of 

activities included 
in the tour 

Value for money Overall experience 

Lowest 1 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 0.1% 
2 0.7% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 3.5% 0.4% 
3 8.7% 8.1% 8.4% 9.2% 14.1% 9.2% 
4 30.0% 26.7% 32.2% 34.7% 55.8% 44.5% 
Highest 5 60.5% 64.7% 58.8% 55.4% 25.7% 45.8% 

Table Ap. 15: Cruises outside Cyprus 

  Frequency and 
timetable Cruise ships Service and 

board 
Choice of 
destination 

Value for 
money 

Entertainment 
on board 

Overall 
experience 

Lowest 1 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.2% 
2 0.8% 0.8% 1.4% 3.1% 3.6% 3.1% 1.0% 
3 7.0% 10.6% 9.0% 9.8% 14.5% 12.0% 11.0% 
4 37.6% 38.3% 49.9% 39.7% 46.7% 29.9% 40.5% 
Highest 5 54.4% 49.9% 39.5% 46.2% 34.2% 54.0% 47.3% 

Table Ap. 16: Shopping in Cyprus (aggregate) 

  

Variety of 
products 

Value for 
money 

Hours of store 
operation 

Authenticity 
and quality of 

souvenirs 

Customer 
service 

Prices of 
staples 

Overall 
experience 

Lowest 1 0.3% 2.3% 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 1.4% 0.1% 
2 1.1% 8.5% 1.1% 1.7% 0.5% 6.0% 1.0% 
3 14.8% 33.8% 13.6% 17.5% 10.5% 37.0% 22.7% 
4 39.0% 40.0% 49.2% 51.8% 50.6% 36.6% 60.8% 
Highest 5 44.8% 15.5% 35.9% 28.4% 38.3% 19.0% 15.4% 
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Table Ap. 16A: Shopping in Cyprus (by area) 

  Protaras Ayia Napa Larnaca Limassol Paphos Polis Hill 
Resorts Countryside Nicosia 

Lowest 1 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
2 1.2% 1.6% 1.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 2.1% 
3 20.3% 29.3% 20.0% 25.1% 19.2% 14.4% 16.2% 24.5% 23.6% 
4 52.2% 49.5% 57.8% 59.6% 72.1% 77.8% 72.7% 55.4% 56.0% 
Highest 5 26.2% 19.6% 21.2% 14.3% 8.0% 7.8% 11.1% 19.9% 18.3% 

Table Ap. 17: Overall Cyprus 

  Variety of experiences Safety Hospitality Overall stay 
Lowest 1 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 
2 0.6% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 
3 11.3% 4.6% 4.7% 5.0% 
4 57.5% 45.9% 39.4% 52.1% 
Highest 5 30.4% 49.3% 55.8% 42.5% 

Table Ap. 18: Cyprus compared to other destinations in terms of value for money and expectations (aggregate) 

 Compared to destinations (value for money) Compared to expectations 
Better  8% 35% 
About the same 65% 63% 
Worse  27% 2% 
I have not travelled elsewhere 1% NA 

Table Ap. 18A: Cyprus compared to other destinations in terms of value for money (by country of usual residence) 

  Better About the same Worse Not travelled elsewhere 
United Kingdom 10.8% 76.4% 11.2% 1.6% 
Germany 6.4% 68.7% 23.9% 1.1% 
Greece 5.9% 67.5% 24.8% 1.8% 
France 2.1% 49.9% 47.0% 1.0% 
Ireland 4.8% 77.7% 16.6% 0.9% 
Russia 8.7% 76.9% 12.6% 1.7% 
Scandinavian countries 6.7% 57.2% 35.8% 0.3% 
Western Europe 4.0% 54.4% 40.9% 0.7% 
Eastern Europe 5.4% 40.7% 53.0% 0.8% 
Middle East 3.8% 24.5% 68.7% 3.1% 
Gulf countries 8.3% 31.7% 60.0% 0.0% 
Other countries 6.8% 46.1% 46.7% 0.3% 

Table Ap. 18B: Cyprus compared to other destinations in terms of value for money (by age group) 

  Better About the same Worse Not travelled elsewhere 
Less than 20 10.5% 56.1% 29.5% 3.9% 
20 - 29 7.1% 60.5% 30.0% 2.4% 
30 - 39 5.7% 65.5% 27.9% 0.9% 
40 - 49 6.7% 66.0% 26.4% 0.9% 
50 - 59 7.7% 65.0% 26.3% 1.0% 
60 and over 12.4% 64.6% 21.6% 1.4% 

 

Table Ap. 18C: Cyprus compared to other destinations in terms of value for money (by education level) 

  Better About the same Worse Not travelled elsewhere 
No Schooling 17.1% 41.5% 24.4% 17.1% 
Elementary 19.0% 42.2% 32.7% 6.2% 
Secondary 6.2% 59.4% 33.2% 1.2% 
Post-secondary 5.9% 65.0% 27.7% 1.4% 
University 9.5% 68.2% 21.4% 1.0% 
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Table Ap. 18(i): Cyprus compared to other destinations in terms of expectations (by country of usual residence) 

  Better About the same Worse 
United Kingdom 35.3% 63.4% 1.3% 
Germany 27.1% 69.4% 3.5% 
Greece 42.8% 54.9% 2.3% 
France 28.4% 65.2% 6.4% 
Ireland 30.5% 67.4% 2.1% 
Russia 37.3% 60.1% 2.6% 
Scandinavian countries 38.4% 60.6% 1.0% 
Western Europe 31.3% 66.3% 2.4% 
Eastern Europe 40.7% 58.3% 1.1% 
Middle East 35.9% 62.8% 1.3% 
Gulf countries 38.2% 61.2% 0.6% 
Other countries 45.6% 53.0% 1.4% 

Table Ap. 18(ii): Cyprus compared to other destinations in terms of expectations (by age group) 

  Better About the same Worse 
Less than 20 44.5% 54.0% 1.5% 
20 - 29 43.8% 54.1% 2.0% 
30 - 39 33.9% 64.2% 1.8% 
40 - 49 32.6% 65.6% 1.8% 
50 - 59 35.9% 62.4% 1.7% 
60 and over 33.1% 64.4% 2.5% 

Table Ap. 18(iii): Rating of Cyprus compared to other destinations in terms of expectations (by education level) 

  Better About the same Worse 
No Schooling 61.1% 30.6% 8.3% 
Elementary 60.4% 36.2% 3.4% 
Secondary 48.9% 50.1% 1.1% 
Post-secondary 27.7% 70.0% 2.3% 
University 32.2% 65.8% 2.0% 

Table Ap. 19: Probability of  revisiting Cyprus  (aggregate) 

  Percentage 
Lowest 1 1% 
2 2% 
3 10% 
4 29% 
Highest 5 59% 

Table Ap. 19A: Probability of  revisiting Cyprus (by country of usual residence) 

  Lowest 1 2 3 4 Highest 5 
United Kingdom 0.8% 1.1% 3.9% 22.4% 71.8% 
Germany 2.0% 3.1% 11.6% 49.1% 34.2% 
Greece 1.1% 0.7% 3.4% 15.2% 79.7% 
France 1.1% 2.8% 22.7% 39.9% 33.4% 
Ireland 1.3% 2.1% 7.2% 34.1% 55.3% 
Russia 1.0% 1.5% 6.5% 27.7% 63.3% 
Scandinavian countries 2.6% 2.5% 15.4% 35.9% 43.7% 
Western Europe 2.4% 3.0% 19.1% 34.2% 41.3% 
Eastern Europe 1.3% 1.3% 16.6% 36.0% 44.8% 
Middle East 1.0% 1.2% 11.5% 26.7% 59.5% 
Gulf countries 1.2% 0.3% 9.8% 19.5% 69.2% 
Other countries 1.1% 1.1% 10.6% 16.8% 70.4% 

Table Ap.19B: Probability of revisiting Cyprus (by age group) 

  Lowest 1 2 3 4 Highest 5 
Less than 20 0.8% 1.0% 16.6% 27.5% 54.1% 
20 - 29 1.8% 1.7% 13.0% 27.4% 56.1% 
30 - 39 1.6% 1.9% 10.3% 28.9% 57.4% 
40 - 49 1.2% 1.5% 9.1% 29.8% 58.4% 
50 - 59 1.0% 1.5% 8.6% 29.3% 59.7% 
60 and over 1.5% 2.0% 6.8% 28.3% 61.4% 

Table Ap. 19C: Probability of  revisiting Cyprus (by education level) 

  Lowest 1 2 3 4 Highest 5 
No schooling 0.0% 5.1% 28.2% 15.4% 51.3% 
Elementary  0.6% 3.7% 16.4% 25.6% 53.7% 
Secondary  1.6% 1.6% 11.4% 25.1% 60.4% 
Post-secondary  1.3% 1.4% 9.5% 36.8% 50.9% 
University  1.3% 1.9% 8.1% 25.1% 63.7% 
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APPENDIX 2: PROBIT MODEL 

In probit models (e.g. Johnston and DiNardo 1997), we observe some variable y (e.g. tourists’ 
rating) which takes on one of two values, 0 and 1. Let y* be a latent variable (e.g. tourist 
satisfaction) such that  

yi
* =Xiβ+εi .          i=1,2,..n 

Xi is a vector of explanatory (e.g. tourists’ demographic and socioeconomic characteristics) 

β is a vector of unknown parameters 

εi  is an error term 

yi
* is not observed but y, takes on the values of 0 or 1, according to the following rule: 

y = 1 if yi
* > 0, and yi = 0 otherwise. 

It is also assumed that εi ~ N (0, σ2) thus  

prob(yi =1) = prob(yi
* > 0) 

= prob(Xiβ+εi > 0) = prob(εi/σ > -Xiβ/σ) 

= prob(εi/σ <Xiβ/σ)=Φ(Xiβ/σ) 

since ε/σ ~ N (0, 1) and Φ(.) is the cumulative density function of a standard normal random 
variable. 

It can be noted that since 

prob(yi = 1) = Φ(Xiβ/σ), 

it follows that 

prob(yi = 0) = 1-prob(yi = 1) = 1-Φ(Xiβ/σ). 

With independent and identically distributed sampling, the likelihood function for the sample 
is the product of the probability of each observation. Denoting 1, …, m as the m observations 
such that yi = 0, and m + 1, …, n as the n-m observations such that yi = 1, yields 

L = prob(y1 = 0) prob(y2 = 0) … prob(ym = 0) prob(ym+1 = 1) … prob(yn = 1) 

=∏
=

n

i 1
Φ(Xiβ/σ)yi[1- Φ(Xiβ/σ)]1-yi. 



 
 

118 
 
Visitor satisfaction with the Cypriot tourist product 

Parameter estimates are obtained by maximising numerically the likelihood function 
(L) with respect to parameters β and σ.
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APPENDIX 3: ESTIMATION RESULTS 

Table Ap. 20: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with accommodation (overall experience, value for money) 

 Overall experience Value for money 

 
Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 
Effect Std. Err P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year) *       
Once a year 0.102 0.007 0.000 0.089 0.007 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.039 0.015 0.009 -0.074 0.015 0.000 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.029 0.004 0.000 
Child/children in the traveling party 0.038 0.008 0.000 0.022 0.008 0.005 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.080 0.010 0.000 -0.057 0.010 0.000 
First time in Cyprus -0.049 0.007 0.000 -0.034 0.007 0.000 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany -0.112 0.011 0.000 -0.118 0.011 0.000 
Greece -0.015 0.024 0.525 -0.008 0.024 0.736 
France -0.023 0.015 0.122 -0.045 0.015 0.002 
Ireland -0.028 0.014 0.048 -0.034 0.014 0.014 
Russia 0.079 0.016 0.000 0.037 0.016 0.022 
Scandinavian countries -0.058 0.011 0.000 -0.061 0.011 0.000 
Western Europe -0.031 0.012 0.006 -0.039 0.011 0.000 
Eastern Europe -0.083 0.015 0.000 -0.095 0.014 0.000 
Middle East or Gulf countries -0.029 0.018 0.115 -0.054 0.018 0.002 
Other countries 0.013 0.028 0.634 -0.082 0.026 0.002 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.065 0.013 0.000 -0.058 0.013 0.000 
30-39 -0.034 0.010 0.001 -0.015 0.010 0.131 
40-49 -0.027 0.009 0.004 -0.026 0.009 0.005 
59 and above 0.018 0.011 0.109 0.031 0.011 0.005 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.177 0.027 0.000 0.192 0.029 0.000 
Post-secondary or University 0.098 0.008 0.000 0.095 0.008 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.135 0.008 0.000 -0.133 0.008 0.000 
Total stay (days) 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.014 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.061 0.013 0.000 0.111 0.013 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.034 0.010 0.001 0.068 0.010 0.000 
Larnaca 0.070 0.011 0.000 0.100 0.011 0.000 
Limassol -0.074 0.010 0.000 -0.055 0.010 0.000 
Polis 0.075 0.029 0.011 0.063 0.029 0.031 
Nicosia -0.265 0.031 0.000 -0.235 0.030 0.000 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 0.101 0.016 0.000 0.112 0.016 0.000 

Type of accommodation (4* hotel)       
5* hotel 0.134 0.009 0.000 0.121 0.010 0.000 
3* hotel -0.119 0.010 0.000 -0.085 0.010 0.000 
1* or 2* hotel -0.257 0.018 0.000 -0.210 0.018 0.000 
A/B/C class apartment -0.192 0.010 0.000 -0.154 0.010 0.000 
Tourist village/villa -0.079 0.012 0.000 -0.063 0.011 0.000 
Tourist/furnished flat/hotel without star/guest 
house/other paid accommodation 0.115 0.013 0.000 0.150 0.013 0.000 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March 0.018 0.010 0.067 0.008 0.010 0.392 
April – June -0.024 0.009 0.005 -0.036 0.009 0.000 
October – December 0.068 0.009 0.000 0.078 0.009 0.000 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 -0.023 0.010 0.022 -0.007 0.010 0.478 
  Year 2007 0.044 0.009 0.000 0.064 0.009 0.000 
  Year 2008 0.066 0.009 0.000 0.088 0.009 0.000 

Note: *  The characteristics shown in parenthesis in this table and in the following tables are used as the bases to which 
comparisons are made. 
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Table Ap. 21: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with restaurants (overall experience, value for money) 

 Overall experience Value for money 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year 0.181 0.007 0.000 0.138 0.006 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently 0.097 0.014 0.000 0.085 0.014 0.000 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person 0.009 0.003 0.002 0.006 0.003 0.026 
Child/children in the traveling party -0.056 0.007 0.000 -0.022 0.007 0.001 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.038 0.009 0.000 -0.030 0.009 0.001 
First time in Cyprus -0.023 0.007 0.001 -0.019 0.006 0.003 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany -0.117 0.010 0.000 -0.145 0.009 0.000 
Greece 0.143 0.018 0.000 0.085 0.018 0.000 
France -0.058 0.013 0.000 -0.067 0.012 0.000 
Ireland 0.037 0.014 0.007 0.033 0.013 0.011 
Russia -0.049 0.013 0.000 -0.012 0.013 0.352 
Scandinavian countries -0.067 0.010 0.000 -0.093 0.009 0.000 
Western Europe 0.001 0.011 0.960 -0.018 0.010 0.074 
Eastern Europe -0.080 0.012 0.000 -0.116 0.011 0.000 
Middle East or Gulf countries -0.007 0.015 0.626 -0.046 0.014 0.001 
Other countries -0.015 0.019 0.431 -0.012 0.018 0.492 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.068 0.012 0.000 -0.075 0.011 0.000 
30-39 -0.001 0.009 0.894 -0.012 0.009 0.164 
40-49 -0.007 0.008 0.389 -0.012 0.008 0.147 
59 and above 0.016 0.010 0.107 0.039 0.009 0.000 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.046 0.027 0.089 0.033 0.026 0.202 
Post-secondary or University 0.116 0.007 0.000 0.105 0.007 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.166 0.007 0.000 -0.121 0.007 0.000 
Total stay (days) -0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.000 0.029 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.120 0.013 0.000 0.090 0.013 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.027 0.012 0.025 0.012 0.012 0.297 
Larnaca 0.136 0.011 0.000 0.077 0.011 0.000 
Limassol -0.062 0.012 0.000 -0.046 0.011 0.000 
Polis -0.080 0.026 0.002 -0.008 0.026 0.750 
Nicosia -0.110 0.021 0.000 -0.109 0.019 0.000 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 0.126 0.015 0.000 0.107 0.015 0.000 

Areas visited       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.182 0.010 0.000 0.147 0.009 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.001 0.009 0.946 0.009 0.009 0.334 
Larnaca 0.060 0.008 0.000 0.051 0.008 0.000 
Limassol -0.011 0.008 0.187 -0.006 0.007 0.389 
Paphos 0.099 0.008 0.000 0.074 0.008 0.000 
Polis 0.047 0.008 0.000 0.026 0.008 0.001 
Nicosia -0.083 0.008 0.000 -0.073 0.007 0.000 
Countryside 0.052 0.007 0.000 0.057 0.007 0.000 
Hill Resorts -0.025 0.007 0.000 -0.027 0.007 0.000 
Occupied Areas -0.034 0.010 0.000 -0.030 0.009 0.001 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March 0.081 0.009 0.000 0.017 0.009 0.050 
April – June -0.045 0.008 0.000 -0.039 0.007 0.000 
October – December 0.036 0.008 0.000 0.018 0.008 0.025 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 0.024 0.009 0.008 -0.007 0.009 0.431 
  Year 2007 0.001 0.008 0.912 0.036 0.008 0.000 
  Year 2008 0.053 0.008 0.000 0.107 0.008 0.000 
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Table Ap. 22: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with buses (overall experience, value for money) 

 Overall experience Value for money 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year -0.118 0.011 0.000 -0.070 0.012 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.175 0.016 0.000 -0.103 0.022 0.000 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person -0.038 0.006 0.000 -0.042 0.006 0.000 

Child/children in the traveling party 0.084 0.014 0.000 0.076 0.014 0.000 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.118 0.014 0.000 -0.111 0.016 0.000 
First time in Cyprus -0.063 0.012 0.000 -0.042 0.012 0.000 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany 0.262 0.017 0.000 0.196 0.016 0.000 
Greece -0.153 0.039 0.000 -0.051 0.048 0.291 
France 0.168 0.027 0.000 0.161 0.024 0.000 
Ireland 0.139 0.023 0.000 0.107 0.021 0.000 
Russia 0.196 0.030 0.000 0.172 0.027 0.000 
Scandinavian countries 0.043 0.019 0.021 0.009 0.018 0.637 
Western Europe 0.133 0.021 0.000 0.082 0.020 0.000 
Eastern Europe 0.081 0.025 0.001 0.018 0.023 0.433 
Middle East or Gulf countries 0.040 0.050 0.422 -0.026 0.046 0.563 
Other countries 0.101 0.081 0.214 0.167 0.073 0.022 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.074 0.020 0.000 -0.072 0.022 0.001 
30-39 -0.087 0.015 0.000 -0.128 0.016 0.000 
40-49 -0.028 0.014 0.047 -0.055 0.015 0.000 
59 and above 0.011 0.016 0.488 -0.003 0.017 0.834 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.216 0.050 0.000 0.176 0.041 0.000 
Post-secondary or University 0.087 0.013 0.000 0.112 0.014 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.031 0.015 0.037 -0.093 0.015 0.000 
Total stay (days) -0.001 0.001 0.123 0.001 0.001 0.078 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni -0.266 0.011 0.000 -0.045 0.022 0.039 
Ayia Napa -0.262 0.011 0.000 -0.027 0.018 0.146 
Larnaca -0.317 0.009 0.000 0.031 0.018 0.087 
Limassol -0.142 0.015 0.000 -0.001 0.020 0.944 
Polis -0.020 0.074 0.783 -0.070 0.085 0.408 
Nicosia -0.201 0.072 0.006 0.064 0.109 0.557 
Countryside and Hill Resorts -0.301 0.007 0.000 -0.233 0.040 0.000 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March 0.069 0.015 0.000 0.000 0.016 0.976 
April – June 0.081 0.014 0.000 0.022 0.015 0.133 
October – December -0.034 0.014 0.013 -0.088 0.014 0.000 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 0.115 0.018 0.000 -0.060 0.017 0.001 
  Year 2007 0.009 0.013 0.482 0.029 0.014 0.038 
  Year 2008 0.366 0.015 0.000 0.328 0.013 0.000 
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Table Ap. 23: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with taxis (overall experience, value for money) 

 Overall experience Value for money 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year 0.087 0.008 0.000 0.093 0.007 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.089 0.017 0.000 -0.058 0.015 0.000 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person -0.011 0.003 0.000 -0.004 0.003 0.161 
Child/children in the traveling party -0.023 0.009 0.011 -0.027 0.008 0.001 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.078 0.011 0.000 -0.041 0.010 0.000 
First time in Cyprus -0.055 0.008 0.000 -0.042 0.007 0.000 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany 0.024 0.014 0.103 0.004 0.013 0.770 
Greece 0.132 0.023 0.000 0.096 0.021 0.000 
France 0.160 0.020 0.000 0.077 0.018 0.000 
Ireland 0.082 0.018 0.000 0.041 0.016 0.011 
Russia 0.007 0.019 0.692 -0.009 0.016 0.587 
Scandinavian countries 0.077 0.014 0.000 0.043 0.012 0.000 
Western Europe 0.059 0.014 0.000 0.027 0.013 0.033 
Eastern Europe 0.030 0.016 0.062 0.008 0.014 0.553 
Middle East or Gulf countries 0.041 0.018 0.022 -0.005 0.015 0.746 
Other countries 0.086 0.025 0.001 0.044 0.021 0.038 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.090 0.014 0.000 -0.072 0.012 0.000 
30-39 -0.058 0.010 0.000 -0.046 0.009 0.000 
40-49 -0.004 0.010 0.718 -0.002 0.009 0.845 
59 and above 0.005 0.011 0.655 -0.007 0.010 0.487 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.060 0.050 0.227 0.010 0.039 0.801 
Post-secondary or University 0.099 0.008 0.000 0.054 0.007 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.228 0.009 0.000 -0.201 0.009 0.000 
Total stay (days) 0.001 0.000 0.074 0.000 0.000 0.466 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.121 0.016 0.000 0.179 0.016 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.170 0.013 0.000 0.192 0.013 0.000 
Larnaca 0.143 0.013 0.000 0.183 0.013 0.000 
Limassol -0.059 0.011 0.000 0.002 0.010 0.883 
Polis -0.069 0.043 0.106 -0.019 0.042 0.654 
Nicosia -0.113 0.022 0.000 -0.042 0.022 0.058 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 0.011 0.018 0.553 0.042 0.017 0.016 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March 0.139 0.012 0.000 0.036 0.010 0.000 
April – June 0.030 0.010 0.003 -0.027 0.008 0.001 
October – December 0.060 0.011 0.000 0.053 0.010 0.000 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 -0.014 0.013 0.278 0.039 0.013 0.002 
  Year 2007 0.042 0.011 0.000 0.037 0.010 0.000 
  Year 2008 0.121 0.010 0.000 0.147 0.010 0.000 
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Table Ap. 24: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with car hires (overall experience, value for money) 

 Overall experience Value for money 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year 0.019 0.009 0.034 0.046 0.009 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.061 0.023 0.009 -0.033 0.022 0.130 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person 0.004 0.004 0.394 0.013 0.004 0.002 
Child/children in the travelling party 0.021 0.010 0.034 0.022 0.009 0.021 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.053 0.014 0.000 0.021 0.013 0.123 
First time in Cyprus -0.050 0.009 0.000 -0.028 0.009 0.002 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany -0.021 0.016 0.190 -0.113 0.013 0.000 
Greece 0.150 0.029 0.000 0.111 0.029 0.000 
France -0.037 0.019 0.049 -0.065 0.017 0.000 
Ireland 0.069 0.019 0.000 0.052 0.019 0.006 
Russia -0.017 0.019 0.358 -0.018 0.017 0.291 
Scandinavian countries -0.019 0.019 0.325 -0.039 0.017 0.024 
Western Europe -0.031 0.016 0.057 -0.043 0.015 0.004 
Eastern Europe 0.018 0.021 0.398 -0.006 0.020 0.751 
Middle East or Gulf countries -0.061 0.020 0.003 -0.088 0.017 0.000 
Other Countries 0.084 0.024 0.001 0.113 0.024 0.000 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.021 0.018 0.241 -0.046 0.016 0.005 
30-39 -0.054 0.012 0.000 -0.036 0.012 0.002 
40-49 -0.028 0.012 0.017 -0.044 0.011 0.000 
59 and above 0.018 0.014 0.205 -0.004 0.013 0.750 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.073 0.052 0.163 0.057 0.050 0.254 
Post-secondary or University 0.092 0.011 0.000 0.063 0.010 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.165 0.011 0.000 -0.170 0.010 0.000 
Total stay (days) 0.003 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.001 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.141 0.017 0.000 0.173 0.017 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.046 0.016 0.004 0.071 0.016 0.000 
Larnaca 0.056 0.013 0.000 0.081 0.013 0.000 
Limassol -0.062 0.012 0.000 -0.010 0.011 0.361 
Polis -0.019 0.029 0.517 -0.146 0.022 0.000 
Nicosia -0.159 0.028 0.000 -0.079 0.028 0.004 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 0.101 0.018 0.000 0.124 0.018 0.000 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March -0.039 0.012 0.001 0.004 0.011 0.723 
April – June -0.003 0.011 0.812 -0.063 0.010 0.000 
October – December -0.033 0.012 0.005 -0.081 0.011 0.000 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 -0.012 0.013 0.348 0.083 0.013 0.000 
  Year 2007 0.101 0.011 0.000 0.087 0.011 0.000 
  Year 2008 -0.064 0.011 0.000 -0.024 0.011 0.025 
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Table Ap. 25: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with cleanliness of the environment 
 (overall natural environment, beaches) 

 Overall natural environment Beaches 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year 0.117 0.006 0.000 0.094 0.007 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.055 0.012 0.000 -0.044 0.013 0.001 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person 0.001 0.003 0.812 0.004 0.003 0.208 
Child/children in the travelling party -0.017 0.007 0.014 -0.010 0.007 0.150 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.054 0.009 0.000 -0.062 0.009 0.000 
First time in Cyprus -0.057 0.006 0.000 -0.060 0.007 0.000 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany 0.012 0.012 0.316 0.041 0.012 0.001 
Greece 0.115 0.020 0.000 0.093 0.020 0.000 
France 0.129 0.015 0.000 0.129 0.015 0.000 
Ireland 0.091 0.015 0.000 0.071 0.015 0.000 
Russia 0.024 0.014 0.084 0.086 0.015 0.000 
Scandinavian countries 0.102 0.011 0.000 0.097 0.011 0.000 
Western Europe 0.109 0.012 0.000 0.098 0.012 0.000 
Eastern Europe 0.070 0.013 0.000 0.062 0.013 0.000 
Middle East or Gulf countries 0.111 0.016 0.000 0.115 0.017 0.000 
Other countries -0.003 0.017 0.852 -0.074 0.016 0.000 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.016 0.012 0.179 -0.028 0.012 0.020 
30-39 -0.038 0.008 0.000 -0.038 0.009 0.000 
40-49 -0.008 0.008 0.290 -0.016 0.008 0.057 
59 and above 0.006 0.009 0.535 0.008 0.010 0.392 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.150 0.027 0.000 0.157 0.028 0.000 
Post-secondary or University 0.045 0.007 0.000 0.035 0.007 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.233 0.007 0.000 -0.216 0.007 0.000 
Total stay (days) 0.000 0.000 0.218 0.000 0.000 0.950 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.371 0.014 0.000 0.375 0.014 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.265 0.014 0.000 0.283 0.014 0.000 
Larnaca 0.218 0.012 0.000 0.203 0.013 0.000 
Limassol 0.012 0.012 0.314 0.009 0.013 0.493 
Polis 0.135 0.031 0.000 0.249 0.031 0.000 
Nicosia -0.037 0.023 0.109 -0.047 0.026 0.073 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 0.124 0.016 0.000 0.082 0.016 0.000 

Areas visited       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.190 0.010 0.000 0.181 0.010 0.000 

Ayia Napa 0.006 0.009 0.524 0.005 0.009 0.562 
Larnaca 0.019 0.008 0.016 0.006 0.008 0.425 
Limassol -0.041 0.008 0.000 -0.032 0.008 0.000 
Paphos 0.083 0.008 0.000 0.084 0.008 0.000 
Polis 0.163 0.008 0.000 0.155 0.008 0.000 
Nicosia -0.027 0.007 0.000 -0.037 0.008 0.000 
Countryside 0.055 0.007 0.000 0.050 0.007 0.000 
Hill Resorts -0.027 0.007 0.000 -0.043 0.007 0.000 
Occupied Areas 0.019 0.010 0.044 0.013 0.010 0.197 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March -0.073 0.008 0.000 -0.093 0.008 0.000 
April – June -0.042 0.007 0.000 -0.061 0.008 0.000 
October – December 0.080 0.008 0.000 0.101 0.009 0.000 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 0.297 0.010 0.000 0.330 0.010 0.000 
  Year 2007 0.165 0.009 0.000 0.258 0.009 0.000 
  Year 2008 0.188 0.009 0.000 0.277 0.009 0.000 
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Table Ap. 26: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with protection/preservation of the natural environment 
and with the overall image of the infrastructure 

 Protection/Preservation of environment Overall image of infrastructure 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year 0.093 0.006 0.000 0.006 0.002 0.002 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.028 0.010 0.007 -0.006 0.003 0.083 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person 0.005 0.002 0.019 -0.005 0.001 0.000 
Child/children in the traveling party -0.015 0.006 0.013 -0.002 0.002 0.420 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.022 0.008 0.005 -0.005 0.003 0.071 
First time in Cyprus -0.029 0.006 0.000 -0.014 0.002 0.000 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany 0.033 0.011 0.003 0.001 0.004 0.746 
Greece 0.110 0.019 0.000 0.021 0.009 0.012 
France 0.109 0.014 0.000 -0.003 0.005 0.570 
Ireland 0.058 0.014 0.000 0.007 0.005 0.157 
Russia 0.011 0.012 0.362 0.030 0.007 0.000 
Scandinavian countries 0.080 0.010 0.000 0.019 0.004 0.000 
Western Europe 0.089 0.011 0.000 0.025 0.005 0.000 
Eastern Europe 0.084 0.012 0.000 0.022 0.006 0.000 
Middle East or Gulf countries 0.091 0.015 0.000 0.040 0.008 0.000 
Other countries -0.007 0.015 0.627 0.005 0.007 0.468 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.045 0.009 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.987 
30-39 -0.053 0.007 0.000 -0.005 0.003 0.046 
40-49 -0.026 0.007 0.000 0.002 0.003 0.526 
59 and above 0.006 0.008 0.463 0.003 0.003 0.338 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.135 0.024 0.000 0.020 0.009 0.036 
Post-secondary or University 0.024 0.006 0.000 0.011 0.002 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.217 0.007 0.000 -0.014 0.002 0.000 
Total stay (days) 0.000 0.000 0.816 0.000 0.000 0.011 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.296 0.015 0.000 0.035 0.006 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.186 0.013 0.000 0.027 0.005 0.000 
Larnaca 0.189 0.012 0.000 -0.001 0.003 0.839 
Limassol 0.005 0.010 0.626 -0.004 0.003 0.269 
Polis 0.079 0.029 0.007 0.022 0.012 0.065 
Nicosia -0.030 0.020 0.130 -0.021 0.003 0.000 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 0.120 0.015 0.000 0.077 0.010 0.000 

Areas visited       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.162 0.009 0.000 0.007 0.003 0.017 
Ayia Napa 0.001 0.008 0.889 0.001 0.003 0.832 
Larnaca 0.016 0.007 0.017 0.009 0.003 0.000 
Limassol -0.065 0.006 0.000 0.004 0.002 0.103 
Paphos 0.054 0.007 0.000 -0.001 0.002 0.697 
Polis 0.098 0.007 0.000 -0.003 0.003 0.286 
Nicosia -0.034 0.006 0.000 -0.014 0.002 0.000 
Countryside 0.056 0.006 0.000 0.018 0.003 0.000 
Hill Resorts -0.029 0.006 0.000 0.003 0.002 0.262 
Occupied Areas 0.021 0.008 0.013 -0.008 0.003 0.006 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March -0.108 0.006 0.000 0.006 0.003 0.059 
April – June -0.058 0.006 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.949 
October – December 0.013 0.007 0.055 -0.002 0.002 0.468 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 0.401 0.010 0.000 0.015 0.003 0.000 
  Year 2007 0.215 0.010 0.000 -0.008 0.002 0.001 
  Year 2008 0.280 0.010 0.000 -0.025 0.002 0.000 
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Table Ap. 27: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with built environment 
 (overall image, preservation of local character) 

 Overall image Preservation local character 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal  

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year -0.031 0.006 0.000 -0.055 0.006 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.163 0.010 0.000 -0.212 0.010 0.000 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person -0.009 0.003 0.000 -0.005 0.003 0.083 
Child/children in the traveling party 0.081 0.007 0.000 0.091 0.007 0.000 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.120 0.008 0.000 -0.137 0.009 0.000 
First time in Cyprus -0.059 0.006 0.000 -0.066 0.007 0.000 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany 0.168 0.012 0.000 0.233 0.011 0.000 
Greece 0.026 0.019 0.171 0.028 0.020 0.174 
France 0.070 0.014 0.000 0.048 0.015 0.001 
Ireland 0.115 0.014 0.000 0.138 0.014 0.000 
Russia 0.228 0.016 0.000 0.287 0.015 0.000 
Scandinavian countries 0.079 0.011 0.000 0.062 0.011 0.000 
Western Europe 0.083 0.011 0.000 0.069 0.012 0.000 
Eastern Europe 0.112 0.014 0.000 0.094 0.014 0.000 
Middle East or Gulf countries 0.073 0.017 0.000 0.051 0.018 0.004 
Other countries -0.031 0.019 0.112 -0.037 0.020 0.064 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.014 0.012 0.233 0.022 0.013 0.092 
30-39 -0.089 0.008 0.000 -0.096 0.008 0.000 
40-49 -0.029 0.008 0.000 -0.020 0.008 0.015 
59 and above 0.035 0.009 0.000 0.031 0.010 0.002 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.208 0.027 0.000 0.213 0.028 0.000 
Post-secondary or University 0.084 0.007 0.000 0.098 0.007 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.109 0.007 0.000 -0.086 0.007 0.000 
Total stay (days) 0.000 0.000 0.251 0.000 0.000 0.419 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.167 0.013 0.000 0.134 0.014 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.030 0.012 0.011 0.031 0.012 0.012 
Larnaca -0.099 0.010 0.000 -0.125 0.010 0.000 
Limassol -0.024 0.012 0.036 -0.022 0.012 0.079 
Polis 0.331 0.028 0.000 0.378 0.025 0.000 
Nicosia -0.127 0.020 0.000 -0.144 0.022 0.000 
Countryside and Hill Resorts -0.004 0.014 0.768 -0.009 0.015 0.520 

Areas visited       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.190 0.010 0.000 0.148 0.010 0.000 
Ayia Napa -0.037 0.009 0.000 -0.019 0.009 0.037 
Larnaca -0.031 0.007 0.000 -0.061 0.008 0.000 
Limassol 0.119 0.007 0.000 0.149 0.008 0.000 
Paphos -0.005 0.008 0.487 -0.044 0.008 0.000 
Polis 0.202 0.008 0.000 0.222 0.008 0.000 
Nicosia 0.003 0.007 0.735 -0.031 0.008 0.000 
Countryside -0.002 0.007 0.799 0.022 0.007 0.003 
Hill Resorts -0.084 0.007 0.000 -0.039 0.007 0.000 
Occupied Areas -0.019 0.009 0.039 -0.076 0.009 0.000 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March -0.090 0.008 0.000 -0.060 0.007 0.000 
April – June -0.096 0.007 0.000 0.064 0.009 0.000 
October – December 0.046 0.008 0.000 0.177 0.010 0.000 

Year (2005)       
Year 2006 0.309 0.010 0.000 0.016 0.008 0.059 
Year 2007 0.187 0.009 0.000 0.192 0.009 0.000 
Year 2008 0.286 0.009 0.000 -0.060 0.007 0.000 
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Table Ap. 28: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with archaeological/cultural sites and monuments 
(overall image, preservation/restoration) 

 Overall image Preservation/restoration 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year -0.145 0.008 0.000 -0.096 0.008 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.177 0.017 0.000 -0.158 0.017 0.000 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person -0.018 0.005 0.000 -0.016 0.005 0.001 
Child/children in the traveling party 0.128 0.009 0.000 0.094 0.009 0.000 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.166 0.012 0.000 -0.144 0.012 0.000 
First time in Cyprus -0.059 0.008 0.000 -0.049 0.008 0.000 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany 0.169 0.012 0.000 0.208 0.011 0.000 
Greece 0.116 0.024 0.000 0.149 0.023 0.000 
France 0.094 0.016 0.000 0.177 0.015 0.000 
Ireland 0.094 0.016 0.000 0.111 0.016 0.000 
Russia 0.191 0.015 0.000 0.130 0.016 0.000 
Scandinavian countries 0.184 0.013 0.000 0.225 0.013 0.000 
Western Europe 0.108 0.013 0.000 0.167 0.012 0.000 
Eastern Europe 0.153 0.016 0.000 0.201 0.016 0.000 
Middle East or Gulf countries -0.046 0.030 0.127 0.015 0.029 0.604 
Other countries 0.115 0.029 0.000 0.183 0.027 0.000 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 0.032 0.016 0.049 0.033 0.017 0.046 
30-39 -0.110 0.012 0.000 -0.086 0.012 0.000 
40-49 -0.037 0.011 0.001 -0.034 0.011 0.002 
59 and above -0.048 0.012 0.000 -0.071 0.012 0.000 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.191 0.031 0.000 0.109 0.035 0.002 
Post-secondary or University -0.035 0.011 0.002 -0.086 0.011 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.069 0.010 0.000 -0.136 0.010 0.000 
Total stay (days) -0.001 0.000 0.237 -0.001 0.000 0.001 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.220 0.016 0.000 0.251 0.016 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.116 0.017 0.000 0.147 0.017 0.000 
Larnaca 0.122 0.015 0.000 0.142 0.015 0.000 
Limassol 0.057 0.015 0.000 0.049 0.016 0.002 
Polis 0.234 0.025 0.000 0.068 0.031 0.027 
Nicosia -0.031 0.035 0.376 -0.033 0.034 0.327 
Countryside and Hill Resorts -0.023 0.019 0.208 0.018 0.018 0.333 

Areas visited       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.145 0.013 0.000 0.105 0.014 0.000 
Ayia Napa -0.014 0.013 0.286 -0.022 0.013 0.091 
Larnaca -0.101 0.011 0.000 -0.068 0.011 0.000 
Limassol 0.081 0.010 0.000 0.037 0.010 0.000 
Paphos 0.054 0.011 0.000 0.103 0.011 0.000 
Polis 0.218 0.009 0.000 0.187 0.009 0.000 
Nicosia 0.074 0.010 0.000 0.091 0.010 0.000 
Countryside -0.001 0.009 0.897 0.000 0.009 0.981 
Hill Resorts 0.036 0.009 0.000 0.043 0.009 0.000 
Occupied Areas 0.028 0.014 0.049 0.060 0.014 0.000 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March 0.051 0.011 0.000 0.085 0.011 0.000 
April – June 0.081 0.010 0.000 0.098 0.010 0.000 
October – December 0.040 0.010 0.000 0.056 0.010 0.000 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 0.031 0.012 0.012 0.040 0.013 0.001 
  Year 2007 0.112 0.010 0.000 0.080 0.011 0.000 
  Year 2008 0.105 0.011 0.000 0.043 0.011 0.000 
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Table Ap. 29: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with airports and parking spaces 

 Airports Parking spaces 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year -0.011 0.004 0.009 -0.022 0.003 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.054 0.008 0.000 -0.012 0.006 0.032 

Visitor characteristics       
Larnaca Airport -0.138 0.009 0.000 . . . 
Logarithm of expenditure per person -0.012 0.002 0.000 -0.004 0.001 0.001 
Child/children in the travelling party 0.032 0.005 0.000 0.004 0.003 0.275 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) 0.000 0.006 0.997 -0.005 0.004 0.192 
First time in Cyprus -0.014 0.004 0.001 -0.013 0.003 0.000 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany 0.018 0.007 0.008 -0.006 0.005 0.266 
Greece -0.006 0.012 0.640 -0.008 0.008 0.310 
France -0.025 0.008 0.001 0.007 0.007 0.337 
Ireland -0.003 0.008 0.678 -0.001 0.006 0.867 
Russia -0.003 0.008 0.682 0.022 0.008 0.007 
Scandinavian countries -0.026 0.006 0.000 0.037 0.007 0.000 
Western Europe -0.024 0.006 0.000 0.038 0.007 0.000 
Eastern Europe -0.028 0.008 0.000 0.056 0.009 0.000 
Middle East or Gulf countries -0.042 0.009 0.000 0.030 0.009 0.001 
Other countries -0.040 0.010 0.000 0.026 0.011 0.024 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.025 0.007 0.000 0.015 0.006 0.017 
30-39 -0.031 0.005 0.000 -0.007 0.004 0.083 
40-49 -0.011 0.005 0.035 -0.003 0.004 0.498 
59 and above 0.018 0.006 0.006 -0.010 0.004 0.013 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.237 0.030 0.000 0.091 0.020 0.000 
Post-secondary or University 0.046 0.005 0.000 -0.008 0.004 0.018 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.008 0.005 0.127 -0.024 0.004 0.000 
Total stay (days) 0.000 0.000 0.911 0.000 0.000 0.082 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.051 0.012 0.000 0.052 0.009 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.020 0.010 0.045 0.050 0.008 0.000 
Larnaca 0.011 0.009 0.226 0.000 0.005 0.926 
Limassol 0.003 0.008 0.700 -0.008 0.005 0.108 
Polis -0.007 0.016 0.639 0.027 0.015 0.079 
Nicosia -0.037 0.015 0.012 -0.035 0.006 0.000 
Countryside and Hill Resorts -0.003 0.009 0.720 0.100 0.012 0.000 

Areas visited       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.034 0.007 0.000 -0.021 0.004 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.002 0.006 0.731 0.000 0.004 0.931 
Larnaca -0.022 0.005 0.000 0.003 0.004 0.402 
Limassol 0.043 0.005 0.000 -0.010 0.004 0.008 
Paphos 0.008 0.005 0.128 -0.012 0.004 0.001 
Polis 0.004 0.005 0.441 -0.021 0.003 0.000 
Nicosia -0.054 0.004 0.000 0.006 0.004 0.084 
Countryside 0.036 0.005 0.000 0.008 0.003 0.019 
Hill Resorts 0.024 0.005 0.000 0.022 0.003 0.000 
Occupied Areas -0.024 0.006 0.000 -0.004 0.004 0.292 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March -0.061 0.004 0.000 0.001 0.004 0.772 
April – June -0.023 0.004 0.000 0.009 0.004 0.019 
October – December -0.030 0.005 0.000 -0.018 0.004 0.000 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 0.074 0.009 0.000 0.011 0.005 0.016 
  Year 2007 0.229 0.009 0.000 0.029 0.005 0.000 
  Year 2008 0.236 0.009 0.000 0.017 0.004 0.000 
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Table Ap. 30: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with pedestrian and cycling facilities 

 Pedestrian facilities Cycling facilities 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year -0.049 0.003 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.392 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.051 0.006 0.000 -0.005 0.003 0.178 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person 0.001 0.002 0.436 -0.004 0.001 0.000 
Child/children in the traveling party 0.025 0.004 0.000 -0.001 0.002 0.789 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.025 0.005 0.000 -0.001 0.003 0.823 
First time in Cyprus -0.024 0.004 0.000 -0.006 0.002 0.004 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany 0.077 0.008 0.000 -0.004 0.003 0.260 
Greece 0.085 0.016 0.000 0.001 0.007 0.885 
France -0.014 0.008 0.107 -0.004 0.004 0.277 
Ireland 0.006 0.008 0.490 0.008 0.005 0.129 
Russia 0.106 0.011 0.000 0.012 0.006 0.049 
Scandinavian countries 0.030 0.007 0.000 -0.002 0.003 0.536 
Western Europe 0.016 0.007 0.028 0.013 0.005 0.007 
Eastern Europe 0.010 0.009 0.254 0.018 0.007 0.010 
Middle East or Gulf countries 0.021 0.012 0.071 0.019 0.009 0.023 
Other countries -0.027 0.012 0.028 -0.014 0.005 0.002 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 0.001 0.007 0.913 -0.008 0.003 0.006 
30-39 -0.017 0.005 0.001 -0.006 0.003 0.013 
40-49 -0.001 0.005 0.889 -0.006 0.002 0.016 
59 and above 0.009 0.006 0.133 -0.002 0.003 0.411 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.126 0.025 0.000 0.034 0.013 0.009 
Post-secondary or University 0.029 0.004 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.423 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour 0.009 0.004 0.037 -0.007 0.002 0.005 
Total stay (days) 0.000 0.000 0.386 0.000 0.000 0.484 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.062 0.010 0.000 0.043 0.008 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.041 0.008 0.000 0.036 0.007 0.000 
Larnaca -0.044 0.006 0.000 -0.004 0.003 0.235 
Limassol -0.004 0.007 0.622 0.007 0.005 0.137 
Polis 0.123 0.023 0.000 -0.012 0.005 0.018 
Nicosia -0.037 0.012 0.003 0.081 0.014 0.000 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 0.021 0.010 0.038 0.043 0.008 0.000 

Areas visited       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.006 0.006 0.285 0.000 0.003 0.945 
Ayia Napa -0.008 0.005 0.169 0.000 0.003 0.920 
Larnaca -0.023 0.004 0.000 0.006 0.003 0.021 
Limassol 0.047 0.005 0.000 -0.002 0.003 0.516 
Paphos -0.031 0.005 0.000 0.003 0.003 0.283 
Polis 0.016 0.004 0.000 -0.009 0.002 0.000 
Nicosia -0.028 0.004 0.000 -0.018 0.002 0.000 
Countryside 0.040 0.004 0.000 0.011 0.002 0.000 
Hill Resorts 0.042 0.004 0.000 0.007 0.002 0.003 
Occupied Areas -0.045 0.005 0.000 0.001 0.004 0.748 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March -0.005 0.005 0.301 -0.002 0.003 0.497 
April – June -0.004 0.005 0.416 -0.002 0.002 0.399 
October – December 0.021 0.005 0.000 -0.009 0.002 0.000 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 -0.017 0.005 0.001 -0.005 0.002 0.014 
  Year 2007 -0.003 0.005 0.522 -0.010 0.002 0.000 
  Year 2008 0.038 0.005 0.000 -0.023 0.002 0.000 
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Table Ap. 31: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with activities and entertainment opportunities 
 (variety, quality, value for money) 

 Variety  Quality Value for money 

 Marginal 
Effect 

Std. 
Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect 
Std. 
Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect 
Std. 
Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)          
Once a year -0.107 0.007 0.000 -0.086 0.007 0.000 0.004 0.007 0.501 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.237 0.015 0.000 -0.219 0.015 0.000 -0.035 0.016 0.035 

Visitor characteristics          
Logarithm of expenditure per person 0.002 0.003 0.463 0.013 0.003 0.000 0.006 0.003 0.023 
Child/children in the traveling party 0.123 0.008 0.000 0.109 0.008 0.000 0.046 0.008 0.000 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.098 0.011 0.000 -0.084 0.011 0.000 -0.072 0.009 0.000 
First time in Cyprus -0.071 0.008 0.000 -0.072 0.008 0.000 -0.028 0.007 0.000 

Country of usual residence (UK)          
Germany 0.267 0.011 0.000 0.222 0.012 0.000 0.011 0.012 0.349 
Greece 0.065 0.021 0.002 0.063 0.021 0.003 0.128 0.022 0.000 
France 0.087 0.016 0.000 0.086 0.016 0.000 0.068 0.016 0.000 
Ireland 0.139 0.014 0.000 0.133 0.014 0.000 0.081 0.015 0.000 
Russia 0.216 0.014 0.000 0.206 0.015 0.000 0.061 0.015 0.000 
Scandinavian countries 0.084 0.012 0.000 0.093 0.012 0.000 0.068 0.012 0.000 
Western Europe 0.071 0.012 0.000 0.057 0.013 0.000 0.043 0.012 0.000 
Eastern Europe 0.102 0.015 0.000 0.103 0.015 0.000 0.051 0.014 0.000 
Middle East or Gulf countries 0.100 0.018 0.000 0.101 0.018 0.000 0.147 0.018 0.000 
Other countries -0.102 0.024 0.000 -0.109 0.024 0.000 -0.050 0.019 0.007 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)          
Less than 30 0.085 0.014 0.000 0.069 0.014 0.000 -0.058 0.012 0.000 
30-39 -0.127 0.010 0.000 -0.124 0.010 0.000 -0.111 0.008 0.000 
40-49 -0.057 0.010 0.000 -0.051 0.010 0.000 -0.055 0.008 0.000 
59 and above 0.030 0.012 0.010 0.021 0.012 0.076 0.057 0.011 0.000 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)          
No schooling or elementary 0.205 0.031 0.000 0.152 0.031 0.000 0.193 0.033 0.000 
Post-secondary or University 0.027 0.009 0.003 0.016 0.009 0.066 0.075 0.007 0.000 

Trip characteristics          
Package tour -0.058 0.009 0.000 -0.097 0.009 0.000 -0.092 0.008 0.000 
Total stay (days) -0.001 0.000 0.028 -0.002 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)          
Protaras/Paralimni 0.221 0.014 0.000 0.259 0.013 0.000 0.176 0.016 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.184 0.014 0.000 0.185 0.014 0.000 0.090 0.014 0.000 
Larnaca 0.035 0.014 0.009 0.066 0.014 0.000 0.135 0.013 0.000 
Limassol 0.062 0.015 0.000 0.052 0.015 0.001 0.017 0.013 0.207 
Polis 0.312 0.022 0.000 0.327 0.022 0.000 0.133 0.032 0.000 
Nicosia -0.025 0.031 0.416 -0.046 0.031 0.135 -0.044 0.025 0.086 
Countryside and Hill Resorts -0.045 0.018 0.011 0.021 0.017 0.226 0.028 0.016 0.076 

Areas visited          
Protaras/Paralimni 0.127 0.011 0.000 0.136 0.011 0.000 0.148 0.011 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.016 0.011 0.130 0.016 0.011 0.142 -0.003 0.010 0.774 
Larnaca -0.084 0.009 0.000 -0.067 0.009 0.000 0.018 0.008 0.027 
Limassol 0.093 0.009 0.000 0.071 0.009 0.000 0.024 0.008 0.004 
Paphos -0.054 0.010 0.000 -0.052 0.010 0.000 0.013 0.009 0.127 
Polis 0.251 0.008 0.000 0.249 0.008 0.000 0.169 0.009 0.000 
Nicosia -0.031 0.009 0.001 -0.032 0.009 0.000 -0.058 0.008 0.000 
Countryside 0.019 0.008 0.018 0.009 0.008 0.262 -0.003 0.007 0.708 
Hill Resorts -0.040 0.008 0.000 -0.019 0.008 0.023 -0.025 0.007 0.001 
Occupied Areas -0.057 0.012 0.000 -0.063 0.012 0.000 -0.036 0.010 0.000 

Seasonality (July – September)          
January – March -0.055 0.011 0.000 -0.082 0.011 0.000 0.007 0.010 0.499 
April – June -0.042 0.009 0.000 -0.066 0.009 0.000 -0.037 0.008 0.000 
October – December 0.152 0.009 0.000 0.129 0.009 0.000 0.125 0.009 0.000 

Year (2005)          
  Year 2006 0.116 0.011 0.000 0.148 0.011 0.000 0.137 0.012 0.000 
  Year 2007 0.103 0.010 0.000 0.110 0.010 0.000 0.130 0.010 0.000 
  Year 2008 0.108 0.010 0.000 0.144 0.010 0.000 0.148 0.010 0.000 
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Table Ap. 32: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with organised trips within Cyprus  
(overall experience, value for money) 

 Overall experience Value for money 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year -0.115 0.012 0.000 -0.030 0.010 0.002 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.146 0.022 0.000 -0.035 0.017 0.041 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person -0.067 0.009 0.000 -0.042 0.006 0.000 
Child/children in the traveling party 0.066 0.014 0.000 0.040 0.012 0.001 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.141 0.017 0.000 -0.035 0.013 0.008 
First time in Cyprus -0.039 0.012 0.001 -0.019 0.010 0.058 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany 0.059 0.017 0.000 -0.005 0.014 0.727 
Greece 0.047 0.039 0.226 0.024 0.031 0.438 
France -0.036 0.023 0.118 -0.023 0.018 0.212 
Ireland 0.039 0.023 0.083 0.025 0.019 0.193 
Russia 0.202 0.021 0.000 0.130 0.021 0.000 
Scandinavian countries 0.036 0.020 0.070 -0.037 0.015 0.014 
Western Europe 0.022 0.019 0.238 0.006 0.016 0.703 
Eastern Europe 0.108 0.025 0.000 0.014 0.021 0.511 
Middle East or Gulf countries -0.327 0.054 0.000 -0.149 0.033 0.000 
Other countries -0.089 0.083 0.279 -0.072 0.054 0.179 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 0.005 0.024 0.847 -0.007 0.019 0.691 
30-39 -0.085 0.016 0.000 -0.052 0.013 0.000 
40-49 -0.028 0.015 0.068 -0.011 0.012 0.349 
59 and above 0.002 0.017 0.897 0.001 0.013 0.947 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.155 0.049 0.001 0.113 0.047 0.015 
Post-secondary or University 0.031 0.016 0.051 -0.016 0.013 0.229 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour 0.065 0.017 0.000 0.032 0.013 0.013 
Total stay (days) 0.000 0.001 0.834 0.000 0.001 0.516 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.027 0.030 0.369 0.101 0.028 0.000 
Ayia Napa -0.106 0.025 0.000 0.045 0.022 0.042 
Larnaca -0.068 0.024 0.005 0.097 0.023 0.000 
Limassol -0.051 0.024 0.032 -0.005 0.019 0.776 
Polis 0.067 0.053 0.207 0.014 0.045 0.755 
Nicosia -0.287 0.066 0.000 -0.132 0.041 0.001 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 0.012 0.032 0.693 0.112 0.033 0.001 

Areas visited       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.130 0.020 0.000 0.078 0.017 0.000 
Ayia Napa -0.037 0.019 0.047 -0.023 0.015 0.119 
Larnaca -0.045 0.015 0.003 0.009 0.012 0.466 
Limassol 0.074 0.014 0.000 0.017 0.012 0.142 
Paphos 0.123 0.016 0.000 0.086 0.014 0.000 
Polis 0.147 0.013 0.000 0.048 0.011 0.000 
Nicosia 0.046 0.013 0.001 0.028 0.011 0.011 
Countryside 0.033 0.012 0.008 0.020 0.010 0.056 
Hill Resorts 0.001 0.012 0.927 0.068 0.010 0.000 
Occupied Areas -0.032 0.020 0.109 0.002 0.016 0.899 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March 0.068 0.017 0.000 0.046 0.015 0.002 
April – June 0.040 0.015 0.006 0.008 0.012 0.525 
October – December 0.021 0.014 0.137 0.000 0.012 0.990 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 -0.036 0.018 0.047 0.108 0.016 0.000 
  Year 2007 -0.321 0.012 0.000 -0.224 0.008 0.000 
  Year 2008 -0.175 0.015 0.000 -0.100 0.010 0.000 
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Table Ap. 33: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with cruises outside Cyprus 
 (overall experience and value for money) 

 Overall experience Value for money 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year -0.065 0.038 0.086 -0.062 0.033 0.059 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.221 0.067 0.001 -0.220 0.041 0.000 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person -0.055 0.023 0.019 -0.006 0.024 0.795 
Child/children in the traveling party 0.232 0.043 0.000 0.138 0.040 0.001 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.194 0.054 0.000 -0.034 0.050 0.501 
First time in Cyprus -0.190 0.039 0.000 -0.061 0.036 0.091 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany -0.094 0.055 0.086 -0.039 0.054 0.464 
Greece -0.133 0.157 0.397 -0.136 0.065 0.036 
France -0.223 0.076 0.003 0.144 0.070 0.038 
Ireland 0.050 0.080 0.538 0.066 0.049 0.177 
Russia 0.150 0.052 0.004 0.197 0.081 0.014 
Scandinavian countries 0.005 0.085 0.955 -0.132 0.051 0.009 
Western Europe -0.071 0.067 0.287 -0.262 0.031 0.000 
Eastern Europe -0.284 0.064 0.000 -0.147 0.159 0.354 
Middle East or Gulf countries -0.286 0.057 0.000 -0.152 0.051 0.003 
Other countries -0.094 0.055 0.086 -0.039 0.054 0.464 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.175 0.065 0.007 -0.110 0.052 0.035 
30-39 -0.289 0.043 0.000 -0.158 0.036 0.000 
40-49 -0.216 0.042 0.000 -0.139 0.036 0.000 
59 and above 0.061 0.051 0.235 0.004 0.043 0.926 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.069 0.161 0.670 -0.161 0.098 0.099 
Post-secondary or University 0.115 0.054 0.032 0.027 0.046 0.548 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour 0.172 0.040 0.000 0.074 0.034 0.031 
Total stay (days) -0.006 0.002 0.009 -0.005 0.002 0.010 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March -0.022 0.057 0.705 -0.022 0.050 0.658 
April – June 0.114 0.054 0.035 0.069 0.048 0.148 
October – December 0.304 0.041 0.000 0.191 0.043 0.000 

Year (2005)       
  Year 2006 -0.032 0.055 0.558 0.007 0.044 0.871 
  Year 2007 -0.011 0.055 0.839 -0.125 0.043 0.003 
  Year 2008 0.000 0.062 0.995 0.093 0.062 0.134 
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Table Ap. 34: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with shopping (overall experience, value for money) 

 Overall experience Value for money 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year 0.034 0.005 0.000 -0.051 0.004 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.009 0.010 0.356 -0.034 0.009 0.000 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person -0.003 0.002 0.056 0.013 0.002 0.000 
Child/children in the traveling party -0.018 0.005 0.000 0.018 0.005 0.000 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.022 0.006 0.000 -0.031 0.006 0.000 
First time in Cyprus -0.028 0.004 0.000 -0.009 0.004 0.037 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany -0.047 0.006 0.000 -0.008 0.006 0.177 
Greece 0.123 0.015 0.000 0.067 0.013 0.000 
France -0.025 0.008 0.002 -0.079 0.005 0.000 
Ireland 0.038 0.010 0.000 0.001 0.008 0.864 
Russia 0.004 0.009 0.644 0.063 0.010 0.000 
Scandinavian countries -0.013 0.007 0.051 -0.061 0.005 0.000 
Western Europe -0.010 0.007 0.150 -0.053 0.005 0.000 
Eastern Europe -0.056 0.006 0.000 -0.096 0.004 0.000 
Middle East or Gulf countries -0.060 0.007 0.000 -0.095 0.004 0.000 
Other countries -0.044 0.008 0.000 -0.057 0.008 0.000 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.029 0.007 0.000 -0.028 0.008 0.000 
30-39 -0.032 0.005 0.000 -0.046 0.005 0.000 
40-49 -0.030 0.005 0.000 -0.027 0.005 0.000 
59 and above 0.012 0.006 0.054 0.005 0.006 0.375 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No Schooling or elementary 0.030 0.017 0.082 0.111 0.026 0.000 
Post-secondary or University 0.041 0.004 0.000 0.039 0.004 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.127 0.005 0.000 -0.058 0.005 0.000 
Total stay (days) 0.000 0.000 0.164 -0.001 0.000 0.000 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.190 0.013 0.000 0.095 0.012 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.079 0.010 0.000 0.001 0.009 0.946 
Larnaca 0.112 0.010 0.000 0.018 0.008 0.028 
Limassol -0.002 0.008 0.812 -0.011 0.008 0.181 
Polis -0.016 0.018 0.390 0.062 0.021 0.003 
Nicosia -0.037 0.012 0.002 -0.020 0.015 0.192 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 0.052 0.012 0.000 -0.024 0.008 0.005 

Areas visited       
Protaras/Ayia Napa 0.098 0.008 0.000 0.090 0.008 0.000 
Ayia Napa -0.008 0.006 0.163 -0.014 0.006 0.018 
Larnaca 0.027 0.005 0.000 -0.025 0.005 0.000 
Limassol -0.035 0.005 0.000 0.025 0.005 0.000 
Paphos 0.032 0.006 0.000 -0.014 0.005 0.014 
Polis 0.073 0.006 0.000 0.070 0.005 0.000 
Nicosia -0.027 0.005 0.000 -0.050 0.004 0.000 
Countryside 0.010 0.005 0.027 0.009 0.005 0.054 
Hill Resorts 0.003 0.005 0.563 0.033 0.005 0.000 
Occupied Areas -0.001 0.006 0.817 -0.027 0.006 0.000 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March -0.007 0.006 0.220 -0.042 0.005 0.000 
April – June -0.018 0.005 0.000 -0.049 0.004 0.000 
October – December 0.036 0.006 0.000 0.014 0.006 0.011 

Year (2005)       
Year 2006 0.140 0.009 0.000 0.057 0.009 0.000 
Year 2007 0.166 0.008 0.000 0.229 0.009 0.000 
Year 2008 0.162 0.008 0.000 0.274 0.009 0.000 

Table Ap. 35: Estimated effects of aspect ratings on the probability of satisfaction with overall stay and the probability of 
a repeat visit 

 Overall stay Repeat visit 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Variety of experiences 0.739 0.022 0.000 0.227 0.015 0.000 
Safety and security 0.456 0.016 0.000 -0.183 0.015 0.000 
Hospitality 0.569 0.012 0.000 0.049 0.014 0.001 
Accommodation 0.010 0.013 0.459 0.143 0.011 0.000 
Restaurants -0.018 0.017 0.306 0.167 0.012 0.000 
Cleanliness of environment 0.060 0.027 0.027 -0.033 0.021 0.112 
Protection/preservation of environment -0.072 0.029 0.012 -0.101 0.024 0.000 
Built environment 0.112 0.016 0.000 0.052 0.013 0.000 
Archaeological, cultural sites and monuments 0.177 0.017 0.000 -0.149 0.012 0.000 
Infrastructure 0.074 0.048 0.129 0.097 0.023 0.000 
Activities and entertainment opportunities - variety -0.223 0.027 0.000 -0.135 0.019 0.000 
Activities and entertainment opportunities - quality 0.015 0.022 0.490 -0.041 0.018 0.025 
Activities and entertainment opportunities - value for money -0.003 0.014 0.849 0.078 0.012 0.000 
Shopping in Cyprus 0.043 0.035 0.210 0.145 0.018 0.000 
Extent of diversity in terms of cultural and natural environment 0.068 0.038 0.075 0.019 0.020 0.328 
Year 2006 -0.045 0.027 0.101 0.00 0.016 0.002 
Year 2007 0.224 0.021 0.000 0.190 0.012 0.000 
Year 2008 -0.283 0.014 0.000 0.193 0.012 0.000 
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Visitor satisfaction with the Cypriot tourist product 

Table Ap. 36: Estimated effects on the probability of satisfaction with overall stay and the probability of a repeat visit 

 Overall stay Repeat visit 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year 0.025 0.007 0.000 0.094 0.007 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.032 0.014 0.022 -0.054 0.015 0.000 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person -0.011 0.003 0.000 0.030 0.003 0.000 
Child/children in the traveling party 0.031 0.008 0.000 -0.026 0.008 0.001 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) -0.059 0.010 0.000 0.068 0.009 0.000 
First time in Cyprus -0.067 0.007 0.000 -0.137 0.007 0.000 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany 0.027 0.012 0.022 -0.307 0.011 0.000 
Greece 0.231 0.018 0.000 0.101 0.020 0.000 
France 0.012 0.015 0.410 -0.334 0.013 0.000 
Ireland 0.025 0.014 0.077 -0.114 0.014 0.000 
Russia 0.034 0.015 0.027 -0.109 0.015 0.000 
Scandinavian countries 0.040 0.012 0.000 -0.181 0.011 0.000 
Western Europe 0.010 0.012 0.388 -0.259 0.011 0.000 
Eastern Europe 0.037 0.014 0.009 -0.274 0.013 0.000 
Middle East or Gulf countries 0.057 0.017 0.001 -0.098 0.017 0.000 
Other countries 0.105 0.022 0.000 -0.130 0.022 0.000 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 -0.033 0.013 0.010 -0.028 0.013 0.031 
30-39 -0.108 0.009 0.000 0.008 0.010 0.404 
40-49 -0.048 0.009 0.000 -0.001 0.009 0.908 
59 and above 0.001 0.010 0.893 0.017 0.010 0.097 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.165 0.025 0.000 -0.069 0.027 0.011 
Post-secondary or University 0.029 0.008 0.000 0.027 0.008 0.001 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.176 0.008 0.000 -0.105 0.008 0.000 
Total stay (days) 0.000 0.000 0.570 0.004 0.001 0.000 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.154 0.014 0.000 -0.035 0.014 0.014 
Ayia Napa 0.024 0.013 0.069 -0.080 0.013 0.000 
Larnaca 0.110 0.012 0.000 -0.024 0.012 0.050 
Limassol -0.034 0.013 0.008 -0.139 0.013 0.000 
Polis 0.063 0.030 0.036 0.006 0.030 0.848 
Nicosia -0.038 0.026 0.135 -0.119 0.028 0.000 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 0.019 0.016 0.213 0.066 0.016 0.000 

Areas visited       
Protaras 0.195 0.010 0.000 0.067 0.010 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.017 0.010 0.084 -0.008 0.010 0.425 
Larnaca -0.002 0.008 0.767 0.041 0.008 0.000 
Limassol 0.006 0.008 0.504 -0.042 0.008 0.000 
Paphos 0.117 0.009 0.000 0.042 0.009 0.000 
Polis 0.176 0.008 0.000 -0.044 0.008 0.000 
Nicosia 0.005 0.008 0.507 -0.005 0.008 0.552 
Countryside -0.003 0.008 0.726 0.034 0.008 0.000 
Hill Resorts -0.037 0.008 0.000 -0.064 0.008 0.000 
Occupied Areas 0.083 0.011 0.000 -0.052 0.011 0.000 

Type of accommodation (4* Hotel)       
5* Hotel -0.020 0.010 0.042 0.080 0.009 0.000 
3* Hotel 0.000 0.010 0.963 0.003 0.010 0.771 
1* and 2* Hotels -0.047 0.022 0.033 -0.087 0.023 0.000 
A/B/C class apartments -0.035 0.012 0.003 -0.059 0.012 0.000 
Tourist village/ villa 0.024 0.012 0.049 -0.036 0.012 0.004 
Tourist flat/furnished flat/hotel without star/guest 
house/other paid accommodation 0.211 0.014 0.000 0.007 0.014 0.589 
Free accommodation (e.g. own residence/friends/relatives) -0.005 0.012 0.642 0.155 0.011 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Hired a car -0.042 0.009 0.000 0.113 0.009 0.000 
Used a taxi -0.085 0.010 0.000 -0.002 0.010 0.833 
Used a bus 0.014 0.009 0.149 -0.030 0.009 0.002 
Participated in organised trips -0.076 0.020 0.000 0.057 0.020 0.005 

Seasonality (July – September)       
January – March -0.027 0.010 0.007 0.065 0.010 0.000 
April – June -0.082 0.008 0.000 0.057 0.008 0.000 
October – December -0.002 0.008 0.770 0.045 0.008 0.000 

Year (2005)       
Year 2006 0.149 0.010 0.000 -0.062 0.010 0.000 
Year 2007 0.269 0.009 0.000 0.081 0.008 0.000 
Year 2008 0.112 0.009 0.000 0.118 0.008 0.000 
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APPENDIX 3: ESTIMATION RESULTS 

Table Ap. 37: Effects on the probability of Cyprus exceeding tourists’ expectations and on the probability of 
characterising Cyprus worse than other destinations in value for money terms 

 Expectations prior to the visit Value for money compared to other 
destinations 

 Marginal 
Effect Std. Err. P-value Marginal 

Effect Std. Err. P-value 

Frequency of holiday (Twice or more a year)       
Once a year -0.076 0.006 0.000 0.070 0.006 0.000 
Once every 2 years or less frequently -0.079 0.012 0.000 0.107 0.015 0.000 

Visitor characteristics       
Logarithm of expenditure per person 0.023 0.003 0.000 -0.001 0.002 0.795 
Child/children in the traveling party -0.024 0.007 0.001 0.002 0.006 0.749 
Single/divorced/widowed (married) 0.014 0.009 0.137 0.003 0.008 0.700 
First time in Cyprus -0.039 0.007 0.000 0.045 0.006 0.000 

Country of usual residence (UK)       
Germany -0.045 0.011 0.000 0.218 0.012 0.000 
Greece -0.048 0.016 0.003 0.025 0.017 0.137 
France -0.084 0.013 0.000 0.402 0.015 0.000 
Ireland -0.027 0.013 0.035 0.079 0.014 0.000 
Russia 0.028 0.014 0.051 0.060 0.015 0.000 
Scandinavian countries 0.020 0.011 0.070 0.220 0.011 0.000 
Western Europe -0.030 0.011 0.004 0.325 0.012 0.000 
Eastern Europe 0.071 0.013 0.000 0.371 0.013 0.000 
Middle East or Gulf countries -0.058 0.013 0.000 0.596 0.013 0.000 
Other countries -0.029 0.017 0.095 0.356 0.021 0.000 

Respondent’s age group (50-59)       
Less than 30 0.131 0.013 0.000 -0.014 0.010 0.156 
30-39 0.068 0.009 0.000 0.016 0.008 0.048 
40-49 0.017 0.008 0.039 0.019 0.007 0.012 
59 and above -0.029 0.009 0.002 -0.007 0.008 0.380 

Respondent’s education level (Secondary)       
No schooling or elementary 0.042 0.025 0.096 0.057 0.025 0.021 
Post-secondary or University -0.119 0.007 0.000 -0.056 0.007 0.000 

Trip characteristics       
Package tour -0.048 0.008 0.000 -0.051 0.007 0.000 
Total stay (days) 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.000 

Area of overnight stay (Paphos)       
Protaras/Paralimni 0.107 0.014 0.000 0.134 0.014 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.164 0.013 0.000 0.127 0.012 0.000 
Larnaca 0.144 0.012 0.000 0.146 0.012 0.000 
Limassol 0.136 0.013 0.000 0.045 0.012 0.000 
Polis 0.190 0.030 0.000 -0.032 0.027 0.234 
Nicosia 0.106 0.026 0.000 0.145 0.026 0.000 
Countryside and Hill Resorts 0.181 0.016 0.000 0.057 0.014 0.000 

Areas visited       
Protaras -0.097 0.008 0.000 0.038 0.008 0.000 
Ayia Napa 0.011 0.009 0.219 0.016 0.008 0.043 
Larnaca -0.027 0.008 0.001 -0.004 0.007 0.553 
Limassol -0.079 0.008 0.000 -0.049 0.007 0.000 
Paphos -0.005 0.008 0.489 0.026 0.007 0.000 
Polis -0.091 0.008 0.000 0.022 0.007 0.002 
Nicosia 0.050 0.008 0.000 0.037 0.007 0.000 
Countryside -0.004 0.007 0.564 -0.040 0.006 0.000 
Hill Resorts 0.103 0.007 0.000 0.003 0.006 0.667 
Occupied Areas 0.061 0.010 0.000 0.047 0.009 0.000 

Type of accommodation (4* Hotel)       
5* Hotel -0.012 0.009 0.183 0.016 0.009 0.069 
3* Hotel -0.032 0.010 0.001 0.004 0.009 0.654 
1* and 2* Hotels 0.007 0.020 0.727 0.070 0.020 0.000 
A/B/C class apartments -0.030 0.010 0.004 0.070 0.010 0.000 
Tourist village/ villa 0.046 0.012 0.000 -0.003 0.011 0.798 
Tourist flat/furnished flat/hotel without star/guest 
house/other paid accommodation -0.156 0.010 0.000 0.106 0.013 0.000 

Free accommodation (e.g. own residence/friends/relatives) -0.021 0.010 0.036 0.039 0.010 0.000 
Trip characteristics       

Hired a car -0.018 0.008 0.021 -0.040 0.007 0.000 
Used a taxi -0.038 0.009 0.000 -0.051 0.007 0.000 
Used a bus -0.103 0.008 0.000 -0.017 0.007 0.023 

Participated in organised trips -0.147 0.016 0.000 -0.055 0.014 0.000 
Seasonality (July – September)       

January – March -0.024 0.009 0.011 0.001 0.009 0.866 
April – June 0.004 0.008 0.579 0.000 0.007 0.954 
October – December 0.061 0.008 0.000 0.023 0.007 0.001 

Year (2005)       
Year 2006 0.097 0.009 0.000 -0.029 0.008 0.000 
Year 2007 -0.114 0.008 0.000 -0.032 0.007 0.000 
Year 2008 -0.119 0.007 0.000 -0.039 0.007 0.000 

 

 






