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Abstract. In this paper, the authors continued research previously conducted on 

6 selected websites of Polish agritourism farms. The aim of the conducted anal-

ysis was to  determine whether the expert analysis, based on literature and dis-

tinguished quality websites factors is coherent with the users analysis, based on 

the WebQual questionnaire. The conducted analysis involved an expert evalua-

tion. The factors, which were taken under consideration during the analysis, 

were distinguished from literature and grouped accordingly with the WebQual 

questionnaire sections and  focused on the aesthetics, functionality, and  usabil-

ity of each analyzed website. The main objective of the paper is to discover if 

there are any discrepancies between the two conducted assessments, as well as 

to answer the question about the quality of the websites of agritourism farms in 

Poland. 
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1 Introduction 

Websites are currently used by many organizations as a communication and image 

strategy tool. At the same time, they can fulfill several functions: from informational 

to sales. In 2000, the number of websites was estimated at around 17 million, in 2005 

at 65 million [1], and according to a report prepared by netcraft.com in January 2021, 

there were already over 1.83 billion active websites on the Internet. According to the 

CSO report, searching for information about goods and services is a very popular 

reason for using the Internet. 62.7% of respondents in 2020 in Poland declared that 

they use the Internet for this purpose [2].  

The hotel industry is such a market sector, where the customers who decide on 

purchase of services in general do not have the opportunity to check for the standard 

before actual visit in the chosen location. This means that while choosing the hotel, 

most customers rely on the information they have gathered from ex. the hotel’s web-

site or others tourists opinions shared also online [3–6]. The hotels and other touristic 

facilities' presence on the Internet allows their owners not only to reach a wide group 

of customers, but to present their facilities and build a trustworthy image of offered 
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services. According to numerous studies and reports tourists willingly use search 

engines, such as Yahoo or Google, to find the information needed to decide what 

tourist facility they should choose [4]. The websites for the entrepreneurs are, in fact, 

a global communication and marketing tool websites [7, 8], as well as an online trans-

action facilitators [9].  

For agritourism farms, one of the hotel industry 7-branches, having a website 

which meets customers' expectations is particularly important. It needs not only to 

provide customers with detailed information of the services offered by the facility, but 

also needs to meet the quality factors for websites in general. to ensure customers 

with a positive association with the brand. What is also being pointed out in studies, a 

quality website can: 

• help reduce marketing costs [8, 10]; instead of advertising the tourist facility in 

external touristic services online like OTA (Online Travel Agency), a well-

designed home page containing broad information about the touristic object can be 

an advertisement itself, 

• become a sales channel [5, 11]; as it already has been stated, the tourists, who de-

cide to choose a certain hotel or other type of accommodation, decide based on the 

information they can possess through the web pages, because they do not have the 

possibility to verify it. The verification moment is by the check-in, so already after 

the purchase, 

• contribute to high SERP rankings; By the proper content, using the SEO tech-

niques, the web page can be easy-to-find, 

• have a positive impact on the facility's image; Perceiving the touristic facility by its 

customers as professional and up-to-date may evoke a favorable attitude towards 

its products and services [12].  

The online presence of the agritourism farms in Poland is particularly interesting. On 

the one hand, as a country, Poland is among those EU countries with the largest num-

ber of small area farms, where agricultural production is insufficient, which requires 

from the farmers conducting activities, such as agritourism, to increase the income [8, 

13, 14] and diverse its source. By agrotourism one can understand the touristic activi-

ty, narrower in definition than the rural tourism [15, 16]. Rural tourism refers to tour-

istic activity taken in the countryside, while agrotourism, as a touristic activity, needs 

to be conducted on a working farm [17–19]. Those  enterprises are often small, run by 

family and seasonal ones [20], therefore the owners of agritourism farms need to look 

for savings, including for marketing purposes. One of the result of cutting down on 

marketing activities is the low quality of the facilities websites, which was confirmed 

by the research conducted by Król which analyzed the visibility of agritourism web-

sites in Visegrad Group countries, showing that agritourism enterprises in these coun-

tries often do not have websites or their quality is insufficient [21]. Since the web 

pages are relatively cheap promotional solutions [22]  allowing a company to offer 

their products on a large scale [23], it is important for agritourism farms to familiarize 

the customers with the services they offer and to bring them to the countryside by 

using websites to feed this purpose. That is why it is crucial to develop effective 

methods that can help companies evaluate the performance of their websites [8]. 
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In previously conducted research the authors of this paper determined the quality 

factors for agritourism websites [24] by engaging users in online questionnaires using 

the WebQual form. At this point the study conducted for this paper focuses on an 

expert analysis of the same, previously selected websites, to compare the results with 

the assessment of the websites’ users based on the WebQual survey. Lack of discrep-

ancies in both assessments can indicate a simpler to conduct website analysis method. 

The following research questions are proposed for this article: 

RQ1: Are there any discrepancies between users WebQual and expert’s analysis  of 

selected agritourism websites in Poland? 

RQ2: Are there any quality factors of analyzed websites which stand out in the ex-

pert’s analysis in comparison to the users analysis? 

RQ3: To what extent the quality factors are implemented in analyzed argo-touristic 

websites? 

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains a review of the relevant liter-

ature on website quality factors. Section 3 includes the methodology for data retrieval, 

while Section 4 presents the data and the results of an expert analysis in comparison 

to the previously established results. In Section 5, the authors highlight the contribu-

tion of the research, as well as discuss its limitations and draw conclusions about the 

results and propose possible future research avenues.  

2 Literature Review 

A well-designed and usable web page is an online business card for the company. 

However, trends in web design are constantly changing. On the one hand, it is related 

to the changing sense of aesthetics among customers, designers and owners of the 

web pages. On the other hand, constant development of the technology allows to im-

plement new and newer solutions, which directly affect the functionality of the web-

sites.  
Having a functioning and up-to-date website for the touristic industry is crucial as 

an element of client-company communication strategy and a tool to reach a wider 

market [7]. As a promotional tool, touristic websites have been analyzed many times 

by the researchers, who indicated that their structure, content, general design as well 

as functionality are the key factors on which designers should focus on in user-

centered design framework [25–28]. 
What is also being pointed out by the researchers, a competitiveness among touris-

tic websites is equally important [29]. Since the tourists cannot compare actual touris-

tic objects before deciding on purchasing their services, many times they also take 

into consideration the appearance of the website as a decision-supporting factor and 

an element evoking their trust towards the company.  
There have been, however, studies conducted, which shows what websites features 

meet customers’ requirements towards them. It can be stated that aesthetic, safe, user-

friendly websites with a simple interface, as well as mobile usability (RWD) are the 

factors attracting more customers [9, 30–32] or at least ensure them a positive experi-

ence from using the website.  
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Although every year current  trends in web design are published online in form of 

guidelines for web designers, the researchers analyzing websites try to point out clear 

assessment methods that would suit the type of website, as well as all the goals they 

should fulfill and at the same time they still be attractive to use for visiting users [33]. 

The quality assessment conducted throughout the website should provide an answer 

whether the system actually meets the customers’ needs [34]. However, at this point, 

there is still no single measure of website quality. It is also observable that customers’ 

preferences differ for the same functionalities and page factors depending on the type 

of site [35] and the industry in which the company operates. That arrows the need for 

distinguishing general quality factors of the websites, present on various pages apart 

from the market sector represented by the companies.  
The most frequently mentioned elements affecting the quality of the website 

are: visual aspect/aesthetics, information quality/credibility, functionality, accessibil-

ity, reliability, and usability. These elements are used to determine whether a website 

meets the quality standards. They are also important elements in the process of creat-

ing a website, to which website designers pay special attention. 
The visual aspect concerns the perception of the website. Of course, the perception 

of whether something is nice or ugly is subjective, but research has shown that there 

is often agreement among observers of objects as to what constitutes an aesthetic 

object [36]. According to Norman's [37] theory of emotional evaluation of artifacts, 

on the first level, the brain makes a quick assessment of whether something is good or 

bad. In the context of website quality assessment, it assesses graphics, cleanliness, 

and beauty [37, 38]. There are also studies suggesting a relationship between the ap-

pearance of the website and the positive attitude of visitors towards it  [36, 38, 39]. 

What is also important, the quality of the web page influences the visitors’ perception 

of the offered product and services, and, as a consequence, the decision of purchase, 

since they cannot get acquainted with them differently [40].  
The quality of the information translates into the credibility of the website, which 

is one of the critical factors determining the intention to use the website [38]. The 

credibility of the website, apart from the quality of the content, is evidenced by such 

factors as timeliness of the technologies used, attention to technical details of imple-

mentation [41], timeliness of the graphic design concerning market trends, the possi-

bility of identifying the entity responsible for the website, content regarding the pro-

tection of personal data, data encryption on the website. These influence customer’s 

trust, defined as a relationship between the company and the consumer built on a 

trustworthy dialogue and impartial information [42], which concerns such factors as 

trust in e-sellers, trust in technology, and trust in transaction security [43].  
Web functionality is related to various aspects of websites such as user-friendly 

interface, information presentation, classification, navigation, artistic design, and 

personalization [44–46]. Together with web content and information security web 

functionality influences the perceived value of a product or service offered online 

[44]. 
Accessibility is the possibility of using a website by as many recipients as possible. 

It determines the extent to which the website can be perceived, understood, and 

viewed by users, regardless of their characteristics or disabilities, and regardless of 

the properties of the software and hardware, they use [47]. Accessibility assessment 
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and accessibility standards are determined by the WCAG [48], recommended by the 

W3C consortium responsible for website standards since 1994. 
Reliability of IT systems is defined as a measurable property of a system, used to 

control and manage the system, and indicate potential problems [49]. Reliability in-

cludes such elements as system performance [41] and system and information security 

that meets the three primary goals of computer security: confidentiality, integrity, and 

certainty [50].  
Usability is the extent to which a system, product, or service can be used by spe-

cific users to achieve certain goals with effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction in a 

specific context of use [51]. It determines whether the use of the functionalities avail-

able on the website is convenient for the user [52] and whether the website itself is 

convenient, safe, efficient, and intuitive [39]. The assessment of usability is influ-

enced by: page loading speed, ease of navigation, appearance [53], ease of reading 

[39], and information distribution [39, 52, 53], correlated with the completeness and 

up-to-date structure of the website [33]. 
The elements described above were the basis for the expert analysis of the Polish 

agri-tourism websites in designed and conducted research.  

3 Research method 

The study was designed to be conducted in two parts. The first part, engaging the 

users group, had already been conducted in 2021 and the results of this part were 

presented during the ICMarkTech Conference at the end of that year [24], and then 

published. Preliminary identification of the research group of agritourism farms was 

carried out in June 2020. The initial group consisted of 1,925 tourist facilities from 

Poland. Their addresses were in generally accessible databases of tourist facilities. 

Apart from open to public databases, the addresses were also obtained from tourist 

databases provided by Voivodeship Agricultural Advisory Centers and regional tour-

ist organizations. All of the 1,925 facilities were asked via e-mail to participate in the 

study. From this group 107 objects, which is 18%, agreed. The first step was to verify 

whether those agritourism farms have an active website. 76 of them had an active 

website, which was the main criterion for entering the study. 
The next step in the research was to verify the basic technical parameters of each 

website. In order to enter the next part of the research it was obligatory for every web-

site to meet criteria such as: 
• usage of a content management system,  

• website responsiveness,  

• securing the domain with an SSL certificate,  

• usage of the Google Analytics system.  

Out of a total number of 76 agritourism farms possessing an active website which 

would meet the technical criteria stated above, only 7 finally agreed to participate in 

the quality survey. The websites of these farms were then tested by users, which was 

the first part of the designed research. For the same 7 agritourism farms a quality 

analysis of their websites was conducted in this part of the study. 
The first part of the study, engaging the users, based on the WebQual 

(eQual) version 4.0 [54] survey method, containing 23 questions [55] divided into 
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three dimensions of website quality: usability, information quality, and service inter-

action quality [54, 56]. The choice of WebQual survey for the first part of the study 

was related to the fact that it is one of the best-formalized models, which is character-

ized by high versatility, used successfully to evaluate various types of web pages, 

such as online stores, government websites and the websites of education and higher 

education institutions [57]. What is also worth mentioning, the results of a survey 

using the WebQual form are analyzed by the WebQual index, which takes into ac-

count  not only the user's assessment of the certain assessed criterion but also its im-

portance [58].  
In the second part of the study concerning the expert’s analysis the WebQual 

survey was not used. Instead, the expert, using a separate questionnaire, had analyzed 

the websites within 7 quality factors. Those factors, previously obtained and distin-

guished based on the extensive literature review, focus on the same aspects as the 

WebQual form, however the factors in the survey had been presented differently, 

according to the user experience components. In 2004, Peter Morville distinguished 

those features of the user experience, which need to be implemented into the structure 

of any web page in order to make it user-friendly and ensure its great performance 

[59]. So called Morville’s honeycomb includes: usefulness, usability, desirability, 

findability, credibility, accessibility, and visuality. Taking into consideration the re-

quirements the web page needs to meet to be seen as functional and user-friendly, the 

expert while conducting the analysis referred to those specific elements or quality 

factors.  
In terms of the aesthetics of the website the expert checked whether: a grid-

based layout was used; the F-pattern design was used; sans serif and large enough 

fonts were used; the fonts are legible and reflect the nature of the website; void spaces 

are skillfully used; the colors create balance and overall harmony; the photos are 

properly selected, harmonious in color, of high quality; own photos were used, no 

photo banks were used, photos are not retouched.  
In terms of the information quality, the expert checked whether: the web-

site provides information on prices in an understandable form; the website contains 

information about the location, presented in an understandable form; there is a com-

prehensive visualization of the accommodation on the website; the website provides 

information on equipment and meals; the website provides information on the dis-

tance from important points [hospital, pharmacy, shop, bus stop, etc.]; the website 

provides information on precautionary measures to ensure the safety of COVID-19.  
In terms of credibility, the expert checked whether: the website is built using 

up-to-date technologies; the website has an up-to-date layout in relation to trends; it is 

possible to identify the party responsible for the website design;  the website contains 

content and consents regarding the protection of personal data; data sent to the web-

site is encrypted; the number of errors and warnings on the website (according to 

W3C validator).  
In terms of functionality, the expert checked whether: is there a photo gal-

lery on the website; are there videos on the website; are there any references to the 

company's social media on the website; is there a virtual tour on the website? is it 

possible to book a stay online; is there a contact form; is there a price calculator; is 

there an availability calendar; does the website contain other functionalities.  
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In terms of accessibility, the expert conducted the measurement with the use 

of WAVE-WCAG 2.0 Validator in terms of WCAG 2.0 requirements. Using the 

above tool, the expert audited the websites accordingly to WCAG 2.0 guidelines, but 

only those that could have been automatically checked by analyzing the websites’ 

code, such as the number of critical errors; contrast errors; the number of alerts; the 

number of alt attributes available; the number of page structure elements (headers); 

the number of Accessible Rich Internet Applications available.  
In terms of reliability, the expert checked whether the website is responsive; 

the system is secured (using Mozilla Observatory); the system is not infected with 

malware (using Sucuri SiteCheck). 
In terms of usability, the expert checked whether: the website allows the 

transaction to be finalized; the site is intuitive; the site is easy to navigate; the site is 

easy to read; the site has a sitemap; the number of broken links (using Broken-

LinksCheck); the site downloads fast enough for both mobile and desktop devices 

(using Google Page Speed).  
For the expert evaluation in the questionnaire, both scale-based questions and yes/no 

questions were used. The analysis was conducted remotely using Google Forms to 

submit answers. The form had been divided into 7 sections - each section concerned 

the website of one of the surveyed agritourism farms. The total number of questions 

in each section was 46. The chosen expert for the research was an IT engineer, with a 

master’s degree, currently working as a web designer and academic teacher, living in 

Poland, with 10 years of work experience in fields of marketing, e-commerce, and 

web design. 

4 Data and results 

This section presents the data description and summary of the results from the data. 

4.1 Data description 

The number of agritourism farms selected for expert analysis was 7. Those were the 

websites which: 

• met the basic technical criteria specified in the first study, 

• were assessed by users in the previous study using the WQ method. 

In the study [24] presented during the ICMarkTech 2021 conference, the WebQual 

quality assessment method was used, consisting in the assessment of individual web-

site features by users. The WebQual tool [54] includes 23 questions [55], originally 

grouped into three areas: usability, information quality, and service interaction quali-

ty. As 7 areas were identified on the basis of the literature review: aesthetics, infor-

mation quality, credibility, functionality, accessibility, reliability, usability, the next 

step was to assign WebQual questions to these areas to compare the scores in both 

methods. 
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Table 1. Table captions should be placed above the tables. 

Expert’s analysis WebQual question 

aesthetics Sense of personalization [SI19] 

Attractive appearance [UQ05] 

Appropriate to the type of site [UQ06] 

Overall view of the Web site [SI23] 

information quality Information at the right level of detail [IQ14] 

Provides believable information [IQ10] 

Provides timely information [IQ11] 

Provides relevant information [IQ12] 

credibility Conveys a sense of competency [UQ07] 

Provides accurate information [UQ09] 

Confident that goods/services will be delivered as promised [SI22] 

Good reputation [SI16] 

functionality Communicate with the organization [SI21] 

Sense of community [SI20] 

Positive experience [UQ08] 

accessibility Interaction with the site is clear and understandable [UQ02] 

Easy to understand information [IQ13] 

Information in the appropriate format [IQ15] 

reliability The information feels secure [SI18] 

Safe to complete transactions [SI17] 

usability The site is easy to navigate [UQ03] 

The site is easy to use [UQ04] 

Easy to learn to operate [UQ01] 

Table 2 presents the responses of the respondents (the mean and standard deviation 

without the estimator bias for each site). The use of this nomenclature for the tested 

pages is consistent with their designations in the previous study. The questions were 

arranged according to the assignment to the expert analysis section. The average score 

for each website within the area was also calculated.  

Table 2. Means and standard deviations for WebQual results, assigned to 7 sections for expert 

analysis 

Web. A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 

Quest. Mean St. dev Mean St. dev Mean St. dev Mean St. dev Mean St. dev Mean St. dev Mean St. dev 

aesthetics 

UQ05 5,67 1,97 5,83 1,17 3,17 1,33 4,17 1,17 3,67 1,75 5,67 1,37 6 1,1 

UQ06 6 1,26 6,17 0,75 3,33 1,75 4,17 0,75 4 2,19 5,67 1,21 6 0,89 

SI19 5,5 1,05 5,67 0,52 4,67 1,51 4,5 0,55 4,33 1,86 5,67 1,03 5,83 0,98 

SI23 5,33 1,21 5,67 0,52 3,83 0,98 4,17 0,98 4,5 1,87 5,33 0,82 5,83 1,17 

information quality 
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IQ10 6,17 0,75 6,5 0,55 4,83 1,72 5,17 0,75 5,17 0,75 6 0,89 6,5 0,55 

IQ11 4,67 1,51 6,17 0,75 5 1,26 4,83 0,75 5,67 1,03 6 1,26 6 0,63 

IQ12 5,5 1,22 6 0,63 4,5 1,76 4,83 0,75 4,67 1,37 5,5 1,22 5,5 1,05 

IQ14 5,17 1,33 5,83 0,75 4,5 1,38 5,17 0,41 5 1,79 6 0,63 5,83 1,17 

credibility 

UQ07 6 1,26 6 1,55 2,83 2,14 4,33 1,03 4,33 1,51 5,83 1,17 6,17 0,98 

UQ09 5,67 1,21 6,33 0,52 4,5 1,38 4,67 0,82 4,17 1,72 6,33 0,82 5,67 0,82 

SI22 5,5 1,38 6,67 0,52 4,83 1,17 4,67 1,37 5 1,26 5,67 0,52 6,17 0,75 

SI16 5,17 1,17 5,5 0,55 4,33 1,03 4,83 0,75 4,33 0,82 5,67 0,82 6 1,26 

functionality 

UQ08 5,33 1,21 5,67 0,82 3,67 1,03 3,67 0,82 4,17 1,83 5,5 1,05 5,67 1,51 

SI20 3,5 1,52 4,17 1,72 3,5 1,87 3,83 1,47 3,83 1,72 4,33 1,86 4,17 1,72 

SI21 5,67 0,82 6,5 0,55 4,17 1,33 5,33 1,03 5 1,41 5,67 1,03 5,83 0,75 

accessibility 

UQ02 6 0,63 6,5 0,84 4,83 1,47 5,17 0,41 4,33 1,21 5,5 1,05 5,83 0,98 

IQ13 5,67 1,03 6,17 0,41 5,17 1,72 5,33 0,52 4,33 1,37 5,67 1,03 6,17 0,75 

IQ15 5,67 1,03 6,5 0,55 4,33 0,82 5,17 0,75 4,33 2,25 5,33 0,82 6,17 0,98 

reliability 

SI17 6,17 1,17 6,17 1,17 5 0,89 5 1,1 5 1,67 5,5 1,05 5,67 1,21 

SI18 6,33 0,82 6,17 0,75 4,67 1,03 5 0,63 4,67 1,21 5,67 0,82 6 0,89 

usability 

UQ01 6 0,89 6,5 0,55 4,83 1,17 5,17 0,75 4,83 1,33 5,83 0,75 6 0,89 

UQ03 5,67 1,21 6,33 1,03 4,67 1,21 4,67 0,82 4,33 1,37 6 0,89 6 1,1 

UQ04 6 0,89 6,33 0,82 4,5 0,84 4,33 0,82 4,67 1,51 6,17 0,98 5,67 1,21 

 
Table 3 presents the final results of the expert analysis. The designation of the exam-

ined sites [A1-A7] remained unchanged. The websites were analyzed in, previously 

determined,  areas. The shown scores are the sum of the points scored by the website 

divided by the maximum points the website could score in the surveyed area. 

Table 3. Expert’s analysis results 

 A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 

Design aesthetics 0,83 0,93 0,55 0,63 0,78 0,80 1,00 

Information quality 0,70 0,87 0,60 0,63 0,67 0,67 0,73 

Credibility 0,89 0,72 0,61 0,56 0,67 0,78 0,89 

Functionality 0,45 0,55 0,27 0,45 0,64 0,55 0,36 

Accessibility 0,83 0,80 0,70 0,47 0,80 0,43 0,80 

Reliability 0,60 0,53 0,47 0,33 0,53 0,47 0,53 

Usability 0,81 0,75 0,53 0,61 0,50 0,69 0,72 

Total mean 0,73 0,73 0,53 0,53 0,65 0,63 0,72 

 

Table 4 shows the normalized results of the areas based on users’ ratings in the 

WebQual survey. For normalization, the average area score was divided by the max-

imum point value that the users could give to the site. 
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Table 4. Summary of WebQual divided into areas 

 A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 

Design aesthetics 0,80 0,83 0,54 0,61 0,59 0,80 0,85 
Information quality 0,77 0,88 0,67 0,71 0,73 0,84 0,85 
Credibility 0,80 0,88 0,59 0,66 0,64 0,84 0,86 
Functionality 0,69 0,78 0,54 0,61 0,62 0,74 0,75 
Accessibility 0,83 0,91 0,68 0,75 0,62 0,79 0,87 
Reliability 0,89 0,88 0,69 0,71 0,69 0,80 0,83 
Usability 0,84 0,91 0,67 0,67 0,66 0,86 0,84 
Total mean 0,80 0,87 0,63 0,68 0,65 0,81 0,83 

 

The users in the WebQual study gave the A2 and A7 pages the best scores, which 

is in line with the expert assessment, in which the A2 page received the highest score 

ex aequo with the A1 page. The A7 site came second. Users rated the A1 website a 

little worse, in their opinion it took only fourth place. In the opinion of the experts, the 

A3 site was the worst, and this is in line with the opinion of users. 

Table 5 presents the differences in user and expert assessments. A negative differ-

ence shows that the users' rating was higher than the expert's rating. 

Table 5. The differences between the results of WebQual analysis and the expert analysis for 

assessed pages 

 A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 

Design aesthetics 0,03 0,1 0,01 0,02 0,19 0 0,15 
Information quality -0,07 -0,01 -0,07 -0,08 -0,06 -0,17 -0,12 
Credibility 0,09 -0,16 0,02 -0,1 0,03 -0,06 0,03 
Functionality -0,24 -0,23 -0,27 -0,16 0,02 -0,19 -0,39 
Accessibility 0 -0,11 0,02 -0,28 0,18 -0,36 -0,07 
Reliability -0,29 -0,35 -0,22 -0,38 -0,16 -0,33 -0,3 
Usability -0,03 -0,16 -0,14 -0,06 -0,16 -0,17 -0,12 
Total mean -0,07 -0,14 -0,1 -0,15 0 -0,18 -0,11 

 

The biggest differences between users' assessments and the expert's assessment con-

cerned the area of Reliability and Functionality. In both cases, users rated these areas 

better than the expert in the analysis, although this trend is visible throughout the 

whole analysis, where the users rated the pages better than the expert. 

Table 6. The differences between the results of WebQual analysis and expert analysis for areas 

 Expert Analysis WebQual Differences 

Reliability 3,46 5,49 -2,03 
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Accessibility 4,83 5,45 -0,62 
Usability 4,61 5,45 -0,84 
Information quality 4,87 5,45 -0,58 
Credibility 5,12 5,27 -0,15 
Design aesthetics 5,52 5,02 0,5 
Functionality 3,27 4,73 -1,46 

 

Table 6 presents a comparison of the average results for the areas, arranged in or-

der from the highest to the lowest rated by users. The area rated the highest by users is 

Reliability, which in the expert's opinion is rather low. However, the expert assessed 

the aesthetics highly, which, in the opinion of users, had the penultimate position 

(however, the difference in the result was insignificant and amounted to only 0.5). 

The worst-rated area is Functionality, and the users and the expert agree on this point. 

Statistical tests were also performed on two datasets. In order to verify the normali-

ty of the distribution, the Shapiro-Wilk test was carried out for the areas on certain 

websites. 

Table 7. Results of the Shapiro-Wilk test 

 Expert Analysis WebQual 

 Statistics df Significance Statistics df Significance 

Aesthetics ,963 7 ,842 ,831 7 ,081 
Information quality ,887 7 ,258 ,936 7 ,602 
Credibility ,930 7 ,550 ,872 7 ,192 
Functionality ,966 7 ,870 ,937 7 ,613 
Accessibility ,768 7 ,019 ,972 7 ,912 
Reliability ,880 7 ,225 ,863 7 ,160 
Usability ,947 7 ,700 ,815 7 ,058 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that for both the expert assessment and the results from 

WebQual, the data distribution was close to normal and the null hypothesis of non-

normal distribution was rejected. Since the set meets the assumptions about the equal-

ity of groups and the normality of the distribution of variables, the next Student’s t-

test was carried out for two independent groups, testing the truth of the null hypothe-

sis H0: the average result obtained as part of the expert analysis is the same as the 

average result obtained in the WebQual study. 

 
 Expert Analysis WebQual 

 Equality of variance F Significance t df 
Two-sided  

significance 

Aesthetics 
was assumed ,002 ,967 ,922 12 ,374 

was not assumed     ,922 11,620 ,375 

Information 

quality 

was assumed ,058 ,814 -1,85 12 ,089 

was not assumed   -1,85 -1,85 -1,85 

Credibility 
was assumed ,001 ,977 -,322 12 ,753 

was not assumed     -,322 11,919 ,753 
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Functionality 
was assumed ,601 ,453 -3,59 12 ,004 

was not assumed     -3,59 10,757 ,004 

Accessibility 
was assumed 2,240 ,160 -1,18 12 ,260 

was not assumed     -1,18 9,926 ,265 

Reliability 
was assumed ,361 ,559 -6,29 12 <,001 

was not assumed     -6,29 11,988 <,001 

Usability 
was assumed ,000 1,000 -2,01 12 ,067 

was not assumed     -2,01 11,935 ,067 

 

Since in each case the p-value of Levene's test is higher than the alpha significance 

level of 0.05, the group variances were considered to be equal. When analyzing the 

significance of the student's t-test, it was found that the statistical significance of p-

value meets the p <0.05 condition only in two cases: for Reliability and Functionality, 

which indicates that answers within these two groups are different from each other. 

4.2 Results  

The results of the expert analysis mostly coincide with the results of the respondents' 

questionnaires. The highest result in the survey with respondents achieved in order 

websites A2, A7, and A6, and in the expert analysis websites A2, A7, and A1. The 

websites with the highest scores in both surveys (A2 and A7) were characterized by a 

transparent grid layout, and the information was distributed in accordance with the F-

pattern design principle. The fonts were legible, compliant with design standards, and 

thanks to the use of empty spaces, the websites seem readable, easy to navigate, and 

professionally made. These sites also scored high on credibility in an expert study. In 

the area of reliability, responsible for the security aspect, these websites achieved 

average results, although they were well rated in this respect by users, which may 

suggest that the sense of security experienced by users on the website is not signifi-

cantly correlated with the actual security. The websites that received the highest 

marks in the expert analysis also had the highest results in the area of information 

quality. The weights assigned by users in WebQual [55] show that providing accurate, 

believable, and timely information is equally important for the users as well as for the 

expert. The results in the areas of Functionality and Reliability are the most discrepant 

and the users assessed these aspects better than the expert. However, they agree that 

the Functionality area was overall the weakest feature of the pages. The largest dis-

crepancy, both in terms of the difference in assessment of individual parties and the 

overall level, concerns the area of Reliability. Users feel safer on the site than an ex-

pert thinks they should. This may be due to the fact that neither of these pages was 

able to finalize the purchase, or they do not know what elements they should pay 

special attention to in terms of security.  

5 Conclusion and Discussion  

In this article, the authors presented a comparison of two methods of testing the quali-

ty of websites. The popular method of analysis with the participation of users, which 
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is WebQual, was used for the comparison. The disadvantage of this solution is time-

consumption and the need to involve more people. It would also be best if the group 

selected for the study corresponded to the actual target group of the company's cus-

tomers. As a result of the literature review, a survey tool for expert analysis was de-

veloped and it was verified whether there are differences between the results of these 

approaches to the analysis of the quality of agritourism websites.  

The findings of our study indicate that the quality of websites consists of 7 main 

areas, which are: Reliability, Accessibility, Usability, Information quality, Credibility, 

Design aesthetics and Functionality. Thanks to the analysis of the literature, it was 

possible to identify specific measures and tools to test the quality of websites. 

The data analysis shows that the built tool is likely to identify pages that will also 

be positively assessed by users, as well as to indicate their strengths and weaknesses. 

On the other hand, the detected discrepancies in the areas of Functionality and Relia-

bility require additional research to determine what they resulted from. 

The limitation of our research was the fact that we analyzed only 7 websites and 

only 6 users took part in the WebQual study. The limitation is also testing this tool for 

only one type of website. 

Future research will be carried out to test whether this tool is suitable for analyzing 

the websites of other tourism enterprises and using a larger research group to verify 

assumptions. Further research should also concern factors influencing the sense of 

security of website users. 

This study, apart from the theoretical contribution, which is the identification of 

potential indicators that could be used to study the quality of websites of tourist enter-

prises offering accommodation, also has implications for practice. The use of a devel-

oped tool can be faster and cheaper to test the quality of a website than user research 

such as WebQual.  
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