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Abstract

Purpose — This paper presents tourist attitudes regarding the tourism offer of Rijeka and the Opatija
Riviera. The main purpose of this study is to find out whether there are any differences in attitudes
towards the destination tourism offering between tourists visiting these destinations in 2014 and
those visiting in 2016.

Methodology — Two tourist on-site-surveys were carried out, one during the summer months of
2014 and the other during the summer of 2016. The analysis was carried out on a sample of 1198
respondents. Data analysis included: descriptive statistics, independent t-tests, paired sample t-test
and Importance—Performance Analysis (IPA).

Findings — The results of the independent t-tests confirmed that there are statistically significant
differences in overall satisfaction, as well as in in seventeen offering elements (out of twenty-two),
between tourists visiting these destinations during summer 2014 and those visiting in 2016,
indicating that tourists who visited these towns in 2016 were more satisfied that those who visited
in 2014. However, the IPA results suggest that the offering should be additionally improved in
order to exceed tourists’ expectations.

Contribution — These results confirm that the efforts and overall improvements made by destination
management and all stakeholders have contributed to higher tourist satisfaction. The findings can
serve as a quality information base for destination management in making future decisions on the
allocation of scarce resources to improve those offering attributes that the tourists nevertheless
found to be less satisfactory.

Keywords Tourists, attitudes, satisfaction, destination offering, IPA

INTRODUCTION

This paper presents tourist attitudes regarding the tourism offerings of Rijeka and the
Opatija Riviera in 2014 and 2016. Both cities have been investing a lot of effort in the
enrichment and improvement of their tourism offerings in order to provide more
appealing and satisfactory experiences for their tourists. Additionally, in 2016 a new
strategic tourism planning document has been developed for the Primorje-Gorski Kotar
County that included definition of the tourism strategic orientation and goals for the two
mentioned destinations. Monitoring tourist satisfaction is of great importance for
destination management aiming to ensure long-term sustainable tourism development
and gain loyal and satisfied tourists. Therefore, the main purpose of this study is to find
out whether there are any differences in attitudes towards the destination tourism offering
between tourists visiting these destinations during the summer of 2014 and those visiting
them during the summer of 2016. Although, it might not be reasonable to expect
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significant changes within three years, the results of this study could be also a basis upon
which future research results could be compared, i.e. it will be possible to track if
developing a tourism strategy and actions plans resulted with higher tourist satisfaction
level or not. Findings prove that tourists of 2016 were more satisfied with all offering
elements. The relationship between the importance of various offering elements and the
satisfaction with the same elements was tested separately for 2014 and 2016. The results
were evaluated by using Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA), a useful technique that
can provide managers with information on possible problems and shortcomings of the
offering. In that way, as Griffin and Edwards (2012) underline, destination managers can
assign priorities to measures that are designed to further improve tourists’ experiences.
Thus, the results of this study should lead to recommendations for destination
management concerning the way in which they can use tourist attitudes as an additional
tool to improve parts of their offering in order to generate higher overall tourist
satisfaction rates. Hence, the study results could serve as a guide for future planning and
successful destination management.

1. TOURIST SATISFACTION - THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The success, competitiveness and sustainable development of a destination greatly
depend on the level of satisfaction evoked in tourists who are visiting it. Satisfaction
could be defined as the outcome of the consumer’s evaluation of a service/product based
on a comparison of their perceptions of it deliver with their prior expectations (Aktas et
al.,, 2009). The more detailed the knowledge on tourists’ attitudes towards the
destination’s offering, the better destination marketers can customise their offering in
order to make it more appealing and satisfactory for their visitors. Failure to achieve such
an understanding of tourists’ attitudes is likely to lead to their lower levels of satisfaction,
loyalty, and intention to repeat the experience (Deng and Pei 2009; Kim et al. 2008). On
the other hand, a high level of satisfaction leads to a positive attitude towards the product,
service or experience that has been purchased and can positively influence future
behaviour (Esbjerg et al. 2012). Therefore, it can be stated that a high level of satisfaction
leads to greater customer loyalty to certain a product, service or destination (Andriotis et
al. 2008; Hui et al. 2007; Matzler et al. 2004; Naidoo et al. 2010; Yoon and Uysal 2005)
and is very important for repeat business and word-of-mouth advertising (Matzler et al.,
2004; Meyer 2006). In addition, Deng (2007) underlined that, among other things,
customer satisfaction can also be a driver of financial performance. Service quality and
satisfaction have been in the focus of both tourism and marketing because, as Sellick
(2004) pointed out, they may be used as indicators of profitability as well. As Aguilo
Perez and Juaneda Sampol (2000), Craggs and Schofield (2009) and Serra et al. (2015)
found, satisfaction with the holiday also has a positive effect on visitor spending. Due to
the fact that a high level of tourist satisfaction is of great importance to a destination’s
future development and competitiveness, destination management, among other
activities, involves carefully monitoring tourist satisfaction levels and using these as
basis in future decisions processes.
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As many authors have underlined (i.e. Alegre and Garau 2010; Chi and Qu 2008; Yoon
and Uysal 2005), overall satisfaction with a destination is seen as a result of tourists’
perceptions of different attributes of the destination. Tourists’ satisfaction with a
destination’s offering is very complex since, as Wang (2016) points out, their overall
destination experience is a sum of the large number of individual experiences that occur
during their stay at the destination. Hence, when it comes to the measurement of complex
constructs, such as satisfaction, it is recommended to apply a multi-item approach, since
the measurement of satisfaction with only one indicator (i.e. overall satisfaction) does
not ensure optimal results (Bruhn and Grund 2000, Alegre and Garau Taberner 2011;
Fuchs and Weiermair 2003). In other words, in order to gain higher-quality information
on tourists’ satisfaction with a destination offering, it is necessary to investigate the
extent to which tourists are satisfied with each attribute of the destination offering.
Therefore, following previous research, this study measured tourist satisfaction with 22
different offering attributes (in addition to overall satisfaction). In that way detailed
information was obtained on tourist attitudes towards the destination offering.

As tourist satisfaction is seen as one of the most important sources of a destination’s
competitive advantage (Bieger 1998; Ritchie and Crouch 2000), it is that more important
to monitor it on a regular basis. Bernini and Cagnone (2012) also underline that regular
satisfaction monitoring will ensure more efficient policies and destination management,
aimed at meeting tourist needs and preferences.

2. METHODOLOGY AND DATA COLLECTION

Two tourist on-site-surveys were carried out, one during the summer months of 2014 and
the other during the same months of 2016. The analyses were carried out on a sample of
1198 respondents, of which 523 were tourists who visited Rijeka and the Opatija Riviera
during 2014 and 675 were tourists visiting in 2016. The present study was conducted
with the use of a questionnaire provided in four languages (Croatian, English, Italian and
German). The survey was conducted in order to examine the tourists’ satisfaction
regarding various offering elements, such as hospitability of residents and employees,
environment characteristics, accommodation facilities, and all other facilities and
features important for tourists. In addition to measuring the satisfaction level, the
questionnaire also measured how important each tourism-offering element was to
tourists. The other parts of the questionnaire covered the socio-economic and
demographic characteristics of respondents as well as their vacation characteristics.

The relevant data was processed using the statistical package SPSS for Windows 24.0.
Data analysis included descriptive statistics for sample profiling, paired sample t-tests,
independent t-tests and Importance—Performance Analysis (IPA).
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Table 1: Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample

Whole sample 2014 2016
Characteristic N=1198 NO/:523 N=675 Sig. (ZEtaiIed)
Country of Origin t=1.986
Croatia 16.1 14.1 175 p=0.047
Germany 15.3 17.0 15.7
Italy 14.4 12.8 13.9
Austria 11.2 8.4 13.3
Slovenia 8.1 111 5.8
Hungary 4.6 3.6 5.3
France 3.0 4.2 2.1
UK 2.8 31 2.7
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.4 3.4 1.6
Poland 2.3 1.3 3.1
Other 19.8 21.0 19.0
Gender t=-1.039
Male 47.2 48.9 459 p=0.299
Female 52.8 51.1 54.1
Educational level t=7.380
Elementary school 1.0 11 0.9 p=0.000
High school 34.7 27.0 40.7
College 29.1 235 335
University degree 34.9 48.2 246
Other 0.3 0.2 0.3
Average monthly income t=1.940
up to 1000€ 14.5 13.6 15.3 p=0.053
1001- 2000€ 375 335 405
2001-3000€ 28.7 34.0 24.6
3001€ or more 19.3 18.9 19.6
t=0.369
Age (mean) 421 423 419 0=0.692

In order to obtain a representative sample, data on arrivals, month of the visit, destination
where respondents were staying (Rijeka or Opatija), tourist origin, and type of
accommodation were obtained from the Croatian Bureau of Statistics. As expected, the
data obtained revealed that the majority of respondents are foreign tourists (presenting
83.9% of the sample) and that the majority of these foreign tourists are from Germany
(15.3% of the whole sample). Females account for 47.2% of the sample, while the
majority of the respondents hold college or university degrees (64%). It can also be noted
that the majority (37.5%) of respondents have an average monthly family income
between 1001 and 2000€, while only 19.3% of respondents have an average income of
more than 3000€. The respondents are on average 42.1 years old (Table 1). When
comparing the 2014 and 2016 sample, a statistical significant difference was found when
country of origin and educational level was concerned.
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Table 2: Trip characteristics of the sample

Whole sample 2014 2016 ¢
Characteristic N= 1198 N=523 N=675 . .
% Sig. (2-tailed)
Accommodation t=-0,140
Hotel 52.0 48.8 54.6 p =0,888
Camp 5.6 7.5 4.1
Private apartments 24.0 244 23.7
Friends and relatives 11.2 145 8.6
Hostel 6.5 4.8 7.9
Tourist resort 0.7 0.0 1.1
Mode of transportation t=1,876
Car 61.0 64.6 58.3 p=0,61
Bus 25.0 18.5 30.1
Plane 7.9 9.9 6.4
Train 4.1 4.0 4.1
Other 0.8 2.9 0.7
Travelling group type t=2,582
alone 15.2 11.3 18.3 p =0,010
with partner 34.6 37.3 324
with family members 28.8 26.1 30.8
with friends 18.9 22,0 16.6
with associates 25 3.3 1.9
Trip organisation t=-5,799
Individually organised 80.8 88.0 75.3 p = 0,000
Package tour 19.2 12.0 24.7
Intention to return t=-5,088
Yes 90.4 85.3 94.4 p = 0,000
No 9.6 14.7 5.6
Intention to recommend t=-4115
Yes 95.7 92.7 97.9 p = 0,000
No 4.3 7.3 2.1

Table 2 summarises the trip characteristics of the respondents. It can be noted that the
vast majority of them individually organized their trip (80.8%) and stayed in a hotel
(52.0%). In addition, 61.0% of the respondents came to the destination by car and 25.0%
by bus. Most of the respondents came to the destination with a partner (34.6%) or with
family members (28.8%). The respondents on average stayed 5.5 days in the area. It can
be noted that statistically significant differences were found in trip organisation, intention
to return and recommend between tourists visiting these destinations during summer
2014 and those visiting in 2016. Nevertheless, given that the vast majority of respondents
are planning to return and have an intention to recommend these destinations in both
years, it can be concluded that they are satisfied with their stay. However, in order to stay
competitive in the tourism market, the destination’s managers have to be aware of the
attitudes of their tourists and to obtain information on which elements could be improved
to provide a better tourist experience. Therefore, detailed analysis was performed on the
respondents’ satisfaction and importance ratings of the elements of the tourism offerings.
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3. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

The first part of the questionnaire asked tourists to rate their level of satisfaction with the
elements of the destination offering (1 = unsatisfied and 5 = very satisfied). The second
section of the questionnaire focused on importance ratings (1 = unimportant and 5 = very
important) regarding the same offering elements. As can be seen from the previous Table
2, sample was divided into two subgroups, the first referring to the respondents who
visited these destinations in summer 2014 and the second, to those who visited in summer
2016. This was done to compare the attitudes of those two groups of respondents and to
find out whether there are any significant differences between them. Mikuli¢ and Ryan
(2018) advised to critically examine the elementary descriptive statistics and that will
indicate what respondents perceive as important or highly ranked, and opposite.

In order to gain much more detail and thus a better picture with a higher managerial
value, independent t-tests were conducted to determine significant differences between
tourists who visited the destinations during summer 2014 and those visiting in 2016,
regarding their attitudes towards the destination offerings (Table 3). Findings confirmed
that only in five (friendly and hospitable residents, feeling of personal safety and security,
quality of information on the destination’s website, quality of accommodation and
catering facilities), out of 22 elements, no statistically significant differences were found
between the two groups. In all cases, satisfaction levels increased in 2016 in comparison
with 2014. This indicates that the offerings in these destinations have been improved,
resulting in higher tourist satisfaction. The largest positive gap scores, indicating the
quality enhancement in 2016, were recorded for the following elements: facilities for
children (+0.69), sports facilities (+0.56), diversity of cultural events (+0.56) and
entertainment opportunities (+0.4).

Additionally, the importance ratings were also found to be significantly different across
the two groups. The results revealed that the importance ratings of all offering
dimensions were higher in 2016 in comparison with 2014 (Table 3). The highest positive
gap score, when importance ratings are concerned, were recorded for the facilities for
children (+1.08) and sports facilities (+0.87), as well as for cultural and historic heritage
(+0.79) and diversity of cultural events (+0.78). These results could be reflection of
certain differences in the sample (i.e. larger share of the respondents coming with family
with children in 2016). They can also indicate that the motives for coming in these
destinations could be changing (i.e. Rijeka was awarded the title of European Capital of
Culture 2020 and therefore is targeting new markets).

Table 3: The results of independent t-tests (2014 vs. 2016) — offering elements

Satisfaction Importance
Offering element Mean Mean
g 2014 | 2016 t 2014 | 2016 t
N=523 | N=675 | Sig. (2-tailed) | N=523 | N=675 | Sig. (2-tailed)

The beauty of nature and t=-6.976 t=-13.904
landscapes 4.29 4.57 p=0.000 4.08 4.70 p=0.000

. t=-8.514 t=-14.992
Preserved environment 4.03 441 p=0.000 3.98 4.65 p=0.000
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Satisfaction Importance
Offering element Mean Mean
g 2014 | 2016 t 2014 | 2016 t
N=523 | N=675 | Sig. (2-tailed) | N=523 | N=675 | Sig. (2-tailed)
Cleanliness of the t=-6.564 t=-12.915
destination 4.03 431 p=0.000 411 4.67 p=0.000
Equipment and _ _
maintenance of the 385 | 400 | T4l 400 | 450 | EL09Y
p=0.000 p=0.000
beaches
Friendly and hospitable t=-1.713 t=-9.708
residents 426 | 434 1 g0g7 | 416 | 455 1 5000
Cordiality of employees t=-2.769 t=-8.055
in tourism 425 | 436 | 5006 | 422 | 4% | p=0.000
Feeling of personal t=-0.528 t=-6.162
safety and security 4.37 4.39 p=0.0.597 4.21 4.52 p=0.000
Quality of information _ _
on the destination’s 339 | 402 | 192 | 305 | 428 | 0507
website p=0. p=0.
IAvailability of _ _
information in the 399 | 400 | E£22%2 | 399 | 437 | 158528
estinati p=0.0.25 p=0.000
estination
Clearly signposted tourist _ .
directions in the 380 | 403 | E10 | 393 | 45 | 57526
destinati p=0.000 p=0.000
estination
L t=-3.268 t=-7.782
Transportation links 3.93 4.07 p=0.001 4.05 4.42 p=0.000
. =-6.295 =-10.501
Quality of local transport| 3.58 3.88 0=0.000 3.78 4.34 0=0.000
Cultural and historic t=-8.665 t=-15.972
heritage 3.76 4.16 0=0.000 3.59 4.37 0=0.000
Quality of t=1.323 t=-6.362
laccommaodation facilities 4.25 4.20 p=0.186 4.22 4.50 p=0.000
Quality of catering t=-1.196 t=-8.451
facilities Alr 422 a3 | 416 45216000
Diversity of cultural t=-12.094 t=-15.329
vents 3.40 3.96 0=0.000 3.45 4.25 0=0.000
e . t=-13.775 t=-14.201
Facilities for children 3.23 3.92 p=0.000 2.83 3.91 p=0.000
Entertainment t=-9.184 t=-10.146
opportunities 3.54 4.00 p=0.000 3.78 4.31 p=0.000
_ t=-11.391 t=-14.095
Sports facilities 3.39 3.95 0=0.000 3.19 4.06 0=0.000
. . t=-6.577 t=-13.213
Excursion offering 3.70 4.04 p=0.000 3.48 4.27 p=0.000
. . t=-7.271 t=-12.863
Shopping opportunities 3.76 4.11 0=0.000 3.66 4.35 0=0.000
t=-6.442 t=-10.760
\Value for money 3.87 4.16 0=0.000 4.24 4.68 0=0.000
. . t=-2.974
Overall satisfaction 4.08 4.20 0=0.003 - - -




Tourism and Hospitality Management, Vol. 24, No. 2, 2018, 020201
Soldi¢ Frleta, D., SHIFTS IN TOURISTS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE DESTINATION OFFERING

Higher importance ratings in 2016 confirm that tourists are now more discerning and
expect a high-quality experience in a preserved and, above all, safe destination. In that
respect, paired sample t-tests were performed separately for each group of respondents
(2014 and 2016) in order to find out whether there are any significant differences
between the importance and satisfaction levels of each offering element. For that reason,
to calculate gap scores, the respective mean importance scores were subtracted from the
satisfaction ratings of each dimension. When the gap score (difference between
satisfaction and importance) is greater than zero, it is regarded as a positive gap and is
considered to be a strength of the destination (Kozak 2002). On the other hand, when the
score is less than zero, the gap score is negative, and when the negative gap is large it
could be an indicator that significant change is required (Kozak 2002). As presented in
Table 4, in 2014, five out of fourteen elements with significant differences had a
significant negative score (clearly signposted tourist directions in the destination,
transportation links, quality of local transport, entertainment opportunities and value for
money), indicating that respondents are less satisfied with these elements in comparison
with the importance that they relate to the same elements. For the eight elements no
significant differences were found.

Table 4: The results of Paired Samples T-test — offering elements

2014 (N=523) 2016 (N=657)
Offering element Sig. (2- Sig. (2-
Gap score t tailed) Gap score t tailed)
The beauty of natureand | 511 | 5344 | 0000 | -0129 | -4758 | 0.000
landscapes
Preserved environment 0.050 1.138 0.256 -0.247 -7.511 0.000

Cleanliness of the
destination
Equipment and
maintenance of the -0.170 -3.751 0.000 -0.412 -10.817 0.000
beaches

Friendly and hospitable
residents

Cordiality of employees in
tourism

Feeling of personal safety
land security

Quality of information on
the destination’s website
IAvailability of information
in the destination

Clearly signposted tourist

-0.073 -1.656 0.098 -0.354 | -10.551 0.000

0.105 2.844 0.005 -0.210 -6.826 0.000

0.017 0.463 0.643 -0.179 -5.849 0.000

0.094 2.669 0.008 -0.138 -4.470 0.000

-0.017 -0.441 0.659 -0.261 -7.191 0.000

0.000 0.000 1.000 -0.273 -7.973 0.000

directions in the -0.124 -3.165 0.002 -0.265 -7.095 0.000
destination
[Transportation links -0.126 -3.340 0.001 -0.350 -8.968 0.000

Quality of local transport -0.199 -4.568 0.000 -0.452 -10.198 0.000
ﬁ;'itt‘;s‘e' and historic 0178 | 4678 | 0000 | -0213 | -5.898 | 0.000
Quality of accommodation
facilities

0.034 0.946 0.345 -0.301 -8.394 0.000
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2014 (N=523) 2016 (N=657)
Sig. (2-
tailed)

0.010 0.272 0.786 -0.295 -8.508 0.000

Offering element Sig. (2-

Gap score t tailed)

Gap score t

Quality of catering

facilities

Diversity of cultural events| -0.054 -1.304 0.193 -0.280 -7.088 0.000
Facilities for children 0.398 6.961 0.000 0.015 0.333 0.739
Entertainment 0237 | 5168 | 0000 | -0.313 | -8251 | 0.000
opportunities

Sports facilities 0.203 4.715 0.000 -0.114 -2.843 0.005
Excursion offering 0.220 5.529 0.000 -0.227 -5.786 0.000
Shopping opportunities 0.098 2.391 0.017 -0.246 -6.309 0.000
\Value for money -0.365 -8.924 0.000 -0.519 -13.650 0.000

Note: Gap score= mean satisfaction score for each element - respective mean importance score.

When it comes to the respondents staying in Opatija and Rijeka during summer 2016, t-
test results confirm that twenty-one out of twenty-two offering elements have statistically
significant negative gap scores, indicating that satisfaction with all those elements is less
than their importance to the respondents. Hence, despite the fact that tourists were more
satisfied in 2016, improvements to the offering attributes are nevertheless needed,
especially when it was found that for almost all elements respondents gave higher
importance than satisfaction ratings. Therefore, importance-performance analysis (IPA)
was performed. IPA was first introduced by Martilla and James (1977) aiming to identify
which product or service attributes need to be improved in order to enhance customer
satisfaction. IPA was originally designed for marketing purposes, however its application
extends to a wide range of fields, including travel and tourism (Dwyer et al., 2012;
Enright and Newton, 2004; Griffin and Edwards, 2012; Oh, 2001; Wade and Eagles,
2003; Zhang and Chow, 2004) and has gained popularity in the wider management
research in recent years since the technique has significant practical appeal (Mikuli¢ et
al., 2016). When tourism is concerned, IPA can provide an information base for
formulating policies and implementing a strategy in order for a destination to maintain a
competitive advantage (Dwyer et al., 2012). As Frauman and Banks (2011) underlined,
the IPA recognizes satisfaction as a function of two components: the importance of an
offering attribute to a customer, and the attribute’s performance. The main characteristic
of IPA is diagnostic, as it allows destination managers and marketers to identify critical
offering attributes that are less satisfactory, or are under- or over-performing (Abalo et
al 2007; Griffin and Edwards 2012). Based on the value of importance and the value of
performance (satisfaction), the offering elements were placed in the importance-
performance grid. The four quadrants of the importance—performance grid consist of
Concentrate here, Keep up the good work, Low priority, and Possible overkill. There are
some issues associated with the positioning of the grid lines in the IPA matrix (Griffin
and Edwards, 2012), since their placement is a matter of judgement and reflects the
destination management goals (Griffin and Edwards, 2012; Wade and Eagles, 2003) and
determines in which quadrant a certain dimension will appear. Therefore, if the gridline
is positioned on the satisfaction scale above the mid-point, destination managers are
setting high standards (Hudson and Shephard 1998). If the position of gridline is adjusted
on the importance scale it allows priorities to be more narrowly defined (Bruyere et al.,
2002). Given the aspiration for a high-quality and competitive destination, the
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satisfaction grid lines in this study are placed at a high value of 4.2, while the importance
threshold were set at the grand mean value of importance scores.

Figure 1: Importance — Performance Analysis grid (2014 vs. 2016)
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As can be seen in Figure 1, eight elements from 2014 (quality of the local transport,
presentation of the cultural and historic heritage, diversity of cultural events, excursion
offering, entertainment and shopping opportunities, sports facilities and facilities for
children) appear in the Low priority quadrant, indicating that they have lower importance
and lower satisfaction ratings. Further, only five elements, friendly and hospitable
residents, cordiality of employees in tourism, feeling of personal safety and security, the
beauty of nature and landscapes and quality of catering facilities, appear in the Keep up
the good work quadrant, indicating that respondents perceive these elements as being
very important and show a high level of satisfaction. In 2014 following nine offering
elements were placed in the Concentrate here quadrant: preserved environment,
cleanliness of the destination, equipment and maintenance of the beaches, quality of
information on the destination’s website, availability of information in the destination,
clearly signposted tourist directions in the destination, transportation links, quality of
accommodation facilities and value for money. These offering elements are very
important to respondents but their performance levels are not seen as being satisfactory.

The situation has significantly changed in 2016 (Figure 1) given the higher importance
and satisfaction ratings. Three offering elements (information on the destination’s
website, availability of information and clearly signposted tourist directions in the
destination) moved from Concentrate here to Low priority quadrant. Further, another
three elements moved from Concentrate here to Keep up the good work quadrant
(preserved environment, cleanliness of the destination and quality of accommodation
facilities) leaving the Concentrate here quadrant with only three offering elements: value
for money, transportation links and equipment and maintenance of the beaches. These
elements remain to be very important to respondents but their performance levels are not
seen as being satisfactory and therefore, require greater attention from destination
management.

The new positions of the elements in 2016 indicate a significant positive shift in the
tourists’ attitudes towards them, but also underline the need for improving certain
attributes in the future. These results confirm that all the efforts made to enhance and
enrich the tourism offerings of Opatija and Rijeka in the last couple of years have resulted
in higher tourist satisfaction. Nevertheless, in order to be more competitive and strive for
excellence, these destinations still need to focus their attention and resources on
providing more innovative features and activity opportunities to enable their tourists to
take part in an unforgettable experience. In 2016, tourists found elements referring to the
environment, safety and hospitability to be the most important and, at the same time, the
most satisfactory elements (Figure 1). This is also a very important finding, since a
preserved environment and a feeling of safety and security are among the most important
factors involved in choosing a destination (Kim et al. 2005; Reisinger and Mavondo
2006).

CONCLUSION
This study aimed to detect shifts in tourists’ attitudes towards the tourism offerings of

Rijeka and Opatija, by comparing them in time. For that purpose, data obtained from two
surveys conducted during summer 2014 and summer 2016 were used. The key finding
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of this study lies in the confirmation of the existence of statistically significant
differences in overall satisfaction, as well as in seventeen offering elements (out of 22)
between tourists visiting these destinations during summer 2014 and those visiting in
2016. Respondents visiting these towns in 2016 were more satisfied that those who
visited them in 2014. These results indicate that the destinations’ offerings have
improved in quality and diversity in the last couple of years. However, findings also
indicate that value for money, transportation links and equipment and maintenance of
the beaches still need management attention. In addition, certain offering attributes — like
sports facilities, excursion offering, entertainment and shopping opportunities, facilities
for children and diversity of cultural events as well as the availability of information
inside and outside of the destination also require the further attention of destination
management in order to achieve higher tourist satisfaction. Hence, the conclusions
obtained in this study can be used as an information base for destination management in
two ways. The first way refers to the feedback that the destination management gets as a
response to (result of) their policies and activities focused on developing the tourism
offering that were carried out in previous years. The second information base that
destination management gets from this study refers to current tourist attitudes that have
obviously changed over two years, suggesting that a different approach is needed in the
future. Therefore, findings from this study can provide valuable information for
destination managers to develop adequate plans for improving their offering elements
and responding to the expectations of their customers.

Just like others, this study is not free of limitations. The first limitation is seen in the
geographic area in which the research was conducted (only in two towns). Additionally,
data collection was conducted only during the summer periods of 2014 and 2016 and,
because of this, the sample may not well represent the whole population. Hence, it would
be worthwhile to conduct similar research in other destinations and throughout the whole
year so that the results could be compared.
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