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Abstract:  The study aims to reveal the evaluation of quality of life (QOL) factors of the local 
residents and the owners of the second homes from a regional perspective. As a case 
study we analyse the second most important tourism destination of Hungary, Lake 
Balaton in terms of evaluation of quality of life and living space within the scope of 
three target groups, two groups of local residents (who live there and work there, and 
who live there but work elsewhere) and the owners of second homes. The authors 
believe that the understanding of the decisive factors of quality of life and living space 
is becoming increasingly important in the successful management of local 
governments and in the field of sustainable tourism development and tourism 
management as well. The authors also intend to detect and understand the differences 
between the target groups. One of the most important results of the article is 
the creation of an aggregated settlement quality of life (QOL) indicator. The research 
observes both objective and subjective factors based on a primary questionnaire 
survey conducted in 2018 resulting from a sample of 844 respondents. The results are 
interpreted with crosstab, correlation and variance analysis.  

Keywords: quality of life, living space, Balaton, local residents, second homes, QOL indicator 

 

Absztrakt: A tanulmány Magyarország második legfontosabb turisztikai desztinációjával, 

a Balatonnal foglalkozik, melynek kapcsán életminőség és élettér vizsgálatok kerülnek 
górcső alá három fókuszcsoport tekintetében; két helyi (ott él és ott dolgozik; ott él, de 
nem ott dolgozik) és egy második otthonnal rendelkező csoport kapcsán. A szerzők 
véleménye szerint az életminőséget és az életteret befolyásoló tényezők jobb 
megértése egyre fontosabb területe a fenntartható turizmusfejlesztésnek és 
a turizmus menedzsmentnek is. Az eredmények feltárása mellett a tanulmány fő célja 
a csoportok közötti különbségek megismerése, a tanulmány egyik legfontosabb 
eredménye pedig, hogy kialakításra került egy ún. aggregált települési életminőség 
mutató (ATÉM). A kutatás objektív és szubjektív tényezőket is vizsgál, melynek az 
alapját egy 2018-as, 844 fő bevonásával kivitelezett kérdőíves felmérés adja. Az 
eredményeket kereszttábla-, korreláció- és varianciaanalízissel mutatjuk be.  

Kulcsszavak: életminőség, élettér, Balaton deszináció, helyi lakosság, második otthon 

tulajdonosok, aggregált települési életminőség indikátor 
 

Highlights 

 The study aims to reveal the evaluation of quality of life (QOL) factors of the local residents 
and the owners of the second homes from a regional perspective. 

 The research observes both objective and subjective factors based on a primary 
questionnaire survey conducted in 2018 resulting from a sample of 844 respondents. 

 One of the most important results of the article is the creation of an aggregated settlement 
quality of life (QOL) indicator. 

 

1. Introduction 

The evaluation of quality of life and living space is not just a popular research topic in urban 
studies, human geography or sociology, but it creates an important research field in tourism 
researches as well (Kovács et al, 2019). Such researches originate back to the principle idea that 
a certain geographical space, a settlement or a landscape, means much more than just a simple 
element of space (Tuan, 1977). The relationship with the home or the place that we call home is 
the totality of different meanings, opinions, symbols, feelings and values, which are attached to 
the individual or group of people to a certain location (Flusser, 1996). That is why it is important 
in quality of life researches to survey what the dwelling place of a certain settlement or region 
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means to the local population, how they are connected to the certain settlement and how it 
influence them in the evaluation of their environment (Jeffres and Dobos, 1993, Andereck and 
Nyaupane, 2010).  

The aim of the article is to present a case study surveying the evaluation of quality of life and 
living space in the Balaton destination (Hungary) based on the perceptions of the local residents 
and the owners of second homes on their settlement they live in. With this research, we can 
achieve results for a better understanding of subjective and objective living factors in 
the settlements in the analysed region from the perspective of the success or failure in providing 
adequate QOL factors for the local residents and for the second home owners. The Balaton 
destination is a traditionally accentuated tourism region of Hungary playing a prioritised and 
significant role in the tourism industry of the country (Marton and Jónás-Berki, 2013). Within 
the scope of the domestic tourists, it is the most well-known and visited holiday region of 
the country and in terms of the foreign visitors, the lake and its surrounding region is the second 
most popular destination (Aubert and Berki, 2007). The authors believe that the presented results 
can also contribute to the more successful tourism management of the settlements since 
the detected QOL factors can influence the decisions of the tourists as well.  

The research intends to reveal the reasons why a certain settlement is chosen in the Balaton 
destination as a place for permanent living and/or for second homes. What are the factors and 
motivations behind these decisions? We also intend to seek answers how the type of 
connectedness to a certain settlement influences quality of life and living space evaluation? 
The research observes both objective and subjective factors with which quality of life and living 
space can be characterised with an aggregated indicator as well, which might alter taking into 
consideration the results of the permanent inhabitants and from the ones owning second homes. 
Our paper reveals these differences and also determines the ranking of the settlements based on 
quality of life and living space conditions with the help of a cumulated aggregated settlement 
quality of life indicator. Summing up the aims and objectives, the article’s primary aim is to 
evaluate the quality of life and living space in Balaton area in a complex way. In doing so, it detects 
the differences between residents working locally, residents not working locally and second home 
owners, determines the reasons to choose a certain settlement at Lake Balaton as a place for 
permanent living and/or second home location and determines the impact of the bondage to 
a certain settlement on quality of life and living space evaluation.  

Therefore, the article seeks answers for three main research questions:  

RQ1:  What is the motivation to choose the location for a dwelling place or for the second home 
in the Balaton destination? 

RQ2:  How the type of bond to the settlement of the respondent influences the evaluation of 
quality of life and living space? 

RQ3:  Is it possible to scale both objective and subjective characteristics of the quality of life of 
the settlements in the Balaton destination using one aggregated indicator? Do the values 
of this aggregated indicator differ between three categories of residents and second home 
owners? 

As research implications, the authors would highlight that such investigations in the Balaton area 
has not yet been conducted, and we also stress that the methodology and the use of 
the aggregated settlement quality of life (QOL) indicator developed by the authors is unique in 
the Hungarian QOL researches related to the settlement aspects and might add further 
knowledge to the international researches as well. The importance of this study relies on the fact 
that the results of the present study can be used for both theoretical and practical purposes. In 
practice, besides the mentioned theoretical implications, this research further deepens 
the knowledge for decision makers and local government actors in order to better understand 
the motivations of the local population for living in the certain settlement and gives a detailed 
feedback on the indicators of QOL that work well or need improvements in the settlement. 
Moreover, the detected and revealed QOL development level of the settlements presents 
a detailed feedback on their tourism attraction as well.  
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2. Theoretical background 

Quality of life and living space 

There are numerous approaches to defining quality of life. It is not an easy task to identify and 
define it, much less measure it. The study of quality of life has long been a major issue covering 
several academic disciplines (Schuessler and Fisher, 1985). Wong (2006) stated, that despite 
the different approaches used for identifying, designing, and implementing community indicator 
systems, they all share a common value of improving the quality of living of people and places 
(Wong, 2006). According to Brendan, F. et al (2008, pp. 12.) “Quality of Life (QOL) is the extent 
to which objective human needs are fulfilled in relation to personal or group perceptions of 
subjective well-being”. In the concept system of QOL way of living, life circumstances, lifestyle, 
life situation and conditions for life are categorized among the objective pillars, while 
the subjective pillar can also be investigated in a wide context such as satisfaction, hope, 
happiness, the way you feel and priority (Bruni and Porta, 2007).  

Veenhoven (2000) refers to multiple human life qualities, which can be ordered on the basis of 
two distinctions. The first distinction is between opportunities and the outcomes of life. He 
explains: “…a relevant distinction is between opportunities for a good life and the good life itself. 
This is the difference between potentiality and actuality. I refer to this as life chances and life 
results” (Veenhoven, 2000, pp. 4). The second distinction he makes in defining quality-of-life is 
between outer and inner qualities of life. The outer quality relates to the environment and the inner 
to the individual.  

Another consideration is the need to look at “community” level quality of life (Budruk and Phillips, 
2011, Brankov et al. 2019). Shin (1980) concluded that quality of life at the community level has 
two dimensions, the first is the level of citizen satisfaction related with various community 
resources and the second is the distribution of this satisfaction across the citizenry. 

According to the categorisation of Utasi (2006) and Michalkó (2010), welfare refers to 
the objective factors of QOL (income, state of health, technological infrastructure, school 
maintenance, public security etc.) while well-being refers to the subjective factors (happiness, 
appreciation, love etc.).  
 

The theoretical background for second homes 

The formation of second homes can be dated back in the 1960s–1970s when the fundamental 
economic and social changes, together with the technological development, resulted in significant 
changes in urbanisation and in the life of modern societies (Hall, 2015, Csordás and Juray, 2007, 
Jaakson, 1986). As Csordás (2020) states, one of the consequences of these structural changes 
was that the traditional social functions were split in time and space and besides the dwelling 
spaces, the locations for leisure activities started to acquire an increasing role (Csordás, 2020). 
Accordingly, in the case of second homes, a social and spatial diffusional process was 
experienced starting primarily from the cities (urbanisation processes) affecting mainly 
the suburban, rural and touristic areas (Gallent, 2007, Halfacree, 2012, Raffay-Danyi and Péter, 
2019). Fialová et al. (2018) also emphasize that the major stimuli for the emergence of second 
homes in their researched area (Czechia) was due to the traditional relations to nature and 
the boom in urbanisation processes (Fialová et al. 2018).  

In line with the appearance of this phenomenon, spatial sciences realised the scientific importance 
of the study of second homes or holiday homes, summer cottages, summer houses or vacation 
homes as well (Tombaugh, 1968, Ragatz, 1970, Clout, 1972, Dower, 1974). According to Hall 
(2015), the topic of second homes has been of major interest in regional, rural and tourism 
planning and policy since the 1970s. In his study, Hall (2015) emphasizes that the great majority 
of second home research is based in peri-urban, rural and peripheral areas, however, the author 
argues with these research directions since the “second homes occur unevenly in space and time 
and are more significant in areas subject to high degrees of tourism urbanisation, such as in 
coastal and alpine areas” (Hall, 2015). 
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Farahani and Mirani (2015) states that there is no single definition of second home and so they 
refer to Rogers et al. (2013) according to which second home is a “property owned and maintained 
by a household in addition to its main place of residence, commonly in the form of a ‘holiday 
home’ or ‘weekend retreat’. Such properties are often concentrated in low-density, high-amenity 
rural areas, and are often thought to compromise the ability of local families to find housing or 
even lock local economies into patterns of seasonal dependence” (Mirani and Zarani, 2015, 
Rogers et al., 2013). Agreeing with the definition of Csordás (2020), second homes are such 
privately owned properties or estates in long-standing use, which serves for the occasional 
accommodation of such person (family) who does not consider it as his permanent home 
(Csordás, 2020).  

The study of second homes cover a wide range of disciplines, such as economy and business, 
sociology, tourism, rural and urban studies (Salazar and Zhang, 2013, Fialová and Vagner, 2014, 
Pitkänen et al. 2014) and trending topics can cover second homes as investment properties, 
considering its socio-cultural background (Sulyok and Madarász 2019, Rye, 2011), taking into 
consideration their environmental impacts (Strandell and Hall, 2015) or investigating in identity 
issues (Fialová et al. 2010, Stedman, 2006). 

Due to the development of tourism processes, the phenomenon appeared in the researched 
destination, at Lake Balaton, in the 1960s and 1970s. The few domestic researches of this topic 
show that the population appearing in the second homes influence different economic, social and 
environmental impacts on the settlements so Lake Balaton should be considered as a tourism 
destination and as a living space in the case of the second home owners (Raffay-Danyi and Péter, 
2019).  
 

Quality of life and tourism 

To narrow down on this topic, there are several approaches related to the correlation of QOL and 
tourism as well. One the one hand, studies deal with how QOL has an effect on the demand 
factors, so where is tourism allocated among the components influencing QOL and further on how 
different social factors (demography, financial state, income) are influencing the positive, 
happiness increasing function of travelling. On the other hand, the relation system of QOL and 
tourism is analysed in terms of the receiving region, from the point of view of the local population 
(supply). In other words, in what measure do tourism contribute to the QOL of the certain living 
space and how does it influence the QOL of the local population. The third direction is 
the measurement of QOL on tourism and the analysis of the measurement methodology 
(Michalkó, 2010). 

In postmodern societies, since the former separation of work and leisure time decreased, 
the interpretation of leisure changed as well (Csíkszentmihályi, 2008). Tourism can be typically 
classified into such activities during which the travellers can go through the flow experience 
(Michalkó, 2010). This flow experience during travel is equally true to leisure and business type 
aspects of tourism. Participation in tourism requires a significant preparation and organisation, 
which, according to some researchers, is, classified into the flow experience as well (Möser and 
Weiermair, 1998; Bieger and Laesser 2004).  

As tourism affects quality of life, the tourist and the local population at the target areas become 
involved (Uysal et al., 2012). The focus of the research of the impact of tourism on the quality of 
life of the local population gained momentum in the last two decades considering both 
international and Hungarian aspects (Andereck and Nyaupane, 2010; Michalkó et al., 2010). In 
Hungary, Puczkó and Rátz (1998) identified three impact groups (economic, social-cultural and 
environmental) with important aspects on quality of life from the point of view of the local 
population (Kovács et al., 2019).  

Tourism also actuates the subjective quality of life of the tourists with generally positive aspects 
through the direct and indirect impacts of travelling (Nawijn, 2010). Direct impacts involve 
the effect of anticipation before the travel, the effect of the experiences during the travel and 
the after-effects as well. The acquired experience can indirectly contribute to the happiness level 
of the every-day life, for instance, by evoking these experiences (Nawijn, 2010).  
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In Hungary, the relationship between tourism and quality of life was first emphasized in official 
planning documents in the National Tourism Development Strategy 2005–2013 (MTH, 2005) and 
even most recently, the proceeds of this wellbeing-oriented approach can be detected in 
the National Tourism Development Strategy 2030 (MTÜ, 2017) as well. This latter document 
emphasized the importance of such supply development, which focus on happiness and shall be 
realized in the living space of the local population. The strategy underlines the importance of 
the strengthening of wellbeing, concerning both the tourist and the local population, which shall 
be fulfilled in the tourism target area and/or the living space of the local population with 
the development of supply assuring sustainability and taking into consideration carrying capacity 
(Kiss et al., 2020). 

Finally, it is important to mention the model creating endeavours as well. Based on the quality of 
life factors of Rahman et al. (2005), Puczkó and Smith (2011) established the Budapest model 
that can be defined both concerning the local population and the tourists as well. This model 
demonstrates the relation system between tourism and family (social) relations, health, work, 
material well-being, belonging to somewhere, personal security, environment and emotional well-
being. The researches based on this model clearly confirmed that tourism actuates most of the life 
quality factors. The strongest correspondence is related to health, work and productivity, 
emotional and spiritual well-being and regarding the connections with the family and friends 
(Kovács et al., 2019).  
 

3. Methodology  

During the research procedure, the authors formulated the following research questions:  

RQ1:  What is the motivation to choose the location for a dwelling place or for a second home in 
the Balaton destination? 

RQ2:  How the type of bond to the settlement of the respondent influences the evaluation of 
quality of life and living space? 

RQ3:  Is it possible to scale both objective and subjective characteristics of the quality of life of 
the settlements in the Balaton destination using one aggregated indicator? Do the values 
of this aggregated indicator differ between three categories of residents and second home 
owners? 

In order to answer these research questions, the authors carried out an empirical research. 
A questionnaire was formulated, which was located online on the questionnaire editing platform 
of LimeSurvey and the printed version of the questionnaire was also prepared. In order to be able 
to cover the analysed destination representatively, the completion of the questionnaire was 
carried out both online and with personal query. The questions were grouped into five categories 
(the objective indicators of the quality of life of the settlement; the subjective judgement of 
the quality of life; the judgement of the state of tourism-related enterprises in the settlement; 
bonding to the locality, the measure of local identity; demographical background). In the present 
study, the authors review the research results of the first two question groups.  

During the research, the total multitude was based on the residents of the 174 settlements of 
the Balaton region out of which the respondents were chosen by a convenience sampling 
procedure. The advantage of this method can be found in its simplicity and also that concerning 
a great sample, it represents the multitude well. Accordingly, our research group members 
selected settlements within the destination, visited them and asked random people to answer 
the questions of the questionnaire. Only those people were asked to fill it who were (1) local 
resident of the visited settlement or (2) second home owners there. In the second round of data 
collection, we sent the link of the questionnaire to local governments and organisations to spread 
the online version of the survey among the residents of the destination. Although this method 
cannot result as a representative sample, it still can be used to explore the basic attitudes and 
evaluations regarding our topics in the Balaton area (Zawilińska, 2020).  

The questionnaire basically included closed questions. There was no need for further coding of 
the answers, as they were already primarily coded on an ordinal scale in the questionnaire or 
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could only be measured on a nominal scale. Quality of life questions were asked on a Likert scale 
of 1 to 5 and 10, respectively, i.e. the answers were received on an ordinal scale, so no further 
coding was required. 

In order to analyse the above mentioned research questions, during the analysis of the received 
answers, one-variable and multivariate statistical methods were used alike. The general features 
of the sample were sized up with descriptive statistics. In the cross-tabulation correlation analysis, 
derived from the analysis of the nominal scales, the Phi coefficient was used and the Cramer’s 
V association coefficient was also calculated. In order to check the congeniality of the standard 
deviation of the multiple sample set, the Levene test was used in the applied variance analysis 
(Malhotra and Simon, 2009; Sajtos and Mitev, 2007; Samuels, 2014).  
 

4. Introduction to the analysed region  

The Balaton Accentuated Tourism Development Region, impounded by a Government decree 
(1861/2016. (XII. 27.)), is the most popular destination of the country among the domestic visitors 
and the second most popular among the foreign visitors. The region covers altogether 
174 settlements out of which 42 is allocated directly along the shore (429/2016 (XII. 15.)). 
The region should not be confused with the Balaton Accentuated Tourism Zone (with 

179 settlements), however the overlap between these two regions is dominant, but, for instance, 
in this case, a county seat (Veszprém) is also involved (2000. CXII. Act) (Figure 1). 

Quality of life came into prominence in a growing extent in the latter years since during 
the urbanisation processes the close-to-nature, more relaxed lifestyle, the slow movements have 
been valorised (Uysal et al., 2012, Kovács et al., 2019). Lake Balaton and its surroundings is one 
of the most favourite destinations in Hungary in order to create such way of lifestyle (Lőrincz et 
al., 2019).  
 

 
Fig 1. The Balaton Accentuated Tourism Zone and its most important settlements in terms of tourism (2019). Source: 

own editing 

 

The varied population of the lake (local population, second home owners, tourists) and its 
surrounding areas claim different expectations and demand, and at the same time forms 
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the environment in altering extent (Schleicher, 2018). This is also because the tourism of Lake 
Balaton is characterised by a duality, namely the congested summer period and the desolate 
winter period. However, in the last years, the region was making remarkable efforts in order to 
decrease seasonality, but these efforts are strongly influenced negatively by the climatic 
determination (Fehérvölgyi and Sulyok, 2017).  

The region is characterised by an ageing population and outmigration of the young generations, 
parallel with the processes of inward migration from urban areas of the country, which segment, 
originally as second home owners, later (can) become local residents. The newly settled dwellers 
are characterised by higher education background and better income conditions (Aubert, 2011; 
Horváth et al., 2018).  

As mentioned in the introduction, the Balaton region is the second most popular Hungarian 
destination after the capital, Budapest (Figure 2). Based on its unique natural and cultural 
endowments, it has been one of the most popular tourism destinations from a historical 
perspective as well (Horváth et al., 2018; Rátz and Michalkó, 2007; Sulyok, 2010). In the 2010s, 
besides the passive waterside tourism activities, such auxiliary tourism products have been 
strengthened as cultural and festival tourism, health tourism and active tourism, where cycling 
tourism became the most dominant product (Horváth et al., 2018). The strengthening of these 
auxiliary products made a growth in the spatial extension of the touristically involved regions, so 
due to the developments of the last decades, besides the traditional ones, new central regions 
appeared in the Balaton region (Aubert, 2011; Pálfi et al., 2015; Horváth et al., 2016).  

The greatest fresh water lake of Central Europe attracts visitors with a supply oriented to 

the seasonal changes (Horváth et al., 2018; Sulyok, 2013; Tóth, 2005). Of course, the most 

important natural attraction is the lake itself where water and waterside tourism are the most 
important elements of attraction (boating, sailing, bathing, water sports, kayaking, canoeing etc.). 
There are more than 100 beaches along the shore qualified by the Blue Flag qualification system. 
The water depth on the northern shore is deeper while in the southern shore is much shallower 

assuring different physical endowments for the target groups (e.g., families with small children 

prefer the southern shore more). 
 

 

Fig 2. The number of guests and guest nights in the commercial accommodations of the Hungarian tourism regions. 
Source: Based on HCSO (https://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xstadat/xstadat_eves/i_oga018.html); own editing 

 

The natural attractions of the lake are complemented with such regions and attractions as 
the Balaton Highlands National Park (hiking and trekking), the Hévíz curative lake (health tourism, 
recreation), and the Balaton Cycle Circuit (cycling, jogging, roller skating).  

Among the cultural attractions, one should highlight the architectural sites (Benedictine Abbey of 
Tihany, Festetics Castle in Keszthely, the fortresses in Veszprém, Szigliget and Sümeg), the wine 
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regions, wine routes on the northern and southern shore alike (Badacsony, Csopak, Balatonlelle), 
gastronomy and local products (beach food, local markets), adventure parks (Zalaszabar, 
Balatonboglár, Balatonfűzfő) and events and festivals (Nagyon Balaton festival series, 
VeszprémFest, Jazz Piknik, BalatonSound, Művészetek Völgye, Anna Ball of Balatonfüred, Blue 
Ribbon Race around Lake Balaton).  

According to the latest demand statistics, until 2019, the tourism flow of Lake Balaton showed an 
increasing trend. In 2019, the destination attracted 16% of all the guests of the country and 20% 
of all the guest nights. It should also be highlighted that 77% of the guests in the destination were 
domestic tourists with 68% of all the guest nights (Figure 3). The mean length of stay is 3.07 days 
(4.27 days for foreign tourists, 2.71 days for domestic tourists) (HCSO).  
 

 

Fig 3. The tourism flow of the Balaton destination in the commercial accommodations, 2019. Source: Based on HSCO 
(Hungarian Central Statistical Office) database, own editing 

 

In terms of the foreign market, the most important sending regions are Germany (97 000 tourists), 
the Czech Republic (57 000 tourists), Austria (56 900 tourists) and Russia (25 600 tourists). 
Based on the guest nights, Germany (609 000 guest nights) is followed by Russia (215 000 guest 
nights), the Czech Republic (207 000 guest nights) and Austria (197 000 guest nights).  

Based on the upper mentioned introduction, we can state that the level of seasonality is still high 
in the Balaton region, however, recent trends demonstrated that the supply in the spring and 
autumn period can be diversified and so the measure of seasonality can be decreased. Based on 
this product development strategy active tourism, and within that cycling tourism, plays 
a highlighted role in the region.  
 

5. Analysis and results 

The questionnaire was filled by 1201 respondents of 83 settlements out of which 1051 proved to 
be analysable after data cleaning. The total population of the 83 settlements is 262,991 (334,201 
in the 174 settlement), which means 0.46% of the residents filled the questionnaire. Based on 
the Hungarian Central Statistical Office’s data (KSH, 2014) there are 10,839 dwellings in Balaton 
destination that are occupied seasonally or secondarily. It means that the included 270 second 
homeowners make up 2.5% of the total population. During the data cleaning, we checked whether 
all respondents provided their place of residence and wrote a real postal code. In addition, we 
filtered out online questionnaires that did not answer essential questions related to the main topic 
of the research. 
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The analysed settlements decently, however not representatively, cover the destination, based 
on the number of the population and the geographical allocation as well. The quantitative analyses 
were carried out by SPSS Statistics 23.0 software. Table 1 demonstrates the relevant 
demographical data of the respondents from which the type of the respondents meant the basis 
for the latter multivariate analyses.  
 

Tab 1. The major demographic features of the sample. Source: own editing 

Valid N = 923 Valid N = 1051 Valid N = 924 

Age N N% Type of respondent  N N% Gender N N% 

16–34 
yrs of 
age 

374 40.5% 
Local resident who lives 
there habitually and works or 
studies there. 

594 56.5% Male 336 36.4% 

35–51 
yrs of 
age 

321 34.8% 
Local resident who lives 
there habitually, but works or 
studies elsewhere. 

187 17.8% Female 588 63.6% 

52–69 
yrs of 
age 

195 21.1% 
Owns a secondary home or 
holiday house at the 
settlement. 

270 25.7%  

70+ 33 3.6%   

 

First, the paper reveals the results for RQ1: What is the motivation to choose the location for 
the dwelling place or for the second home in the Balaton destination? 

First, we analysed the answers of the respondents who own second homes with simple frequency 
analysis. Based on this, more than one third (37%) of the 270 respondents chose the certain 
settlement for their secondary home/holiday house, based on their bond with family or friends. 
The second most important motivation (17%) was that earlier, they had been visiting 
the settlement and took a liking to it. The third most important motivation was the easy 
accessibility of the settlement (13%), followed by their lifestyle as a main motivation (8%). 20% of 
the answers were so diverse that they could not be classified into any group, however one of 
the most frequently mentioned reasons was inheritance (which was not their own decision as 
the owner in terms of choosing the settlement) (Figure 4). 
 

 

Fig 4. The reasons for choosing the settlement for the second home owners (N = 270). Source: own editing 
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Since we categorized the local residents into two categories (local resident who lives there 
habitually and works or studies there and local resident who lives there habitually, but works or 
studies elsewhere.), in their case, the motivation for the selection of the settlement could be 
analysed with cross-tabulation as well (Table 2). Figure 5 shows the main data in more visible 
form. 
 

Tab 2. Analysis of the settlement selection process based on the motivation according to the type of the respondent. 
Source: own editing 

  

Motivation for choosing the living place 

Total I was 
born 
here 

A close 
relative 

lives here 

I work 
here 

I studied 
here 

I like the 
surroundings 

Other 

Lives there habitually 
and works/studies there 

as well 

valid cases 252 103 54 46 86 52 593 

% within the 
type of the 
respondent 

42.5% 17.4% 
9.1% 7.8% 14.5% 8.8% 

100% 

% within the 
motivation 72.4% 74.6% 91.5% 88.5% 72.3% 81.3% 76.0% 

Lives there habitually 
but works/studies 

elsewhere 

valid cases 96 35 5 6 33 12 187 

% within the 
type of the 
respondent 

51.3% 18.7% 
2.7% 3.2% 17.6% 6.4% 

100% 

% within the 
motivation 27.6% 25.4% 8.5% 11.5% 27.7% 18.8% 24.0% 

Total 

valid cases 348 138 59 52 119 64 780 

% within the 
type of the 
respondent 

44.6% 17.7% 
7.6% 6.7% 15.3% 8.2% 

100% 

% within the 
motivation 100% 100% 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
100% 

value 
Phi indicator 

0.146 CramerV 0.146 

sign 0.005 0.005 

 

It turns out from the results that among those who live there habitually but work/study elsewhere, 
there is 9% more who live in the certain settlement because they were born there and still live 
there (51.3% and 42.5%). It derives from the categorisation of the respondents that out of 
the ones from the first group (local resident who lives there habitually and works or studies there), 
typically more indicated that they chose the certain settlement as living space because they work 
nearby and they considered it practical to choose their dwelling place near to their workplace. 
There is no significant difference between the two groups in terms of the frequency of the second 
most frequent motivation (a close relative/my partner lives in the settlement, that is why I moved 
here) (17.4% and 18.7%). Among the respondents who live in the certain settlement and work 
there as well, there are more residents who chose their settlement as a location for their studies 
as well, while those who live in the certain settlement but work elsewhere, characteristically gave 
the reason that they live in the settlement because they liked the surroundings so they moved 
there.  

In order to confirm the existence of the relations, Khi2 was used in the analysis of 
the correspondence between the analysed variables, which confirmed the existence of 
correspondence between them, since its p-value (p = 0.005) remained under the admissible 0.05 
level. Table 2 contains the indicators (Phi and CramerV indicator) reflecting the strength of these 
relations based on which one can determine that there is a weak significant relation between 
the type of the respondent and the motivation for choosing the location as a living place.  
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Fig 5. Analysis of the settlement selection process based on the motivation according to the type of the respondent (%). 
Source: own editing 

 

By finding the results for RQ2 (How the type of bond to the settlement of the respondent influences 
the evaluation of quality of life and living space?) we provided answers for which indicators are 
characterising the certain groups of the respondents in terms of complacency and also how 
the evaluation of the quality of life indicators differ in the certain groups of the respondents.  

In the questionnaire, the authors analysed the quality of life in 2 categories: taking into 
consideration the objective quality of life of 27 indicators, which were chosen based on 
the professional literature (Piskóti et al., 2012), were evaluated by the respondents and 
concerning the subjective quality of life a further 9 indicators. In case of the objective factors, 
the respondents had to indicate their satisfaction level on a 1 – 5 scale where 1 meant the least 
unsatisfied answer and 5 the most satisfied one. In case of the subjective quality of life factors, 
the respondents had to evaluate the indicators on a 1 – 10 scale, where 1 meant totally dissatisfied 
and 10 meant completely satisfied. In order to determine the differences between the groups, 
variance analysis was used at both categories.  

The authors analysed objective and subjective indicators separately. The reason behind this 
method is that these two groups were measured on different scales and first we wanted to 
measure the differences separately. Satisfaction with objective quality of life elements could be 
indicated on a five-point scale. Objective indicators consist of components that can be easily 
quantified and measured. However, subjective indicators are more difficult to express and 
evaluate. These are about personal feelings of respondents, therefore the researchers 
considered to give respondents the opportunity to express them on a ten-point scale. 
Furthermore, the authors assumed the possibility that the objective and subjective assessment 
of a settlement could be independent from each other. 

Where the authors found significant differences among the group averages, the differences 
between the exact groups were mapped with the Scheffé’s proof post-hoc test. The Sheffé’s proof 
seems to be the most conservative and so the most reliable proof (Sajtos and Mitev, 2007). 
The existence of homogeneity standard deviation was analysed with Levente test. In 6 cases, 
heteroscedasticity was detected but the F proof, which was used in the variance analysis, is quite 
a robust proof, so in other words, heteroscedasticity will not necessarily lead to distorted F values 
(Sajtos and Mitev, 2007).  
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Tab 3. The deviations of the objective settlement evaluating factors among the certain groups of the respondents. 
Source: Own editing 

Factors F value Sign.   Mean 
deviation 

Sign. 

Parking 
opportunities 

9.699 0.000 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

-0.262 0.021 

Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Owns a second home -0.347 0.000 

Traditions, history of 
the settlement 

8.085 0.000 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Owns a second home 0.281 0.001 

Supply with public 
institutions  

17.256 0.000 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

0.215 0.026 

Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Owns a second home 0.432 0.000 

Educational 
institutions 

6.260 0.002 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Owns a second home 0.305 0.006 

Shopping 
opportunities 

6.425 0.002 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

0.340 0.002 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

Owns a second home -0.272 0.044 

Favourable prices 
of real estates  

4.334 0.013 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Owns a second home -0.294 0.013 

Work opportunities  7.761 0.000 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

0.368 0.002 

Recreation 
opportunities 

20.510 0.000 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

0.247 0.028 

Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Owns a second home -0.404 0.000 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

Owns a second home -0.652 0.000 

Entertainment 
opportunities 

16.538 0.000 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

0.466 0.000 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

Owns a second home -0.689 0.000 

Range of cultural 
programmes  

7.916 0.000 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

0.364 0.000 

Quantity and quality 
of sightseeing 

7.186 0.001 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

0.332 0.001 

Restaurants, 
catering 

7.687 0.000 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

0.346 0.001 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

Owns a second home -0.312 0.010 

Ethnic and age 
structure of the 
population 

5.855 0.003 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

0.275 0.10 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

Owns a second home -0.339 0.008 

Friendliness of the 
population 

4.757 0.009 Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

Owns a second home -0.296 0.009 

 

Table 3 and Figure 6 contain only those elements out of the analysed 27 objective quality of life 
factors, which proved deviation during our analysis. Based on the data, we can assume that 
the deviation is significant in connection with the satisfaction with the settlement factors overall in 
the case of 14 factors, altogether in 22 pair-wise comparisons. The respondents living in 
the certain settlement but working elsewhere are, except for the prices of the real estates, more 
satisfied than the ones living and working in the settlement. The respondents owning a second 
home evaluate more positively in every case their satisfaction with the settlement factors than 
the ones living in the settlement but working somewhere else. Summing up, we can state that, 
related to the objective settlement factors, in terms of those indicators where the satisfaction level 
of the 3 groups of respondents significantly differ, the satisfaction level of the ones living in 
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the settlement but working elsewhere is the lowest, while the ones living and working in 
the settlement and the ones owning second homes provided more positive evaluations (in many 
cases with very close results to each other).  

It can also be revealed that the greatest difference appeared in the case of the evaluation of 
the entertainment and recreational opportunities: in both cases between the ones living in 
the settlement but working elsewhere and the ones owning second homes.   

A variance analysis has also been carried out for the 9 factors influencing the subjective quality 
of life, but in this case the condition of homogeneity standard deviation has been realized for all 
the elements. Out of the analysed elements, we found significant alterations in 5 cases (Figure 7). 
In the case of the factors influencing the subjective quality of life, the least satisfied are 
the respondents who live and work at the same settlement, while the ones owning second homes 
are the most satisfied ones. The respondent group of the ones living in the settlement but working 
elsewhere can be found in between the two previously mentioned groups, except for the general 
satisfaction level with the settlement, since here the second home owners are even less satisfied 
than the ones living and working at the settlement. The greatest difference was detected in 
the case of the satisfaction level with the education level, where the second home owners are 
significantly more satisfied than the 2 groups of the local population education level appears twice 
on the figure to show pair differences).  

 

 

Fig 6. Significant differences in mean per pair by type of respondents in objective elements. Source: own editing 
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Tab 4. Statistical characteristics of deviations of the subjective settlement evaluating factors among the certain groups 
of the respondents. Source: Own editing 

Factor F value Sign.   Mean 
deviation 

Sign. 

Financial 
circumstances 

7.613 0.001 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Owns a second home -0.513 0.001 

State of health 3.565 0.029 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

-0.394 0.030 

Education level 11.538 0.000 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Owns a second home -0.731 0.000 

Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

Owns a second home -0.708 0.002 

Present living 
conditions 

5.259 0.005 Lives and works/studies in 
the settlement 

Owns a second home -0.463 0.006 

Satisfaction with the 
settlement on the 
whole 

3.840 0.022 Lives in the settlement but 
works/studies elsewhere 

Owns a second home -0.506 0.024 

 

 

 

Fig 7. Significant differences in mean per pair by type of respondents in subjective elements. Source: own editing 

 

After the analysis of the objective and subjective factors, our third research question intended to 
reveal whether it is possible to characterise the quality of life of the settlements in the Balaton 
destination with one aggregated indicator, and if yes, are the differences demonstrable among 
the different group of respondents or not.  

In order to reveal this research question, the authors analysed separately whether the objective 
and subjective components can be cumulated or not. In the case of the 27 objective factors, 
the value of the Cronbach’s alpha showing the scale reliability was 0.910 and in the case of 
the subjective elements, it was 0.836, so it was proved that the accumulated scale can be 
prepared at both indicator groups.  

Considering that the objective and subjective quality of life factors have been surveyed in different 
scales, in order to cumulate them, they had to be standardised. After the standardisation, 
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the authors investigated the cumulation of the scale elements and found that the 36 elements can 
be cumulated to 1 variable since the value of the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.913, showing a high 
level of reliability. After the cumulation, another variance analysis was carried out in order to reveal 
the alterations between the settlement quality of life indicators and the types of the respondents. 
As a result of this, it was demonstrated that besides a 2.209 F indicator a p = 0.110 significance 
value was received, so after the cumulation of the variables, no significant alterations were found 
among the 3 group of respondents.  

Henceforth, with the help of the aggregated settlement quality of life indicator, the cumulated 
objective indicators and the cumulated subjective indicators, the top 10 list of the analysed 
settlements was determined (Table 5). Based on the aggregated settlement quality of life 
indicator, the settlements were categorised into 3 categories. Regarding that our aggregated 
indicator is based on standardised values, the authors created the following categories: liveable 
QOL places (settlements with average values, where the indicator is between -0.1 and 0.1), 
attractive QOL places (settlements with above average values, where the indicator is above -0.1) 
and lagging QOL places (settlements under the average values, where the indicator is under 
- 0.1). The certain categories covered nearly one third of the whole number of settlement (27.3%, 
36.4, 36.4%) (Figure 8). 

 

Tab 5. The top 10 settlements of the Balaton region based on the aggregated settlement quality of life indicator. Source: 
own editing 

 
Based on objective 

indicators 
Based on subjective 

indicators 
Based on the cumulative settlement 

QOL indicator  

 Settlement Value Settlement Value Settlement Value 

1. Andocs 1.2123 Zalaszántó 0.9288 Zalaszántó 0.5694 

2. Dörgicse 0.6752 Lesenceistvánd 0.8012 Lesenceistvánd 0.5036 

3. Hévíz 0.6027 Balatonszőlős 0.7668 Gyenesdiás 0.5001 

4. Gyenesdiás 0.5046 Nemesvita 0.633 Nemesvita 0.4942 

5.  Zalaszántó 0.4496 Paloznak 0.5484 Balatonszőlős 0.4707 

6. Nemesvita 0.4479 Felsőörs 0.5168 Hévíz 0.385 

7. Balatongyörök 0.4212 Ábrahámhegy 0.5166 Hegyesd 0.379 

8. Eplény 0.3611 Hegyesd 0.5069 Eplény 0.3739 

9. Alsóörs 0.3583 Tótvázsony 0.5059 Zamárdi 0.3427 

10. Balatonszőlős 0.3496 Gyenesdiás 0.4471 Felsőörs 0.338 
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Fig 8. The spatial allocation of the 3 settlement categories based on the aggregated settlement quality of life indicator. 

Source: own editing 

 

6. Conclusion and Discussion  

In connection with the first research question, we can conclude that in the case of all 
the respondent type, the family bond plays the most important role (Second home owners: 37%; 
Lives and works/studies in the settlement: 42.5%; Lives in the settlement but works/studies 
elsewhere: 51.3%) in choosing a dwelling place or a second home. The motivation of becoming 
fond of a settlement due to earlier visits (and so settle to buy a house there) plays nearly the same 
amount of ratio (Second homeowners 17%; Lives and works/studies in the settlement: 14.5%; 
Lives in the settlement but works/studies elsewhere: 17.6%) concerning all the respondent types. 
The motivation “I was born in this settlement and live here ever since” appears at more than half 
(51.3%) of the ones living in the settlement but working elsewhere. This information carries such 
an important content that there might be a lack of workplaces in the certain settlement and also 
that there is a threat of moving away from there.  

Based on the answers of the second research question, we can state that by the relation of 
the respondents towards the settlement, one can find significant alterations at numerous 
indicators. Out of the analysed 36 indicators (27 objective settlement evaluation aspects and 
9 subjective quality of life evaluation aspects), the satisfaction level of the respondents differs in 
19 cases (14 objective and 5 subjective elements).  

Revealing the reasons of these difference could indicate new directions of this research and at 
the same time, it raises the attention on the fact that the local citizens and the second home 
owners, living at the same settlement, can have different judgement on the settlement aspects. 
According to this, after more detailed analyses, it might be worth to develop the settlements based 
on target group specific aspects as well.  

Regarding the third research question, from the objective and subjective QOL indicators, 
the authors created a new, cumulated settlement QOL indicator and analysed which settlements 
produce the highest qualification (settlement ranking). During the evaluation process, it turned out 
that the top 10 settlements assessment of the objective and subjective indicators differ 
significantly from each other. It means that in case of objective dissatisfaction, the respondent 
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can judge his/her quality of life better or besides an objective satisfaction, one can feel that he/she 
lives an unsatisfactory quality of life. It is also an interesting result that no such well known and 
greater places of the Balaton destination were included in the top list as Siófok, Balatonfüred, 
Keszthely, Veszprém or Sümeg. 

One of the limitations of the research is that it lacks complete representativeness, however, based 
on the great number of sample elements and the applied methodology, the authors believe that 
the results can be published with interest towards the scientific audience. In the future researches, 
it is worth considering why the greater settlements of the region, based on the judgement of 
the respondents, were not included in the top 10 list of the cumulative evaluation. It is also 
important to better understand how the objective and subjective QOL elements influence each 
other and also how the bond towards the settlement influence the final settlement ranking in case 
of the certain indicators.   

According to the practical implications of the study, we need to emphasize that we can find 
the intention of improving life quality on the top of the objective pyramid of the Hungarian tourism 
development documents (taking into consideration the tourists, the ones employed in tourism and 
the local community). Our research results contributed to this paradigm change as well, since 
earlier tourism development policy was rather GDP focused. The authors believe that the results 
of this article contributed and strengthened the international and domestic trend of the changing 
consumer habits in tourism, namely the increasing need towards high quality living space and 
domestic destinations.  

The statistical correlations between the type of residents and their quality of life elements point 
out critical element to be developed depending on which target group we want to make 
the settlement attractive. Based on the results of the research, detailed proposals can be made 
to the local governments on the characteristics of the settlement that should be developed. 

The most important theoretical implication is that the authors introduced new approaches in 
the quantitative research of quality of life and living space concerning tourism and so surveyed 
a region where no such comprehensive researches have been carried out. As methodological 
novelty, we think that one of the most important results of the article is the creation of 
an aggregated settlement quality of life (QOL) indicator which method can be used in further 
region-focused QoL researches as well.  
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