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Introduction 1
John A. Williams
Muzaffer Uysal

This paper concentrates on the importance of customer satisfaction in today’s
business environment. It emphasizes the fact that customer satisfaction strategies
must have both long-term and immediate results. It further focuses on the individ-
ual papers included in the volume and how they address new and effective ap-
proaches for understanding customer satisfaction and providing quality service at
all levels of the hospitality and tourism industry.
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ARTICLES

Social Interaction Linkages in the Service Satisfaction Model 7
Francis P. Noe
Muzaffer Uysal

Many of the articles in this special issue on customer satisfaction are dealing with
very specific concerns associated with explaining tourist and customer satisfac-
tion. This article is more generic in nature and reaches down to a more fundamen-
tal level of recognizing that the locus of satisfaction resides between the service
provider and customer. It is the interaction process that transpires between these
roles that creates a dissatisfied or satisfied, and in some cases a delighted tourist.
The approach taken is largely qualitative because of its theoretical nature. It
draws from the fields of social psychology, leisure-tourism, sociology, and busi-



ness that offer insight into how best to handle and manage such social interactions.
It is proposed that this intrinsic interaction model is key to unlocking the complex
exchange mechanisms between the service provider and the tourist customer. This
article is an initial step in examining the positive interaction process that leads to
reinforcing satisfactory experiences in a tourist situation, thereby broadening our
understanding of service satisfaction.

KEYWORDS. Social interaction, service satisfaction, satisfactory experiences

Identifying the Dimensions of the Experience Construct:
Development of the Model 23
Bonnie J. Knutson
Jeffrey A. Beck

This article proposes a holistic, three phase model structured to incorporate the ma-
Jjor components of the Experience construct. While speculation about what consti-
tutes an experience abound, the complex relationship among value, service quality,
satisfaction, and experience is in its infancy. Before this relationship can be fully ex-
amined, dimensions of these four critical components need to be incorporated into a
unified, holistic model that includes the three primary constructs of Service Quality,
Value, and Satisfaction. This article focuses on the first challenge by developing a
model and offering some propositions to encourage future research about the expe-
rience construct in hospitality.

KEYWORDS. Experience, model development, satisfaction, value, axiology, ser-
vice quality

Limitations of Cross-Cultural Customer Satisfaction Research
and Recommending Alternative Methods 37
Metin Kozak
Enrique Bigné
Luisa Andreu

Cross-cultural research in tourism is receiving increasing attention from academ-
ics. Little, however, has been done with regard to the assessment of cultural differ-
ences in tourist satisfaction. Research in tourism marketing has recognized the need
for further research in cross-cultural satisfaction research, and specifically, in
equivalence issues regarding the measurement of tourist satisfaction. Consequently,
the aim of this conceptual paper is to focus attention on the importance of exploring
cross-cultural differences in customer satisfaction research. The principal contribu-
tions are three-fold: (1) to emphasize the significance of exploring cross-cultural
differences while attempting to measure customer satisfaction in tourism, (2) to rec-
ommend alternative research methodology to analyse cross-cultural tourist satis-
faction, and also (3) to point out limitations of conducting cross-cultural research in
tourist satisfaction from both the theoretical and practical point of view.

KEYWORDS. Tourism marketing, cross-cultural research, tourist satisfaction,
construct development, research methodology



Which Comparison Standard Should Be Used for Service Quality
and Customer Satisfaction? 61
Yuksel Ekinci

The aim of this study is to examine whether consumers use single or multiple compari-
son standards for the evaluation of service quality and when determining their satis-
faction, in the context of the hospitality industry. The data was collected using a
convenient student sample. The findings indicate that consumers use multiple compar-
ison standards for the evaluation of service quality and satisfaction. Five of the eight
tested comparison standards are found to be significant in predicting service quality
and satisfaction. Of these, predictive expectations, deserved expectation, desires con-
gruence and experience-based norm are considered very important. The study also
suggests that service quality and customer satisfaction are different constructs and
survey instruments should take into account this difference in measurement.

KEYWORDS. Expectations, service quality, customer satisfaction, experience
based norms, self-concept, and comparison standard

“Just Trying to Keep the Customer Satisfied”: A Comparison
of Models Used in the Measurement of Tourist Satisfaction 77
Paul Fallon
Peter Schofield

The paper compares the predictive validity of six models used in the measurement of

satisfaction; it is concerned with their application at destination level, with particu-
lar reference to Orlando, Florida. Using factor analysis and multiple regression, the
‘performance only’ model was clearly identified as the best predictor of satisfaction.
The incorporation of ‘importance’ and ‘performance’ ratings did not improve the
predictive power of the ‘performance only’ solution. From tourists’ ‘performance’
ratings, five ‘dimensions’ of Orlando’s tourism offering were identified: ‘primary,’
‘secondary’ and ‘tertiary’ attractions, ‘facilitators’ and ‘transport plus.” Notwith-
standing Orlando’s reputation as the world’s theme park capital, Orlando’s ‘sec-
ondary’ attractions (such as shopping and dining opportunities) and ‘facilitators’
(such as accommodation and customer service) were identified as having the most
influence on overall tourist satisfaction with Orlando.

KEYWORDS. Tourist satisfaction, destination performance, predictive validity,
factor analysis, multiple regression analysis

Guest Satisfaction in the U.S. Lodging Industry Using the ACSI
Model as a Service Quality Scoreboard 97
Bonnie J. Knutson
Arjun J. Singh
Hung-Hsu Yen
Barbara Everitt Bryant

This article extracts data from the American Consumer Satisfaction Index (ACSI)
for the lodging industry and for the six hotel brands included in the study. Guest sat-



isfaction scores are analyzed for three important standards: overall satisfaction, ex-
pectancy-disconfirmation, and customer experience compared to an ideal product.
Findings indicate that [ 1 ] the lodging industry scores slightly better than the entire
service sector and about the same as the national score, and [2] there is significant
variation in satisfaction scores among the six brands tested. Implications for man-
agement are included.

KEYWORDS. Customer satisfaction, guest satisfaction, hotels, lodging, Ameri-
can Customer Satisfaction Index, satisfaction model

An Investigation into the Perceived Importance of Service
and Facility Attributes to Hotel Satisfaction 119
Tekle Shanka
Ruth Taylor

In a complex service environment such as the hotel sector, assessing the perceived
importance of services and facility attributes provides management with informa-
tion not only to benchmark their service level provision, but also to retain and in-
crease their customer base. The present study examines the perceived importance
of the service and facilities attributes provided by a 3-star hotel. Results of the
self-administered survey of 101 guests of three 3-star hotel properties in Perth
(Western Australia) indicated that 13 of the 18 attributes were perceived as impor-
tant. The 18 services and facility attributes were factor-analysed and three compo-
nents emerged: physical facilities, service experienced and services provision.
These three components were found to significantly contribute to the overall im-
portance rating of the hotel attributes. Statistically significant differences were
noted for age and residence on the physical facilities and services provided com-
ponents. Results were discussed and implications with further research opportuni-
ties were suggested.

KEYWORDS. Attributes, 3-star hotel, importance, perceptions, satisfaction

Categories of Participants Based on Their Expectations
of Instructor-Led Training 135
Candice E. Clemenz
Pamela A. Weaver
Jiho Han
Ken W. McCleary

Trainees’ expectations of training are important considerations in the develop-
ment of training programs, yet a lack of research exists to understand the expecta-
tions of trainees as they relate to various training delivery methods. To investigate
the underlying dimensions or factors that determine trainees’ expectations in in-
structor-led training sessions, 164 surveys were collected from attendees at six dif-
ferent hospitality industry instructor-led training sessions. Utilizing a factor
analytic procedure, the following five dimensions of trainees’ expectations were
identified: courtesy, entertainment, climate, tangibles, and relevance. These ex-



pectations of training dimensions were then used to cluster analyze trainees into
three groups: “the good-timers,” “the high hopes,” and “the serious students.”

KEYWORDS. Training, instructor-led training, expectations, quality of training

The Relationship Between Destination Performance, Overall
Satisfaction, and Behavioral Intention for Distinct Segments 149
Seyhmus Baloglu
Aykut Pekcan
Shiang-Lih Chen
Joceline Santos

Destination performance, visitor satisfaction, and favorable future behavior of
visitors are key determinants of destination competitiveness. Most empirical work,
assuming that overall tourist population is homogenous, investigates the relation-
ships among product performance, satisfaction, and/or behavioral intentions in an
aggregated manner. This study investigates these linkages for different segments
of Canadian visitors of Las Vegas. The findings confirmed the mediating role of
overall satisfaction for both segments and aggregated sample, and revealed varia-
tions in linkages and explanatory power of the models. The study concludes that
the segment-based approach is more pragmatic because it provides segment-spe-
cific implications for destination management and marketing.

KEYWORDS. Destination performance, satisfaction, behavioral intention, seg-
mentation, path analysis, Canadian visitors

The Effect of Length of Stay on Travelers’ Perceived
Satisfaction with Service Quality 167
Janet D. Neal

Consumer satisfaction related to service quality during the vacation experience is
of paramount importance to the travel and tourism industry. This study tests em-
pirically the effects the number of nights spent on a vacation have on the levels of
satisfaction recent travelers report for three service aspects of the travel destina-
tion: perceived satisfaction with tourism service providers; perceived “freedom
from defects” of tourism services, and perceived reasonableness of the cost of
tourism services. Differentiation in satisfaction scores between “short-term visi-
tors” (i.e., those who stayed from one to six nights) and “long-term visitors” (i.e.,
those who stayed seven or more nights) were examined. Significant differences be-
tween the two groups of visitors were present for (1) perceived satisfaction with in-
dustry professionals delivering the service experience at the travel destination,
(2) perceived satisfaction with “freedom from defects” of the actual services at the
destination, and (3) perceived reasonableness of the cost of services at the travel
destination. Suggestions for how tourism industry professionals can make use of
this information are presented.

KEYWORDS. Consumer satisfaction, length of stay, service quality, travel and
tourism



Satisfaction with Cultural/Heritage Sites: Virginia Historic
Triangle 177
Jin Huh
Muzaffer Uysal

This study attempted to investigate the relationship between cultural/heritage des-
tination attributes and overall satisfaction, and to identify the difference in the
overall satisfaction of tourists in terms of selected demographic and travel behav-
ior characteristics. The expectancy-disconfirmation theory provided a conceptual
framework for this study. This theory holds that consumers first form expectations
of products or service performance prior to purchasing or use. The study area for
this study was Virginia Historic Triangle (Williamsburg, Jamestown, and
Yorktown). The survey was conducted at five different sites in the Virginia Historic
Triangle. The findings indicate that there is a relationship between destination at-
tributes and overall satisfaction with cultural/heritage experience. The study also
reveals that overall satisfaction may show variation by gender, length of stay, and
decision horizon. The study concludes with appropriate marketing and manage-
ment implications.

KEYWORDS. Cultural/heritage tourism, Virginia historic triangle, expec-
tancy-satisfaction theory, expectation and satisfaction



Journal Ordering, Copyright, and Document Delivery Information

1)

2)

3)

4

5)

6)

7)

8)
9)

10)
11)

12)

13)

14)

JOURNAL OF QUALITY ASSURANCE IN HOSPITALITY & TOURISM™ (ISSN:
1528-008X; Electronic ISSN: 1528-0098) is published at The Haworth Hospitality Press® (an
imprint of The Haworth Press, Inc.), 10 Alice Street, Binghamton, NY 13904-1580 USA.
BUSINESS OFFICE: Except for overseas sales representatives, all subscriptions and advertis-
ing inquiries should be directed to The Haworth Press, Inc., 10 Alice Street, Binghamton, NY
13904-1580 USA. Telephone (607) 722-5857.

SUBSCRIPTION CYCLE: [0 Academic year basis (first issue in each volume begins in

September or Fall season)

X Calendar year basis (first issue in each volume begins in
January or Spring season)

[0 TIrregular (first issue in each new volume will be published
on a to-be-announced date after publication of the final issue
of the preceeding volume)

FREQUENCY: X Quarterly (4 issues per volume)

[0 Triannual (3 issues per volume)

[0  Biannual (2 issues per volume)

Additional volumes in any subscription year may be issued; these will be noted on renewal notices.
SUBSCRIPTION INFORMATION: Subscriptions are on a per volume basis only. The follow-
ing prices are for the current volume only for the USA. Subscriptions must be prepaid.

US$:  50.00 individuals (paid by personal check);

USS: 85.00 institutions (examples: corporations, departments, institutes, social &

health service agencies/hospitals);
US$:  200.00 libraries and subscription agencies (e.g., whenever purchased either di-
rectly or through a subscription agency).
CANADIAN ORDERS: Price of journal is 35% above domestic USA rate; Canadian G&S Tax of
7% must then be added (GST# R129786984), plus an additional 8% province tax in these four
Canadian provinces: Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, and Labrador.
PAYMENT: U.S. and Canadian funds accepted; please add in current exchange rate if paying by
Canadian check or money order.
OUTSIDE USA AND CANADA: Price of journal is 45% above domestic USA rate.
POSTAGE & HANDLING: 10% postage & handling charge is included in journal subscription
rates. Journals are mailed via consolidated air mail outside the USA and Canada.
BACK VOLUMES: 40% above the current subscription rate.
SUBSCRIPTIONS THROUGH AGENCIES: Subscriptions through any subscription agency
subject to publisher’s credit check of subscription agency and payment record history of subscrip-
tion agency. Renewals through agents must be prepaid 60 days prior to renewal cycle of journal,
which is: November 1 for calendar-year journals and July 1 for academic-year journals. Library
subscribers will be notified if subscription agent does not remit renewal payments on this sched-
ule. All cancellations requiring refunds are subject to a 25% processing fee.
CHANGE OF ADDRESS: Please notify the Subscription Department, The Haworth Press, Inc.,
10 Alice Street, Binghamton, NY 13904-1580 USA of address changes. Please allow six weeks
for processing; include old and new addresses, as well as both zip codes.
COPYRIGHT © 2003 by The Haworth Press, Inc. All rights reserved. No part of this work may
be reproduced beyond limits set by fair use, or utilized in any form or by any means, electronic or
mechanical, including photocopying, microfilm and recording, or by any information storage and
retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publisher. See also paragraphs 14 and 15
for obtaining photocopies. Printed in the United States of America.
LOCAL PHOTOCOPYING, DOCUMENT DELIVERY, FAIR USE, ANTHOLOGY PUBLISH-
ING:
a) LOCAL PHOTOCOPYING may be done at no charge for classroom/educational/interlibrary-
loan use within the limits allowed by fair use statutes.

Journal ordering, copyright, and document delivery information continued




15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

b) DOCUMENT DELIVERY is provided by The Haworth Document Delivery Service, 10 Alice
Street, Binghamton, NY 13904-1580. Telephone orders and all major credit cards accepted.
The Haworth Press, Inc., has not licensed any document delivery service, firm, library, or orga-
nization for the preparation of photocopies for the purpose of document delivery. Sole excep-
tion is the Original Article Tear-sheet Service of the Institute for Scientific Information (ISI).
IST’s right to prepare photocopies cannot be sold or licensed to a third party.

¢) BEYOND FAIR USE photocopying requires a rights & permissions fee of $2.50 per copy,
per article or portion thereof with a minimum $25.00 rights & permissions fee on each request
for services, payable directly to the Publisher.

d) ANTHOLOGY PUBLISHING fees may be obtained from RuthAnn Heath, Rights & Permis-
sions, The Haworth Press, Inc., 10 Alice Street, Binghamton, NY 13904-1580.

SUB-LICENSING: The Haworth Press, Inc., can provide all photocopies of its materials through

its own Haworth Document Delivery Service. Official Sub-Licensee for Article Photocopies: In-

stitute for Scientific Information (ISI)/Research Alert, 3501 Market Street, Philadelphia, PA

19104-3302 (USA) and all allied ISI services.

CLAIMING: Claims must be sent within 6 months of the mail date of the issue mailed, with proof

of payment. Upon receipt a gratis replacement copy will then be sent.

GRACING: Journal issues are not “graced”; i.e., the first issue of a new volume is not mailed un-

til payment is received.

DISCLAIMER: The development, preparation, and publication of this work has been undertaken

with great care. However, the publisher, employees, editors, and agents of The Haworth Press and

all imprints of The Haworth Press, Inc., including The Haworth Medical Press® and Pharmaceu-
tical Products Press®, are not responsible for any errors contained herein or for consequences that
may ensue from use of materials or information contained in this work. Opinions expressed by the
author(s) are not necessarily those of The Haworth Press, Inc. With regard to case studies, identi-
ties and circumstances of individuals discussed herein have been changed to protect confidential-
ity. Any resemblance to actual persons, living or dead, is entirely coincidental. Offers by

Advertisers in Haworth Press journals are made by the Organization named therein and not by

The Haworth Press, Inc. The Haworth Press, Inc. disclaims any responsibility on its part for the

fulfillment or performance of any such offer. All inquiries with respect to such offer should be

made directly to the Advertiser.

LIBRARY PHOTOCOPYING: ATTENTION LIBRARIANS: If your library subscribes to this

journal, Haworth® waives all photocopying fees or any royalty payments for multiple internal

library use. By “internal library use” we mean:

¢ photocopying multiple copies of any article for your reserve room or reference area

* photocopying of articles for routing to either students or faculty members

« multiple photocopying by students for coursework

* multiple photocopying by faculty members for passing out to students at no charge or for
their own files

e other traditional internal library multiple use of journal articles



instructions for authors

1) | MANUSCRIPTS. Manuscripts should be submitted in triplicate to the Editor,
Sungsoo Pyo, PhD, Department of Tourism Management, Kyonggi University,
Choongjung-ro 2Ga, Seodaemoon-goo, Seoul, Korea 120-702 (Phone: 217-333-
4410: Fax: 217-244-1935; E-mail: pyos@chol.com). All editorial inquiries should
be directed to the Editor. A COMPLETE INSTRUCTIONS FOR AUTHORS
FORM IS AVAILABLE FROM THE EDITOR. PLEASE INCLUDE A
SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE.

2) ORIGINAL ARTICLES ONLY. Submission of a manuscript to this journal represents a certifica-
tion on the part of the author(s) that it is an original work, and that neither this manuscript nor a ver-
sion of it has been published elsewhere nor is being considered for publication elsewhere.

3) COPYRIGHT. Copyright ownership of your manuscript must be transferred officially to
The Haworth Press, Inc. before we can begin the peer-review process. The Editor’s letter ac-
knowledging receipt of the manuscript will be accompanied by a form fully explaining this.
All authors must sign the form and return the original to the Editor as soon as possible. Fail-
ure to return the copyright form in a timely fashion will result in delay in review and subse-
quent publication. [SEE “MANUSCRIPT SUBMISSION FORM”]

4) MANUSCRIPT LENGTH. The journal publishes two main classes of articles: full-length articles
of approximately 5,000 words (15-25 pages, double-spaced), and shorter opinion/reports/view-
point pieces of about 1,500 words (5-10 pages, double-spaced). Longer manuscripts will be con-
sidered at the discretion of the Editor who may recommend publication as a monograph edition of
the journal or division into sections for publication in successive journal issues.

5) MANUSCRIPT STYLE. References, citations, and general style of manuscripts for this journal
should follow the APA style (as outlined in the latest edition of the Publication Manual of the
American Psychological Association). References should be double spaced and placed in alpha-
betical order. The use of footnotes within the text is discouraged. Words should be underlined only
when it is intended that they be typeset in italics. If an author wishes to submit a paper that had
been already prepared in another style, he or she may do so. However, if the paper is accepted (with
or without reviewer’s alterations), the author is fully responsible for retyping the manuscript in the
correct style as indicated above. Neither the Editor nor the Publisher is responsible for re-prepar-
ing manuscript copy to adhere to the journal’s style.

6) MANUSCRIPT PREPARATION. Margins: leave at least a one-inch margin on all four sides. Pa-
per: use clean, white, 8-1/2” x 11” bond paper. Number of copies: 3 (the original plus two photocop-
ies). Cover page: Important—staple a cover page to the manuscript, indicating only the article title
(this is used for anonymous refereeing) and the ABSTRACT. Second “title page”: enclose a regu-
lar title page but do not staple it to the manuscript. Include the title again, plus:

full authorship credits in order of seniority;

¢ an ABSTRACT of about 100 words;

* 5or 6 keywords that identify article content;

» anintroductory footnote with authors’ academic degrees, professional titles, affiliations, mail-
ing and e-mail addresses, and any desired acknowledgment of research support or other
credit;

¢ aheader or footer on each page with abbreviated title and pg number of total (e.g., pg 2 of 7).

7) RETURN ENVELOPES. When submitting manuscripts in print format, it is required that you
also include:



« aregular self-addressed envelope. This is for the Editor to send you an “acknowledgment
of receipt” letter.

8) SPELLING, GRAMMAR, PUNCTUATION, AND INCONSISTENCIES. You are responsible for
preparing manuscript copy which is clearly written in acceptable, scholarly English, and which con-
tains no errors of spelling, grammar, or punctuation. Neither the Editor nor the Publisher is responsible
for correcting errors of spelling and grammar. The manuscript, after acceptance by the Editor, must be
immediately ready for typesetting as it is finally submitted by the author(s). The APA Publication
Manual gives explicit instructions on punctuation, spelling, abbreviations, statistical formulae, etc.
Check your paper for the following common errors:

¢ dangling modifiers

¢ misplaced modifiers

e unclear antecedents

¢ incorrect or inconsistent abbreviations
Also, check the accuracy of all arithmetic calculations, statistics, numerical data, text citations, and
references. All cited references must be given in full, including the volume, issues and page numbers.
INCONSISTENCIES MUST BE AVOIDED. Be sure you are consistent in your use of abbrevia-
tions, terminology, and in citing references, from one part of your paper to another.

9) PREPARATION OF TABLES, FIGURES, AND ILLUSTRATIONS. Any material that is not
textual is considered artwork. This includes tables, figures, diagrams, charts, graphs, illustrations,
appendices, screen captures, and photos. Tables and figures (including legend, notes, and source)
should be no larger than 4%2 X 6%z inches. Type style should be Helvetica (or Helvetica Narrow if
necessary) and no smaller than 8 point. We request that computer-generated figures be in black
and white and/or shades of gray (preferably no color, for it does not reproduce well). Cam-
era-ready art must contain no grammatical, typographical, or format errors and must reproduce
sharply and clearly in the dimensions of the final printed page (4%2 X 6%z inches). Photos and
screen captures must be on a disk as a TIFF file, or other graphic File format such as JPEG or BMP.
For rapid publication we must receive black-and-white glossy or matte positives (white back-
ground with black images and/or wording) in addition to files on disk. Tables should be created in
the text document file using the software’s Table feature.

10) SUBMITTING ART. Both a printed hard copy and a disk copy of the art must be provided. We re-
quest that each piece of art be sent in its own file, on a disk separate from the disk containing the
manuscript text file(s), and be clearly labeled. We reserve the right to (if necessary) request new
art, alter art, or if all else has failed in achieving art that is presentable, delete art. If submitted art
cannot be used, the Publisher reserves the right to redo the art and to charge the author a fee of
$35.00 per hour for this service. The Haworth Press, Inc. is not responsible for errors incurred in
the preparation of new artwork. Camera-ready artwork must be prepared on separate sheets of pa-
per. Always use black ink and professional drawing instruments. On the back of these items, write
your article title and the journal title lightly in soft-lead pencil (please do not write on the face of
art). In the text file, skip extra lines and indicate where these figures are to be placed. Photos are
considered part of the acceptable manuscript and remain with the Publisher for use in additional
printings.

11) EXAMPLES OF FORMAT
Examples of References to Periodicals:

e Journal Article: One Author
Zins, Andreas H. (1999). Destination portfolios using a European vacation style typology. Journal
of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 8(1), 1-23.
¢ Journal Article: Multiple Authors
Kaynak, E. & Mitchell, L. A. (1981). Analysis of marketing strategies used in diverse cultures.
Journal of Advertising Research, (June), 21(3), 25-32.
e Magazine Article
Tinnin, D. B. (1981, November 16). The heady success of Holland’s Heineken. Fortune, pp. 158-164.
e Newspaper Article: No Author
The opportunity of world brands. (1984, June 3). The New York Times, p. 6.
e Monograph
Franko, L. G. (1979). A survey of the impact of manufactured exports from industrializing coun-
tries in Asia and Latin America. Changing International Realities [Monograph] No. 6.



Examples of References to Books:
« References to an Entire Book
Holloway, J. C. & Plant, R. V. (1993). Marketing for Tourism (2nd ed.). London: Pitman Publishing.
¢ Book with a Corporate Author
Committee for Economic Development. (1981). Transitional corporations and developing coun-
tries. New York: Author.
¢ Edited: Book
Chon, K. S. (1991). The Management of Hotel Sales and Marketing. Washington, D.C.: Hotel Sales
and Marketing Association International Foundation.
e Book with No Author or Editor
Marketing opportunities in Japan. (1978). London: Dentsu.
« Article or Chapter in an Edited Book
Shostack, G. L. (1986). Breaking free from product marketing. In C. W. L. Hart & D. A. Troy
(Eds.), Strategic Hotel-Motel Marketing (pp. 42-50). East Lansing, MI: Educational Institute
of the AHMA.
Proceedings of Meetings and Symposia:
« Published Proceedings, Published Contributions to a Symposium
Hoistius, K. (1985). Organizational buying of airline services. In S. Shaw, L. Sparks & E. Kaynak
(Eds.). Marketing in the 1990’s & Beyond (pp. 262-272). Second World Marketing Congress,
held at University of Stirling, Scotland. (August 28-31)
¢ Unpublished Paper Presented at a Meeting
Yucelt, U. (1987). Tourism marketing planning in developing economies. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the Academy of Marketing Science, Bal Harbour, Florida.
Doctoral Dissertations:
* Published Doctoral Dissertation
Czinkota, M. F. (1980). An analysis of export development strategies in selected U.S. industries.
Dissertation Abstracts International. (University Microfilms No. 80-1 5, 865).
For references to unpublished manuscripts, publications of limited circulation, reviews and inter-
views, and non-print media, please refer to the latest edition of the Publication Manual of the
American Psychological Association.

12) ALTERATIONS REQUIRED BY REFEREES AND REVIEWERS. A paper may be accepted by
the Editor contingent upon changes that are mandated by anonymous specialist referees and mem-
bers of the Editorial Board. If the Editor returns your manuscript for revisions, you are responsible
for retyping any sections of the paper to incorporate these revisions (if applicable, revisions should
also be put on disk).

13) TYPESETTING. You will not receive galley proofs of your article. Editorial revisions, if any,
must therefore be made while your article is still in manuscript. The final version of the manuscript
will be the version you see published. Typesetting errors will be corrected by the production staff
of The Haworth Press, Inc. Authors are expected to submit manuscripts, disks, and art that are free
from error.

14) ELECTRONIC MEDIA. Haworth’s in-house typesetting unit is able to utilize your final manu-
script material as prepared on most personal computers and word processors. This will minimize typo-
graphical errors and decrease overall production time. Please send the first draft and final draft copies
of your manuscript to the journal Editor in print format for his final review and approval. After approval
of your final manuscript, please submit the final approved version both on printed format (“hard
copy”) and floppy diskette. On the outside of the diskette package write: @ the brand name of your
computer or word processor, 2) the word processing program and version that you used, 3 the title of
your article, and @) the file name. NOTE: Disk and hard copy must agree. In case of discrepancies, it is
The Haworth Press’ policy to follow hard copy. Authors are advised that no revisions of the manu-
script can be made after acceptance by the Editor for publication. The benefits of this procedure are
many with speed and accuracy being the most obvious. We look forward to working with your elec-
tronic submission which will allow us to serve you more efficiently.

15) REPRINTS. The senior author will receive two copies of the journal issue as well as complimentary
reprints several weeks after the issue has been published. The junior author will receive two copies of
the journal issue. An order form will be sent to the corresponding author for the purchase of addi-
tional reprints at this time. (Approximately 4-6 weeks is necessary for the preparation of reprints.)
Please do not query the journal’s Editor about reprints. All such questions should be sent directly to



The Haworth Press, Inc., Print Journal Production Department, 37 West Broad Street, West
Hazleton, PA 18202 USA. To order additional reprints, please contact Document Delivery Service,
The Haworth Press, Inc., 10 Alice Street, Binghamton, NY 13904-1580 USA, 1-800-HAWORTH or
FAX 1-607-722-6362.

16) COPYRIGHT AND PERMISSIONS. For permission to reprint articles that have appeared in Ha-
worth journals, please contact: Copyright & Permissions Department, The Haworth Press, Inc., 10
Alice Street, Binghamton, NY 13904-1580.

17) LIBRARY PHOTOCOPYING. ATTENTION LIBRARIANS: If your library subscribes to this
journal, Haworth® waives all photocopying fees or any royalty payments for multiple internal
library use. By “internal library use” we mean:

photocopying multiple copies of any article for your reserve room or reference area
photocopying of articles for routing to either students or faculty members

multiple photocopying by students for coursework

multiple photocopying by faculty members for passing out to students at no charge or for
their own files

other traditional internal library multiple use of journal articles



EDITOR
SUNGSOO PYO, Kyonggi University, Republic of Korea

CO-EDITOR
TIMOTHY R. HINKIN, Cornell University, USA

SENIOR EDITOR OF INDUSTRY PRACTICES

ELIZA C. TSE, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong

RESEARCH NOTE EDITOR

KENNETH F. BACKMAN, Clemson University, USA

PUBLICATION REVIEW EDITOR

LYNDA MARCH, Texas Tech University, USA

EDITORIAL BOARD

MEHMET ALTINAY, Minister of Education and Culture, The Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus
KATHLEEN ANDERECK, Arizona State University West, USA
JOHN BOWEN, University of Nevada, Las Vegas, USA
FREDERICK DEMICCO, The University of Delaware, USA

BILL (H. W.) FAULKNER, Griffith University, Australia

DANIEL R. FESENMAIER, University of Illinois, USA

F. M. GO, Rotterdam School of Management, The Netherlands
VINCENT C. S. HEUNG, The Hong Kong Polytechnic University, Hong Kong
YANG H. HUO, Roosevelt University, USA

NICK JOHNS, Hong Kong Polytechnic University, Hong Kong

JAY KANDAMPULLY, University of Queensland, Australia
MICHAEL L. KASAVANA, Michigan State University, USA
NAZMI KOZAK, Anadolu University, Turkey

FRANCIS A. KWANSA, University of Delaware, USA

ERIC LAWS, The Robert Gordon University, UK

KAM HON LEE, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong
ERWIN LOSEKOQT, University of Strathclyde, UK

CONNIE C. MOK, University of Houston, USA

ALASTAIR M. MORRISON, Purdue University, USA

DANIEL J. MOUNT, The Pennsylvania State University, USA
SUZANNE MURRMANN, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, USA
WILLIAM C. NORMAN, Clemson University, USA

H. G. PARSA, Ohio State University, USA

ABRAHAM PIZAM, University of Central Florida, USA

HAILIN QU, Oklahoma State University, USA

LAUREL REID, University of New Brunswick, Canada

ALBERTO SESSA, International School of Tourism Sciences, Italy
STEPHEN L. J. SMITH, University of Waterloo, Canada

SEVIL F. SONMEZ, Arizona State University, USA

J. BRUCE TRACEY, Cornell University, USA

TURGUT VAR, Texas A&M University, USA

KLAUS WEIERMAIER, University of Innsbruck, Austria

JOSEPH WEST, Florida International University, USA



CONSULTING EDITORS

K. S. (KAYE) CHON, The Hong Kong Polytechnic University, School of Hotel & Tourism
Management, Hong Kong

C. R. GOELDNER, University of Colorado at Boulder, USA

JAFAR JAFARI, University of Wisconsin-Stout, USA

ERDENER KAYNAK, The Pennsylvania State University at Harrisburg, USA

MUZAFFER UYSAL, Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State University, USA

SUPPORTING STAFF

HEISOOK CHANG, Republic of Korea

The Haworth Hospitality Press Imprint Team
Imprint Coordinator: Cynthia Fedak, Senior Production Editor

Senior Production Editor: Diane Fidishin
Senior Production Editor: Michael Picciano
Senior Typesetter: Sally Mylet



ABOUT THE GUEST EDITORS

John A. Williams, PhD, is Department Head of Hotel, Restaurant, and
Institution Management & Dietetics at Kansas State University. He is
also Director of the Graduate Program of HRIMD. In that role, he over-
sees both masters and doctoral education. Previous to joining Kansas
State University in 2002, he was a member of the faculty at Virginia
Tech in the Department of Hospitality and Tourism Management and
served as Coordinator of the Undergraduate Program and Chair of the
Undergraduate Committee. Dr. Williams’ research interests are human
resource management, service quality and customer satisfaction, and
managed services. He has conducted research for restaurants, hotels,
and managed service companies.

Muzaffer Uysal, PhD, is Professor in the Department of Hospitality
and Tourism Management at Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State
University. Dr. Uysal has extensive experience in the travel and tourism
field, authoring or co-authoring a significant number of articles pro-
ceedings, book chapters, and monographs. He also has conducted work-
shops and seminars on similar topics and field research in several
countries. Dr. Uysal is a member of the International Academy for the
Study of Tourism and serves as co-editor of Tourism Analysis: An Inter-
disciplinary Journal. In addition, he sits on the editorial boards of eight
journals—including Journal of Travel Research—and is resource editor
of the Annals of Tourism Research. His current interests center on tour-
ism demand/supply interaction, tourism development and marketing,
and international tourism.



Introduction

John A. Williams
Muzaffer Uysal

SUMMARY. This paper concentrates on the importance of customer
satisfaction in today’s business environment. It emphasizes the fact
that customer satisfaction strategies must have both long-term and im-
mediate results. It further focuses on the individual papers included in
the volume and how they address new and effective approaches for un-
derstanding customer satisfaction and providing quality service at all

levels of the hospitality and tourism industry. [Article copies available for
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2 Current Issues and Development in Hospitality and Tourism Satisfaction

Consumer satisfaction research started as early as the 1960’s (Cardozo,
1965). During the 1980’s, customer satisfaction increased in popularity as an
important topic. Since then, the dynamics of the consumer marketplace have
changed substantially. The aggressive business environment has made it man-
datory to value the customer and ensure their satisfaction.

With our technologically, advanced global economy, competing organiza-
tion’s can rapidly duplicate another organization’s price and product. This pro-
cess is now accelerated by the Internet and e-mail and can be achieved in much
less time than was possible a few years ago. Organizations are also dealing
with a more highly-educated customer that is aware of the varied services and
levels of quality that are available. There has been a virtual explosion of op-
tions for the consumer. However, competitors cannot duplicate another orga-
nization’s customer relationships. The ability to satisfy customers, therefore,
becomes the key ingredient of continued success.

The importance of customer satisfaction has become an essential business
issue as organizations have realized the significant outcomes achieved when
providing effective customer service. For hospitality and tourism, satisfaction
has always been important, but there is a growing awareness that it can make
the difference between a company’s survival and failure.

As businesses know, it has been shown over and over again that reselling to
an existing customer costs far less than gaining a new one. Subsequently, cus-
tomer satisfaction strategies are looking for long-term as well as immediate re-
sults. Research by PricewaterhouseCoopers (2002) shows that firms are aware
that customer satisfaction and quality can be more important than current fi-
nancial results in creating long-term shareholder value. Successful leaders, ei-
ther in small business or larger organizations, are continually concentrating on
their customers and how they can please them better than their competitors.

This volume includes recent advances and timely issues in hospitality and
tourism satisfaction research and offers new, and potentially effective, ap-
proaches for understanding customer satisfaction and providing quality ser-
vice at all levels of the hospitality and tourism industry. Eleven original papers
are included in this volume.

The first paper by Noe and Uysal examines social interaction linkages in the
service satisfaction model. The starting premise of the paper is that the locus of
satisfaction resides between the service provider and customer. The approach
taken is largely qualitative because of its theoretical nature. It draws from the
fields of social psychology, leisure-tourism, sociology, and business and of-
fers insight into how best to handle and manage such social interactions. It is
proposed that this intrinsic interaction model is key to unlocking the complex
exchange mechanisms between the service provider and the tourist customer.
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The second paper by Knutson and Beck is also a conceptual one in nature
and proposes a holistic, three phase model structured to incorporate the major
components of the experience construct. It is articulated that the complex rela-
tionship among value, service quality, satisfaction, and experience is in its in-
fancy. Before this relationship can be fully examined, dimensions of these four
critical components need to be incorporated into a unified, holistic model that
includes the three primary constructs of Service Quality, Value, and Satisfac-
tion.

Kozak, Bigné, and Andreu examine one of the areas of satisfaction—cultural
differences in tourist satisfaction—that has received little attention in the past.
While providing discussion on equivalence issues regarding the measure-
ment of tourist satisfaction, the authors (1) emphasize the significance of ex-
ploring cross-cultural differences in measuring customer satisfaction in
tourism, (2) recommend alternative research methodology to analyse cross-
cultural tourist satisfaction, and also (3) point out limitations of conducting
cross-cultural research in tourist satisfaction from both the theoretical and
practical point of view.

Ekinci’s paper provides empirical research that is designed to examine
whether consumers use single or multiple comparison standards for the evalu-
ation of service quality and when determining their satisfaction, in the context
of the hospitality industry. The findings indicate that consumers use multiple
comparison standards for the evaluation of service quality and satisfaction.
Predictive expectations, deserved expectation, desire congruence and experi-
ence-based norm are considered very important constructs in measuring satis-
faction.

The fifth paper by Fallon and Schofield also compares the predictive valid-
ity of six models used in the measurement of satisfaction; it is concerned with
their application at destination level, with particular reference to Orlando,
Florida. From tourists’ ‘performance’ ratings, five ‘dimensions’ of Orlando’s
tourism offering were identified: ‘primary,” ‘secondary’ and ‘tertiary’ attrac-
tions, ‘facilitators’ and ‘transport plus.” Orlando’s reputation as the world’s
theme park capital, ‘secondary’ attractions (such as shopping and dining op-
portunities) and ‘facilitators’ (such as accommodation and customer service)
were identified as having the most influence on overall tourist satisfaction with
Orlando.

Knutson, Singh, Yen and Bryant’s paper focuses on guest satisfaction in the
U.S. lodging industry using the American Consumer Satisfaction Index (ACSI)
Model as a service scoreboard. The authors analyzed guest scores for three im-
portant standards: overall satisfaction, expectancy-disconfirmation, and customer
experience compared to an ideal product. Their findings indicate that the lodg-
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ing industry scores slightly better than the entire service sector and about the
same as the national score.

The seventh paper by Shanka and Taylor examines the perceived impor-
tance of the service and facility attributes to hotel satisfaction in Perth, West-
ern Australia. The three delineated factor groupings of “physical facilities,”
“service experienced” and “services provision” of the service and facility scale
were found to significantly contribute to the overall importance rating of the
hotel attributes. Statistically significant differences were also noted for age
and residence on the physical facilities and services provided components.

The eighth paper by Clemenz, Weaver, Han, and McCleary focuses on train-
ees’ expectations in the development of training programs. Utilizing a factor ana-
lytic procedure, the authors identified five dimensions of trainees’ expectations:
courtesy, entertainment, climate, tangibles, and relevance. These expectations
of training dimensions are then used to cluster analyze trainees into three groups:
“the good-timers,” “the high hopes,” and “the serious students.” It is implied that
understanding trainees’ expectation dimensions may be of help in improving
morale and satisfaction level of employees, thus better satisfied customers in
the end.

The paper by Baloglu, Pekcan, Chen, and Santos focuses on the relationship
between destination performance, overall satisfaction, and behavioral intention
for segment types. It is argued that destination performance, visitor satisfaction,
and favorable future behavior of visitors are key determinants of destination
competitiveness. Most empirical work, assuming that overall tourist popula-
tion is homogenous, investigates the relationships among product perfor-
mance, satisfaction, and/or behavioral intentions in an aggregated manner.
The authors conclude that the segment-based approach is more pragmatic be-
cause it provides segment-specific implications for destination management
and marketing.

Neal’s study tests empirically the effects the number of nights spent on a va-
cation have on the levels of satisfaction recent travelers report for three service
aspects of the travel destination: perceived satisfaction with tourism service pro-
viders; perceived “freedom from defects” of tourism services; and perceived
reasonableness of the cost of tourism services. Differentiation in satisfaction
scores between “short-term visitors” and “long-term visitors” were examined.
Her study revealed that significant differences between the two groups of visi-
tors were present for (1) perceived satisfaction with industry professionals
delivering the service experience at the travel destination, (2) perceived satis-
faction with “freedom from defects” of the actual services at the destination,
and (3) perceived reasonableness of the cost of services at the travel destina-
tion.
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The last paper by Huh and Uysal attempts to investigate the relationship be-
tween cultural/heritage destination attributes and overall satisfaction, and to
identify the difference in the overall satisfaction of tourists in terms of selected
demographic and travel behavior characteristics. The findings indicate that
there is a relationship between destination attributes and overall satisfaction
with cultural/heritage experience. The authors also found that overall satisfac-
tion may show variation by gender, length of stay, and decision horizon.

Itis an enormous challenge for businesses to successfully attain customer sat-
isfaction in hospitality and tourism services. The customer is the most important
person in a business. It is essential to systematically provide current research as
service expectations continue to rise. Customer satisfaction programs should
envision the process of looking at new insights as a perpetual process. To re-
main current, it is necessary to look beyond the scope of your own business sit-
uation and examine how others operate in similar markets. It is our hope that a
variety of topics covered in this volume would be of help to both academicians
and practitioners currently and for further research in the area and provide a
better understanding of the salient dimensions of satisfaction and its variants.

Finally, we wish to acknowledge the Journal of Quality Assurance in Hos-
pitality & Tourism Editor, Professor Sungsoo Pyo, for his support in develop-
ing this volume. We owe a great debt to all authors for their diligent work on
the papers and prompt revisions.

REFERENCES
Cardozo, R.N. (August, 1965). An Experimental Study of Customer Effort, Expecta-
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Social Interaction Linkages in the Service
Satisfaction Model

Francis P. Noe
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SUMMARY. Many of the articles in this special issue on customer sat-
isfaction are dealing with very specific concerns associated with explain-
ing tourist and customer satisfaction. This article is more generic in
nature and reaches down to a more fundamental level of recognizing that
the locus of satisfaction resides between the service provider and cus-
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tomer. It is the interaction process that transpires between these roles that
creates a dissatisfied or satisfied, and in some cases a delighted tourist.
The approach taken is largely qualitative because of its theoretical na-
ture. It draws from the fields of social psychology, leisure-tourism, soci-
ology, and business that offer insight into how best to handle and manage
such social interactions. It is proposed that this intrinsic interaction
model is key to unlocking the complex exchange mechanisms between
the service provider and the tourist customer. This article is an initial step
in examining the positive interaction process that leads to reinforcing
satisfactory experiences in a tourist situation, thereby broadening our un-

derstanding of service satisfaction. [Article copies available for a fee from
The Haworth Document Delivery Service: 1-800-HAWORTH. E-mail address:
<docdelivery@haworthpress.com> Website: <http://www.HaworthPress.com>
© 2003 by The Haworth Press, Inc. All rights reserved. ]

KEYWORDS. Social interaction, service satisfaction, satisfactory ex-
periences

INTRODUCTION

A major focus in any hospitality and tourism service model should be the per-
sonal linkage between the service provider and customer. But for the most part,
employees in direct contact with the customer, the service provider on the
front-line has received far too little attention, “one marketing relationship which
has a direct affect on customers, and which has received too little attention, is the
one involving the company’s personnel” (Liljander, 2000, pp. 162, 171). In es-
sence, we wholeheartedly concur with this observation and judgment that in any
service industry, the service role is basic and essential to performance. The insti-
tutions supporting tourist service include: transportation systems, hotels, resorts,
restaurants, shopping establishments, historic-natural parks, and entertainment
in the arts such as in music and the theater. The systems and human infrastruc-
ture supporting them are even more specific including artisans of all manner, the
social events and physical places, including beaches, wilderness areas, theme
parks, resorts, festivals, fairs, and seasonal recreation and sporting venues as
prescribed in various cultures throughout the world.

The social processes bonding these systems together are service providers.
They encompass the desk clerks, waiters, park rangers, door and bell men,
maids, and stewards on the front-line interacting with the customer. Contact
personnel at frontdesks are a standard in the service industry. These people of-
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ten set the tone for a customer’s ensuing perceptions of satisfaction. There are
also behind the scene personnel whose contributions are significant but not
necessarily recognized by the customer as an essential part of the service team.
The behind the scene area also functions as an oasis and regrouping area for the
front-line staff to retreat to for needed rest, recovery, and consultation.

Organizations requiring enduring periods of emotional labor along the front- line
must recognize that service employees need to step ‘out of character’ to relax and
regain composure, off from the front-stage of customer interaction (Ashforth and
Humphrey, 1993, p.105). These same organizations need to go a step further by
offering a balance of work with free time and a life away from the job. Burnout is
cited as a negative factor affecting service performers through emotional exhaus-
tion, a depersonalized self-image of being talked down to by customers, and feelings
of lack of work accomplishment. Such negative self-feeling by service providers
is a result of far too many interpersonal contacts, the frequency, duration and
length of work without adequate relief and time off (Ford, 1998, pp. 130-1). In ad-
dition, withdrawal from the situation and perceptions of self-conflict may also be a
result of stressful work interaction situations with too few providers and resources
to meet the customers’ expectations. Controlling the above negative impacts on
the service worker makes work-life more enjoyable.

This introductory article begins to evaluate the role of the service provider
in offering direct satisfactory service and what needs to be done in the tourist
interaction setting. None of us as customers expect to be dissatisfied or disap-
pointed by our service. We expect satisfaction at least and delight at best, rarely
hanging in a neutral position. In our large impersonal urban world, where a
sense of community is missing, the individual may disappear into loneliness
and become nothing more then a credit card number. All service organizations
must recognize that the individuals they deal with possess feelings and judg-
ments. The service personnel representing that organization have the responsi-
bility of recognizing their customer as a responsible human being. Liljander
(2000, p. 171) cites studies that show that “every employee who is in contact
with external customers affects customer satisfaction and knowing what the
customer wants and being able to deliver it gives the employee a feeling of ac-
complishment and satisfaction.” This interactive work process is itself a re-
warding experience, as are often the more tangible benefits as well. Employee
happiness, economic benefits, family care, and job security serve to maintain
and promote employee loyalty and a spirit of well being (Liljander 2000,
pp. 176-800). Unhappy employees compromise the service act and then take
their frustration out on the customer. In the end, all parties lose and satisfaction’s
alter-ego, dissatisfaction or noncommittal neutrality, reigns over the service act.

The service act in a tourist situation has to be built on a solid formulation
since the service situation is not always acted out between familiar participants.
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When a customer has frequent contacts with a service provider, they become
part of a relationship though a history of transactions, get to know personal
things about each other, develop expectations for one another, and anticipate
future interaction. However, service encounters are usually a single interac-
tion, or repeated with different providers who are strangers to the customer
(Ford, 1998, p. 82). This is especially true in a tourist situation, complicating
the exchange process. As a start in managing this process, Day (1999, p. 62) in-
dicates that the Marriott Hotel corporation has a “fanatical eye for detail.”
“This begins with the hiring process that systematically recruits, screens, and
selects from as many as 40 applicants for each position . . . ” Matching the cor-
rect employee with the customer is a first step in the satisfaction process. An
enduring mutually-reinforcing relationship between a satisfied employee and
customer produces what Heskett, Sasser, and Schlesinger (1997) call the “sat-
isfaction mirror.” The result produces employees who become more satisfied
by dealing with satisfied customers, and customers in turn become more satis-
fied by dealing with satisfied employees. This reinforcing social effect was found
in each of the service organizations for which data were available. Building
that cycle of capability for the satisfaction mirror, two companies in the travel
sector each oriented their hiring practices primarily for attitude and secondly
for skills. Rosenbluth Internation and Southwest Airlines hire “nice or people
with good attitudes” that enjoyed serving people. But the goal of achieving sat-
isfaction does not stop with hiring. It continues with monitoring. Keeping the
customer-employee interaction connected requires constant listening to their
changing needs. Companies most cited by Heskett et al. (1997) are Disney,
Club Med, American Express, Southwest Airlines, British Airways, Fairfield
Inns, and the Ritz-Carlton hotels which have direct interests in the tourist mar-
ketplace. You have to be mindful of the way in which these companies engage
in various customer informational and data gathering efforts that determines
how well or poorly they are doing in fulfilling customer expectations. Em-
ployee attitudes, personality dispositions, skills, and monitoring needs are just
a part of comprehending how to control the service act. It also necessitates
knowing how the principle actors engage in the service process to achieve sat-
isfactory outcomes, which means understanding what is being acted out on the
service stage.

ACTING ON THE STAGE OF SERVICE

Service “Should be part of everyone’s job description,” not just the respon-
sibility of the guest services department (Tschohl, 1991, p. 74). So everyone,
not just the doorman or desk clerk, but even the CEO who walks through one
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of their corporate social situations has to be conscious that they are on a service
stage. In an excellent summary of Erving Goffman’s work relating to interac-
tive expression, Morisaki and Gudykunst (1994, pp. 52, 59) agree that commu-
nicating expressions is not intrinsically lodged in the face or body, but rather in
the interaction and encounter-taking place in an exchange. Goffman sees hu-
mans playing theatrical roles as if on a stage, the ultimate social analogy. But
the drama is played out in real-life experiences. The social interaction of the
players actually plays a major role in generating meaning. It is not just a static
view of the face that communicates. Most Western researchers interpret face
as an “independent construal of the self.” This is defined as the individual be-
ing a unique and independent entity. It’s how you use it in the exchange pro-
cess that takes on meaning. It is the looks, smiles, nods, and shifts of the head
that project what we are trying to convey. Humans ultimately use verbal com-
munication in which messages are conveyed through language. These verbal
and non-verbal mediums transmit the intended message. “It is through inter-
acting with others that we acquire narrative skills, not through being acted
upon.” For example, ‘a stability narrative’ may be part of a person suggesting
honesty or a ‘progressive narrative’ suggesting success. ‘The important point
here is that these implications are realized in action’ and they become subject
to social appraisal. ‘Others may find the actions and outcomes implied by these
narratives (according to current conventions) coherent with or contradictory to
the telling(s)’ (Gergen, 1994, pp. 188, 207). This interactive process is judg-
mental and service providers are very much being judged by their perfor-
mances. First, the words and stories being told in the interaction process are the
realities that the service provider and customer wish to convey to each other.
“Information is conveyed in a social context, its interpretation may be guided
in part, by the recipients’ perceptions of why the information is being transmit-
ted as well as its literal meaning. Consequently, the recipient actively attempts
to interpret messages in a way that makes them informative.” The motivation
and meaning in a communication act are reinforced by a second and third pro-
cess in an interactive exchange constituting ‘accuracy’ in a conveyed message,
and also ‘politeness’ stating that communications should not offend the lis-
tener (Wyer et al., 1995, pp. 16-18). In transmitting messages in these social
contexts or situations, Wyer et al. (1995, p. 25) refer to the research of others
who see that stories are a fundamental way of individuals to identify with one
another in a social situation. “We typically respond to descriptions of another’s
personal experience by recounting an experience of our own that has similar
features, and use this story to understand the experiences the other has had” at
that time. Such stories are often used to bridge the gap between the service pro-
vider and customer to ease an initial uneasy stranger exchange. Altogether the
gestures, looks, posture, and words lead to an end result. The communication
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mediums through which the service provider works attempts to meet the cus-
tomer’s expectations.

In mastering the act of communication, the Disney Corporation finds no
role is really small or menial. “All employees are taught to be enthusiastic
members of the cast” (Liswood, 1990, p. 52). The Disney Corporation has long
recognized that a happy employee does not leave the company but works to
satisfy a customer. For example, projective techniques are used to sharpen em-
ployee-cast member skills. In one case, “elderly guests with a small child with
tears in his eyes standing in the rain at Disney World” is shown for reactions.
Cast members are then given an opportunity to suggest what might be done to
help their guests feel better (Heskett et al., 1990, p. 217). The situation places a
service act in a different context, where the service provider, which should
lead to smiles, suggests steps. The service provider must always be sensitive,
alert, and open to the customer. Tourist plays are not random acts between
players. Indicators exist for the service provider in dealing with a social situa-
tion even though the actors change.

A social situation helps define the service play and stage that the service
provider and tourist customer use to formulate a meaningful act. Remember
that social situational definitions are comprised of at least four sets of factors
that the interactive participants attend to when exchanging information (Sherif
and Sherif 1969, pp. 12, 124). First, they include the characteristics of the indi-
vidual: sex, approximate age, social class, and social relationships, such as pa-
trons or customers in a service context. A second set of factors includes the
activities, problems or tasks to be accomplished or resolved. Dealing with the
requests and needs of the customers is one such set of goals. A third set per-
tains to the location such as a recreational place in a tourist setting. And finally,
the individual’s relationship to the above three sets of factors and the role per-
formance they are exhibiting, i.e., stressed, at ease, relaxed, involved, bored
etc., that may characterize either the service provider or customer acting in that
situation. ““ As the factors in a social situation function interdependently, it fol-
lows that neglect of any one set will lead to conclusions that are in error or lack
validity . . . It becomes particularly crucial when we consider how we appraise
other people, for other people are sized-up in terms of how they are related to
us.” The end outcome is judgmental, resulting in the service situation as either
being dissatisfying, satisfying, neutral, and, in some cases, delightful. It is al-
ways hoped that the participants act out a satisfied theme or story within a ser-
vice situation.

The interactive process is at its most fundamental between a single service
provider and a customer. “When two actors have reciprocally acknowledged
each other’s attention, any action taken by either actor can be seen by the other
as being related to one’s activity. This is why the first action that occurs in the
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context of RAA (Reciprocally Acknowledged Attention) must offer some ex-
planation for the actor’s allocation of attention and some indication of the
actor’s availability for continuing interaction” (Hintz and Miller, 1995,
pp- 360-5). The authors note that social encounters are hierarchical, beginning
with the simple and advancing to the complex. A hierarchical building process
exists in which social accomplishments are contingent on the successful con-
struction and maintenance of the more basic levels of meaning. Also, part of
the interactive process involves mutual responsiveness that is interrelated to
attending to another person’s actions. “A person cannot respond to another’s
behavior without first attending to it. In fact, attending and responding are si-
multaneous in most situations,” save where one of the actors deliberately ig-
nores the other, perhaps serving to offend.

But the service interaction process does not just happen. Service can offend
where a hierarchical management style puts front-line employees at the lower
end of the corporate ladder and then ignores them. An organization style insur-
ing positive contacts with the customer is premised and based upon employee
and management mutual interpersonal respect. In communicating with cus-
tomers, Desatnick (1987, pp. 20-26) sets out five steps where lack of respect
for service employees is demonstrated by thoughtless supervisors and manag-
ers. Very simply, employee respect leads to customer respect in reverse order
(1) When “there is an acute awareness that if management solves employee
problems, employees solve customers’ problems. It is as simple as that.” Em-
ployees ask how they may be of assistance. (2) Management needs to spell-out
service guidelines for employees. “All the things employees want and need to
know are ensuring that their customers will get the proper service.” Employees
can then demonstrate that they know what kind of service is offered and are not
left guessing. (3) Management “rewards customer-related actions beyond the
call of duty and publicly praises those who set examples of personal account-
ability.” Employees who exercise personal responsibility and are empowered
to do so are recognized for their positive contributions for the benefit of cus-
tomers. (4) “Companies develop profound problems in employee morale
through the overt lack of respect for individual employees demonstrated by the
thoughtless supervisors and managers.” Such thoughtlessness destroys spirit
that is witnessed by the customers (5) “All of us can think of times in our ca-
reers when we have had a non-supportive boss, someone who inevitably
passed the buck on to us for whatever went wrong, and worse still, took per-
sonal credit for our contributions.” Employees who can count on management
not to pass the buck and reward them will have customers looking to them with
the same kind of acceptance.

Though there is a social interactive set of communicative actions to achieve
the needs of customers following upon a hierarchical process, it is built upon a
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supportive organizational context between the service employee and manage-
ment mutually respecting and reinforcing each other. Service is part of every-
one’s explicit or implicit performance descriptive in order to keep the tourist
customer in focus as being the paramount goal to satisfy.

GETTING THE SERVICE ROLE RIGHT

Customer service begins with employee satisfaction and well being accord-
ing to Gitomer (2000, p. 3B). In summarizing much of the above service condi-
tions, an excellent service organization begins by hiring: “happy people,”
providing a supportive work environment, evaluating performance rather than
reprimanding, even rewarding mistakes to reduce fear of employees hiding in
a service shell. Also, employee performance is further increased by listening to
the employee, offering low cost benefits, making service providers feel valu-
able and promoting self worth, and finally encouraging a fun atmosphere in the
work place. This may sound very obvious but it is most often overlooked for
time and cost reasons. To reiterate, a company in building a service-minded or-
ganization must “(1) hire the right people, (2) develop people to deliver service
quality, (3) provide the needed support systems, and (4) retain the best people”
(Zeithlaml and Bitner, 2000, pp. 293, 297). Certainly outgoing and caring peo-
ple come to light in a service situation, and the research shows that those indi-
viduals who are helpful, thoughtful, sociable, and are also socially adjusted,
likable, have social skills and are willing to follow guidelines make good ser-
vice employees. As already indicated, Southwest Airlines, a leader in cus-
tomer service “looks for people who are compassionate and who have
common sense, a sense of humor, a ‘can do’ attitude, and an egalitarian sense
of themselves (They think in terms of ‘we’ rather than ‘me’)” (Zeithlaml and
Bitner, 2000, pp. 293, 297).

In their study employing various qualitative techniques, Panter and Martin
(1991) identified six frontline employee roles for managing customer behavior.
The roles that may be needed in a tourist situation are the “Matchmaker,” whose
function is to group different and incompatible income, sex, or age generation
groups to avoid self-encroachment. The “Teacher” who is used to socialize indi-
viduals to where functional areas are located and what is appropriate behavior.
The “Santa Claus” role rewards the customer for cooperating with the organi-
zation for their congenial behavior. The “Police Officer” who enforces the
rules that will not disrupt the service process. The “Cheerleader” who acts as a
host or hostess by bringing people together. And finally, the “Detective” who
investigates what satisfies and what is dissatisfying to customers on a routine
basis to keep the organization on guard for change. These roles are held in such
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high regard that the recruitment process is on the same level of importance as
targeting the customer segment. Others too have suggested the requirement for
fitting organizational roles containing a similar continuity in function. In that
respect, Baldasare and Mittal (1997) identify four service roles that need seri-
ous thought when implementing a service process. The first is that of the
“Coach” who essentially teaches or guides the user into the service provided.
Second is the “Facilitator” who informs the customer about how your com-
pany conducts itself, its general culture, modus operandi, and general philoso-
phy. Third, the “Integrator” who teaches the customer about the services
offered and what departments to tap into for obtaining a particular service. And
finally, there is the “Student” role, where you put yourself at the disposal of the
customer to learn where your weaknesses and strengths are within the service
process to create improvements.

Very particular role functions that specialize in the scope of employee lim-
its do not transcend more encompassing requirements. The organization has to
set limits on how far an employee is allowed to function and interact with the
customer. But these processes cannot be smothering to the front-line initiative
of those employees. For example, Furlong (1993, pp. 192-7) specifies more
general employee norms about implementing role behavior with customers
that increases customer retention by placing limits on the interaction process.

1. “Let employees know they can’t pass the buck.”

2. “Don’t let your people get hung up on job descriptions.”

3. “Spell it out in dollars and cents” that the value of satisfying customers
is paramount.”

4. “And don’t let them believe (the employee) that money solves every-
thing.”

5. “Remind employers that they have a better finger on the customer pulse.”

6. “Spread the responsibility,” especially across the front-line personnel.

Such “explicit service standards clarify the service task and provide benchmark
norms against which employees can judge their own performance and managers
can judge the employees . . . performance” (Berry, 1995, pp. 72-3). The
Ritz-Carlton’s basic list of twenty principles offers ways of dealing with the cus-
tomer and representing the company. For example, “any employee who receives a
customer complaint owns the complaint.” The development of performance stan-
dards cannot remain solely at the level of mid or upper management. The service
employee must also be involved and free to operate within their situation.

Employees “must have the authority to do what’s necessary to achieve cus-
tomer satisfaction. They must be empowered and should help develop specifi-
cations for their own performance” on the front-line (Tschohl, 1991, p. 72).
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But role-taking is only one part of interaction theory. There is also role-making
where persons “create their own version of their role performance over time.”
Modifications exist because there is “considerable leeway” (Albrecht et al.,
1987, p. 156) between a person’s performance and the role expectations cho-
sen for action, and creating one’s own personal style. The institutions, culture,
and social situations are dependent upon how tightly they are defined norma-
tively will either be more open or more closely restricted to role variations and
personal styles. One of the most difficult norms for a service organization is to
allow their front-line staff to personalize and make decisions relative to the
customer. However, hotels such as the Ritz-Carlton have succeeded through
employee trust. In that regard, Heil et al. (1997, p. 147-162) clearly specify that
those in a serving capacity should be ready, willing, and able to serve. But the
employer must grant the employee the authority, empower them, trust them;
and concomitantly, the employee must possess a spirit and enthusiasm about
what they are doing. When the service provider “demonstrate a love and inter-
est for their work their spirit is infectious.” It draws the customer into the ser-
vice process, and provides emotional warmth that sometimes can be just as
important as the service sought. Then, the freedom of authority, empower-
ment, and trust given the employee helps build that foundation for superior ser-
vice. We have been fortunate to see it happen, and witness the beneficial
outcome to the customer and service provider alike.

SERVICE INTERACTION ROLE PERFORMANCES

Which types of service roles perform the most satisfactory in the customer and
service provider situation? Following the symbolic interactional-dramaturgical
approach to hiring employees as cast members, Bell and Zemke (1992, pp. 5-6)
identify three universal role requirements. First, “great service performers
must be able to create a relationship with the audience” the customer. Second,
“great service performers must be able to handle pressure” and control them-
selves. Third, “great service performers must be able to learn new scripts” and
implement them because expectations and situations are constantly changing.
Based on these performance assumptions, the service provider has to be care-
ful to implement measures to enhance the tourist customer’s experience. The
following list of actions on the part of the service provider is expected to pro-
duce positive reactions in the customer leading to a satisfactory judgment
about the tourist experience (Figure 1). This is far from a complete list, but an
initial working list. It is based largely on qualitative evidence but it is a start in
examining the interaction process. Also, the description of each of these ac-
tions is only briefly described herein, and is part of a larger text in progress.
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FIGURE 1. Service Provider Action and Expected Customer Reaction
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1. When You Personalize, You Increase Self-Worth

In this highly impersonal world, where many of us are mere numbers, we
are delighted and highly satisfied when someone takes a personal interest in
our tourist experience. To illustrate this point, Club Med, requires “providers
that are able to interact with guests” to be responsive and organize activities
that also involve the guest (Heskett et al., 1990, pp. 67, 101). To illustrate, a
charter flight from New York to the Cancun Airport arrived ten hours late. For
their time 2 A.M. arrival time, the management and staff organized and pre-
pared a “lavish welcoming banquet, complete with a mariachi band and cham-
pagne.” That party lasted to dawn with guests “commenting that it was the
most fun they had since college.” This kind of personalized service and atten-
tion avoided irate feelings and helped the guests recover their positive expecta-
tions for the remaining days of their stay. The positive self-worth of the guests
was directly affected by such a pre-emptive action.

2. When You Know, You Clarify Expectations

In determining the competence of an employee, it is crucial to know the
“expectations” of the customers, and then match those skills of the employee
to meet those customer expectations (Healy, 1996). More then likely there will
be very specific informational requirements, and most likely whatever the set-
ting, accurate communication will be a necessity for satisfying the customer.
The Holiday Crowne Hotels, as an upscale chain, has launched an approach to
attract and built a following of loyal guests through its “Get to know us, we’ll
get to know you,” advertising campaign. They can track customer preferences
for such things as pillows, snacks, and types of service preferences to meet
those specific tastes (Rauscher, 1997a, p. 78).

3. When You are Friendly, You Become Close
“Hire people who want to be friendly and helpful” (Tschohl, 1991, p. 109).

The Marriott Corporation’s focus in its Fairfield Inn’s division is clean rooms,
a friendly atmosphere, and budget prices. It then focuses on the roles of the
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housekeeping and front desk staff (Berry, 1995, p. 166). Providing a social
welcoming situation sets a most positive tone for the services offered. This is
obviously a very basic service performance norm, probably learned from those
who first cared for us.

4. When You Surprise, You Bring Joy

Wonder is a part of leisure and tourist experiences that are created through
social interaction with the customer. It is the perceived freedom, intrinsic satis-
faction and positive reinforcement that result from being surprised in a
free-time situation (Labone, 1996). Disney Corporation makes wonder intrin-
sic to its theme parks. Epcot schedules unannounced performances including
parades and appearances by Disney characters that result in the customer feel-
ing fortunate that they were at the right place and time to receive this extra
value for their tourist dollar.

5. When You Promise, You Commit

What can I expect and how I will be treated, as a customer is essential to the
interaction experience. “A customer-contact role carries certain normative ex-
pectations, including display rules” (Ashforth and Humphrey, 1993, pp. 99-
104). These rules identify with the positive impact of fulfilling the expecta-
tions of the customer through positive interaction. For example, Ashforth and
Humphrey (1993, pp. 99-104) cite one organization that had its service provid-
ers pin a dollar to their uniforms and customers were entitled to it if they did
not receive “a friendly greeting or a sincere thank you.” In a tourist situation,
we would think friendly would be basic, and being sensitive to all reasonable
requirements is a guarantee. In fact, this relates to all transactions and no mat-
ter how minimal grows with use; for example, there is the “role of a skier who
makes use of the many services of a ski lodge” not just the slopes (Deighton,
1994, p. 135).

6. When You Listen, You Learn

Service providers on the team who can listen are essential to knowing the
customer. “We hope you’ve hired people who are customer-focused, who can
listen, understand, communicate with, and relate to customers as well as dem-
onstrate . . . knowledge” (Connellan an Zemke, 1993, p. 89). “Truly service-
driven companies . . . listen and they respond” to the customer. “They hold
hands” with their customer and adjust, improve, mend, abandon, and make
right at every step in the service process. They strive to be characterized as
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“dependable” by their customer (Tschohl and Franzmeier, 1991, pp. 195-6).
Most of us can recall those in the tourist sector who listened to our requests,
questions, and tales of woe with compassion.

7. When You Reward, You Positively Reinforce

Rewarding the loyal customer is top priority. For example, “The pricing
strategies of many, if not most, companies shortchange loyal customers and re-
ward the most disloyal ones. So Southwest (Airlines) has one price for advance
purchase and one for unrestricted purchase. Customers know that they are get-
ting a fair deal” (Reichheld, 2001, pp. 142, 144). As an important point of ref-
erence for the customer, this kind of pricing strategy should be clearly linked to
the benefits program. A more basic reward is making the customer a part of the
corporate family. Zeithaml et al. (1990, p. 109) argue that treating customers
as partial employees facilitates role clarity and more effectively produces qual-
ity service. In such situations, “providing customers with realistic service pre-
views, training customers how to perform, providing visible rewards such as
upgrading a customer to a first class seat” are excellent ways of creating stron-
ger customer reinforcement. To illustrate, on a crowded flight, a stewardess
sympathetically told two of their rushed passengers boarding last to stay in
first class status rather than struggle to the back. They relaxed, the plane was
not delayed, and the customers were delighted

8. When You Recognize Needs, You Acknowledge Importance

Social competence is “absolutely necessary” in face-to-face service con-
tact, and customers must be made to “feel welcome and comfortable” because
the service provider knows their needs and expectations (Petite, 1989, p. 111).
Itis in this way that “appreciation means actively acknowledging the value of a
customer by recognizing his existence and by establishing a knowledge of his
particular needs and desires” (Vavra, 1992, p. 37). That action is central to the
interaction process between the service provider and customer. Knowing that
clean, quiet, and comfortable is not just a slogan for a room in the hospitality
industry, but a reality, makes the tourist feel their needs are important.

9. When You Solve a Problem, You Become Special

The service providers on the front-line know where problems arise. Ac-
cording to Furlong (1993, p. 115) “studies by a U.S. research organization
prove that front-liners can predict almost 90 percent of cases where custom-
ers will have complaints.” Given the front-liners’ knowledge of problems,
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they have to be able to break-down the interpersonal barriers that customers
construct to protect themselves in problem service situations. They “should
therefore be sensitive to critical contact situations; they should be able to
quickly recognize the potential for escalation and then be able to reduce this
potential by applying their finely honed communication and conflict solving
skills” (Jeschke et al., 2000, p. 207). The service provider gives a personal
commitment upon which the customer may directly rely for solution to a ser-
vice problem. At a well-known hotel, an employee dropped a guest’s com-
puter but immediately replaced it with a new one to avoid an even greater
problem.

10. When You Are Leisure-Hearted, You Bring a Smile

A positive outlook toward life insures life satisfaction. Such a disposition is
reinforced by the psychological and social interactions of the individuals that
lead to personal happiness and contentment. It is the opposite of worry, depres-
sion and sadness. Such employees do not hide in a social vacuum but reach out
to the guests around them. They joke, smile, and laugh and it shows in their
sincerity. If any service sector requires such an action, it is the tourist and lei-
sure business, where a recreational seeker is expecting a little time off from the
serious chores of work life and expects the service providers to respond in
kind. As an illustration, Zeithaml and Bitner (2000, p. 76) report that the posi-
tive and negative emotions of river guides “had a strong effect on their custom-
ers . . . overall satisfaction.” However, the overall positive emotions by the
guides produced a stronger effect than negative ones.

The goal in acting out the above interactions between the service provider
and customer is to go beyond just satisfying the customer. The next step is to
bring “delight” to the customer and create loyalty in the interaction process.
We have only touched on some of the interaction processes that affect satisfac-
tion.

In closing, while we have laid emphasis on the positive, it is always neces-
sary to remember the negative part of human interaction. When the rendered
service cannot fulfill the tourists’” expectations and the service provider is rude
in their interaction, “you add to the fire” of insult, emotional pain (Gitomer,
2002, p. 28). Such action could adversely affect the chances of future contacts
and many more patrons through word-of-mouth communication. Keeping the
front-line service employees interacting positively with the customer lies at
the heart of ensuring satisfaction in a tourist situation.
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SUMMARY. This article proposes a holistic, three phase model struc-
tured to incorporate the major components of the Experience construct.
While speculation about what constitutes an experience abound, the com-
plex relationship among value, service quality, satisfaction, and experi-
ence is in its infancy. Before this relationship can be fully examined,
dimensions of these four critical components need to be incorporated into
a unified, holistic model that includes the three primary constructs of Ser-
vice Quality, Value, and Satisfaction. This article focuses on the first chal-
lenge by developing a model and offering some propositions to encourage
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INTRODUCTION

In 1970, futurist Alvin Toffler (1970) pointed to a paradigm shift that would
deeply affect goods and services in the future and would lead to the next forward
movement of the economy. Calling it a strange new sector, he named it the expe-
rience industries. Three decades later, Pine and Gilmore (1999) echoed his belief
by arguing that we have moved out of the service economy and into what they
identified as the experience economy. Further, they propose that engaging the
customer through experiences, rather than just servicing him, is necessary to cre-
ate value in an increasingly competitive business environment.

Assuming that experience industries will provide the economic momen-
tum for the future, our study takes the first step in identifying and measuring
the dimensions of the experience construct. It proposed a model, structured
to incorporate the four major components of the consumer’s buying process:
(1) expectations and perceptions of Service Quality, (2) the Customer’s Ex-
perience with the organization, (3) Value, and (4) Satisfaction.

FOUNDATION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT
OF THE EXPERIENCE MODEL

Experiences. As with the concept of services quality, experience is an elu-
sive and indistinct notion. It is a difficult construct to define, let alone measure,
because of its multiple elements and individualized, personal nature. People
don’teven agree on the definition of the term. For example, the website Dictio-
nary.com (2003) defines experience as “the apprehension of an object,
thought, or emotion through the senses or mind . . . active participation in
events of activities, leading to the accumulation of knowledge or skill . . . an
event or a series of events participated in or lived through . . . the totality of
such events” (www.dictionary.com). Webster (1983), on the other hand, de-
fines it as “an actual living through an event . . . anything observed or lived
through . . . all that has happened to one” (p. 644). Putting it into a business
context, “experiences occur whenever a company intentionally uses services
as the stage and goods as props to engage an individual” (Pine & Gilmore,
1999, p 11). Thus, experience can be infused into a product, used to enhance a
service, or created as an entity unto itself. However different these perspec-
tives are, however, there are two common threads that run throughout: First,
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experiences require involvement or participation by a person. A prospective
guest cannot truly experience the breath-taking awe of the Hawaiian shore by
sitting in his or her living room looking at a video or a brochure. How often
have we tried to describe our rock climbing adventure, the smile on our chil-
dren’s faces when they first saw Mickey Mouse at Disneyland, or the exquisite
service given us at a the Waldorf-Astoria? No matter how we try to visualize
our experience for others, we end up by saying, “You should have been there.”
Second, experiences are internal in nature, and therefore individualized. This
is what makes experience marketing and management so difficult. Think about
the last time you went to a movie with someone. You both sat in the same the-
ater, ate the same popcorn, and saw the same film, yet you each walked out
with a totally different experience. This is because each of us—each con-
sumer—is unique. We each bring a different background, values, attitudes and
beliefs to the situation; we “experience” it through our individualized “rose
colored glasses.”

The notion of the experience economy has developed with the convergence
of three major forces: (1) new technology to fuel innovative experiences, (2) a
more sophisticated, affluent, and demanding consumer base, and (3) escalat-
ing competitive intensity. Is it any wonder, then, that experience venues such
as Las Vegas theme hotels, eatertainment restaurants like Rain Forest Café, or
spas like Canyon Ranch, increasingly populate the hospitality landscape? We
even look for experiences in drinking more festive types of coffee.

Experiences are a distinct economic offering, but one that has until recently
gone largely unrecognized and unstudied. Pine and Gilmore (1999) point out
that there are clear economic distinctions between experiences, and commodi-
ties, goods (products), and services. Commodities are fungible materials ex-
tracted from nature. As such, they are only differentiated by price, as determined
by supply and demand. Businesses use commodities to make and inventory
goods, thus adding the ability to differentiate products, and in turn add value.
The 1980s was the era of the product or goods economy. The mantra was on
customer satisfaction, with zero-defects, quality initiatives, and product inno-
vation at the forefront of business strategy to achieve a competitive advantage
(Bell, 2002).

The bar was raised in the 1990s and the focus switched from goods to ser-
vices. Services are intangible activities customized for individual consumers
(Pine and Gilmore, 1999). Providers began wrapping services around their
core products, launching the decade of personalized service, customized ser-
vices, or “customerization” (Bell, 2002). Organizations began using technol-
ogy to data mart and data mine large amounts of information about the
customer—demographics, psychographics, and behavior patterns. And service
quality replaced product quality as the strategy for differentiation.
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In this first decade of the 21st century, goods and services have moved from
being satisfiers to being dissatisfiers. That is, offering quality products and ser-
vice is no longer enough to establish a competitive advantage. They are ex-
pected; they are the price of entry into any market segment. Thus, with the
three converging factors previously mentioned in place-technology, more de-
manding consumers, and increasing competition—we enter the era of the expe-
rience economy. “While commodities are fungible, goods tangible, and services
intangible, experiences are memorable” (Pine & Gilmore, 1999 p. 12). “Com-
panies stage an experience whenever they engage customers, connecting with
them in a personal memorable way” (Pine & Gilmore, 1999, p. 3).

Components of Experience. The parameters of an Experience have three
stages, encompassing the “events or feelings that occur prior, during, and after
participation” (O’Sullivan & Spangler, 1998, p. 23); these stages have been
characterized as:

¢ Pre-experience—The first stage refers to anything and everything in-
volved prior to the actual participation in the experience itself.

¢ Participation—-The second stage refers to the actual involvement in the
experience.

¢ Post-experience-The final stage of an experience is the aftermath of the
participation; in other words, “it’s not over when it’s over” (O’Sullivan &
Spangler, 1998, p. 28).

The concept of experiences in consumer activities has been studied, primar-
ily in the retail literature, with most research attention going towards the tangi-
ble aspects of the shopping environment (Machleit & Eroglu, 2000; Underhill,
1999; Wakefield, & Blodgett, 1999). In one study, Wirtz and Bateson (1999)
see experiences as having two dimensions—pleasure and arousal. In another,
Mathwick, Malhotra and Rigdon (2001) develop an experiential value scale
that reflects the aspects of playfulness, aesthetics, customer return on invest-
ment, and service excellence in the shopping experience. Yet another turns its
attention to how well the emotion measures most frequently used in marketing
relate to the shoppers’ experience (Machleit & Eroglu, 2000).

O’Sullivan and Spangler (1998) have a more complex view of experiences.
They see the construct as having multiple facets, which can be measured along
a continuum. These facets include real to virtual, novelty or communality, de-
gree of mass-production or customization, and level of interaction with other
people. These elements, they claim, provide marketers with a host of options
and opportunities.

In recent years, managers have become more aware of the need to create
value for their customers in the form of experiences. “Unfortunately, they have
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often proceeded as if managing experiences simply meant providing entertain-
ment or being engagingly creative” (Berry & Haeckel, 2002, p. 85). Walking
through a lobby in a Las Vegas hotel and you can “experience” the ancient Ro-
man forum, the canals of Venice, or the streets of Paris. But an experience is
vastly more complex than architecture, décor and costumed employees. Busi-
nesses can’t rely on these facets alone to provide a compelling guest experi-
ence. They must make them a part of a focused comprehensive strategy that
manages the guests’ journey—“from the expectations they have before the ex-
perience occurs to the assessments they are likely to make when it’s over”
(Berry & Haechel, 2002, p. 85). To manage the journey, an organization must
recognize what Berry and Haechel (2002) call “clues,” which they define as
anything that the customer perceives or senses or recognizes by its absence.

They posit two categories of clues. The first relates to the actual functioning
of the good or service and are processed by the logical side of the brain. Did the
housekeeper clean the room thoroughly? Was my wake-up call on time? Is my
bill correct? When these parts of a hotel stay are working the way they are sup-
posed to, they provide a clue that other aspects of functionality will also be in
good working order. As the president of one airline supposedly quipped: If
there are coffee rings left on the drop down tray table in the cabin, it tells the
passenger that the mechanics are not keeping the engines in good order.

The second category is comprised of emotional clues, which are those emit-
ted by things or people in the environment and are perceived by the senses. The
music played in the hotel elevator, the softness of the sheets on the bed, the
aroma of freshly-brewed flavored coffee, the color of the marble floor in the
lobby, the smile of the front desk staff, and the taste of the grilled steak are ex-
amples.

Another study approaches experience components from a different per-
spective. Mathwick, Malhotra and Rigdon (2001) reason that the value in a
consumption experience is derived by interaction involving goods and ser-
vices. In this vein, they believe that experiential value offers both extrinsic and
intrinsic benefits. Whereas extrinsic benefit is usually derived from buying ex-
periences that are utilitarian in nature (such as an errand), intrinsic value is
derived from the appreciation of the experience itself (such as a theatrical per-
formance).

Holbrook (1994) adds an activity dimension to the experience concept. He
notes that, in a consumption experience, the customer can either be active or
passive. The more active or participative the consumer is, the higher the col-
laboration between the consumer and the marketing entity. This proposition
suggests that the typology of experiential value can be divided into four quad-
rants that are built on two axes: Intrinsic/extrinsic on one axis and active/reac-
tive on the other (Mathwick et al, 2001).
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Proposition 1: The environment in which the product or service is delivered
will have an effect on value, level of engagement, emotional bond, degree of
participation, and amount of stimulation of an experience.

While the physical surroundings and other sensory stimulations are cer-
tainly part of the environment, we would argue that behavior by both the con-
sumer and the supplier are likewise part of the sensory environment. In fact,
their interaction can set the tone for the environment. For example, if you're
having a business dinner meeting in a fine dining restaurant, the tone of the
physical environment, as well as your interaction with the serving staff, would
be different than if you were having a romantic anniversary dinner with your
spouse at the same table. We would identify this interaction component as a
kinesthetic clue. Thus, the total environment in which the product or service is
delivered will have an effect on value, level of engagement, emotional bond,
degree of participation, and amount of stimulation of an experience.

The literature points to the fact that retailers are redefining themselves as a
source of memories, rather than a product or service provider. The brick-and-
mortar segment is being transformed into “retail interactive theater,” with
Nike Town, the American Girl (Chicago), and the Geek Squad (Minneapolis)
serving as examples. As businesses grapple with the complex demands of stag-
ing experiential shopping environments, they need to remember that the buy-
ing experience must also deliver value if it is to turn a one-time shopper into a
loyal customer. Thus, the full range of components that defined experi-
ence-based value should be identified and measured and the relationship be-
tween service quality and experience requires attention (Cronin & Taylor,
1992).

Proposition 2: The degree of complexity in interacting with the product or
service will have an effect on the value of an experience.

Providing the “right” number of choices of a product or service, balanced
by the “right” variety of choices adds value to the experience. For instance, the
Cheesecake Factory provides a large menu of cheesecakes, yet the variety of-
fered makes the mere selection off the menu part of the experience of visiting a
Cheesecake Factory. Complexity does not imply that simple is better, how-
ever. A product or service may be quite complex, but as long as it does not add
stress to the experience, value is still perceived.

Axiology as the Foundation. Customer value has long been seen as a foun-
dation of marketing. To better understand the relationship between the two, re-
searchers often turn to the Value Theory, or axiology. Axiology is the study of
preferential behavior (Morris, 1964).! In consumption, value is “an interactive
relativistic preference experience . . . [in which the] value attaches to an experi-
ence and pertains not to the acquisition of an object but rather to the consump-
tion of its services. (i.e., its usage or appreciation)” (Holbrook, 1994, pp. 27-28).
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This supports Pine and Gilmore’s (1999) notion that experiences are internal
while commodities, goods, and services are external to the consumer. They
also contend that businesses need to engage the customer through experiences
in order to create value. This engagement aspect corresponds to Holbrook’s
(1994) point about active or passive participation by the consumer.

Proposition 3: The degree of personalization that the product or service de-
livers to the consumer will have an effect on the intrinsic value of an experi-
ence.

Personalization in this case does not necessarily mean using the cus-
tomer’s name (which certainly is important), but is an authentic service of-
fering that matches what the customer needs at that moment. Personalization
also may allow the customer more control over the service interaction. Ser-
vice that reflects the personality of the consumer adds to the intrinsic value of
the experience.

Table 1 summarizes the components of the consumption experience as out-
lined in the previous section.

PROPOSED MODEL

While speculation about what constitutes an experience abounds, the
complex relationship among value, service quality, satisfaction, and experi-
ence is in its infancy (Cronin & Taylor, 1992). Before this relationship can be
fully examined, however, dimensions of these four critical components need
to be (1) incorporated into a unified, holistic model that envelopes the three
primary constructs of Service Quality, Value, and Satisfaction, and (2) identi-
fied and measured. This article focuses on the first challenge.

TABLE 1. Summary of Components of the Experience Consumption

Authors Year Components
Berry & Haeckel 2002 Functional-Emotional
Mathwick, Malhotra & Rigdon 2001 Extrinsic—Intrinsic
Wirtz & Bateson 1999 Pleasure—Arousal
Pine & Gilmore 1999 Absorption—Immersion
O'Sullivan & Spangler 1998 Real-Virtual
Novelty—Communality
Mass-produced—Customized
Interaction with others—Alone
Holbrook 1994 Active—Passive
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After reviewing nearly 600 articles looking for connections, correlations, or
relationships among the four constructs listed in the previous paragraph, we
have developed the proposed Experience Model shown in Figure 1.

Following the lead of O’Sullivan and Spangler (1999), our model has three
distinct parts.

Part 1. The first can be considered the “pre-experience” stage of the con-
sumption process and encompasses the expectations established by brand
position, promotional activities of the organization, word of mouth (radial)
advertising, and personal memories that have been “banked” from previous
experience. Using Zeithaml, Parasuraman and Berry’s (1990) archetype, ex-
pectations set the foundation for this pre-experience stage. Expectations are
also the underpinning of the service quality construct. In developing SERVQUAL,
Zeithaml et al. (1990) found that service quality is composed of five dimen-
sions: Reliability, Assurance, Responsiveness, Tangibles, and Empathy and
can be reliably measured via a pair of 22-item surveys—one for expectations,
and one for perceptions. While some researchers have questioned the “gap the-
ory” used to build SERVQUAL, it stands as a widely-used hallmark of service
quality. With its pre- post-concept, this measure is a fitting element in our pro-
posed model. The expectations that the consumer has about the product or ser-
vice will have an effect on the value, level of engagement, emotional bond,
degree of participation, and amount of stimulation of an experience.

Proposition 4: The expectations that the consumer has about the product or
service will have an effect on the value, level of engagement, emotional bond,
degree of participation, and amount of stimulation of an experience.

Part 2. The second part is the heart of the model; it is also the focus of our
study. It represents the guest’s actual real-time experience and includes all en-
counters throughout the journey with the organization. In the case of a hotel,
this would include everything from booking the reservation (online, directly
with the hotel’s reservation staff, or through a central reservation system),
through the actual stay, to the billing. The model illustrates the directional rela-
tionship between the various sets of experience characteristics suggested in the
literature and listed in Table 1. On a secondary input level, it also includes ser-
vice quality since this construct has been defined as having five components
with a directional relationship to the overall experience.

Proposition 5: The degree of accessibility with the product or service will
have an effect on the value of an experience.

Accessibility in the context of an experience relates to the cost, delivery,
and availability of the product or service at the moment the customer wishes to
purchase. It includes the speed at which the delivery takes place, the timeliness
of the delivery, and the location of delivery. While complexity of the experi-
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ence focuses on the product or service offering, accessibility connotes the
amount of hassle involved in acquiring the product or service.

Part 3. The third part of the model represents the “post-experience” or
evaluative portion. It includes the guests’ personal perceptions (second half of
the service quality construct) of the experience, the value they place on the ex-
perience and their satisfaction with the experience. Value has been defined by
relative preferences and can be measured by degree of preference (Holbrook,
1994). While researchers have developed a myriad of satisfaction measures,
we find that the American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) best fits our
proposed model. The ACSI is a valid national economic indicator of customer
evaluations of the quality of goods and services in the US and fits well into this
model.2 It is a weighted index of three imbedded components: (1) Overall Sat-
isfaction, (2) Expectancy-Disconfirmation, which measures the degree to
which the guest’s expectation fell short or exceeded his or her expectations,
and (3) Comparison to an Ideal, which measures how close the experienced
product compares with the ideal product.

On a secondary level, the third part of the model also takes in customer
complaints and their resolution on a feedback loop to the entire experience en-
counter.

Proposition 6: The utility of the product or service will have an effect on
value and emotional bond of the experience.

At this point, the product or service must fit the purpose for which it was de-
signed and for which it was purchased by the consumer. Product and service
performance, capabilities, and esthetics are part of the utility experience. Going
to the local ‘hole in the wall’ diner is likely to create an emotional bond in the
context of the service performance and interactive nature of the environment.

Feedback Loop. As with most interactive models, the Experience Model we
are proposing contains a feedback loop from Satisfaction (in Part 3 of the
model) to Expectations (in Part 1 of the model). This mechanism we call
Banked Memories. Service encounters have been likened to deposits and with-
drawal for a bank account. If the encounter is positive, a “deposit” is made into
the memory bank; if the encounter is negative, a “withdrawal” is made. The
balance is what is left as a banked memory, which then affects expectations.

RESEARCH OPPORTUNITY

There is a business axiom that says: “You cannot manage what you cannot
measure.” Assuming this to be true, and accepting the notion that the Experi-
ence Economy is the future of the hospitality industry, we have to have a valid,
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reliable method for measuring what is meant by an Experience. Given the pace
at which themed venues-ranging from restaurants like Rainforest Café to ex-
otic hotels like the Venetian in Las Vegas—are opening, such a measure be-
comes increasingly critical. Before that can happen, however, researchers must
reach two milestones. First, they must develop an Experience model that en-
compasses the major components of the Experience construct. Second, they
must identify the dimensions (factors) that are embedded in this construct.

In this article, we take an initial step in reaching these goals. We offer an in-
teractive model of the Experience Construct that incorporates three key ele-
ments: (1) Service Quality, (2) Value, and (3) Satisfaction. Each of these elements
has been the subject of extensive research designed to uncover their underlying
dimensions, as shown in Table 2, as well as illustrated in the model.

By extracting the embedded factors, researchers have given us tools by
which each of these three constructs can be and have been measured. Thus,
they can be managed. To date, however, the dimensions of the experience con-
struct have not been extracted—only assumed. This model is designed to take
the first step in rectifying this situation. While the literature suggests various
sets of “clues” (refer to Table 1) for an experience, these clues have not been
subjected to empirical research. Only through rigorous study can they be vali-
dated, refuted, or modified as dimensions of the experience construct. We hope
this model is the impetus for such research.

If the experience factors can be extracted, identified and measured, much like
Zeithaml et al. (1990) were able to do for service quality, the fourth piece of the
holistic model will be in place and we will be able to calculate the relationship
among these various components. This will give us a clearer understanding of
guests’ decision-making process relative to their hospitality purchases. It will

TABLE 2. Summary of Dimensions of the Three Primary Constructs Included
in the Experience Model

Construct Dimensions

Service Quality (Zeithmal et al., 1990) Reliability
Assurance
Responsiveness
Tangibles
Empathy

Value (Holbrook, 1994) Relativity
Preference

Satisfaction (Fornell et al., 1998) Overall Satisfaction
Confirm-Disconfirm
Comparison to Ideal
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likewise provide management with additional direction for managing the
guest’s experience.

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The proposed experience model is a conceptual framework advanced from
over 600 articles, a nomothetic approach to marketing theory development.
We believe this model offers an ample agenda for further research.

For example, a pilot study should be conducted to further develop and/or
refine the experience model and begin to identify constructs appropriate
to hospitality service experiences. This research will help to test those re-
lationships proposed in the holistic model as well as uncover additional
differences based on the type of experience.

The experience model has its foundations in the theory of axiology,
therefore we must, as Holbrook (1994) put it, concentrate on the value of
the experience based on the macro service delivery system. The chal-
lenge will be to devise methods for measuring experiences in a standard-
ized fashion. The experience model offers some potential relationships
between value and experience.

Another task for researchers is to identify the link between service qual-
ity and experience as well as between satisfaction and experience. In the
experience model, we acknowledge the contribution of SERVQUAL
and the ACSI. But the degree to which service quality and/or satisfaction
influence the experience has not been clearly established.

The concept of ‘banked memories’ requires further exploration too. Re-
search is needed to explore the links between memories of earlier service
experiences and the current one.

Finally, if we view this model holistically, it must eventually be tested
holistically. The model we have offered incorporates several well-known
and well-tested constructs with confirmed dimensions. We don’t know,
however, what happens with these constructs or with their dimensions
when taken together. In other words, what is the effect of the interaction
of each construct/factor on every other construct/factor? For example,
will totally new dimensions be found? If so, of which items will each be
comprised? What will be the relationship among them? These are just a
few of the questions that will need to be answered before we can fully un-
derstand this thing called an “experience.”

We invite hospitality researchers, both nationally and internationally, to
join us in this quest.
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NOTES

1. For a more in-depth discussion of Value Theory and Customer Value, see M.
Holbrook, “The Nature of Customer Value” in Service Quality: New Directions in
Theory and Practice,” R. Rust and R Oliver (Eds.) Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA. 1994.

2. For a more detailed description of the ACSI, see ACSI Methodology Report
(Fornell, Bryant, Cha, Johnson, Anderson and Ettlie, 1998) or visit the ACSI website at
http://www.theacsi.org
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SUMMARY. Cross-cultural research in tourism is receiving increasing
attention from academics. Little, however, has been done with regard to
the assessment of cultural differences in tourist satisfaction. Research in
tourism marketing has recognized the need for further research in cross-
cultural satisfaction research, and specifically, in equivalence issues re-
garding the measurement of tourist satisfaction. Consequently, the aim of
this conceptual paper is to focus attention on the importance of exploring
cross-cultural differences in customer satisfaction research. The principal
contributions are three-fold: (1) to emphasize the significance of exploring
cross-cultural differences while attempting to measure customer satisfac-
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tion in tourism, (2) to recommend alternative research methodology to
analyse cross-cultural tourist satisfaction, and also (3) to point out limita-
tions of conducting cross-cultural research in tourist satisfaction from both

the theoretical and practical point of view. [Article copies available for a fee
from The Haworth Document Delivery Service: 1-800-HAWORTH. E-mail address:
<docdelivery@haworthpress.com> Website: <htip://www.HaworthPress. com> © 2003
by The Haworth Press, Inc. All rights reserved. ]

KEYWORDS. Tourism marketing, cross-cultural research, tourist sat-
isfaction, construct development, research methodology

INTRODUCTION

During the last few decades, measuring customer satisfaction (CS) has ac-
quired a noticeable importance in academic marketing publications (e.g.,
Churchill and Surprenant 1982; Fornell 1992; Oliver 1980, 1981, 1993). But
this interest is not exclusively academic, as many companies have begun to ap-
preciate CS as a key variable for gaining a competitive advantage (Honomichl
1993). The importance of studying and understanding CS is principally based
on the impact of this variable on brand loyalty (Cronin and Taylor 1992; Oliver
1999), and word-of-mouth communication (Oliver 1997). Monitoring tourist
satisfaction (TS) can provide invaluable feedback for detecting problems that
cause dissatisfaction with holidays and have negative impact on future visita-
tion (Baker and Crompton 2000; Bigné, Font and Andreu 2000; Reisinger and
Turner 2003).

Studying the topic of multicultural research in tourism is pertinent because
itis an international industry characterised as unique in terms of the service de-
livery. Specifically, consumption is made in a foreign destination and different
tourists are acting as consumers in the same destination and time. Based on the
World Tourism Organization (WTO), tourism has emerged as one of the most
relevant sectors on a world level, as it is the major source of wealth in a number
of countries (WTO 1997). Statistics provided by the WTO emphasize the eco-
nomic significance of tourism at the global level (WTO 2003). Furthermore,
the necessity of studying cross-cultural research emerges from the notion that
people in different cultures may develop different norms regarding various simi-
lar objects, e.g., hotels, tourist destinations, or subjects, e.g., beliefs, attitudes
(Messick 1988). Therefore, a key challenge for tourism businesses and desti-
nations is to effectively deal with the structure of heterogeneity in consumer
needs and wants around the globe and to target segments of consumers in dif-
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ferent countries. Destination authorities working with heterogeneous tourist
markets really need to deal with cross-cultural research and consider its man-
agement and marketing implications.

Studying cross-cultural research in any field or discipline helps to assess the
generalizability of empirical findings, assess if the findings differ from one
cluster to another and understand the behaviour of people living in a different
culture (Costa and Bamossy 1995). Cultural differences are especially relevant
to the tourism industry (Reisinger and Turner 2003). In the tourism environ-
ment, cultural differences have been analysed, for instance, in the vacation
travel preference (Richardson and Crompton 1988), destination image (Kozak,
Bigné, Gonzdlez and Andreu 2003), vacation travel patterns (Sussman and
Rashcovsky 1997), service quality (Weiermair 2000), information sources
(Chen and Gursoy 2000), tourist motivations (Kozak 2002), and many others.
Little, however, has been done with regard to the assessment of cultural differ-
ences in TS. Culture determines expectations and perceptions of service qual-
ity that, in turn, determine satisfaction with tourism services and tourism
destinations (Reisinger and Turner 2003).

Research in tourism marketing has recognized the need for further research
in cross-cultural satisfaction research, and specifically, in equivalence issues
regarding the measurement of TS. The aim of this conceptual paper is to focus
attention on the importance of exploring cross-cultural differences in CS re-
search. Specifically, the objectives are three-fold: (1) emphasize the signifi-
cance of exploring cross-cultural differences while attempting to measure CS
in tourism, (2) suggest alternative methods for practical use in carrying-out a
comparative study, and also (3) point out limitations of conducting cross-cul-
tural research from both the theoretical and practical point of view. This study
is based upon a conceptual discussion of recommending cross-cultural meth-
odology on the basis of quantitative data to be obtained from structured inter-
views because this is the most frequently used and a useful method in undertak-
ing cross-cultural research (Pareek and Rao 1980).

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

As national culture—even though there is not only one—is expected to influ-
ence one’s behaviour, attitudes, motivations, perceptions, needs, expectations,
norms and beliefs, it becomes vital to investigate the possible existence of dif-
ferences between subjects from different cultural backgrounds; and if any dif-
ference exists, then to segment them in terms of their culture represented in a
community (Kim, Prideaux and Kim 2002). Cross-cultural research includes
studies of subjects from various cultures who have different experiences and
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significant differences in behaviour. This brings about the importance of a
search for cause (culture) and effect (behaviour) relationships. Berry (1980)
reports that cross-cultural research finds its roots in the two special approaches
in linguistics of phonemics and phonetics. The former examines movements
only in one culture. The latter looks at many cultures and compares the results.
The term ‘cross-cultural’ encompasses both approaches: ‘cultural’ is similar to
the meaning of the phonemic and ‘cross’ is similar to that of the phonetic.

Cultural Differences

The analysis of cultural differences indicates that there are a very large
number of dimensions that differ between cultural groups. Hofstede (1980,
1991) identifies notably three dimensions of national culture that can be re-
lated to consumer buying behavior: individualism-collectivism, uncertainty
avoidance, and masculinity-femininity. These dimensions are widely accepted
and are used by many marketing researchers to locate and compare countries
(e.g., Lynn, Zinkhan, and Harris 1993; Dawar and Parker 1994; Roth 1995).
Individualists and collectivists have been shown to differ significantly in
self-expression and social relationships, and such differences influence the ef-
ficacy of marketing strategies (Han and Shavitt 1994). Individualism measures
the degree to which people in a country prefer to act as individuals rather than
as members of a group. People in individualistic societies place their personal
goals, motivations, and desires ahead of those of the in-group (Kagitcibasi
1997). In collectivist countries, there is a close-knit social structure, in which
people expect their group to care for them in exchange for unwavering loyalty.
In general, collectivist cultures are mostly Eastern countries, and individualist
cultures are mostly Western countries (Hofstede 1980). From other view, Lodge
(1990) further classifies the US as an exemplar of the individualistic ideology,
and Germany along with France as more collectivist countries.

In designing marketing research, nation and culture have been used as if
they were synonymous, with national boundaries separating one culture group
from another. In other words, the country is often used as a substitute for the
culture, even though it is an imperfect one (Inkeles and Levinson 1969; Clark
1990; Nakata and Sivakumar 1996). Rarely have more specific definitions of
culture been used, nor has domestic cultural heterogeneity been considered. In
essence, such studies should be labelled cross-national rather than cross-cul-
tural. The development of effective marketing strategies that are sensitive to
cultural differences across countries is of considerable importance for success
in the global world.

A cross-cultural analysis requires a systematic comparison of similarities
and differences in values, ideas, attitudes, symbols and so on (Engel and Black-
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well 1982). Thus, the possible differences could occur in subjective or qualita-
tive measures (e.g., level of tourist satisfaction or tourist motivation) and
objective or quantitative measures (e.g., tourist expenditure or length of stay).
The proposition is consistent with the findings of previous research in the tour-
ism and hospitality fields and a reflection of the lack of sufficient research
considering cross-cultural differences among a particular organisation’s cus-
tomers and between those visiting other competitor organisations. Karlof and
Ostblom (1993), in a benchmarking research project, draw attention to the at-
tempts to distinguish different markets if the organisation (or destination)
serves more than one market.

Cross-Cultural Research in Tourism

From an academic view, conducting cross-cultural studies in tourism has
both its supporters and its critics. On the one hand, proponents like Pizam
(1999) show that this type of research can be justified, as a great deal of evi-
dence suggests that nationality influences tourist behaviour. Others like Plog
(1990) have pointed to a dearth of research related to the cultural differences
and similarities of tourists, and have suggested that the rapid globalisation of
the tourist phenomenon and its international nature warrants a better under-
standing of the global tourist. Critics, on the other hand, like Dann (1993)
highlight the limitations of using nationality and country of residence as seg-
mentation variables in tourism research. They both suggest that tourism is now
well and truly a global phenomenon and destination societies are not culturally
uniform.

Despite the criticisms, it is clear from a literature review that cross-cultural
research in tourism has recently received increasing attention from academics
(Hudson and Ritchie 2001; McGuiggan and Foo 2002). After all, one of the
purposes for doing cross-cultural research is to explore other cultures, learn
about them, and to test cultural differences in tourism marketing contexts. In
today’s developing global management and marketing approach, what is hap-
pening in one culture may not be so important, without direct correspondence
to other cultures. Additionally, it is well known that, based upon products of-
fered, one particular destination may attract customers from different national-
ities. The investigation of potential cross-cultural differences and similarities
between various customer groups representing different cultures in tourism
visiting a particular destination is important for destination management to
learn the profile of its customers, their values, preferences and behaviour, and
to implement effective positioning and market segmentation strategies which
are appropriate for each market (Reisinger and Turner 2003). From the local
residents’ point of view, members of one community can learn from other cul-
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tures about what or how they are doing and can learn that culture may not be
uniform when differences are observed.

A tourist destination attracts customers from different cultures and coun-
tries, so tourists might be more or less satisfied or might have different moti-
vations or different expenditure patterns depending on the countries from
which they originate (Reisinger and Turner 2003). The analysis of customer
surveys sought to investigate whether any cross-cultural differences in tour-
ists” perceived satisfaction levels with their holiday experiences at the same
destination, their motivations and expenditure levels is important to the decision-
making process of destination managers regarding the implementation of des-
tination management and marketing strategies which are appropriate for each
market, e.g., positioning and market segmentation (Ryan 1995). Those who
come from other main generating countries therefore need to be included in
comparison research. However, it is not clear what action to take when one
group perceives a set of attributes to be better or has stronger motivations than
another.

A number of empirical studies have sought to explore the similarities and dif-
ferences between multiple groups in relation to several vacation travel patterns
and attitudes towards the selected destinations (Richardson and Crompton 1988;
Pizam and Sussmann 1995; Sussmann and Rashcovsky 1997). The findings of
the past research confirmed that tourist perceptions of a destination or hospi-
tality businesses or their satisfaction levels, motivations, demographic profiles
and the activities in which they participated during their stay may vary accord-
ing to countries of origin (Choi and Chu 2000; Mattila 2000; Kozak 2001,
2002). Despite this, past destination research in tourist satisfaction is limited to
homogeneous sample populations and sample destinations. Sampling respon-
dents represent only one country and those tourists visiting only one destina-
tion. The comparative analysis of tourist satisfaction measures may help to
reinforce the validity and generalisation of the findings and may also assist
destination authorities to establish the positioning strategies and explore their
core competencies for each group.

In an effort to classify the methods used when carrying out cross-cultural
research, Pizam and his colleagues categorize two types of studies: indirect
and direct studies. The first, ‘the indirect method,’ refers to how ‘outsiders’
such as local residents, tour guides or entrepreneurs see tourists or, in other
words, how they perceive differences in the behaviour of tourists across vari-
ous nationalities. The other, ‘the direct method,” aims at exploring whether
any differences exist in the behaviour, values or satisfaction levels of tourists
representing different nationalities and therefore reflects tourists” opinions about
themselves or their experiences. In general, researchers have previously em-
ployed both methods.
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On the one hand, a review of indirect studies supports the proposition that
national cultures have a moderating effect on tourist behaviour, although the
research is based on subjective perceptions. On the other hand, other research
is developed by means of direct methods of cross-cultural comparison research.
This type of research explores the similarities and differences between multi-
ple groups in relation to several vacation travel patterns, tourist satisfaction,
tourist motivation and image perceptions of the selected destinations. Overall,
direct studies have tended to focus on information sources used by travellers,
destination choice, tourist expectations, and benefits received. The resulting
data from all these studies reveal cultural differences that provide theoretical
support for expanded research in the area of cross-cultural behaviour in tour-
ism.

Concerns on Undertaking Cross-Cultural Research

Cross-cultural comparison studies ensure that customers visiting different
organisations or destinations are homogeneous in terms of their socio-demo-
graphic and socio-economic characteristics as well as in terms of motivations,
purchasing behaviour and loyalty. However, this is unlikely, in other words,
one customer group shopping from one organisation will not necessarily be in
the same category as another shopping at a different organisation. This argu-
ment has been underestimated within the related literature. Using an example
from a destination comparison study, it is not reasonable to expect that tourists
visiting Italy are the same as those visiting Greece or that both destinations at-
tract similar markets.

There are a limited number of studies focusing upon the topic of cross-
cultural comparison research in tourism either from the theoretical or prac-
tical point of view (e.g., Dimanche 1994; Becker and Murrmann 2000; Kozak
2000). Of a few researchers, Becker and Murrmann (2000) drew attention to
the limitations of carrying out such an empirical study: equivalence, instru-
ment development, sampling, and data analysis. In an attempt to develop a
tourism-benchmarking model using two sample destinations and two sample
tourist populations, Kozak (2000) identified various differences in terms of
such topics as motivations, satisfaction, and spending. He also emphasised the
major points of comparison as well as cross-cultural studies. A brief review of
selected issues that are often neglected in cross-cultural research is given be-
low (see Table 1).

Attitude scales including satisfaction and image measurement among dif-
ferent tourists’ origins cannot be evaluated by playing with the scores as num-
bers are just symbols indicating the direction of scales for each item (from
negative to positive or vice versa). It may be impossible to reach a conclusion
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TABLE 1. Issues in Cross-Cultural Research

Researchers Issues
Pareek and Rao (1980) Subjective values depending on tourists' values and perceptions
Czepiel, Rosenberg and Akerele  [Satisfaction scales measure a static position ("temporal
(1974) satisfaction”
Samovar and Porter (1991); Structure of language and the meaning of words
Warwick and Osherson (1973)
Samovar and Porter (1991) Cultural, social interactions, legislative and geographical

differences

Messick (1988) Misleading to view cultural differences exclusively as differences
between people rather than differences between the institutions,
norms or expectations

Crompton and Love 1995; Different holiday-taking behaviour
Westbrook and Newman 1978

by multiplying or dividing scale values (Moser and Kalton 1971; Hair, Ander-
son, Tatham and Black 1995). The interpretation of the strength of a scale, for
example ‘good,” could vary from one tourist to another. One person’s feeling
could be weaker or stronger than another’s (Pareek and Rao 1980). As tourist
opinions are not fixed, changes in people’s values and perceptions are evident
over time (Mayo and Jarvis 1981). This is defined in the marketing literature as
‘temporal satisfaction’ (Czepiel, Rosenberg and Akerele 1974).

In a reference to the difficulty of comparison research, Deutscher (1973)
claims that the structure of language and the meaning of words in two different
cultures or nationalities can be different. Warwick and Osherson (1973) fur-
ther suggest that what is important to one nationality may be less important to
another or not important at all. Matsumoto, Grissom and Dinnel (2001: 478)
note that “statistically significant differences in culture may or may not mean/
reflect the existence of practically important differences between people of
different cultures.” With reference to the above statement, there appears to be a
problem in collecting the right kind of information upon which destination/s
are to be compared, what dimensions/elements are to be taken into account and
the difficulty of implementing findings because of the cultural, social interac-
tions, legislative and geographical differences (Samovar and Porter 1991).
Thus, results obtained and assessed by using methods such as gap analysis and
using the same set of questions in the survey instrument could still be problem-
atic and superficial in a comparative research activity.

The different holiday-taking behaviour of two nationalities could influence
the findings of cross-cultural comparison surveys (Kozak 2001). In other words,
measuring the extent of tourists’ first-hand experiences with several facilities,
activities and services is limited in a cross-cultural comparison study. One group
stays in a hotel with full board while another stays in a self-catering apartment.
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One has to use the hotel restaurant; another has to choose a restaurant outside or
prepare something themselves. Or the two groups take holidays of different
lengths. Or one group has more repeat visits than another. One might speculate
that the level of TS may be coloured by their past experiences and, as a result, ei-
ther higher or lower satisfaction scores might appear in comparison with those of
first-time tourists (Westbrook and Newman 1978; Crompton and Love 1995).
All these propositions may signal an imbalance or unequal distribution of tourist
experiences or observations regarding where they stayed.

It is probably easier to record cross-cultural differences than it is to prove
that this is because of cultural differences. It is not easy to define the term ‘cul-
ture.” Is it something to define samples of subjects from different cultural cate-
gories of different countries/nations? It is evident to see differences among
people even in the same nation or country. Messick (1988: 47) underlines that
“it may be misleading to view cultural differences exclusively as differences
between people rather than differences between the institutions, norms or ex-
pectations that elicit different behaviour patterns. The question of why differ-
ent cultures have different norms and institutions is an interesting question, but
is a question that falls more into the domain of history and anthropology than
social psychology.”

Despite the numerous number of studies attempting to empirically investi-
gate if culture is really a predictor of possible differences between people from
different nations or countries, a few concerns still exist. Although the results of
past research are successful to identify differences between the two groups for
various items, they fail (1) to justify whether such differences really exist as a
result of culture or any other potential reasons might become a predictor of
such differences; (2) to control the inclusion of statistical tests to check if the
sample population is homogeneous in terms of the demographic characteris-
tics; and (3) to follow a well-designed research methodology applicable for
cross-cultural comparison studies.

UNDERTAKING CROSS-CULTURAL ‘CS’ RESEARCH

Cross-cultural research has paid much attention to comparability of data
and results across cultures, nations, regions, sub-cultures, groups, time, lan-
guage and other cultural dimensions. According to Bhalla and Lin (1987), in
order to provide precise comparisons and strengthen research comparability,
marketing researchers must establish equivalence of constructs and measures
across cultures. Therefore, in a cross-cultural investigation, research equiva-
lence is an important issue because it enables us to argue that differences and
similarities in results are caused by actual differences in two cultures, and not



46  Current Issues and Development in Hospitality and Tourism Satisfaction

disparity in used methods (Sekaran 1983; Hui and Triandis 1985; Craig and
Douglas 2000).

The literature consistently suggests that, while carrying out a methodology of
cross-cultural research, four kinds of equivalence need to be demonstrated in or-
der to provide dimensional identity (Warwick and Osherson 1973; Singh 1995;
Vanltemert, Baerweldt and Vermande 2001): functional, conceptual, construct,
and measurement. The first three categories need to be established before the
data are collected or in the stage of designing research, e.g., development of
questions and scales. On the other hand, it is the feature of metric equivalence to
be established once the data are collected and analysed (see Figure 1). In short, a
valid comparison demands adopting universal concepts and methods from other
disciplines or demonstrating the equivalence of concepts and data across groups.
As a consequence, the theory of equivalencies in the context of quantitative re-
search (e.g., Davis, Douglas and Silk 1981) offers important issues to consider in
building a methodology of cross-cultural CS research.

Functional Equivalence

Cultural differences in needs and expectations may cause problems, gen-
erate misunderstanding, and affect perceptions, and post-purchase evalua-
tion (Pizam and Ellis 1999). The provision of functional equivalence is
regarded as an initial condition of cross-cultural comparison research. Cross-
cultural research needs to prove clear evidence of functional equivalence,
e.g., referring to the same meaning, using simple wording, and appropriate
item contents. In other words, it is necessary to make crystal clear that the fo-
cal concept or construct serves the same function in different nations. Hui
and Triandis (1985) distinguish functional equivalence from conceptual
equivalence. For them functional equivalence means “similarity between the
goals of the two behaviours.” Cultural differences in needs and expectations
may cause problems, generate misunderstanding, and affect perceptions, and
post-purchase evaluation (Pizam and Ellis 1999).

Applied to the tourism context, there are many reasons, sometimes differing
between nationalities, which affect what tourists want from a particular desti-
nation. Each group of customers might have a different set of expectations,
needs and wants as a reflection of their culture (Dimanche 1994). There may
be no major problem for measures such as the level of language communica-
tion or the availability of facilities; but there may be differences between how
two different nationalities perceive the overall cleanliness and the level of
prices. Therefore, based on the functional equivalence criteria, “overall clean-
liness” and “the level of prices” need to be rewritten and be more precise in
their wording. An alternative method for measuring those items is the use of
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FIGURE 1. Equivalence Issues in Cross-Cultural Research

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Functional Equivalence: ™
If the focal concept or construct serves the
same function in different nations
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Conceptual Equivalence:
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® |f the factor loadings and error variances are
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Source: Adapted from Singh 1994: 605.
Source: Own elaboration from the related literature.

scenarios or more detailed items and, therefore, going further into the inter-
viewers’ culture and evaluate the level of satisfaction in different situations.
An additional method focuses on the comparison with the tourist country-of-
origin or with reference to another visited tourist destination.

Conceptual Equivalence

The next issue in cross-cultural research is to determine whether the con-
cepts used mean the same in different cultures. Conceptual equivalence means
that concepts used in two different cultures can be meaningfully discussed in
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these cultures (Hui and Triandis 1985). Conceptual equivalence does not mean
that concepts used in the study have exactly the same meaning in both cultures,
but the same concept may have different aspects in different cultures, even if it
serves the same purpose in several cultures (Brislin 1993). For example, the
meaning of television is not alike in different cultures. In one culture, televi-
sion is considered a means of information and entertainment, whereas in an-
other it is a centre for social activities (Gould and Wong 2000). Applied to the
tourism context, the tourist-host contact is perceived differently depending on
cultural groups. In less developed countries where cultural differences be-
tween tourists and hosts are greater than in more developed countries, the
negative effect of direct tourist-host contact is increased (Pearce 1982). Satis-
faction with hosts is a critical component of TS (Turner, Reisinger and
McQuilken 2001). Perceptions of the hosts as service providers, effect total
holiday satisfaction and may influence the desire for repeat visitation. There-
fore, the variability of situations between culture and tourist-host contact points
to the need of being more precise in the items used for the quantitative re-
search. A means-end analysis (Botschen, Thelen and Pieters 1999) could be
useful to identify other factors that, in turn, determine the outcomes of the con-
tact between tourist and hosts. Likewise, “satisfaction with hosts should be
looked at in terms of the hosts’ psychological and physical performance” (Turner,
Reisinger and McQuilken 2001: 85).

Cross-cultural comparison research can be carried out when the common
meaning among the sample groups is observed. This points out that there
must be a consensus on how items will be generated and how their wording
will be. As already mentioned earlier, concepts and methods developed in
one culture/nation may hardly be relevant to be applied into others due to dif-
ferences in feeling, understanding, lifestyle and so on. While studying
cross-cultural research, there must be conceptual and linguistic equivalence
in each language (Deutscher 1973). Translation equivalence, which is very
closely related to conceptual equivalence, means equivalence in the translation
of questionnaires in quantitative research (Secherest et al. 1972 in Usunier
1999). This can be divided into lexical, idiomatic, grammatical-syntactical and
experiential equivalencies. Translation equivalence is crucial in survey re-
search, particularly in mail surveys, since written meanings must be under-
stood in a similar way by all respondents and this should be guaranteed a
priori, because misunderstood or not understood meanings cannot be corrected
or explained while the respondent fills-out the questionnaire.

Therefore, direct translation from the source language to the target lan-
guage has several limitations. In this context, Erkut et al. (1999) recommend
employing dual-focus approach and obtaining assistance from bilingual re-
searchers who are familiar with the content area and who can speak both the



Kozak, Bigné, and Andreu 49

source and the target languages in order to enhance conceptual and linguistic
equivalence while generating the scale items or survey questions. Collabora-
tion can be established with those who are familiar with the target culture or
are indigenous researchers from the culture being studied. The authors believe
that, as an alternative approach to the method of back-translation, this ap-
proach can minimize translation errors, save time and provide efficiency in
wording. A question like ‘how would you say X in language A and in language
B?” would be helpful. This can make concepts to have cross-cultural validity.
As in functional equivalence, conceptual equivalence is prerequisite for com-
parison research, too.

One obstacle of CS measurement is the development of the relative attrib-
utes that basically form the major part of the survey instrument (Chu 2002).
Usually, in carrying out CS research, the common procedures are to conduct
qualitative research to identify a list of attributes, as perceived to be important
by respondents (Hanson 1992). This list of attributes is then retained for the
subsequent quantitative phase for calculating the Customer Satisfaction Index
(CSD). For instance, in a cross-cultural CS study (Spreng and Chiou 2002),
slightly different attributes were used across the study samples (US and Tai-
wan university students) as discussions with industry experts and pre-tests
with members of the subject population indicated that the two populations
differed in their assessment of what is important in a digital camera. However,
according to Chu (2002), this situation may lead to high ratings for most attrib-
utes and, the aim of the study—to prioritise the attributes—is undermined. A
specific issue in tourism refers to the comparability between tourist holidays.
If one compares the purchase of shoes in two countries, with the exception of
the product, there would be many differences. However, products and services
in tourism are not comparable because they are different, even if they are lei-
sure holidays.

Construct (Instrument) Equivalence

This type of equivalence examines if a given construct serves the same
function in different cross-national contexts. The items with the structural
equivalence of correlations can be accepted for a further assessment of cross-
cultural studies. Otherwise, inferences to be drawn from the findings may be
invalid. The following quotation explains this better: “what might appear to be
cross-cultural difference could turn out to be solely a reflection of variations in
the reliability of the underlying measurements employed in the analysis” (Da-
vis, Douglas and Silk 1981 in Singh 1995: 616). This reports that unequal reli-
ability for the datasets representing different cultures could be a possible
reason for the observed difference. Vanltemert, Baerweldt and Vermande
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(2001), having developed two versions of the same item, tried to test if the dif-
ference between the mean scores of such versions gives an indication for the
item bias. The findings show that two versions may have two different mean
scores and this may damage the structural equivalence of an instrument, and as
a result, the findings might be under/over-estimated even though there is no
difference between the two groups. Nonetheless, most studies reviewed in the
field of tourism and hospitality do not provide detailed information on con-
struct equivalence.

Measurement (Metric) Equivalence

Figure 2 indicates the importance of both objective and subjective variables
in carrying out cross-cultural research studies. In a cross-cultural study, per-
haps one can expect a little difference between the two groups of people for ob-
jective variables, but it might be impossible to observe a neutral structure of a
sample group for subjective variables. If this might happen, then there would
be no need to carry out a comparative study because no difference would be
achieved. Thus, subjective variables can hardly be considered as a control
group while objective variables become really a control group. The former is
also the main ingredient of a cross-cultural comparative study of CS.

FIGURE 2. Importance of Subjective and Objective Variables
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One can suggest that objective variables are not a direct outcome of the term
‘culture.” In other words, culture or variances in one’s culture can hardly influ-
ence their demographic or economic structure. Nevertheless, subjective vari-
ables, in comparison with the objective ones, have a much higher possibility of
reflecting culture’s influence on itself. For example, attitude or belief might be
an indicator of cultural differences between various nations or between various
groups because such terms are formed as a result of the contact with human be-
ings and reflect one’s general view in particular and a nation’s cultural struc-
ture in general. Berry (1980: 10) notes that measurement equivalence “exists
when the psychometric properties of two or more sets of data from two or more
cultural groups exhibit essentially the same coherence or structure.” To achieve
this, a series of steps should be followed.

First, a series of chi-square tests need to be applied in order to ensure that
the sample populations are uniform in terms of their socio-demographic and
socio-economic characteristics, and as a result, data are comparable. If there
is no association among the samples (homogeneous in terms of their socio-
demographic profiles), differences in the proportions are meant relating to
differences in culture (or nationality). In the case there is any association (het-
erogeneous in terms of their socio-demographic profiles), it is speculated that
the findings for each culture (or nationality) could have been arisen by chance.

Next, the benchmark used to find out if any difference appears between the
two cultures is the calculation of mean scores from quantitative data and em-
ploying several statistical tests, e.g., “t” or “F” tests. Such tests are used to de-
termine whether significant differences exist between the scores assigned to
the individual attributes/factors by those in one culture versus those in another
culture. When the probability score of these tests is significant enough (p<.05),
the result is accepted to be statistically significant. The question mark here is if
this is really observed as a result of differences in people’s cultural background.
Some researchers in the field of psychology argue that data analysis in
cross-cultural research is largely dominated by using statistical tests as “t” or
“F” (e.g., Matsumoto, Grissom and Dinnel 2001). They draw attention to the
risk of fostering stereotypes in research and theory without a meaningful and
realistic practical support. These researchers recommend the use of alternative
methods (e.g., factor analysis) for analysing the existing data in order to pro-
vide valuable information about the magnitude of cultural differences that are
not available from the traditional statistical tests. For example, estimating fac-
tor structure should be one of the most significant methods to provide con-
struct validity, as well as the use of structural equation modelling for cross-
cultural analysis (Turner, Reisinger and McQuilken 2001).

Itis also essential to pay attention to the importance of choosing methods on
how to collect the comparable data. First, in order to obtain cross-validating
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evidence, Berry (1980) suggests using various types of research methods to
obtain data and to exhibit consistency with test results. Using a combination of
methods also helps to develop a more complete theory while using a single
method may stop researchers halfway before achieving their objectives. Next,
collaboration with researchers living in the prospective partner countries should
be needed in order to make the management of data collection procedures easier,
faster and more cost-effective. If not, the researcher needs to visit the partner
country (or countries). In case the researcher is not so familiar with the environ-
ment, s’/he might face several bureaucratic problems. Familiarity with the cul-
tural aspects of a community is also essential to discuss the research findings and
draw both meaningful and solid implications. Finally, in terms of choosing a
correct sample group, sampling frames should be easier to be comparable. Thus,
a stratified random sampling may be more useful, e.g., selecting a specific clus-
ter in one culture and comparing this to its akin in another culture.

Spreng and Chiou (2002) conducted a cross-cultural assessment of the sat-
isfaction formation process (i.e., the disconfirmation of expectations model)
in the two samples (university students in the US and Taiwan). Their conclu-
sions are three-fold. First, the disconfirmation model (Oliver 1997; Yi 1990)
is supported in a cross-cultural test. Second, they evidence the importance of
performance on satisfaction and, therefore, this result provides support for the
“performance model” of satisfaction in which both disconfirmation and per-
formance have direct effects on CS (Oliver 1997). Third, they indicate that
expectations exert a significant positive effect on perceived performance.
Overall, although Asian and American cultures are very different (i.e., collec-
tivist culture versus individualistic culture; Hofstede 1983), Spreng and Chiou
(2002), the similarity of the relationships of the tested model in both samples,
provide confidence in utilizing the disconfirmation model in non-US coun-
tries. However, Spreng and Chiou (2002) recognize the limitation of using dif-
ferent measures between US and Taiwan studies. As can be seen in Table 2,
while the constructs are the same across the two cultures, the exact measures
are not and, consequently, they could not test the invariance of the measures.
Further research should develop and use common measures that can be used to
test the measurement invariance.

It is important to have equivalence in sample frames and sample selection in
order to establish comparability in cross-cultural research. Sampling frames in
different cultures, both for qualitative and quantitative research, should rather be
purposeful than identical. Ember and Ember (1998) argue that random sampling
is preferable and provides less systematic biases when generality is sought.
However, probabilistic sampling is not always possible in less developed coun-
tries (Craig and Douglas 2000), and other types of sampling methods need to be
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TABLE 2. Research Methodology in a Cross-Cultural CS Study

US sample Taiwan sample
Sample characteristics | University students University students
Research design Laboratory study Laboratory study
Product used Digital camera Digital camera
Attributes Clarity, sharpness, colour and The same than US plus colour
overall picture quality strength and softness
" 7-point scales (“terrible, very 5-point scales (“very poor” and
Expectations poor” and “excellent quality”) “very good”).
I 7-point scales (“terrible” and 5-point scales (“very poor” and
Perceived performance "excellent") “very good”).
Subjective 7-point scales (“worse than | 5-point scales (“much worse” and
disc]onfirmati on expected” and “better than | “much better”)
expected”)
: " 7-point scales (“very 5-point scales (“very dissatisfied”
gtatl:ilg{ﬁg“loes eallt the dissatisfied” and “very and “very satisfied”).
satisfied”).
2 scales: 11-point scale “0 per 3-seven point scales, anchored by
cent” to “100 per cent,” and “possible/impossible,”
Intentions 8-point scale “Zero chance “definitely/definitely not,” and “cer-
than | would buy it” and tainly/certainly not”
“Certain that | would buy it”
Data analysis method | Two-group path analyzing using LISREL 8

Source: Adapted from Spreng and Chiou (2002)

used. Furthermore, identical sampling procedures or methods in each culture are
not as important as equivalent levels of accuracy and reliability.

CONCLUSIONS

The increased internationalisation and dynamism of the tourism industry
has made it increasingly urgent for market-focussed organizations, and indeed
the industry as a collective, to engage in cross-cultural marketing research. The
diversity resulting from increased internationalisation, and also a convergence
in consumer lifestyles and product category behaviour (e.g., city breaks, rural
tourism), has led to a call by practitioners for development of cross-culturally
valid instruments for market surveillance. In the best circumstances, the most
desirable outcome is for the results of research conducted in different countries
to be directly comparable (Askegaard and Brunsg 1999), enabling more coor-
dinated market planning and marketing strategy development.

A cross-cultural CS study needs to take into account several issues as fol-
lows. First, the combination of interviews and criteria from existing literature
was designed to ensure that the study needs to be based in an ethnic approach
as suggested by Berry (1989), i.e., to identify shared categories of selection
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criteria that are valid for the specific countries involved in the cross-cultural
study. Second, interviews need to ensure construct equivalence, i.e., func-
tional, conceptual and categorical equivalence (Frijda and Jahoda 1966; Craig
and Douglas 2000). Next, back-translation and the piloting procedures need to
be undertaken to insure the instrument equivalence, i.e., item equivalence and
translation equivalence (Hui and Triandis 1985; Bhalla and Lynn 1987). Fourth,
it is important to try to maintain sampling equivalence, i.e., sampling unit as well
as independence and representativeness (Lonner and Berry 1986). Moreover, con-
textual equivalence, i.e., experimenter-subject relationship and temporal equiva-
lence, is also a step in the methodology to conduct a cross-cultural research
(Sekaran 1983). Finally, the issue of measurement equivalence, i.e., metric and
calibration equivalence need to be addressed in the cross-cultural research.

It seems obvious from above discussion that one scale or methodology of
multicultural comparison developed and applied in one country cannot be rep-
licated losing another without modification. Equivalence among the sample
nations or among the sample destinations is really important to enhance the re-
liability of a multicultural study not only in tourism research, e.g., social and
economic indicators, the structure of accommodation capacity and so on. It
might be difficult to translate words/terms from one language to another with-
out avoiding its real meaning. “This means that the same term may have differ-
ent meanings in different countries or even within the same country.” As a
result, it is highly recommended that researchers be sensitive to the possibility
that there might exist interactions between cultural variables and measurement
errors/problems which probably make cross-cultural research very difficult to
carry out or the research findings to interpret.

Although it is clear from the literature review that cross-cultural research in
tourism has received increasing attention, little has been done with regard to the
assessment of the possible impact of cultural differences on the level of CS. On
the one hand, as tourism businesses and destinations attract visitors from differ-
ent cultures and countries, it is not reasonable to take into consideration only one
specific group of customers. A comparative analysis between groups is required
to better understand the importance of understanding the needs and expectations
of each segment. Therefore, a comparative analysis of the cultural differences
between international tourists and their satisfaction levels becomes a necessity.
On the other hand, in a number of empirical studies carried out on CS, the con-
clusion was reached that there appear to be differences between nations repre-
senting different countries. There is one question left here: does this appear to
exist as a result of cultural differences or national differences? Or does each
country or nation represent a unique culture distinguishing itself from others?
This part of tourism research is very new requiring much attention for explora-
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tion in the future because it is essential to make sure that there is no bias threaten-
ing the validity of the findings in a cross-cultural study.

In summary, a lot has been achieved in the last decade of tourism marketing
research. Future research will benefit from a more rigorous, theory-grounded,
and model-based approach for assessing cross-cultural differences either particu-
larly in CS or generally in consumer behaviour. There are a number of opportu-
nities for and threats to the further development of cross-cultural CS research.
This study has aimed at discussing some special problems observed while
undertaking cross-cultural research and to offer methods to eliminate such
problems. Thus, some issues, discussed in the context of this paper, require
more research effort. It is hoped that this paper will stimulate further advances
in this important area of tourism marketing.
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INTRODUCTION

Although use of a comparison standard is central to the measurement of ser-
vice quality and customer satisfaction, relevant literature reveals that the choice
of standard(s) is an issue Customer expectation, desires, equity and experi-
ences are some of the standards most frequently employed in past studies
(Woodruff et al., 1991). However, the definition of such standards has not al-
ways been clear and their utilisation has varied from one study to another.
Some studies treat customer expectation as a single variable, whereas others
treat it as multidimensional (Miller, 1977). Some actually reject the use of ex-
pectation as a comparison standard for assessing satisfaction (e.g., LaTour and
Peat, 1979). Such an approach has caused confusion and some past research
has not specified which standard(s) should be used for assessing service qual-
ity and customer satisfaction (Liljander and Strandvic, 1993).

Another related issue also emerged from past studies. If customers were to
use more than one comparison standard in their evaluation of service quality or
satisfaction (e.g., expectation and desires), what would the correct pair be?
The outcome of this research may in turn shed light on the conceptual distinc-
tion between the two concepts. Some scholars had already addressed this is-
sue, but the outcome of their research had been inconclusive. Tse and Wilton
(1988) examined three comparison standards: expectations, ideal brand norm
and equity. Spreng et al. (1996) showed that expectation and desires congru-
ence influenced customer satisfaction. Liljander (1994) demonstrated that de-
served expectation was the best determinant of customer satisfaction among
several alternatives including service excellence, best brand norm, product
type norm, brand norm, adequate service, predicted service and equity.

Recognizing the above deficiencies in the measurement of customer satis-
faction and service quality in the hospitality literature, the aim of this study is
to address three research questions:

1. Whatis the relationship between different types of expectation and other
comparison standards?

2. Do consumers use single or multiple comparison standards for the eval-
uation of service quality and satisfaction?

3. What s the most relevant comparison standard(s) used for assessing ser-
vice quality and satisfaction in the hospitality industry?
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Expectation

Although expectation is one of the most frequently employed comparison
standards in past studies, its conceptualisation is too vague. According to Miller
(1977, p. 76), the concept of expectation has four categories: ideal, expected,
minimum tolerable and deserved. The ideal reflects the “desired” performance
level of a product. The “expected” is known as predictive expectation and re-
flects what the future performance of a product will be. The “minimum tolera-
ble” is the lowest acceptable performance level of a product and reflects what the
minimum level of product performance “must be.” The “deserved” expectation
reflects what the performance of a product ought to be or should be according to
a given investment (e.g., money paid). The four types of expectation are hierar-
chical. The desired expectation stands at the top and the minimum tolerable
stands at the bottom. The deserved expectation and predictive expectation come
somewhere in the middle. However, their exact position (i.e., whether the pre-
dictive expectation is above, equal to or below the deserved expectation) may
change according to situational factors, such as the consumer’s investment in the
product or their personality.

Early research on service quality suggested that a “should” type of expecta-
tion was appropriate for measuring service quality (Parasuraman et al., 1988).
According to the SERVQUAL model, service quality is the gap between cus-
tomer expectation and perceived performance. Although, in this context, the
meaning of a “should” expectation was not entirely clear, it was referred to as
the customer’s desired level of product performance. However, in a subse-
quent study, Parasuraman et al. (1991) stated that such a “should” expectation
was not a useful measure, since the service quality gap always came out nega-
tive when the perception score was subtracted from the expectation score.

Therefore, the idea of normative expectation was introduced and the word-
ing of expectation statements was changed from “A company should have ...”
to “An excellent company will have . . . ” to capture the new conceptualisation.
Parasuraman et al. (1991, pp. 3 and 4) argued that excellent service was similar
to the “ideal” standard used in the satisfaction literature. However, Teas (1993;
1994) identified several problems regarding this concept. He pointed out that,
according to the gap model, in certain situations the perceived quality may de-
cline even if the perception exceeded the ideal expectation. He also showed
that interpretation of the ideal service performance varied among respon-
dents—a point that threatened validity of the survey outputs.

In order to address the above criticisms, Zeithaml et al. (1993) introduced
the idea of multiple expectations in service quality measurement. The two
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most frequently used expectations, namely desired and adequate expectation,
are selected for this approach. Desired service expectation is the level of ser-
vice that a consumer wishes to receive. It corresponds to a mixture of what the
customer believes the level of performance can be and should be. A product
that exceeds this type of expectation is recognised as being of excellent qual-
ity. Adequate service expectation is the lower level of performance that is just
acceptable to consumers.

Zeithaml et al. (1993, p. 6) argue that the adequate service expectation level is
comparable to Miller’s minimum tolerable expectation. According to them, if a
product performed at this level of customer expectation, the customer would be
satisfied. The area between the desired service and adequate service is called the
zone of tolerance (ZOT), which represents the level of service performance a
customer would tolerate. At this level of performance a customer may be satis-
fied with a product, but the outcome of the performance is below the desired ex-
pectation and therefore the quality of service will be seen as poor.

However, the new formulation of expectation still seems somewhat ambig-
uous. For example, Zeithaml et al. (1993) note that the “adequate service” is
comparable to Miller’s minimum tolerable level (where the performance is
better than nothing). And, according to Miller (1977), this level of perfor-
mance causes dissatisfaction. Hence, if the performance is equal to the mini-
mum tolerable expectation:

... the consumer experiences dissatisfaction. He may attempt to remedy
the situation and probably won’t purchase that brand (continue patronis-
ing that store) but will switch to another. If no alternative is available, he
will probably continue to use the product as long as it ‘satisfies’ or fills a
need. (Miller 1977, p. 79)

Based on the above statement consumers will not tolerate a level of per-
formance that is equal to the minimum tolerable level. According to Miller
(1977), consumers will only tolerate a service when the actual performance is
below the ideal but equal to the predictive or deserved expectation. A ZOT will
only occur when the actual performance is below the expected (predicted) but
equal to the deserved expectation level. Consumers may be disappointed with
this level of performance, but their feelings can best be described as “unsat-
isfaction” rather than “dissatisfaction.” Hence, the bottom line for satisfaction
is where the performance is equal to the deserved expectation.

Ekinci et al. (2001) argue that a performance only measurement provides
limited information to enhance our understanding of service quality and cus-
tomer satisfaction. Therefore, assessing performance against different types of
expectation may be valuable when trying to locate the desired level of service
performance from a consumer’s point of view. The ideal, predictive or de-
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served service level may also be used as a benchmark by which to control the
level of service quality in longitudinal assessments.

Desires Congruence

The use of human values (desires, needs or wants) as comparison standards
is theoretically compelling, because they are the centrepiece of human percep-
tion (Rokeach, 1973). For example, means-end models suggest that product at-
tributes are linked to consumer values (Olshavsky and Spreng, 1989). However,
past research has found little empirical support for the direct relationship be-
tween human values and satisfaction.

One of the reasons for this weak link is that values are operationalised at a
very abstract level. Spreng et al. (1996) suggest that values should be concep-
tualised as desires or product benefits. They defined desires congruency as a
match/mismatch between a person’s desires and actual performance, and their
study indicated that the desires congruency had a significant effect on attribute
satisfaction, information satisfaction and overall satisfaction. In addition to de-
sires congruence, predictive expectation was also found to have a significant
influence on satisfaction.

Experience-Based Norms

Consumers employ previous experiences as a comparison standard for their
satisfaction decision. The experience-based norm is suggested to be different
from customer expectation because it comes about through experiences (Cadotte
et al., 1987). Experiences may be gathered from direct use of product catego-
ries or information received. Experiences with other brands in the evoked set
or with similar product categories might be employed as a norm, as might
brand attitude. Generally speaking, the experience-based norm can be operation-
alized in three different forms: a best brand norm, a brand-based norm and a
product-based norm.

In testing various alternative standards, Cadotte et al. (1987) showed that
the best brand norm and the product-based norm explained satisfaction better
than the focal brand norm. At the same time, the expectation model failed to
predict overall satisfaction. The study also indicated that there was no single
comparison standard that best explained satisfaction across different consump-
tion situations.

Self-Concept Congruence

The theory of self-congruence suggests that consumers evaluate products
by referring to their self-concept (Sirgy, 1982). Hence, the higher the self-con-
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gruence (the match between self-image and the product image), the higher the
probability of displaying favourable behaviour, such as intention to purchase
or satisfaction. This theory has been applied in various situations to examine
the relationship between self-concept and different types of consumer behav-
iour. Examples have included self-concept and preference for houses (Malhotra,
1988), self-concept and store image (Sirgy and Samli, 1985), self-concept and
satisfaction with holiday destinations (Chon, 1992), and self-concept and satis-
faction, service quality and attitude towards the service organisation (Ekinci,
2003).

Self-concept is proposed to be multidimensional (consisting of actual, ideal
and social self) and thus the relationship between self-concept congruence and
consumer behaviour may differ across product categories. The relationship be-
tween actual self-congruence and customer satisfaction may not be significant
because consumers often superimpose their “ideal” self in their purchas-
ing, particularly when the actual self-concept is perceived to be unfavourable.
Therefore, different types of self-concept (e.g., actual or ideal self-concept)
should be taken into account when investigating the relationship between self-
concept congruence and consumer behaviour.

Malhotra (1988) supports the differential role of self-congruence in product
evaluation. His study indicates that ideal self-congruence rather than actual self-
congruence has the primary influence on house preferences. Hamm and Cundiff
(1969) support only the relationship between ideal self-congruence and product
preference. Hong and Zinkhan (1995) show that ideal self-congruence rather than
actual self-concept is a better predictor of brand preference among various product
categories such as cars and shampoos. Consequently, this study measured actual
and ideal self-concept to predict service quality and satisfaction.

METHODOLOGY
Measurement of Variables

The survey questionnaire measured 11 different concepts: desired expecta-
tion, predictive expectation, deserved expectation, minimum tolerable expecta-
tion, desires congruence, experienced-based norm, actual self-congruence, ideal
self-congruence, overall satisfaction, overall service quality and intention to
purchase. Table 1 shows descriptions of comparison standards used in this
study.

Four types of expectation were measured using seven-point semantic dif-
ferential scales ranging from —3 to 3. The scale endpoints were as follows:
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worse than I wished it to be/better than I wished it to be (desired expectation),
worse than I thought it would be/better than I thought it would be (predictive
expectation), worse than I paid for/better than I paid for (deserved expecta-
tion), worse than I would normally tolerate/better than I would normally toler-
ate (minimum tolerable expectation).

Desires congruence was measured using a two-item scale developed by
Spreng and Mackoy (1996). The first part of the scale questioned to what ex-
tent the service experience was different from the desired level. Subjects re-
sponded on a seven-point scale, with exactly as desired (1) and extremely
different from what is desired (7) at either end and somewhat different from
what I desired (4) in the middle. Immediately after this scale, subjects were
asked to respond to what extent this difference was good or bad. Their re-
sponses were recorded on an eleven-point scale, with very bad (—5) and very
good (5) as endpoints and neither good nor bad (0) as the midpoint. Desires
congruence was calculated by multiplying the two scores.

Experience-based norm was measured on a seven-point semantic differen-
tial scale with (—3) corresponding to being worse than similar restaurants in
this area, and (3) to being better than similar restaurants in this area. Self-
concept congruence was measured using a five-point Likert-type scale ranging
from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. The following scenario-type
introduction was given to obtain the respondents’ ratings:

Please take a moment to think about the kind of customer who typically
visits the restaurant you visited. Try to imagine this person using one
or more personal adjectives such as organised, classy, friendly, modern,
traditional, comfortable or whatever personal characteristic you would
use. Once you have done this, indicate your agreement or disagreement
with the following statements.

TABLE 1. Descriptions of Comparison Standards

Comparison Standards Descriptions
Desired Expectation An ideal performance level.
Predictive Expectation A performance level which is likely to happen.
Deserved Expectation A performance level that must happen according to a given investment

(e.g. money paid).

Minimum Tolerable Expectation A lower level of performance that is just acceptable to consumers.

Desires Congruence A match /mismatch between desires and actual performance.

Experienced-Based Norm A level of performance in relation to the other firms' performance in the
same vicinity.

Actual Self-Congruence A match /mismatch between actual self image and product image.

Ideal Self-Congruence A match /mismatch between ideal self image and product image.
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Four statements were used to assess actual and ideal self-congruence (e.g.,
“The typical customer of this restaurant is very similar to me’ and ‘The typical
customer of this restaurant is the kind of person I admire,” respectively). The
respondent’s rating was recorded on a seven-point numeric scale, with (1) be-
ing extremely unlikely and (7) being extremely likely. Overall satisfaction
with services was assessed by two seven-point numeric scales. The scale labels
were delighted/terrible and completely dissatisfied/completely satisfied (Spreng
and Mackoy, 1996). Overall service quality was also measured using two
seven-point numeric scales. The scale labels were excellent/awful and ex-
tremely poor/extremely good (Cronin and Taylor, 1992). Finally, intention to
purchase was measured by a seven-point numeric scale (1) being extremely
unlikely (7) being extremely likely.

The study took place in a US university for reasons of sampling conve-
nience. A total of 250 questionnaires were distributed to second-year under-
graduate students who were registered on a business management degree. They
were asked to report on a restaurant visit experience within the last four weeks.
A total of 182 usable questionnaires were collected (73%) and all respondents
were US nationals. The sample was 45% female and 55% male. Fifty-three
percent of the respondents were aged between 18 and 20, 43 percent were be-
tween 21 and 24, and 3 percent were older than 24. The majority of respon-
dents (48%) mentioned that his was their first visit. Nineteen percent had made
one previous visit and 21 percent had made two visits. The visits occurred on
different ‘types’ of occasion (leisure 45%, casual 39%, celebration 25% and
business 1%) and at different times of the days (although some 75% were
around dinner time).

FINDINGS

The two principal objectives of this study were to check the relationship
between the comparison standards and to identify the type(s) of comparison
standard used for evaluation of service quality and customer satisfaction.
Prior testing of the relationships between the variables was carried out, and
the validity and reliability of the measures were established. Reliability of
the scales was estimated using Cronbach’s alpha statistics (Churchill, 1979).
Reliabilities of the overall service quality and overall satisfaction scale were
excellent (.94 and .91, respectively). The validity of the self-congruence scale
was checked by exploratory factor analysis using Varimax rotation. The result
of the factor analysis indicated that the four-item scale measured two types of
self-congruence: actual and ideal. The two factorial solution explained 89 per
cent of the variance (ideal self-congruence = 62% and actual self-congruence =
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27%). Reliabilities of the actual (.87) and ideal self-congruence scales (.88)
were very high.

To establish the relationship between service quality and satisfaction linear
correlation analysis was conducted. The two variables were strongly corre-
lated (r =.71). Past studies have indicated that, although there is a large amount
of overlap between the two concepts, they are different (Ekinci, 2003; Dabholkar
et al., 2000). Dabholkar et al. (2000) showed that satisfaction mediated the re-
lationship between service quality and intention to purchase behaviour. In the
same way, evaluation of service quality leads to satisfaction, which in turn
leads to intention to purchase behaviour.

In order to check the mediating effect of satisfaction, Baron and Kenny’s
(1986) conditions for perfect mediation were used. To do this, three different
linear regressions were employed. In the first regression model, service quality
was regressed on satisfaction. The data showed a good fit to the model and ser-
vice quality significantly enhanced satisfaction (R? = .50, Fap =508, t=
5.85, p < .00). In the second model, satisfaction was regressed on intention to
purchase. The data showed a good fit to the model (R2 = .49, Fian=1722,t=
13.1, p=.00.). The third linear regression model included both service quality
satisfaction measures and they were regressed on intention to purchase. Again
the data fitted the model (R2 = .49, F(2 an = 86.7, p =.00), but only satisfaction
appeared to be a significant predictor of purchase intention (t = 9.19, p < .00).
Service quality became insignificant and its effect was reduced (t = .06, p >
.05). These findings support the mediation effect of satisfaction on purchase
intention and the “direction” of consumer evaluation from service quality to
satisfaction.

Having established validity of the measures, the study checked the relation-
ship between the comparison standards. Table 1 shows the correlation matrix.

As can be seen from the correlation coefficients in Table 1, the relationships
between comparison standards were positive and the strengths of the relation-
ship varied from weak to strong. The actual self-congruence did not correlate
with the majority of the comparison standards, except for ideal self-congru-
ence and the experience-based norms.

In summary, the correlation analysis offered three useful findings. Firstly,
the expectation measures can be grouped into three categories: predictive ex-
pectation, deserved expectation and minimum tolerable expectation. The desired
and predictive expectation measures were strongly related. Also the paired
samples t-test indicated that the desired expectation was not statistically differ-
ent from the deserved expectation (p = .15). Secondly, the relationship be-
tween the three expectations and the other comparison standards (desired
congruence, and actual and ideal self-congruence) were weak to moderate.
Thirdly, the other comparison standards were not strongly correlated with each
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other, and thus each provided some unique information in relation to service
evaluation.

In order to determine the most significant comparison standard for service
quality and satisfaction, ordinary linear regression analysis was employed (see
Table 3). The dependent variables were service quality and satisfaction. The
independent variables were comparison standards. However, desired expecta-
tion was eliminated from the independent variable list because it was strongly
correlated with predictive expectation and deserved expectation. The prelimi-
nary analysis indicated that this variable caused a multicollinearity problem in
the regression models (Hair et al., 1998). Table 2 shows the two regression
models that estimate service quality and satisfaction.

As can be seen from the regression results in Table 2, the data supported the
service quality and satisfaction model (p < .00). The model fit statistics indicated
that comparison standards explained 47 per cent of the variance in estimating
service quality and 58 per cent of the variance in estimating satisfaction. Not all
the independent variables were significant in each model, though there were
some similarities between the two models. For example, the four comparison
standards (predictive expectation, desires congruence, experienced-based norm

TABLE 2. Relationships Between the Comparison Standards

Comparison Standards | DisEx PEx | DesEx | MTEx | DCon Ebn Asc Isc Mean
(Sd)™**
Desired Expectation 1 0.44
(DisEx) (1.24)
Predictive Expectation 72 1 0.77
(PEx) (1.25)
Deserved Expectation .62** .54 1 0.56
(DesEx) (1.14)
Minimum Tolerable .59** 51 .56 1 0.80
Expectation (MTEXx) (1.16)
Desires Congruence AT 46™ .34* .33 1 1.78
(DCon) (6.62)
Experienced-Based Norm B61* 61 .60** .65** 28" 1 1.07
(Ebn) (1.34)
Actual Self-Congruence .07 .09 .09 16" .06 A1 1 3.55
(Asc) (.84)
Ideal Self-Congruence .25* .23* A2 19* .09 .18* .39 1 2.61
(Isc) (.98)

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. ***Standard deviation.
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TABLE 3. Estimating Service Quality and Customer Satisfaction Using Linear
Regression

Variables Service Quality Customer Satisfaction
Standardised | t Score | Sig. | Standardised | t-Score Sig.
Beta Beta
Coefficient Coefficient
(Constant) - 16.11 .00* - 17.19 .00*
Predictive Expectation .28 3.53 .00* .25 3.61 .00*
Deserved Expectation .08 1.07 .29 .23 3.42 .00*
Minimum Tolerable Expectation .07 .89 .37 .01 .22 .82
Desires Congruence 14 2.25 .02* 13 2.26 .02*
Experienced-Based Norm 21 2.43 .01* .27 3.55 .00*
Actual Self-Congruence 10 1.61 .10 .02 .40 .68
Ideal Self-Congruence 19 3.13 .00* 12 2.28 .02*
R?| .47 58
F(df =7)|21 33
P|.00* .00*

*Significant at the .05 level

and ideal self-congruence) had a positive influence on service quality and satis-
faction decision. The minimum tolerable expectation and the actual self- congru-
ence were not significant in predicting service quality and satisfaction.

There were also some differences between the two models. For example, de-
served expectation was the only significant comparison standard in the satisfac-
tion model. The order of importance of the significant variables also seemed to
vary between the two models. According to the standardised beta coefficient,
predictive expectation ((§ = .28), experienced-based norm (B = .21) and ideal
self-congruence ((f = .19) were found to be the three most important variables in
estimating service quality. These were followed by desires congruence (= .14).
In the satisfaction model, the order of the three most important comparison stan-
dards was as follows: experienced based norm (B = .27), predictive expectation
(B =.25) and deserved expectation (B = .23). These were followed by desires (f =
.13) and ideal self-congruence measures (§ = .12).

CONCLUSION

Theoretical Contributions

One of the primary contributions of this study is that it provides evidence
that consumers use multiple comparison standards for the evaluation of service
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quality and satisfaction. Predictive expectation, desires congruence, ideal self-
concept and experience-based norm were all found to be significant in predict-
ing service quality and satisfaction. In contrast, minimum tolerable expecta-
tion and actual self-congruence were not significant. The negative finding
regarding minimum tolerable expectation partly refutes Zeithaml et al.’s
(1993) expectation model because it was not relevant to the evaluation of ser-
vice quality and satisfaction. Meanwhile the positive finding regarding desires
congruence supports Spreng et al.”s (1996) satisfaction model which emphasises
the importance of desires in satisfaction formation.

This research indicates that expectation can be grouped into three catego-
ries: predictive, deserved and minimum tolerable. This finding partly supports
Miller’s (1997) theory of expectation. The expectation measures positively
correlated with other comparison standards but the strength of correlation was
not too strong, suggesting that the expectation measures provide unique infor-
mation with respect to service evaluation. The study provides evidence for the
differential role of self-concept, as only ideal self-congruence was found to be
significant in predicting service quality and satisfaction. This research also of-
fers empirical evidence for the use of experience-based norm as a comparison
standard for the evaluation of hospitality services.

The findings of this study indicate that service quality and customer satis-
faction are strongly related but are, nevertheless, different constructs. Evalua-
tion of service quality positively influences customer satisfaction, which in turn
positively influences purchase intention. These results support a line of re-
search that conceptualises satisfaction as a mediating variable between service
quality and purchase intention. The results also provide additional evidence in
the debate surrounding whether (and why) these two concepts should be treated
differently. Here the regression models show that the use of comparison stan-
dards seems to vary for evaluation of service quality and satisfaction. For ex-
ample, deserved expectation was found to be significant in the satisfaction
model but was not significant in the service quality model. Also, the relative
importance of the comparison standards varied between the two regression
models.

Managerial Implications

This study highlights the importance of service quality for business success.
Hence, quality of services should be improved in order to influence customer
satisfaction. Eventually customer satisfaction will positively influence pur-
chase intention. The use of different comparison standards can provide manag-
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ers with further information about the optimum level of service performance.
This study suggests that, as long as the service performance comes up to the
customer’s predictive expectation level and meets the performance level of
similar restaurants, it will be considered good quality. The findings for experi-
ence-based norm suggest that managers need to continuously be aware of the
products and services of similar restaurants in the market. Indeed, they should
check out such competitors’ services in order to control their own restaurant’s
quality level. Most importantly, their restaurant’s performance level should
not be lower than that of competitors.

Managers should also maintain a good balance between what they offer
(benefits to customers) and what they charge for their services in order to influ-
ence satisfaction, as deserved expectation and desires congruence both posi-
tively influence the satisfaction decision. This can be achieved by adopting a
value-based pricing strategy, improving service performance or offering new
benefits to customers.

We suggest that performance should be congruent with consumers’ desired
service level and ideal personality. When delivering services, the consumer
personality should be taken into account. This can be achieved by two ways:
either by employees modifying their service delivery strategy according to the
customer’s personality or by products being customized according to the cus-
tomer’s ideal personality trait. For example, if a customer would like to be an
adventurous person, an exotic restaurant décor may fulfil this desire.

Finally, the results of this study suggest that guest surveys should include
different comparison standards and, in particular, the experienced-based norm,
deserved and predictive expectation in order to better assess service quality
and customer satisfaction.

Limitations

The present study makes important theoretical contributions to our under-
standing of comparison standards used for the evaluation of hospitality ser-
vices. Nevertheless, it has certain limitations, which have to be taken into ac-
count when interpreting the findings. One of the limitations of the study is the
use of non-probability sampling (convenience sampling) to validate the under-
lying theory. The sample was limited to undergraduate students studying a
specific degree in one university, and therefore the findings cannot be general-
ized to the whole population. In addition, the dimensions of service quality
were not investigated.
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“Just Trying to Keep
the Customer Satisfied”:
A Comparison of Models Used

in the Measurement of Tourist Satisfaction

Paul Fallon
Peter Schofield

SUMMARY. The paper compares the predictive validity of six models
used in the measurement of satisfaction; it is concerned with their appli-
cation at destination level, with particular reference to Orlando, Florida.
Using factor analysis and multiple regression, the ‘performance only’
model was clearly identified as the best predictor of satisfaction. The in-
corporation of ‘importance’ and ‘performance’ ratings did not improve
the predictive power of the ‘performance only’ solution. From tourists’
‘performance’ ratings, five ‘dimensions’ of Orlando’s tourism offering
were identified: ‘primary,” ‘secondary’ and ‘tertiary’ attractions, ‘facili-
tators’ and ‘transport plus.” Notwithstanding Orlando’s reputation as the
world’s theme park capital, Orlando’s ‘secondary’ attractions (such as
shopping and dining opportunities) and ‘facilitators’ (such as accommo-
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dation and customer service) were identified as having the most influ-

ence on overall tourist satisfaction with Orlando. [Article copies avail-
able for a fee from The Haworth Document Delivery Service: 1-800-HAWORTH.
E-mail address: <docdelivery@haworthpress.com> Website:  <http://www.
HaworthPress.com> © 2003 by The Haworth Press, Inc. All rights reserved.]
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validity, factor analysis, multiple regression analysis

INTRODUCTION

Customer satisfaction has generally been conceptualised as the ‘outcome’ for
the customer after exposure to the service product (Crompton and Love, 1995;
Baker and Crompton, 2000; Kozak, 2001). By comparison, quality refers to the
service operation’s ‘output’, i.e., the attributes of the product that are primarily
under the control of the operation (Crompton and Love, 1995; Schofield and
Fallon, 2000). Nevertheless, satisfaction also represents a potentially significant
‘outcome’ for the operation; it provides external benefits—such as customer loy-
alty and positive word-of-mouth recommendation—and its measurement pro-
vides internal opportunities—such as facilitation of resource management, product
enhancement and differentiation. Given the development of the tourism sector,
itis therefore not surprising that the measurement of tourist satisfaction has be-
come a major area of research in the last three decades (Kozak, 2001). Despite
this activity, there is still much discussion about the single best method of mea-
suring customer satisfaction (Kozak, 2003) using pre- and post-experience
constructs, i.e., ‘expectations,’” ‘importance’ and ‘performance.” More recently,
the debate has centred on a comparison of single construct measurement, i.e.,
performance-only models and multiple construct measurements, i.e., expecta-
tion-performance and importance-performance models. The ‘melting pot” of
satisfaction is further complicated by the influence of more personal and sub-
jective variables such as needs, disposition, travelling companions and previ-
ous experience which accompany the customer in the service encounter
(Crompton and Love, 1995; Meyer, 1997; Kozak, 2001).

Comparative analysis of the various models has been conducted in the con-
text of camp sites (Dorfman, 1979; Fick and Ritchie, 1991), events (Crompton
and Love, 1995) and restaurants (Yuksel and Rimmington, 1998) but has so far
ignored tourist destinations, arguably the underpinning element of the tourism
product. This research takes up the metaphorical gauntlet thrown down by this
previous empirical research to determine the predictive validity of the various
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conceptualisations of satisfaction at destination level with respect to Orlando,
Florida, currently the UK’s leading long-haul tourist destination.

CONCEPTUALISING SATISFACTION

The most widely documented satisfaction constructs are expectation-per-
formance, importance-performance and performance-only (Kozak, 2001).

Expectation-Performance

The expectation-performance paradigm, derived from adaption level theory,
has dominated both satisfaction and service quality research. Confirmation and
disconfirmation of expectations have been determined using both ‘inferred” and
‘direct’ methods (Prakash and Lounsberry, 1983; Barsky, 1992; Barsky and
Labagh, 1992; Pizam and Milman, 1993; Meyer and Westerbarkey, 1996). The
most famous exponent of the inferred method has been the SERVQUAL
model (Zeithaml, Parasuraman and Berry, 1985). This has been adopted in a
number of destination and tourism-related studies (Crompton and Mackay,
1989; Fick and Ritchie, 1991; Saleh and Ryan, 1992; Pizam and Milman,
1993) but despite its intuitive appeal and widespread use, the expectation-per-
formance paradigm has received considerable theoretical and operational criti-
cism on a number of grounds.

Firstly, there is consensus that the conceptualisation of expectations, the
comparative standard, is vague. Lack of experience with a destination or ser-
vice may cause expectations to be tentative or uncertain and therefore unsuit-
able as a base against which performance judgements are made (Crompton and
Love, 1995; Yuksel and Rimmington, 1998). The measurement of expecta-
tions may also be adversely affected by the ideal of high expectations
(Dorfman, 1979) and the tendency to indicate a maximum score on each attrib-
ute (Babakus and Boller, 1992). This would seem particularly relevant to tour-
ist destination research in general, given the high level of tourist investment
and involvement. Moreover, consumers may modify their expectations during
a destination visit or service encounter because of their actual experiences
(Danaher and Mattsson, 1994; Weber, 1997).

A second criticism of the expectancy-performance paradigm calls the tim-
ing of expectations measurement into question (Crompton and Love, 1995;
Yuksel and Rimmington, 1998). For example, the original SERVQUAL
model administered the expectations and performance batteries together at the
post-experience stage (Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, 1985). Carman
(1990), Gronroos (1993) and Getty and Thomson (1994) propose that expecta-
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tions should be sought prior to experience in order to prevent contamination by
the actual performance. In effect, in the context of tourist destinations, they
then cease to be purely pre-visit perceptions when elicited at the post-visit
stage. Interestingly, Miller (1977) explored the basis for expectations, result-
ing in a classification of: ideal (‘wished for’); expected (‘predictive’ or ‘proba-
ble’); minimum tolerable (‘least acceptable’); and deserved (‘should be, in the
light of the sacrifice made’). Consequently, Ekinci, Riley and Chen (2000)
suggest that the purpose and timing of the measurement should determine
which of these conceptualisations is chosen.

A third criticism centres on the use and interpretation of discrepancy scores
in that they represent an ‘inferred,” or ‘indirect,” measurement because it is the
researcher and not the subject who performs the comparison (Oh, 1999). How-
ever, the evidence is equivocal and researchers measuring satisfaction in a va-
riety of fields are continuing to use ‘difference’ scores (Crompton and Love,
1995), although there is no consensus on what the ‘difference’ score actually
represents. Interestingly, Hughes (1991) and Pearce (1991) throw complete
doubt on the disconfirmation approach, and particularly the validity of the ‘dif-
ference’ score as an indicator of the level of quality or satisfaction, by arguing
that tourists may be satisfied even though the performance did not fulfil their
expectations, i.e., there is negative disconfirmation.

Within the framework of expectations-performance, a single measurement,
‘non-difference,” or ‘direct,” approach (Weber, 1997) has also been adopted.
Using summary-judgement scales to measure confirmation and disconfirmation,
respondents are asked to directly rate the extent to which the destination ex-
ceeded, met, or fell short of expectations; for example, an attribute is ‘better
than’” or ‘worse than’ expected (Carman, 1990; Crompton and Love, 1995;
Yuksel and Rimmington, 1998). This clearly eliminates some of the theoreti-
cal and practical problems identified with the ‘difference’ approach, but is
likely to produce a different result (Williams, 1988).

Performance-Only

The ‘performance-only’ model directly challenges the above paradigm by
proposing that evaluations of a destination, in terms of quality and/or satisfac-
tion, are affected only by perceptions of performance, or experience, of the
destination. Given the problems related to the measurement of expectations, it
is hardly surprising that many researchers have adopted this single construct
methodology; they doubt the validity of disparity theories and consider that
performance only is a more effective method and indicator of quality and/or
satisfaction (Churchill and Surprenant, 1982; Carman, 1990; Cronin and Tay-
lor, 1992). Mannell (1989) posits that quality perceptions are guided by how
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well the destination fulfills tourists’ drives, motives, needs and wants, rather
than any performance comparison with pre-visit predictions. Additionally,
given that all tourists—even first-timers—become more experienced over the
course of their holiday due to its longitudinal nature, they have the potential to
refine not only their initial expectations (Danaher and Mattsson, 1994; Weber,
1997) but also these needs and wants on an ongoing basis. Consequently, the
performance-only conceptualisation of satisfaction would seem to be a more
valid approach than the expectancy-performance one. Moreover, Meyer and
Westerbarkey (1996) argue that measurements that focus on perceptions of
performance alone are more typical of the cognitive process, and Yuksel and
Rimmington (1998: 63) propose that ‘performance bears a pre-eminent role in
the formation of customer satisfaction because it is the main feature of the con-
sumption experience.’

Importance-Performance

The relative importance of service ‘product’ attributes has received consid-
erable attention in the consumer behaviour literature within the context of the
theory of reasoned action and the measurement of consumer attitudes (inter
alia Goodrich, 1978; Crompton, 1979; Ryan and Bonfield, 1980; Witter,
1985). Attribute importance has also been measured as an integral part of the
analysis of quality and satisfaction within the expectancy-(dis)confirmation
paradigm. Research which has considered importance ratings has focused on
‘within-brand’ importance of attributes or factors and has neglected ‘be-
tween-brand’ comparisons by consumers (Oh and Parks, 1997). ‘Within-
brand’ importance has been measured directly by questioning subjects or ask-
ing them to rate items on Likert-type scales in terms of their importance
(Barsky, 1992).

On a practical level, Duke and Persia’s (1996) research on consumer per-
ceptions of escorted tours demonstrated that an understanding of the relative
importance of tour attributes, from the consumer perspective, helped tour de-
signers to change the features of tours in line with consumer needs. Their
methodology included an assessment of the importance of tour attributes both
before and after the tour. The results showed that tour attributes were rated dif-
ferently depending on the timing of the survey, suggesting that the timing of
the importance rating is an important and perhaps underresearched issue. De-
spite these findings, and Oh and Parks’ (1997) call for further efforts to im-
prove the measuring and modeling of the importance construct, this dynamic
nature has so far been neglected.

Performance ratings have been weighted by importance scores using both
indirect inferential approaches employing regression analysis and direct meth-
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ods in which a subjects’ attribute rating is weighted by its corresponding im-
portance score. This model is intrinsically weak because it does not distinguish
between the relative contributions of the performance and importance scores
and often produces results that do not resemble the original ratings from either
the performance or importance scales (Crompton and Love, 1995; Duke and
Persia, 1996). There is some disagreement about whether or not to include im-
portance measures. On the one hand, the continuing use of importance-perfor-
mance analysis (IPA) underlines the benefits of knowing the relative
importance of product attributes. On the other hand, it has been argued that the
inclusion of importance measures can complicate matters from the standpoint
of both statistical analysis and the interpretation of the results from a practical
management perspective (Oh and Parks, 1997).

COMPARING THE VALIDITY OF ALTERNATIVE CONSTRUCTS

Whilst the pertinent literature has produced a number of measurement tools,
it has generally tended to neglect more practical aspects of measurement such as
empirical comparisons of the reliability and validity of the methods (Oh and
Parks, 1997) in favour of more conceptual issues and underlying processes.
However, a small number of comparative analyses have been implemented.

Following early comparative studies by Dorfman (1979) and Fick and
Ritchie (1991), in the context of camping and general tourism businesses re-
spectively, Crompton and Love (1995) carried out research on festivals and,
more recently, Yuksel and Rimmington (1998) considered restaurants. In all
four studies, the results have been unequivocal in finding significant differ-
ences between the validity of the models:

* the performance-only approach emerged as the most valid and reliable
measure of satisfaction;

* importance-weighting did not improve the predictive power of the mea-
sures;

* the disconfirmation-based operationalisations were the least valid and
reliable.

The results of these comparative studies suggest that, with regards to satis-
faction measurement, the performance-only approach represents the ‘winning
ticket.” Certainly, its ‘single-hit” methodology offers practical benefits to re-
searchers. However, as Crompton and Love (1995) point out, there are a num-
ber of conceptualisations of satisfaction and it is unreasonable to assume that
they all measure the same aspect or are even highly correlated. Consequently,
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there may be no single ‘best way’ and different approaches may be useful for
different purposes. Considering performance-only ratings in isolation means
that key insights into the broader elements of related tourist behaviour may be
lost. Furthermore, Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry (1994) note that some or-
ganisations have switched to a disconfirmation approach because the informa-
tion generated has more diagnostic value. For example, expectations are
shaped, in part, by promotional activity (Parasuraman et al., 1985) and, there-
fore, tracking of expectations would give some indication of the effectiveness
of this communication. Also, the importance construct, in conjunction with ex-
pectations and/or performance, offers major diagnostic and contextual value
(Crompton and Love, 1995; Yuksel and Rimmington, 1998; Crompton, 1999).

Whilst expectation, performance and importance constructs underpin quan-
titative research at destination level, and despite the call for comparative stud-
ies in the field of tourist behaviour (Pearce, 1993), no specific comparative
analysis has been undertaken with regards to a tourist destination. The focus of
this paper is a comparative analysis of alternative methods of measuring satis-
faction at tourist destination level in order to assess their predictive validity
and reliability and to refine existing measurement instruments. Six models
were compared: ‘performance only,” ‘performance weighted by pre-visit im-
portance,” ‘performance weighted by post-visit importance,” ‘pre-visit impor-
tance minus performance,” ‘post-visit importance minus performance’ and
‘predictive expectation minus performance.” The research can be differenti-
ated from previous comparative studies by Crompton and Love (1995) and
Yuksel and Rimmington (1998) on the following bases: the study was focused
at destination level and both pre-visit and post-visit measures of importance
were used. These issues have been highlighted as important aspects of tourist
satisfaction measurement (Oh and Parks, 1997; Kozak, 2001). Based on the
theoretical issues outlined above and the empirical findings of previous studies
the following hypotheses were established:

H1 The ‘performance only’ model would explain more of the variance in
the overall satisfaction measure than any of the alternative models.

H2 Weighting the ‘performance only’ model with importance scores
would not improve the predictive validity of the model.

H3 The disconfirmation-based operationalisation would be the least valid
and reliable.

H4 The multiple-construct models consisting of purely post-experience
evaluations would be better predictors of overall satisfaction than the
multiple-construct models incorporating pre-experience evaluations.
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METHODOLOGY
The Research Instrument

In order to elicit tourists’ pre- and post-visit perceptions of Orlando, on ex-
pectation and performance constructs, and compare the alternative concep-
tualised models, the study adopted a longitudinal research methodology
comprising two structured, self-administered questionnaires. Subjects were
asked to rate the attributes in terms of their expectations (pre-visit) in the first
questionnaire and their performance (post-visit) in the second; in addition,
they were asked to rate their importance in both questionnaires thereby facili-
tating a comparison of the alternative models including pre-visit and post-visit
importance constructs (after Duke and Persia, 1996).

The attributes on which Orlando was evaluated were generated from the tri-
angulation of primary and secondary methods (Jenkins, 1999; Tribe and
Snaith, 1998). Secondary research took the form of a review of both the rele-
vant academic and commercial literature, which included texts and articles on
destination image, quality and satisfaction and brochures and travel guides re-
spectively. Preliminary primary research incorporated free elicitation during
eight focus groups and an open-ended questionnaire distributed to a stratified
random sample of employees at the University of Salford. In both cases, sub-
jects were representative of Orlando’s UK market. There was consensus on
arelatively parsimonious set of elements on which UK visitors make judge-
ments on Orlando and a distinction between the destination’s offering of
specific attractions and activities, which were dominated by its primary at-
tractions such as theme parks, and generic facilities needed to enjoy these at-
tractions during the holiday, such as accommodation. This procedure produced
22 attributes which were incorporated into both pre- and post-visit question-
naires.

The first (pre-visit) questionnaire required respondents to rate Orlando’s at-
tributes in terms of importance and expectations. It was divided into four sec-
tions: the first section elicited information about the respondents’ prior
experience of Orlando and their current trip; the second section required re-
spondents to indicate the level of the importance of Orlando’s attributes on this
holiday; Section three required respondents to indicate the level of their expec-
tations of Orlando’s attributes on this holiday; and the fourth section gathered
respondents’ socio-demographic information. In both questionnaires, attribute
ratings were made on a 7-point Likert scale with each point carrying both nu-
merical and labelled descriptors (Ryan, 1995). In order to eliminate potential
confusion between importance and expectation judgements (Oh, 2001), clear
completion instructions were given in the appropriate sections. On the Impor-
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tance scale, respondents were asked to indicate how important each attribute
was to their current holiday; scale anchors were ‘Extremely Unimportant’
(1) and ‘Extremely Important’ (7). On the Expectations scale, respondents
were asked to indicate how poor or good they expected Orlando to be in terms
of the 22 attributes; anchors were ‘Extremely Poor’ (1) and ‘Extremely Good’
(7). It was considered that these predictive expectations were most appropriate
for the study, bearing in mind their purpose as a comparison standard and the
timing of measurement (as per Ekinci et al., 2000). Furthermore, previous
comparative studies, i.e., Crompton and Love (1995) and Yuksel and Rimming-
ton (1998) have employed a predictive expectation standard.

The second (post-visit) questionnaire required respondents to rate Or-
lando’s attributes in terms of how important they were and how well they had
performed on this holiday. It was also divided into three sections. Section 1
gathered respondents’ attribute importance and performance ratings; the Per-
formance scale anchors were ‘Extremely Poor’ (1) and ‘Extremely Good’
(7). Section 2 elicited single ratings of overall satisfaction and behavioural in-
tention. The third section educed additional personal details from the subjects.

The construct validity of the 22-attribute instrument was assessed using an
overall measure of satisfaction and two behavioural intention measures, i.e.,
re-visit and recommend (after Yuksel and Rimmington, 1998; Kozak, 2003).
The correlation of the ‘performance-only’ construct with the overall satisfaction
measure produced a co-efficient of 0.504, compared with a co-efficient of 0.334
with the measure of intention to return to the destination. This demonstrates con-
vergent and discriminant validity respectively. Further, nomological validity
was established with a correlation co-efficient of 0.459 between the construct
and the measure of intention to recommend.

The Sample

After an initial pilot study, which resulted in only minor amendments, a
sample of UK visitors to Orlando was taken at both Manchester (UK) and Or-
lando Sanford (USA) airports in September 2001. Orlando was chosen as the
destination subject primarily because it is the UK’s most popular long-haul
holiday destination with 1.31 million UK visitors in 2000; UK visitors account
for 43.5% of overseas visitors to Orlando (Orlando CVB Research, 2001). Ad-
ditionally, it was considered that Orlando’s familiarity, in particular the mass
appeal of its core attractions, would increase the validity of the pre-visit assess-
ment of attribute importance and predictive expectations, irrespective of
whether visitors had previously visited the destination.

A convenience sample was taken at both airports. Respondents at Manches-
ter were required to complete the first, i.e., pre-visit questionnaire before their
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outbound flight; they were subsequently given the second, i.e., post-visit ques-
tionnaire to complete and return to the researchers in a prepaid envelope after
their holiday. Clearly, this system was reliant upon the loyalty and endurance
of outbound respondents with regards to the completion and postage of the
second questionnaire. To compensate for the possibility of non-completed sec-
ond questionnaires, post-visit importance and performance ratings were also
elicited from a further independent sample at Orlando Sanford airport. The
questionnaire administered at Sanford airport was identical to the second ques-
tionnaire handed to respondents at Manchester, apart from the fact that it also
included additional sections regarding respondents’ demographic profile, pre-
vious experience of Orlando and information on their current holiday. The
Manchester study produced 141 complete sets of questionnaires, i.e., pre- and
post-visit; the Sanford post-visit sample produced 326 usable questionnaires.
In total there were 467 usable questionnaires. There were no significant differ-
ences on the post-visit ratings from the two samples (p > 0.05). On this basis,
the samples from the two locations were merged for the post-visit component
of the study. Use of such a multiple sample has been proposed by a number
of authors to compensate for the practical problems encountered in similar
pre- and post-visit longitudinal surveys (Oliver, 1997; Yuksel and Rimming-
ton, 1998). Screening questions were used to identify the respondents’ suit-
ability for the survey. The majority (90%) of tourists in the overall sample
were staying in Orlando for two weeks, which, even given the scale of Or-
lando’s offering, gave them a reasonable time to familiarise themselves with
the destination. Most (70%) were travelling in parties of four or more; these
were mainly family groups.

Data Analysis

The data was analysed using SPSS Version 11. Subjects’ attribute ratings
were negatively skewed, which was expected given both the likelihood of
tourists to be satisfied in general (Ryan, 1995) and Orlando’s highly positive
reputation. The study adopted the methodology of previous comparative stud-
ies, i.e., Crompton and Love (1995) and Yuksel and Rimmington (1998) by us-
ing correlation and multiple regression to test the hypotheses regarding the
relationships between the models and an overall measure of satisfaction.

Spearman rank order coefficients were employed to compare the correlations
of the various conceptualised models with overall satisfaction ratings. A factor
analysis, using principal components as the method of extraction, with varimax
rotation was conducted on each scale to identify a smaller set of factors with
eigenvalues greater than or equal to 1.0 and factor loadings greater than 0.4 (af-
ter Stevens, 1992); Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
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test of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were computed to
determine the factorability of the correlation matrix. Finally, multiple regres-
sion analysis, using these factors, was used to examine the ability of each of the
alternative conceptualised models to explain variation in overall satisfaction.
The factors were ranked in order of importance by their standardised beta coef-
ficients.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A Comparative Analysis of the Alternative Models

Table 1 shows the correlation between the alternative models and overall sat-
isfaction, the ability of the models to explain variation in overall satisfaction,
and the reliability scores for the various models. In the case of the regression
analysis, the attribute scores from each model were initially factor analysed in
order to reduce multi-collinearity; PCA was used to generate the initial solution
due to the absence of a normal distribution (Ryan, 1995).

The ‘performance-only’ model exhibits the highest correlation with the over-
all satisfaction measure and also explains more of the variation in overall satisfac-
tion than the other models; consequently, H1 and the results of previous research
(Dorfman, 1979; Churchill and Surprenant, 1982; Fick and Ritchie, 1991; Cronin
and Taylor, 1992; Crompton and Love, 1995; Yuksel and Rimmington, 1998) are

TABLE 1. Spearman Correlations and Multiple R Values of Alternative Con-
ceptualisations of Satisfaction

Alternative Models Spearman Correlation Multiple R Value for Alpha
Coefficients Regression Co-efficient
with Overall on Overall Satisfaction
Satisfaction (Based on Factors)

Performance Only .504** 538" .8813

(F = 37.535)
Post-Visit Importance times 447 383" .8737
Performance (F = 15.857)
Pre-Visit Importance times .300™* 428 .8245
Performance (F =4.264)
Post-Visit Importance minus —.247* 375 .7555
Performance (F = 3.644)
Pre-Visit Importance minus —.377* .350* .8238
Performance (F =10.738)
Performance minus —.456™* 497 .8978
Expectations (F = 6.245)

*significant at .000, ** significant at .001, *** significant at .002
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supported. An alternative explanation for the ‘large’ (Cohen, 1988) co-efficient
is the possibility of a halo effect relating to individual attribute and overall satis-
faction evaluation due to the shared timing of their capture after the experience.
Interestingly, the weighting of ‘performance’ with ‘importance’ scores—both
pre- and post-visit—has not improved the predictive validity of the ‘performance’
measure, which supports Hypothesis 2. By comparison H3 has not been sup-
ported because the disconfirmation-based operationalisation, i.e., ‘performance
minus expectation” showed the second highest predictive ability. Given the neg-
ative correlation between the ‘performance minus expectations’ model and
overall satisfaction, this predictive ability would seem to support the argument
that tourists are satisfied despite negative disconfirmation (Hughes, 1991;
Pearce, 1991).

The post-visit importance measure appears to be more effective than its
pre-visit counterpart with respect to the results of the correlation analysis.
However, the regression co-efficients do not follow this pattern. The regres-
sion analysis results for the discrepancy-based models, i.e., ‘post-visit impor-
tance minus performance’ and ‘pre-visit importance minus performance’
show the higher predictive ability of the former. However, the results involv-
ing the weighted models, i.e., “post-visit importance times performance’ and
‘pre-visit importance times performance’ demonstrate the higher predictive
ability of the pre-visit measure over its post-visit counterpart. On this basis the
null hypothesis for H4 cannot be rejected. The failure of the weighted models
to match the predictive ability of the ‘performance-only measure’ may result
from the inability of these models to discriminate between the contribution of
individual importance and performance scores (Crompton and Love, 1995),
although this weighted approach would seem preferable to the use of discrep-
ancy models producing ‘inferred’ scores.

Factor Analysis of Performance Ratings

Given the dominance of the ‘performance-only’ model, it was considered
appropriate to examine its dimensions and their relative influence on subjects’
overall satisfaction with Orlando. Therefore, subjects’ ratings on the ‘perfor-
mance-only’ construct were factor analysed. The analysis produced a five-fac-
tor solution (with eigenvalues > 1.0) which explained 56.539% of the overall
variance before rotation; 15 of the 21 items had loadings greater than 6.0, indi-
cating a good correlation between the items and the factor groupings they be-
long to. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value of .878 was ‘meritorious’
(Kaiser, 1974) and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reached statistical signifi-
cance, supporting the factorability of the correlation matrix. The results are
given in Table 2 and details relating to the regression of overall satisfaction
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TABLE 2. Results of the Factor Analysis of Orlando’s Attribute Performance
Ratings

Orlando's Attributes Factor 1| Factor 2 | Factor 3 | Factor 4 | Factor 5 | Communality
Factor 1: Facilitators

Accommodation .803 .685
Cleanliness .763 .660
Pool 744 .592
Safety 719 .598
Customer Service 718 .626
Friendliness of Locals 513 .465
Factor 2: Secondary Attractions

Goods at Bargain Prices .802 .679
Shopping Facilities 770 .665
Restaurant VFM .753 .670
Variety of Restaurants .666 .534
Opportunity for Rest & Relaxation 457 489
Factor 3: Tertiary Attractions

Natural & Wildlife Attractions & Trails .780 .629
Cultural & Historic Attractions & Trails 775 .639
Sports Facilities .621 477
Bus Service 514 .338
Nightlife 440 .438
Factor 4: Core Attractions

Many Things to See and Do .808 .736
Something for Everyone 743 673
Theme Parks .675 .535
Factor 5: Transport

Car-hire service .811 .696
Road Signs that are Easy to Follow .401 .388
Eigenvalue 6.244 2.007 1.686 1.434 1.067

Variance (%) 28.381 9.123 7.664 6.520 4.851

Cumulative Variance (%) 28.381 37.504 |45.168 | 51.688 | 56.539

Cronbach's Alpha .8502 .7896 .7888 .7382 5224

Number of ltems (Total = 21) 6 5 5 3 2

against each of the factors are provided in Table 3. The regression model
achieved a satisfactory level of goodness of fit in predicting the variance of
tourists’ overall satisfaction in relation to the five factors, as predicted by the
multiple correlation coefficient (R), coefficient of determination (R?) and F ra-
tio. Firstly, the R value of independent variables on the dependent variable is
.538, which shows that the tourists had high satisfaction levels with the five
factors. Secondly, the R? of 0.289 suggests that almost 30% of the variation in
overall satisfaction is explained by the five factors. Finally, the F ratio has a
value of 37.535 and is significant at .000 indicating that the beta coefficients
can be used to explain each factor’s relative contribution to the variance in
tourist’s overall satisfaction.

The results seem to support the findings from the qualitative research at the
front-end of the study in terms of the distinction which was made between Or-
lando’s attractions, for example its theme parks, and secondary elements, such
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TABLE 3. Regression Results of UK Tourists’ Overall Satisfaction Level Bases
on the Performance of Orlando’s Factors

Dependent variable: Tourists' degree of their overall satisfaction with Orlando (used as a
surrogate indicator)

Independent variables: 5 orthogonal factors representing the components of Orlando's perceived quality

Goodness of fit:  Multiple R = .538

R’=.289
Adjusted R’ = .282
SE = .5224
Analysis of variance Df Sum of Squares Mean Square
Regression 5 51.212 10.242
Residual 461 125.795 2738

F =37.535
Significant F = .000

Variable in the equation B SEB Beta T Sig. T
Independent Variable

Secondary Attractions (Factor 2) .203 0.24 .330 8.405 .000
Facilitators (Factor 1) 177 0.24 .287 7.298 .000
Core Attractions (Factor 4) .148 0.24 241 6.132 .000
Tertiary Attractions (Factor 3) 107 0.24 174 4.425 .000
Transport (Factor 5) 6.206E-02 0.24 101 2.565 .011
Constant 4.416 0.24 182.676 .000

as accommodation and customer service, which facilitated the enjoyment of
the main features. Indeed, there appears to be a good fit between the factors
and Kotler, Bowen and Maken’s (1999) product level concept in that core, sec-
ondary and tertiary attractions, facilitators and transport plus (see Table 2)
were identified. The core, secondary and tertiary attractions represent the
‘pull’ elements, whilst the facilitators and transport plus groupings enable the
attractions to be experienced and optimised by the tourist.

Factor 1: Facilitators

This factor contains generic and functional attributes which may not be
enough in themselves to attract visitors but their presence enables and supple-
ments enjoyment of the destination and its attractions. Furthermore, as such
they offer a frame of reference for comparison of one destination with another.
The regression results identify that the facilitators carried the second heaviest
weight for tourists in their overall destination satisfaction; a one unit increase



Paul Fallon and Peter Schofield 91

in the performance would lead to a 0.287 unit increase in tourists’ overall level
of satisfaction, all other variables being held constant. This emphasises the key
role of the performance of these ‘basic’ items in terms of subjects’ overall sat-
isfaction, irrespective of Orlando’s reputation in terms of its attractions.

Factor 2: Secondary Attractions

Whilst its theme parks remain Orlando’s primary attraction, Orlando is be-
coming increasingly well known for its eating and shopping facilities and their
offerings to tourists, which was emphasised in both the initial primary and sec-
ondary research. Orlando CVB Research (2001) identified shopping and din-
ing in restaurants as the top two holiday activities, outstripping visiting the
theme parks, for UK visitors in 2000. The results of the regression analysis
identify secondary attractions as the single most influential factor affecting
tourists’ overall satisfaction with Orlando; a one unit increase in the perfor-
mance of the secondary attractions would lead to a 0.330 unit increase in tour-
ists” overall level of satisfaction, all other variables being held constant. Given
the general ‘experiential’ nature of the holiday and the high financial outlay
thereon, especially in Orlando, perhaps it is hardly surprising that the perfor-
mance of ‘tangible’ purchases, such as food and goods, and locations in which
they are purchased make such a contribution to overall satisfaction. The load-
ing of ‘opportunity for rest and relaxation’ on this factor is interesting given
that Orlando is prima facie a highly active holiday destination due to the over-
all scale and scope of its attractions. Consequently, it may be that shopping and
dining represent crucial opportunities for visitors to re-charge their batteries.

Factor 3: Tertiary Attractions

These represent attractions for which Orlando is arguably less well-known.
Despite their quality and abundance at the destination, they are overshadowed
by the core and secondary attractions. A one unit increase in the performance
of the secondary attractions would lead to a 0.174 unit increase in tourists’
overall level of satisfaction, all other variables being held constant. Interest-
ingly, Orlando is now trying to broaden its appeal by emphasising its less fa-
mous resources and in particular to repeat visitors (Brodie, 2000).

Factor 4: Core Attractions
Since Orlando is renowned for the number and variety of its attractions, es-

pecially its man-made theme parks, it might be expected that these core attrac-
tions would make the greatest contribution to overall destination satisfaction.
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Furthermore, focus group research and informal discussion with respondents
during the survey proper emphasised that much of Orlando’s appeal lay in its
ability to meet the diverse needs of large tourist parties including extended
families. However, the results of the regression identify that these core attrac-
tions carried only the third heaviest weight for tourists in their overall destina-
tion satisfaction. A one unit increase in the performance would lead to a 0.241
unit increase in tourists’ overall level of satisfaction, all other variables being
held constant.

Factor 5: Transport Plus

The majority (70%) of respondents used a hire-car to get around Orlando
during their holiday. Clearly, hire-cars and road signs are both attributes which
enable, or facilitate, the enjoyment and optimisation of Orlando’s attractions,
and possibly more so than at any other destination. However, the regression
analysis identified this factor as the least influential factor affecting tourists’
overall satisfaction with Orlando; a one unit increase in the performance of the
secondary attractions would lead to a 0.101 unit increase in tourists’ overall
level of satisfaction, all other variables being held constant. This contrasts with
the contribution of the other functional attributes, i.e., the facilitators. This
may be due to the fact that cars and road-signs represent the least interesting
functional element of Orlando’s offering, in comparison with hotels, villas,
pools and customer service.

CONCLUSION

The study compared the predictive validity of six conceptualised models in
relation to tourists’ overall satisfaction with Orlando, Florida, the UK’s most
popular long-haul holiday destination. Using factor analysis and multiple re-
gression, the ‘performance only’ model was clearly identified as the best pre-
dictor of overall satisfaction. The incorporation of ‘importance’ ratings did not
improve the predictive validity of the ‘performance only’ solution. Both results
support previous comparative research. However, unlike previous research,
this study focused on comparing models at the destination level and captured
both pre-visit and post-visit importance ratings, which enabled a further com-
parison. The ‘pre-visit importance X performance’ model was a better predictor
of overall satisfaction than its ‘post-visit’ equivalent. The second best predic-
tor of overall satisfaction was the ‘performance-expectation’ model, which
contrasted with the results of previous comparative research.



Paul Fallon and Peter Schofield 93

Five ‘dimensions’ of Orlando’s tourism offering were identified from visi-
tors’ performance ratings on an original 22-attribute scale: core, secondary and
tertiary attractions, facilitators and transport. Secondary attractions—compris-
ing shopping and dining facilities, their output and the opportunity for rest and
relaxation—had the highest influence on overall tourist satisfaction with Or-
lando. The second most influential factor was facilitators, which relates to the
functional attributes such as accommodation and customer service. Core at-
tractions, the original raison d’etre of many holidays in Orlando, made only
the third largest contribution to overall satisfaction. The fourth largest influ-
ence was due to fertiary, and arguably less well-known, attractions, i.e., sports
facilities, nightlife, and cultural and wildlife resources. The final factor identi-
fied related to transport, comprising car-hire and easy-to-follow road-signage,
which, like the facilitators, also enable tourists to optimise their holiday in Or-
lando.

Given that destinations are increasingly being challenged to compete for
tourists, they need to continually build on their strengths and supplement their
offerings in order to both maintain their appeal and also ‘keep the customer sat-
isfied.” In effect, these two key objectives for destinations ‘book-end’ the tour-
ist’s holiday decision-making and experience by appealing to tourists in the first
instance and subsequently ‘sending them home happy,” and hopefully ready to
recommend and return. This research has identified that Orlando’s secondary
attractions make the highest contribution to UK visitor satisfaction. Interest-
ingly, two of these—shopping and dining in restaurants—represent the main cur-
rent activities of UK visitors to Orlando; visiting theme parks is now only the
third most popular leisure activity (Orlando CVB Research, 2001). Conse-
quently, it would seem that Orlando is succeeding in keeping its UK customers
satisfied, both in general and specifically in terms of their main activities. Fur-
thermore, Orlando also has the basic functional elements, or facilitators, in
place; these elements make the second highest contribution to overall visitor
satisfaction.
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that [1] the lodging industry scores slightly better than the entire service
sector and about the same as the national score, and [2] there is signifi-
cant variation in satisfaction scores among the six brands tested. Implica-

tions for management are included. [Article copies available for a fee from
The Haworth Document Delivery Service: 1-800-HAWORTH. E-mail address:
<docdelivery@haworthpress.com> Website: <http://www.HaworthPress.com>
© 2003 by The Haworth Press, Inc. All rights reserved. ]
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INTRODUCTION

A 2001 study asked hotel managers to identify key areas of concern in the
management of their business. Not surprisingly, hotel managers identified
“understanding the customer” as the second most important issue after human
resource management. Their concerns in this area fell into three categories, ob-
taining good customer information, thinking strategically about marketing and
customer segments to obtain competitive advantage, and developing measures
of guest satisfaction (Enz, 2001). The U.S. hotel industry has matured and
market growth has peaked, resulting in slow growth. With the proliferation of
brands, U.S. hotels operate in a very competitive environment—both nationally
and internationally. In this operating environment, maintaining and increasing
market share is a direct function of guest retention and repurchase decisions by
these guests. The growth of frequent guest programs offered by the leading ho-
tel chains is evidence of how important customer loyalty is.

A typical business strategy to increase revenue has both offensive and defen-
sive elements. Offensive strategy is involved with guest acquisition and there-
fore focuses on external promotional tools such as sales, advertising, publicity,
and public relations. On the other hand, defense elements rely on operational ser-
vice quality to maximize guest retention and reduce guests’ incentives to switch to a
competitor’s hotel. There are primarily two forms of defensive or internal ele-
ments: (1) increasing switching barriers, which make it costly for customers to
change to another hotel brand, and (2) increasing customer satisfaction, which
makes it more expensive for the competitor to take away the hotel’s current
guests (Fornell, 1992). In a mature lodging market, a hotel firm’s growth is
most likely a result of increasing market share at the expense of the competing
hotels in the same market space. As a result, hotel firms that focus on increas-
ing guest satisfaction are more likely to have a stronger defense and less likely
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to erode their customer base. The hospitality industry has traditionally focused
on the assets it best understands—real property and the capital that finances it.
And yet what will distinguish the most successful companies for the next cen-
tury will be the effective management of people, information and customer re-
lationships, the industry’s intangible assets (Cline, 1997).

RELEVANT RESEARCH ON GUEST SATISFACTION

Leading hotel companies have an instinctive understanding of the value of a
satisfied customer and continuously examine and develop innovative guest re-
lation practices within their organization. The results of a 1999 benchmark
study that identified hotel company Best Practices show that many of the lead-
ing companies have a service culture firmly in place, have built an empowered
service delivery system, have facilitated a customer listening orientation, and
have developed responsive service guarantees (Enz and Siguaw, 2000; Dube
and Renaghan, 1999). The research also showed that the Best Practices Cham-
pion hotel, has developed its guest service practices to create a satisfactory ser-
vice experience that delivers customer value, and in turn builds customer loyalty
(Dube and Renaghan, 1999).

In a review of customer satisfaction research in the hospitality industry, Oh
and Parks (1997) found that most of the studies undertaken by hospitality re-
searchers have focused on identifying the sources of customer satisfaction and
discovering effective ways to determine customer wants and needs. While most
researchers disagree on the number of key attributes, they all agree that satis-
faction must be measured on a multiattribute scale.

Barsky (1992) and Barsky and Labagh (1992) introduced the expectancy
and disconfirmation paradigm into hospitality satisfaction research. They tested
their model using comment card data and found that those guests who were
satisfied or highly satisfied with their stay expressed a willingness to return
to the hotel. Pizam and Millman (1993) continued to use the expectancy-
disconfirmation paradigm to predict traveler satisfaction.

Gundersen, Morten and Olsson (1996) identified important factors of guest
satisfaction for business travelers and created an instrument to measure satis-
faction within this segment. They found that the tangible aspects of house-
keeping along with the intangible aspects of the front desk were particularly
important for overall guest satisfaction for business travelers.

Other studies on guest satisfaction in the hospitality industry include Kirwin
(1992), who studied the relationship among guest satisfaction, sales and prof-
its; Reid and Sandler (1992), who reviewed technology as a tool to improve
customer satisfaction in hotels; and (Dube, Renaghan and Miller, 1994), who
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researched the use of customer satisfaction data to identify market-positioning
strategies.

Based on an extensive review of customer satisfaction and service quality
research in the hospitality industry, Oh and Parks (1997) found that, despite
the advancement of customer satisfaction constructs and models in the con-
sumer behavior literature, application in the hospitality industry has been lim-
ited. Accordingly, they identified a number of opportunities to modify and
apply these models for the hospitality industry. More specifically, they found
that there is a lack of industry-specific models designed to measure CS. As
customer expectations differ, depending on the target industry or organization,
it is difficult to generalize results of studies that use a broad sample. They sug-
gest that researchers should design industry level studies to study customer
satisfaction within a particular competitive market structure. Results of these
studies can be more revealing, as they would identify differences in satisfac-
tion, and expectations between customers within the given market set.

The American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI), which forms the basis
of this study, fills these two deficiencies in the hospitality research literature,
by applying a well-recognized structural equation model to a hotel market spe-
cific research design.

OVERVIEW OF AMERICAN CUSTOMER SATISFACTION INDEX

Established in 1994, the American Satisfaction Index (ACSI) is a national
economic indicator of customer evaluations of the quality of goods and ser-
vices from companies and government agencies that produce approximately
half of the Gross Domestic Product (GNP), plus foreign companies with sub-
stantial market shares in the United States. It does so by quantifying customer
satisfaction and its effects on customer loyalty. The ACSI reports a national
satisfaction index on a scale of 0-100. It is updated quarterly, on a rolling basis,
with new data for one or two sectors of the economy, replacing data collected
the prior year for those sectors. Sector, industry, and agency indices are up-
dated annually. The ACSI currently measures satisfaction for seven economic
sectors, 29 industries, 180 companies, two local government services, major
customer segments of 30 Federal agencies, and the U.S. Postal Service. The
Index is produced and the data housed at the National Quality Research Center
(NQRC) at the University of Michigan Business School. For a more in-depth
discussion of the American Satisfaction Index, see ACSI Methodology Report
(Fornell, Bryant, Cha, Johnson, Anderson and Ettlie, 1998) or visit the ACSI
website at http://www.theacsi.org.
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Data for the macro ACSI model were collected through phone surveys us-
ing a computer-assisted telephone interviewing system (CATI). Customers,
ages 18 to 84, were randomly selected from within national and/or regionally
probability samples of continental U.S. households. Respondents within the
household were selected using the criterion of having the most recent birthday;
this provided a representative distribution of respondents by age, gender, and
other characteristics. The definition of a * customer” in the American Cus-
tomer Satisfaction data set is: an individual chosen randomly from a large uni-
verse of potential buyers who qualifies by recent experience as the purchaser
and user of products of services of specific companies or agencies that supply
household consumers in the continental United States. (Fornell, Bryant, Cha,
Johnson, Anderson & Ettlie, 1998).

THE ACSI MODEL

Satisfaction should be reflected in a variety of comparison standards (Cadotte,
Woodruff and Jenkins, 1987; Johnson & Fornell, 1991; Woodruff, Ernest and
Jenkins, 1983). The American Consumer Satisfaction Index is embedded in a
set of causal equations (cause-effect) that link customer expectations, per-
ceived quality, and perceived value to customer satisfaction (ACSI). As illus-
trated in Figure 1, the index is the heart of the model; itis a weighted average of
three critical standards: (1) Overall Satisfaction, (2) Expectancy-disconfirmation
(performance that falls short of or exceeds expectations), and (3) Performance
versus the customer’s ideal product or service in the category.

Part T of the model encompasses three drivers of satisfaction (left side of
model), each of which has its own index:

* Opverall Perceived Quality. Satisfaction is primarily a function of a cus-
tomer’s quality experience with a product or service (Churchill & Suprenant,
1982; Fornell 1992; Tse & Wilton, 1988; Westbrook & Reilly, 1983).
According to Deming (1981) and Juran and Gryna (1988), a quality ex-
perience provides key customer requirements (customization) and deliv-
ers on those requirements reliably (reliability).

* Perceived Value. Value is the level of product or service quality experi-
ence relative to the price paid. It incorporates price information into the
model so consumers can compare brands and categories from a monetary
perspective (Johnson, 1984). The concept of perceived value also must
control for differences in income and budget constraints across custom-
ers (Hauser and Shugan, 1983, Lancaster, 1971), thus allowing compari-
sons of high- and low-priced products and services.
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* Customer Expectations. Expectations are the level of quality a customer
expects to receive and are based on prior exposure to the product or ser-
vice—including past experiences, recommendations from others, and cor-
porate promotional activities, such as advertising, public relations, and
publicity. Expectations serve as an anchor in the evaluation process,
thereby allowing comparisons of high and low priced products and ser-
vices (Oliver, 1980; van Raaij, 1989). Expectations capture the guest’s
prior knowledge of the product or service, and are adjusted up and down
in light of his or her more recent purchase and consumption experience.
Thus, they capture the guest’s ability to learn from experience and pre-
dict quality and value (Howard, 1977).

Part IT (center) is the key to the model and the focus of this research project.
It embodies Customer Satisfaction as measured by the three-variable ACSI.

Overall Satisfaction. This variable measures the satisfaction of the respon-
dent’s experience with a hotel based on ten-point scale with “1” being very dis-
satisfied and “10” indicating very satisfied.

* Expectancy-Disconfirmation. This variable measures the degree to which
the respondent’s experience fell short or exceeded his or her expectations
on a 10-point scale, with “1” indicating fell short of expectations and
“10” exceeding expectations.

* Comparison to Ideal. The third variable asked the respondent to imagine
their ideal hotel and compare the current hotel with this ideal product. A
10-point scale was used with “1” being not very close to the ideal hotel
and “10” indicating close to the ideal.

Part I1I of this model indicates the outcomes of Satisfaction—i.e., the conse-
quences of the ACSL

* Customer Complaints. Following Hirshman’s (1970) exit voice theory,
the immediate results of an increase in Customer Satisfaction are de-
creased Customer Complaints and increased Customer Loyalty (Fornell
and Wernerfelt, 1988).

* Customer Loyalty. The final relationship in the model is the effect of
Customer Complaints on Customer Loyalty, which indicates a firm’s
customer-handling system (Fornell, 1992). A positive relationship
indicates the effectiveness of complaint handling while a negative rela-
tionship implies that a deficient customer-handling system may have en-
couraged customer defection.
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APPLICATION OF THE ACSI MODEL
TO THE U.S. LODGING INDUSTRY

The ACSI model is useful on four levels. The first level is that of a national
or macro model of satisfaction with the quality of goods and services con-
sumed in the United States. This national model has been successfully devel-
oped and validated at the National Quality Research Center at the University
of Michigan Business School (Fornell, Johnson, Anderson, Cha and Bryant,
1996). The second level represents the overall satisfaction with an economic
sector, such as the service sector. The third level evaluates performance by an
industry as measured and represented in the ACSI. The fourth and final level is
a micro measure of customer satisfaction with his or her total purchase and
consumption experience, both actual and anticipated, from an individual firm.

To date, data for the hotel industry (level three) have not been extracted,
validated, and analyzed using the ACSI framework. This void is also true for
the individual hotel brand’s (level four) included in the ACSI. Given this fact,
the focus of this study was two-fold: (1) To extract data for the hotel industry
from the 2000 data set to evaluate consumers’ overall satisfaction (Part II of
the model) with their hotel experiences, and (2) to compare ACSI scores across
those hotel brands included in the index for this bellwether year. The results of
this analysis will provide and validate the measurement of a hotel brand’s most
fundamental revenue-generating assets: it customers. Higher customer satis-
faction, should increase loyalty, reduce price elasticities, insulate current mar-
ket share from competitors, lower transaction costs, reduce failure costs and
the costs of attracting new customers, and help build a firm’s reputation in the
marketplace (Anderson, Fornell, and Lehman, 1994).

HOTEL INDUSTRY SAMPLING FRAME

The Hotel Industry is included in the ACSI as part of the Services Sector.
Six hotel companies, representing a broad cross-section of market segments,
locations, price tiers, brand affiliations, amenities, represent the industry and
services offered. Firms included are those that are considered to have a major
impact on their field. The six companies chosen in the hotel industry represents
1,289,883 rooms, which is 31 percent of the total U.S. hotel room inventory.
Currently, the ACSI hotel industry database has approximately 14,500 national
interviews from 1994-2000. Table 1 outlines a description of the hotel compa-
nies and sample size of the hotel data extracted from the ACSI database for the
current research.
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TABLE 1. Hotel Firms Represented in American Customer Satisfaction Index
(2000)

Hotel Firm Description Of Hotel Firm N’

Ramada Franchisor with three hotel brands: Ramada Limited, Ramada Inn, and Ramada 251
Plaza. Operating in the lower and middle market price segments. Approximately
120,000 rooms and 978 properties. Brand is part of Cendant Hotels.

Holiday Inn | Franchisor with four hotel brands. Holiday Inn, Holiday Inn Express, Holiday Inn Se- 250
lect, and Sunspree Resort. Operating in the lower and middle price segments and
multiple market segments. Approximately 320,000 rooms and 2300 properties. Brand
is part of Six Continental Hotels.

Marriott Franchisor and management company of multiple brands in the luxury, upper, mid- 250
dle, and lower price segments and multiple market segments. Approximately 436,000
hotel rooms and 2600 properties.

Hilton Owner, management company, and franchisor of multiple brands in luxury, upper, 310
middle, and lower price segments and multiple market segments. Approximately
326,000 hotel rooms and 1986 properties.

Starwood Owner, management company and franchisor multiple brands in luxury, and upper | 253
price segments and multiple market segments. Approximately 224,000 rooms and 743
properties.

Hyatt Management Company of multiple Hyatt Brands such as Grand Hyatt, Hyatt Re- 149
gency, and Park Hyatt primarily focusing in the luxury and upper price segments and
mainly in the business and resort market segments. Approximately, 55,000 rooms and
120 properties.

Total 1463

N = Number of customers responding to that firm.

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

As stated earlier, this study focuses on the heart of the ACSI model-the
three elements that measure Customer Satisfaction. The principal findings, pre-
sented in Tables 2, 3 and 4, summarize and analyze guest satisfaction with ho-
tel industry as whole as well as each of the representative firms included in the
study. Specifically, the findings analyze (1) the guest’s overall satisfaction
with their experience, (2) the degree to which their experience exceeded or fell
short of expectations, and (3) the proximity of this experience with the guest’s
ideal hotel. The summary and dispersion statistics were analyzed and a t-test of
equality of means was applied to test for significant differences in these three
satisfaction scores between the hotel firms. In other words, we tested for sig-
nificant differences between hotel firms with regard to their overall satisfac-
tion scores, the degree to which their satisfaction exceeded or fell short of
consumer expectations and the proximity of their satisfaction score to their
ideal hotel experience.
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TABLE 2. Measures of Satisfaction’ for the Hotel Industry and the Six Selected
Hotel Brands Tested in the American Consumer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) in
2000

Hotel Hilton Holiday Hyatt Marriott Ramada | Starwood

Industry Inn
[] Satisfaction
N 1463 310 250 149 250 251 253
Mean® 8.17 8.49 8.12 8.33 8.34 7.87 7.85
Std. Deviation 1.85 1.58 1.78 1.56 1.69 2.14 2.10
] Distribution of Satisfaction Scores
Score of 10 27.8% 34.5% 24.4% 25.5% 28.8% 26.7% 24.1%
Scores of 7-9 58.6 55.5 61.6 63.7 62.4 53.0 58.1
Scores of 4-6 10.5 8.6 11.6 9.4 6.0 15.2 12.2
Scores of 1-3 3.2 1.3 2.4 1.4 2.8 5.2 5.6
O T-Tests*
Hilton .009* .294 .256 .000* .000*
Holiday Inn .009* .236 165 154 126
Hyatt .294 .236 .966 .014* .010*
Marriott .256 .165 .966 .007* .005*
Ramada .000* 154 .014* .007* .938
Starwood .000* 126 .010* .005* .938

iMeasured in the ACSI by Variable #10 (See Table 1): Overall Satisfaction
Mean scores are computed on a scale where 10 = Very Satisfied and 1 = Very Dissatisfied.
* = Significant at p < .05.

OVERALL GUEST SATISFACTION

In the bellwether year studied (2000), the hotel industry had a strong overall
guest satisfaction performance, with a mean score of 8.17 on the ACSI 10-point
scale (see Table 2).

However, with a standard deviation of 1.87, we may expect about 70 per-
cent of the cases to score between 6.30 and 10.00. This indicates that, while on
average, the industry had a higher score, guests are being exposed to a wide
range of satisfaction experiences. Individually, Hilton, Marriott, and Hyatt ho-
tels had the highest guest satisfaction experiences, with mean scores of 8.49,
8.34, and 8.33 respectively. They are followed by Holiday Inn (8.12), Ramada
(7.87) and Starwood (7.85). Furthermore, the three higher-scoring hotel
brands had lower standard deviations, as compared to both the overall hotel in-
dustry and lower-scoring hotel firms; this suggests a more predictable range of
guest experiences. Both Ramada and Starwood hotels had the highest standard
deviations, 2.14, and 2.10 respectively, suggesting a wider range of satisfac-
tion experiences.
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TABLE 3. Measures of Expectancy Disconfirmation®for the Hotel Industry and
the Six Selected Hotel Brands Tested in the American Consumer Satisfaction
Index (ACSI) in 2000

Hotel Hilton Holiday Hyatt Marriott | Ramada |Starwood

Industry Inn
[] Meeting Expectation Scores
N 1459 310 248 149 250 250 252
Mean® 7.24 7.58 714 7.29 7.31 6.96 7.08
Std. Deviation 2.09 1.94 2.03 1.91 2.03 2.32 2.19
[ Distribution of Expectancy Disconfirmation Scores
Score of 10 14.35% 16.8% 10.5% 12.8% 14.0% 16.0% 12.8%
Scores of 7-9 54.3 59.0 58.0 58.3 56.0 45.2 58.3
Scores of 4-6 26.3 20.3 26.2 25.5 26.0 31.2 25.5
Scores of 1-3 5.1 3.9 5.2 3.3 4.0 7.6 3.3
O T-Tests’
Hilton .009* 131 .106 .001* .004*
Holiday Inn .009* 474 .359 .344 .728
Hyatt 131 474 .925 123 .325
Marriott .106 .359 .925 .071 .218
Ramada .001* .344 123 .071 .554
Starwood .004* 728 .325 218 .554

SMeasured in the ACSI by Variable #11 (See Table 1): Performance that falls short or exceeds expectations.
7Mean scores are computed on a scale where 10 = Exceeds expectations and 1 = Falls short of expectations.
* = Significant at p < .05.

The distribution of the satisfaction scores revealed that about 28 percent of
the guests were very satisfied with the industry (score of 10), with a majority
(58.6%) giving a score between 7 and 9. Hilton, the highest-scoring firm, had
more than one-third of its guests awarding it 10 points, with about 56 percent se-
lecting 7 to 9 points. An analysis of this distribution across all six lodging firms
provides a favorable satisfaction distribution, with 90 percent of guests at the
high-performing firms, Hilton, Hyatt and Marriott, and 80-85 percent of guests
at Ramada, Starwood, and Holiday Inn choosing scores of 7 to 10 points. Even
though the large proportion of satisfied guests points to strong service quality,
differences in dissatisfaction scores between hotel firms are even more informa-
tive. Ten percent of the guests staying at Hilton, the strongest-performing brand
in the study, indicated low satisfaction scores, while at the other extreme, 20 per-
cent of Ramada customers indicated low satisfaction with their experience. In an
increasingly competitive market, where growth in market share is often depend-
ent upon retaining present customers coupled with convincing customers to
switch from other brands, even small differences in satisfaction scores between
competitors is critical for the brand’s performance.
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TABLE 4. Measures of Performance Compared to Ideal® for the Hotel Industry
and the Six Selected Hotel Brands Tested in the American Consumer Satisfac-
tion Index (ACSI) in 2000

Hotel Hilton Holiday Hyatt Marriott | Ramada | Starwood

Industry Inn
[J Comparison to Ideal
N 1453 309 247 149 249 250 249
Mean® 6.75 717 6.62 7.21 6.97 6.44 6.17
Std. Deviation 2.27 2.11 2.16 1.90 2.10 2.51 2.53
] Distribution of Comparison to Ideal Scores
Score of 10 11.9% 14.6% 11.3% 10.7% 10.8% 14.0% 8.8%
Scores of 7-9 49.0 53.1 47.0 61.0 53.4 40.8 42.6
Scores of 4-6 29.2 25.9 33.6 22.9 28.1 30.8 32.8
Scores of 1-3 9.9 6.4 8.0 5.4 7.6 14.4 16.0
O T-Tests'®
Hilton .003* .858 .265 .000* .000*
Holiday Inn - .003* .007* .069 .372 .033*
Hyatt .858 .007* .261 .001* .000*
Marriott .265 .069 .261 .010* .218
Ramada .000* .372 .001* .010* .244
Starwood .000* .033* .000* .218 .244

8Measured in the ACSI by Variable #12 (See Table 1): Performance versus the customer’s ideal product and service in the
ategory.
Mean scores are computed on a scale where 10 = Very close to ideal and 1 = Not very close to ideal.
O 2 Significant at p < .05.

Our analysis of satisfaction scores across the six hotel brands found interest-
ing differences among firms. Based on a t-test of equality of means, we identi-
fied significant differences in satisfaction scores among Hilton, Holiday Inn,
Ramada, and Starwood. As Hilton had the highest satisfaction scores, they ap-
pear to be better positioned to gain or retain market share. Similarly, satisfac-
tion scores at Hyatt were significantly different as compared to Ramada and
Starwood. While there is no relevance with regard to the Ramada scores (Hyatt
and Ramada are not competing brands), Hyatt appears better positioned to
compete against Starwood, which is a competitor with its Sheraton, W, Westin,
and St Regis brands. Similarly, satisfaction scores for Marriott were signifi-
cantly different compared to Ramada and Starwood. As Marriott is a widely-
diversified hotel firm and has brands ranging from Fairfield, in the limited ser-
vice segment, to Ritz Carlton, in the luxury segment, both Ramada and
Starwood may be adversely affected.

While the preceding analysis focuses on the differences in satisfaction scores
among hotel firms, an interesting observation regarding similarity of satisfac-
tion performance between two dissimilar operating formats may be in order.
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While Hyatt Hotels is purely a management company with hotels in the upper
tier, Marriott operates in multiple market segments and has multiple operating
formats (franchisor, management company, and corporate owned), yet their
satisfaction scores are almost identical (8.33 and 8.34). This may dispel a pop-
ular notion that when companies franchise their operations, they necessarily
lose quality.

ACTUAL SATISFACTION EXPERIENCE
COMPARED TO GUEST EXPECTATIONS

Whereas overall satisfaction scores measured the guest’s experience with
their hotel stay, the second central component of customer satisfaction is a com-
parison of guest expectations with their actual experience. Customers measure
their satisfaction based on the degree to which the hotel industry and individ-
ual firms exceed, meet, or fall short of their expectations. While the overall
guest satisfaction score for the hotel industry was 8.17, the industry’s ability to
meet guest expectations was lower, with a mean score of 7.24 (see Table 3).

With a standard deviation of 2.09, the industry suffers from a wide range of
customer expectancy-confirmation scores, with about 70 percent of the cases
likely to score between 5.15 and 9.38. While earning lower scores than for
overall satisfaction (7.58, 7.31 and 7.29), guests staying at a Hilton, Marriott
and Hyatt are more likely to have their expectations met than at a Holiday Inn,
Starwood and Ramada hotel, with mean scores of 7.14, 7.08 and 6.96, respec-
tively. Despite differences in mean expectation scores, variability in scores
was high across all hotel firms, with standard deviations ranging from 1.91 to
2.32. This establishes the fact that guests staying at these hotels experience a
high degree of unpredictability with regard to their expectations being met.

A review of the distribution of expectation scores shows that these hotels
exceed guest expectations 14 percent of the time (score of 10), while either
meeting or coming close to meeting expectations for about 54 percent of their
guests. Alarmingly, however, for a little over 30 percent of guests, hotels do
not meet their expectations. While industry seminars, company newsletters,
trade publication articles, and best practice research all tout the importance of
“delighting the customer,” “showering them with surprises,” “the WOW fac-
tor” and “exceeding guest expectations,” results do not reflect this purported
high level of service. Even the high-performing hotel brands exceeded guest
expectations only in 17 percent of the cases. All the firms either meet or come
close to meeting expectations in about 60 percent of the cases (Ramada, was
the only exception with 45%). Equally important to note is that most firms fell
short of meeting guest expectations in 25-30 percent of the cases, with the low-
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est-performing firm (Ramada) not meeting guest expectations in about 40 per-
cent of the cases.

Our analysis found significant differences in meeting guest expectations
among Hilton, Holiday Inn, Ramada, and Starwood. To the degree to which
guests’ hotel choice is based on the perception that the brand will meet their
expectation, differences in expectation scores between hotel firms is impor-
tant. Based on this analysis, Hilton has a competitive advantage over other ho-
tels. Once again, there is a remarkable similarity between Hyatt and Marriott,
two dissimilar firms, in their ability to meet guest expectations (7.29 and 7.31).

ACTUAL GUEST EXPERIENCE COMPARED TO IDEAL HOTEL

A third frame of reference used by customers to gauge their satisfaction is
comparison of a product or service to an ideal. The ideal in this case serves as a
benchmark against which a product or service is compared to form a positive
or negative impression. A customer’s ideal hotel is one which meets all her or
his expectations, satisfies the customer’s requirements for customization and
reliability, and has the highest perceived value.

As an industry, hotels fall short of meeting the guest’s requirements from a
guest’s image of an ideal hotel. Whereas a score of 10 would indicate that the
hotel is very close to the guest’s ideal, the hotel industry scored 6.75, with a
wide standard deviation of 2.27 (see Table 4).

Hyatt hotels had the highest mean score of 7.21, followed by Hilton (7.17)
and Marriott (6.97). At the low end were Holiday Inn (6.62), Ramada (6.44)
and Starwood (6.17). As with the expectation-disconfirmation scores, there
was a wide dispersion of scores, with standard deviations ranging from a low
of 1.91 to a high of 2.51.

The hotel industry was very close to the guest’s ideal hotel only in 12 per-
cent of the cases, with about 49 percent of the times being fairly or close to the
guest’s ideal hotel. The low-scoring hotels (Ramada, Starwood and Holiday
Inn) achieved proximity to the guest’s ideal hotel in about 40 to 47 percent of
the cases, while the high-scoring hotels (Hyatt, Hilton and Marriott) achieved
proximity in about 65 to 72 percent of the cases. The wide gap between the ho-
tel’s service delivery and the guest’s ideal benchmark points to an opportunity
to further understand guest preferences.

Testing for differences among brands shows that the high-performing ho-
tels, Hyatt, Hilton were significantly different than the low-performing hotels,
and Marriott was significantly different from Ramada. Even among the low-
performing hotels, Holiday Inn was significantly different from Starwood. In a
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competitive marketplace, when the closest competitor has a closer ideal fit,
low-scoring hotels are in danger of eroding their market share.

COMPARISON OF HOTEL ACSI SCORES
WITH SERVICE SECTOR AND US NATIONAL SCORES

An individual hotel brand’s ACSI score represents an evaluation of the total
purchase and consumption experience by its customers; an industry ACSI
score represents the industry customer’s overall evaluation of its market offer-
ing. On the other hand, a sector score is an overall evaluation of all service in-
dustries while the national ACSI gauges the nation’s total consumption experi-
ence (Fornell, Johnson, Anderson, Cha & Bryant, 1996).

In addition to looking at the three measures outline in Tables 2, 3, and 4, we
found it very useful to analyze two other findings. First, we wanted to look at
the overall ACSI score for each of the six hotel brands. The rankings, shown in
Table 5, mirror those found in each of the component measures.

Hilton is the clear leader with a 77. Hyatt and Marriott, tie for second place
at 74, and are closely followed by Starwood with a 73. Holiday Inn scores two
points lower, while Ramada exhibits the lowest score of 69. While only eight
ranking points separate these brands, this represents a significant range in sat-
isfaction.

Secondly, we needed to look at how the hotel industry fares when compared
to industries in the Service Sector, as well as the national whole. For the year
2000, hotel customers reported higher satisfaction scores (72) as compared to
the consumption experience of service sector customers as a whole (69.4) and
slightly lower than the national total of 72.6. This indicates that hotel firms are

TABLE 5. Comparison of Overall ACSI Scores: National Total, Service Sector,
Hotel Industry, Six Hotel Brands in 2000"

National 72.6
Service Sector 69.4
Hotel Industry 72.0
J Hilton 77.0
[J Holiday Inn 71.0
[ Hyatt 74.0
[J Marriott 74.0
[J Ramada 69.0
[J Starwood 73.0

"The ACSI scores represent the econometric computation of Variables 10, 11, and 12 shown in Table 2.
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doing a somewhat better job in satisfying their guests than are other service or-
ganizations, but are not out-performing the national set of US organizations.

CONCLUSIONS

This study extracts the hotel industry scores from the overall ACSI in order
to analyze guest satisfaction using three important standards: (1) overall satis-
faction, (2) expectancy-disconfirmation, and (3) customer experience com-
pared to an ideal product. Findings from this research study reveal meaningful
information about satisfaction at multiple levels.

¢ First, results show that customer satisfaction with the hotel industry product
is clearly different based on the standard used. While overall satisfaction
scores were relatively high, when measured against guest expectations, the
scores were lower. Furthermore, the scores were the weakest when guests
were asked to compare their experience with an ideal hotel stay.

¢ Second, even though the summary ACSI scores for the hotel industry
were relatively high for overall satisfaction and the majority of the guests
were either satisfied with their stay, had their expectations met or found
their hotel experience fairly proximate to their ideal, the dispersion of
these scores was very wide. Also, the results show that in only a small
percentage of cases, guest experiences matched their ideal hotel or ex-
ceeded their expectations.

¢ Third, a comparison of satisfaction, across the different firms and brands
indicated a number of significant differences in satisfaction scores, which
implies a heterogeneity of guest experiences across brands.

¢ Finally, when compared with the service sector and national customer
satisfaction for the year 2000, the hotel satisfaction scores are slightly
ahead of the service sector and virtually even with national customer sat-
isfaction.

IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR THE HOTEL INDUSTRY

In an overly-saturated and branded hotel market, the results of this research
have many important implications for hotel managers and brand management
in general. Combining the results of our research with related research, we
highlight these implications and offer recommendations for management to
consider.
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At a very fundamental level, the results of this study show that it is imper-
ative for hotel managers to focus on increasing overall guest satisfaction lev-
els as a guest retention strategy. As previously noted, studies have shown a
relationship between customer satisfaction and loyalty. While a loyal cus-
tomer is not necessarily satisfied, satisfied customers tend to be loyal. In a
competitive marketplace where market growth depends more on increasing
market share than on creating new demand, high satisfaction levels are the
hotel brand’s anchor to promote guest retention. The growth of Internet-based
distribution channels has further increased the threat of customers migrating to
the competition.

Guests generally choose a branded hotel over an unbranded hotel because of
the expectation that the brand offers—i.e., a predictable level of service, consis-
tent with that brand. This study shows that, in general, the hotel industry displays
low expectancy scores that were highly varied, indicating unpredictability. At
the individual brand level, the variation in scores between the firms will bene-
fit the higher-scoring firms at the expense of their lower-scoring peers. How-
ever, at the industry level the unpredictability of expectation scores erodes the
implicit promise of a brand, namely to create a product designed for a particu-
lar market niche, providing a predictable level of service. In an environment in
which the proliferation of hotel brands is reducing the distinction between them,
and the threat of “commoditization,” (a phenomenon that equates hotel rooms
with commodities, differentiated primarily by their price, rather than their
unique selling proposition) looms over brand managers, an increasing gap be-
tween guest expectations and actual service delivery at branded hotels will
continue to pose a serious challenge to brand equity.

In 1999, a comprehensive study at Cornell University titled, a “Key to Best
Practices in the U.S. Lodging Industry,” (Dube and Reneghan, 1999) identi-
fied functional best practices in the industry. A key finding showed that effec-
tive branding decisions means that hotels must translate promised benefits into
detailed operating functions, the service delivery systems, and the structural
aspects of the property. The best practice leaders in the study were those who
had functional practices in place that matched its brand promise. Except for
these few industry leaders, the Cornell study found little evidence to show that
hoteliers are establishing links between what the brand promises and what the
functional areas of hotel operations deliver. The results of our research reached
a similar conclusion, showing a gap between expectations, and actual experi-
ence.

During the past fifteen years, the hotel brands have attempted to penetrate dif-
ferent market segments by implementing a corporate brand extension strategy.
Corporate extension occurs when a parent brand (such as Holiday Inn) launches
sub-brands (such as Holiday Inn Express). Examples of these prolific extensions
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include Holiday Inn’s introduction of Holiday Inn Express, SunSpree Resorts,
and the upscale Holiday Inn Crowne Plaza. Marriott added Marriott Courtyard
as an extension and Hilton added Homewood suites after its acquisition of
Promus in 2000. Jiang, Dev and Rao (2002) state that the creation of multiple
sub-brands may reduce brand equity by their inability to maintain brand-specific
customer-service standards. In fact, the empirical results of their research show
that hotel firms with more than three brand extensions will promote customer
switching by straining the brand’s credibility, confusing and alienating custom-
ers, and by reducing the company’s support of each individual brand. The six
firms, which were part of the ACSI data set used in this study, include 65 brands,
with an average of about 11 sub-brands per firm. At the high end, Marriott Inter-
national has 23 sub-brands, and Hyatt is at the low end with 4 sub-brands. It
should be noted that Ramada, one of the brands in this study is part of Cendant,
which has a total of 12 brands. Ramada, in turn, has extended itself into three
sub-brands (Ramada Inn, Ramada Limited, and Ramada Plaza). Furthermore,
Holiday Inn is part of Six Continents, which as a total of 10 brands.

This analysis only provides partial support for the contention that more than
three brands affect satisfaction scores, since the overall scores of Hilton (7 brand
extensions), Marriott (23 brand extensions) and Hyatt (4 brand extensions) are
the highest in the sampled industry subset. On the other hand, Holiday Inn (10
brand extensions) and Ramada (12 brand extensions) are the lowest. An expla-
nation of this anomaly may be because a larger percentage of hotels are corpo-
rate-managed (management contract), in the high-scoring companies, while the
low-scoring companies are mostly franchised (with no direct corporate manage-
ment control).

As the hotel market becomes more crowded, brand offerings become less
distinct and the hotel room moves closer to commoditization. While most ho-
tels focus on improving the functionality of service attributes (as in the case of
the best practice leaders), Gilmore and Pine (2002) feel that hotels need to go a
step further. The key to providing a distinct service experience is not by merely
being functionally efficient, such as consistently providing a wake-up call on
time, but making the routine wake-up call into a memorable experience, some-
thing that the guest will share with colleagues, friends and family members
later in the day, week, month or even year. Bruce Laval, a former vice presi-
dent with Disney, coined the term, guestology (Ford, Heaton and Brown, 2001).
The purpose of the term is to focus everyone’s attention on guest behavior and
expectations. Guestology forces the firm to look systematically at the cus-
tomer experience from the guest’s point of view. It identifies the key factors
that determine quality and value for the guest, modeling them for study, mea-
suring their impact on the customer experience, testing various strategies that
might improve quality of that experience, and then providing the combination
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of factors that increases repeat visitation. Disney used guestology to identify
that cleanliness was one of the most important drivers of customer satisfaction
at theme parks. They have, therefore, designed their service systems around
this factor, which is now one of its greatest assets.

Services inherently require a human performance or deed, often in real time
and in the presence of a demanding customer. As the production and consump-
tion in a service setting are simultaneous, hotels have little or no opportunity to
detect or correct a service failure. The results of our study indicate this unreli-
ability in satisfaction performance across all brands. While improving service
quality and the consistency of service delivery should be at the heart of any
recommendation to management, we recommend the implementation of ser-
vice guarantees to overcome customer skepticism and regain their confidence.
However, many service guarantee programs are poorly implemented, and,
therefore, lack appeal to the customer. Marmorstein, Sarel and Lasser (2001)
state that to be effective, service guarantees should be stated in a clear and
straightforward manner, be easy for the customer to use and should include
service aspects of importance to the customer. Promus was the first hotel to in-
stitute a 100 percent customer satisfaction guarantee in 1989. The guarantee
promised the guest a free room night if they were not satisfied for any reason.
Carlson Hospitality also provides a guarantee, but only if certain conditions
apply (Enz & Siguaw, 2000). In September 2002, Sheraton (a Starwood brand)
launched the Sheraton Service Promise, which provides either an instant dis-
count, money back or frequent stay points for service lapses. Only a few hotel
firms provide service guarantees, and they remain largely an unused resource.
A study conducted by Evans, Clark and Knutson (1996) found that only 25
percent of the hotel respondents had some form of satisfaction guarantee pro-
gram. Those who opposed the program cited a variety of reasons including
problems with implementation and potential guest abuse of the guarantee.
Given the results of this study, we strongly suggest that hotel firms reevaluate
this premise and consider implementing satisfaction guarantee programs.

Finally, a research study conducted at the University of Michigan’s National
Quality Research Center found that a one percent increase in information tech-
nology labor investment in the service sector resulted in a 0.27 percent increase
in customer satisfaction (Mithan, Krishnan, & Fornell, 2002). Interestingly, they
also found that from 1999-2000, investment in Information Technology (IT)
by service industries actually had a negative impact on customer satisfaction.
They theorize that this may result from the firm investing too much in the latest
IT technologies, without gauging the true customer needs. This has direct im-
plications for the hotel industry, which tends to view IT tools, such as in-room
technologies, property management tools and Internet distribution channels,
as ways to get close to customers and provide them with added value. The au-
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thors of the research point out that, while IT applications have the potential to
enhance customer experience when implemented correctly, an overemphasis
on IT in automating customer touch points without specific knowledge of indi-
vidual customer needs may have adverse effects on customer satisfaction
(Mithas, Krishnan & Fornell, 2002). Another implication for the hotel industry
of this research is that investment in IT labor earns a higher return in satisfac-
tion scores, as compared to investment in equipment. Therefore, investments
in IT support services (which improves reliability), technology literacy, and
training of guest touch-point employees (bellman, front desk, and telephone
operators) are more important considerations for hotels seeking to invest in
technology to improve guest satisfaction.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

This study is the first step towards extracting and mining the rich hospitality
database that is in the ACSI model. In subsequent steps, we need to study both
the drivers and outcomes of Customer Satisfaction in the lodging industry—i.e.,
Parts I and II of the ACSI model. Once they are examined, trend data for the
entire model should be analyzed from 1994 to the present to identify changes
and understand their root causes. Finally, using the hotel industry research as
a template, research into other hospitality industries that are included in the
ACSI study can be extracted and similarly studied.
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SUMMARY. In a complex service environment such as the hotel sector,
assessing the perceived importance of services and facility attributes
provides management with information not only to benchmark their ser-
vice level provision, but also to retain and increase their customer base.
The present study examines the perceived importance of the service and
facilities attributes provided by a 3-star hotel. Results of the self-admin-
istered survey of 101 guests of three 3-star hotel properties in Perth
(Western Australia) indicated that 13 of the 18 attributes were perceived
as important. The 18 services and facility attributes were factor-analysed
and three components emerged: physical facilities, service experienced
and services provision. These three components were found to signifi-
cantly contribute to the overall importance rating of the hotel attributes.
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Statistically significant differences were noted for age and residence on
the physical facilities and services provided components. Results were
discussed and implications with further research opportunities were sug-

gested. [Article copies available for a fee from The Haworth Document Deliv-
ery Service: 1-800-HAWORTH. E-mail address: <docdelivery@haworthpress.
com> Website: <http://www.HaworthPress.com> © 2003 by The Haworth Press,
Inc. All rights reserved. ]
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INTRODUCTION

In a post-modern society, tourism is often conceptualised as a highly-com-
plex series of production-related activities (Cohen, 1996; Pretes, 1995; Munt,
1994). Changes in post-industrial society have seen an increase in leisure time,
changing work modes, increase in disposable income, growth of consumer credit,
expansion of services, and with the emergence of a post-modern culture have all
led to an increase in tourism activity (Strinati, 1995). The changes in available
income and leisure time have provided the medium for people to consume, with
the associated economic shift from production-driven markets to informa-
tion-based and service-driven markets (Johnson, Menor, Roth and Chase, 2000).
It is therefore of interest to understand and identify the characteristics of the
tourism consumer, as the pleasures of tourism originate from complex systems
and processes of production and consumption (Laws, 2003; Urry, 1990). Thus,
the vast range of attributes, characteristics and images used by tourism and hos-
pitality professionals to promote their services and products requires research so
as to facilitate the quality tourism experience for the consumer.

As an integral part of the tourism product, the role of accommodation pro-
viders is to understand the motivators and expectations of their target audi-
ences. Recognising that hotel experiences have both tangible and intangible
elements, the challenge for hoteliers is to understand and identify how hotel
managers define and create enjoyable and effective experiences for their
guests. Thus, hoteliers need to establish what aspects of their property their tar-
get audience considers to be important when evaluating the hotel experience
(Carneiro and Costa, 2001). Once these attributes have been identified, it is
then a secondary challenge for management to develop reliable techniques for
measuring the quality of the experience (Gundersen, Heide and Olsson, 1996).
Thus, this paper examines the importance levels of hotel attributes with signif-
icance to satisfaction.
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The aim of this research project was to determine which attributes guests of
three-star hotel properties perceived as important, that is to determine the im-
portance level of the nominated attributes. It then sought to investigate the sat-
isfaction with the nominated attributes (Wilensky and Buttle, 1988). Whilst many
five-star or leading hotels of the world have iconic status, or distinctive historic
links, or perhaps outstanding physical attributes or locations, many three-star
hotels tend to have lesser tangible attributes to compete with. Thus, it is of in-
terest to investigate this mid-range band of hotels within the hospitality sector
in regards to customers’ perceptions. In a complex service environment such
as the hotel sector, assessing the guests’ perception of the facilities and ser-
vices provides management with information not only to benchmark their ser-
vice level provision, but also to retain and increase their customer base.

Whilst tourism products are tangible and hence readily identifiable, services
are unique in that they are highly intangible. They frequently have high levels of
perishability and heterogeneity, and can differ in attributes due to the fact that
they may be provided by different service providers. Another key characteristic
of services is that of simultaneity, that is, it may be consumed only when the cus-
tomer is present (Lovelock, Wirtz, and Keh, 2002). With the increased expecta-
tion of tourism experience in service delivery systems and process has
developed an increase in consumer participation in the service process (Baron
and Harris, 2003; Irons, 1994). This has led to changes in structure, control and
outputs in many hotel practices and operations. Many of the outputs are transient
experiences, memories and promises (Irons, 1994). Trons (1994) explains the
service process with his Discontinuity theory, which presents the idea that cus-
tomers see the service as a continuum punctuated by significant events or key
points, which he identifies as discontinuities of importance in the service deliv-
ery. The key then is for management to identify these key points or critical dis-
continuities as identified by the customer, not as identified by management, with
the end result being that these are the attributes that can transform the business
and the business results in terms of customer satisfaction.

One method of investigating the service system is to consider the nature of
customer satisfaction (Baron and Harris, 2003; Kotler Adam, Brown and Arm-
strong, 2003; Zeithaml and Bitner, 2003). Indeed, service providers have fo-
cused on customer satisfaction as a competitive edge over their direct
competitors. Kotler et al. (2003) define customer satisfaction as “the extent to
which a product’s perceived performance matches a buyer’s expectations.” That
is, if a customer places a particular expectation or value on a service perfor-
mance and if expectation is not met, the customer is either satisfied (the expected
level is superseded) or dissatisfied (if the expected level falls below the bar)
(Zeithaml and Bitner, 2003). It is therefore necessary not only to identify the at-
tributes which collectively add to generate customer satisfaction, it is also neces-



122 Current Issues and Development in Hospitality and Tourism Satisfaction

sary to identify the importance levels of these attributes to enable not only
overall satisfaction quality, but excellence in total experience in the provision of
these attributes.

Much of the literature links customer satisfaction with the concept of qual-
ity (Kandampully, 2002; Irons, 1994). From this basis has developed the prem-
ise that attributes are variably valued by a consumer. This variation in
importance levels of attributes needs to be identified by an organisation, for
management to maximise a customers’ overall satisfaction. This is done by
providing these attributes at an appropriate level of quality within the organi-
sation. These attributes can be bundled into dimensions to measure overall
customer satisfaction based on those important dimensions, which then be-
come the organisations’ selling propositions or competitive advantages.

Thus, the investigation into the perceived importance of attributes can be
developed through a number of steps. Initially, an investigation between cus-
tomer and organisational perceptions of attribute provision needs to be estab-
lished. After the identification of these attributes, the perceived importance of
the attributes can then be determined. Measurement of consumer satisfaction
of these key attributes is then required to establish the significance of the at-
tributes, and finally, strategies can then be developed for the management of
these attributes (Kotler et al., 2003; Morrison, 2002; Irons, 1994). Once the im-
portant variables have been identified, they can be grouped or bundled accord-
ing to product or service provision based on the key satisfaction outcomes
perceived by service industry customers. These products and services can then
be aligned to organisation capabilities, and included in management strategies.
Whilst there has been a strong emphasis from the services marketing literature
(Lovelock et al., 2002; Kotler et al., 2003; Baron and Harris, 2003) for organi-
sations to provide all the necessary wishes/needs of the customer to generate
satisfaction, it is necessary to also consider the context within which organisa-
tions” management operates. It is imperative that organisations recognise that
resources are finite and management has to work within the internal capabili-
ties of the organisation and the external environment conditions, both at the
operational and strategic level to sustainably generate customer satisfaction
(Figure 1).

Recent studies have attempted to validate the relationship between the ser-
vices provided by hotels and the way in which customers evaluate their levels
of satisfaction derived from using these services (Tsaur, Chiu and Huang,
2002; Getty and Thompson, 1994). Customers are likely to view the services
as a bundle of attributes that may differ in their contributions from the product
or service evaluation and choice (Choi and Chu, 2001; Gundersen, Heide, and
Olsson, 1996; Kivela, 1996; Fornell, 1992; Halstead and Page, 1992). These
attributes arouse consumers’ purchase intention and help to differentiate from
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FIGURE 1. Sequential Approach of Importance Levels of Attributes with Signif-
icance to Satisfaction
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competitors’ offerings. Wuest, Tas, and Emenheiser (1996) discuss the per-
ception of hotel attributes as being the extent to which visitors may find the
various facilities and services as being important in generating customer satis-
faction for staying in a hotel.

From a literature review investigating hotel attributes within the hospitality
industry, it has been suggested that attributes such as cleanliness, location, room
rate, guest rooms, service quality, security, employee attitudes, and reputation/
brand name of the hotel or chain are regarded as important for hotel guests
(Choi and Chu, 2001; Dube and Renaghan, 2000; Worcester, 1999; Verespe;j,
1994; Ananth, deMicco, Moreo and Howey, 1992; Barsky and Labagh, 1992;
Atkinson, 1988; Cardotte and Turgeon, 1988). Atkinson (1988) adds that clean-
liness, security, value for money, courtesy, and helpfulness of staff were found
to be important attributes for travellers in their selection of hotels.

However, Barsky and Labagh (1992) suggest that employee attitude, loca-
tion of the hotel, rooms, price, and hotel facilities were the attributes that



124 Current Issues and Development in Hospitality and Tourism Satisfaction

ranked highly when guests were considering choice of hotels. Attitudes of em-
ployees, cleanliness and neatness of rooms, quality of service, and employee
knowledge of service were the most frequent factors raised by guests in a sur-
vey consisting of 26 categories of compliments (Cardotte and Turgeon, 1988).
Ananth et al. (1992) surveyed a total of 510 guests to rate the importance of 57
attributes in their hotel choice selection. Price and quality were rated as the
most vital attributes, followed by security and convenience of location. Heung,
Wong, and Qu (2002) studied tourists’ satisfaction and concluded that em-
ployee attributes were found to be the most important factor contributing to
tourists’ overall satisfaction, thus impacting on repeat visitation and recom-
mendation intentions of guests. The Marriott Corporation team conducted a
survey of hotel factors that influenced guest satisfaction and identified cleanli-
ness, friendliness of personnel, value, and check-in speed to be the key at-
tributes (Verespej, 1994). Frequent leisure travellers identified the physical
properties, interpersonal service, guest rooms, quality standards, and location
as the most important attributes driving their decision to book their most recent
hotel stay (Dube and Renaghan, 2000).

In view of this, it would be of considerable worth for hoteliers to investigate
which attributes are most likely to influence customer’s valuing of these charac-
teristics and how to measure the resultant levels of satisfaction which customers
derive from these attributes (Richard and Sundaram, 1993). Guest comment cards,
satisfaction surveys, focus groups (Withiam, 1995), and systematic registration
of customer complaints and compliments are just some of the examples of in-
struments that have been used to track customer satisfaction (Gundersen, Heide,
and Olsson, 1996). However, in most cases, such studies experience low re-
sponse rates and the information yielded is insufficient to provide actionable
feedback for managers. Moreover, there is the potential of biases while guest
comments are being collated. Responses collected from guests, especially vol-
untary comments, can also be subject to statistical error (Jones and Ioannou,
1993). This is due to the fact that most guests offer feedback voluntarily for two
main reasons—when they either have to make a complaint or to commend the ho-
tel for excellent service delivery (Heymann and Schall, 2002).

Due to the intangibility of many of the attributes, and subjective nature of
value, information that is provided by guests is subjective and relates to the in-
dividual respondents, temporal, spatial and psychological state at the time of
evaluation. The information does not take into account the perceptions and sat-
isfaction of other guests who are either neutral or who do not make a habit of
voicing their comments (Heymann and Schall, 2002). Neutral guests are those
who have had no poor experiences during their hotel stay and the hotel has not
made an impression on them. This group of guests makes up a large compo-
nent of total customers who make purchase decisions based on price, facilities,
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amenities, and experiences. Therefore, if the perceptions and needs of ‘neu-
trals’ are not met or excelled, there is the possibility that they will not become
repeat customers. In order to excel and emerge as the best in the industry,
3-star hotels must know how they measure up against guest expectations and
how their performance compares against the competition (Worcester, 1999).

Industry surveys are regarded as highly significant sources of information
that provide customers with an outlet for feedback, and hotel managers with an
understanding of their customers. Surveys also provide hotels with a diagnos-
tic tool from which both guests and management stand to gain. Customers will
get what they want out of the hotel and these hotels can improve upon their ser-
vice performances (Worcester, 1999). Lewis and Pizam (1981) concurred with
the importance of guest surveys in their ability to generate vital information to
aid management decisions, however, including the proviso that the surveys are
actually addressing the questions that are required. Wilensky and Buttle (1988:
29) comment that marketing research within the hotel sector . . . is generally
limited to the analysis of guest related data,” they suggest that to “‘enable man-
agement . . . to predict customer choice with some degree of confidence,” the
degree of analysis will determine the value of the feedback. Lewis and Pizam
(1981) were also aware and discussed the problems hoteliers face when inter-
preting survey data. This presents the need for rigor in research within the hotel
sector, and for diligent analysis of the findings. Reliable information is then
generated for high-quality management and marketing strategies. Thus, this high-
lights the need for not only the collection of data from various stakeholders, but
the implicit advantage of a high level of analysis to be used in the data analysis
stages of all research.

STUDY METHODS

The present study attempts to determine which of the services and facilities
provided by a 3-star hotel to their guests were considered by the latter as im-
portant attributes and the overall satisfaction with these services with likeli-
hood of future stay in the hotel. Self-administered survey was therefore
conducted to: (a) measure the level of importance each attribute in the hotel
plays in determining hotel guests’ choice intentions, (b) determine what con-
structs (dimensions) can be explained by these attributes, and examine
whether there are statistically significant differences between the demographic
variables on the perceived importance of particular attribute/s, and (c) deter-
mine the overall satisfaction levels of the guests and their likelihood of repeat
stay in the hotel. The paper is organised in the following structure: methodol-
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ogy, questionnaire design and survey, analysis and discussion (factor analysis,
t-tests and ANOVA, linear regression), and implications and conclusion.

This study was conducted on a 3-star hotel located within the Perth metro-
politan area of WA. Permission was sought in writing from the general manag-
ers of 3-star hotels who showed keen interest to participate in the survey. The
three 3-star hotels were privately owned and collectively, had an estimated 80
rooms on average. The study was conducted over a week’s duration based on
the consensus of the hotel general managers. The target population chosen was
randomly selected from guests staying at all of the three hotels. Given the total
of 200 rooms available and an average hotel stay of 3.8 days in Perth (Western
Australian Tourism Commission, 2002), the target population for the three
3-star hotels was 368 guests for the duration of one week (Shanka and Quintal,
2003). The questionnaires were made available to guests in their hotel rooms
and at the checkout counters. In total, 300 questionnaires were distributed over
one week. One hundred and six (106) questionnaires were completed and re-
turned, representing a response rate of 35%. From the 106 questionnaires, five
questionnaires were excluded from the analysis due to incomplete infor-
mation. The remaining 101 questionnaires (34% effective response rate) were
analysed using SPSS Version 11.0 for Windows.

The number of attributes used for this study was eighteen (18) as agreed by
all three managers of the 3-star hotels concerned in addition to information
gleaned through literature review. These 18 attributes were selected by re-
viewing literature, SERVQUAL scale and by consulting the three 3-star hotel
managers under study. This was done to capture all attributes that were regarded
as important by all three hotels, notwithstanding that there may be some other
relevant attributes that are perceived as important for other hotel guests staying
in different star-grade hotels.

The questionnaire of this survey consisted of two parts. The first part con-
sisted of 18 pre-specified and pre-tested hotel service attributes measuring their
perceived importance to hotel guests. The 18 hotel service attributes were
grouped into three categories: hotel facilities, room amenities, and front office
(reception). The sets of questions were measured on a 5-point Likert scale where
5 denoted ‘most important’ attributes and 1 denoted ‘least important’ attribute.
To reduce the potential bias of forced responses from respondents, the option
‘not applicable’ was included for each question. The last section of the ques-
tionnaire collected socio-demographic information of the respondents.

PROFILES OF RESPONDENTS

The demographic structure of the respondents revealed that the number of
female respondents was marginally higher (51.5%) than their male counter-
parts (48.5%). Over 33% of respondents were aged 51 years or over, 39% of
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respondents were interstate visitors (intrastate and overseas visitors accounted
for 26% and 35%, respectively), and about 44% were holidaymakers. Eighty-
eight percent of respondents indicated that they were fairly satisfied or very
satisfied with the hotel services and 66% indicated their likelihood of stay in
the same hotel during their future travel to Perth.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The 18 attributes used to measure perceived importance of hotel amenities
were subjected to a reliability test to determine the internal consistency of the
scale (o0 = 0.84). The mean scores, standard deviations and ranking (based on
mean scores) are presented in Table 1. The most important attributes with the
highest mean scores of 4.0 or more included friendly front office staff (item
#16), efficient check-in/checkout (item #17), restaurant & bar (item #8), and
lobby ambience (item #18). On the other hand, the least important attributes
with mean scores 3.0 or less included dry cleaning services (item #2), sauna
and gym (item #3), business facilities (item #6), Internet connection facilities

TABLE 1. Mean Scores, Standard Deviations and Ranking Based on Mean
Scores

Mean Score * Std. Deviation Ranking
1. 24 hour reception 3.8 1.1 4
2. Dry cleaning 2.5 1.2 13
3. Sauna & gym 2.6 1.2 12
4. Taxi booking 3.6 1.3 5
5. On-site parking 3.9 1.4 3
6. Business facilities 2.6 1.3 12
7. Safe deposit boxes 3.3 1.3 7
8. Restaurant & bar 4.2 0.9 2
9. Tour bookings 3.3 1.3 7
10. Mini bar 3.0 1.3 10
11. Internet connection 2.8 1.3 11
12. In-house movies 3.2 1.3 8
13. Personal safe 3.4 1.3 6
14. Long bath 3.1 1.4 9
15. IDD 3.2 1.4 8
16. Friendly front office staff 4.7 0.8 1
17. Efficient check-in/out 4.7 0.7 1
18. Lobby ambience 4.2 0.9 2

*On a scale 1 = Least important and 5 = Most important
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(item #11) and mini bar (item #10). Hence, all attributes with mean scores of
3.0 and less were excluded from further analyses and the resulting coefficient
o, was at the acceptable level of 0.71.

Factor Analysis

The 13 items that were retained were factor-analysed to reduce them to a
smaller set of underlying dimensions (factors) that summarise the essential in-
formation contained in the 12 items. Factorability of the scale items was con-
firmed by the KMO measure of sampling adequacy result of 0.759 and
significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity (2= 586.785, df = 123, sig. 0.000). One
item, restaurant and bar (item #8) with factor loadings of less than 0.55 was
eliminated during the analysis (Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Black, 1998).

Three components explaining 60.6% of total variances were extracted (Ta-
ble 2). The first component, labelled physical facilities, consisted of five attrib-
utes namely personal safe (item #13), safe deposit box (item #7), IDD (item
#15), en-suite long bath (item #14), and in-house movies (item #12). This com-
ponent had eigenvalue of 3.33 and accounted for 27.2% of total variances. Its
coefficient alpha was 0.82. The second component, labelled services experi-
enced, consisted of three attributes including friendly front office staff (item

TABLE 2. Results of Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation

Components/ltems Factor |Eigenvalue| Percent of |[Cumulative | Scale | Cronbach’s o
Loadings Variance Percent | Mean
1. Physical facilities 3.33 27.2 27.2 16.3 0.82
Item 13. |Personal safe 0.878
Iltem 7  |Safe deposit boxes 0.858
Iltem 15 [IDD 0.772
Iltem 14 [Long bath 0.667
Item 12 |In-house movies 0.657
2. Service experienced 2.74 21.3 48.5 13.2 0.73
Item 16 |Friendly front office staff 0.910
Item 17  |Efficient check-in/ 0.888
check-out
Item 1 24 hour reception 0.616
3. Services provided 1.57 12.1 60.0 14.8 0.53
ltem 4  |Taxi booking 0.743
Item 18 |Lobby ambience 0.619
Iltem 9  |Tour bookings 0.595
Item 5 On-site parking 0.594
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#16), efficient check-in/check-out (item #17), and 24-hour reception (item
#1). It had eigenvalue of 2.74 and accounted for 21.3% of total variances with
coefficient alpha of 0.73. The third component, labelled services provided,
consisted of four attributes, namely taxi booking (item #4), lobby ambience
(item #18), tour bookings (item #9), and on-site parking (item #5). Its eigen-
value, percent of variance and coefficient alpha were 1.57, 12.1% and 0.53, re-
spectively. The scale means for the three components were 16.3, 13.2, and
14.8, respectively (Table 2).

Independent Samples T-Tests and One-Way Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) Tests

The Independent Samples -fest results showed no statistically significant
differences between female and male respondents on the three components.
One-way ANOVA tests were conducted to determine statistically significant
differences for respondents’ age group, purpose of visit, usual place of resi-
dence and intention to stay. Test results revealed no significant differences on
any of the components for purpose of visit and intention to stay in future visit;
however, statistically significant differences were reported for age group and
usual place of residence.

Age Group

Statistically significant differences were reported (F =9.973, p < 0.01) for
age groups on two of the three components, physical facilities and services
provided. On the physical facilities, significant differences were reported be-
tween three age groups. The mean score for 51+ group was significantly lower
than those for 30 or younger group and 31-50 age group. The former group’s
mean score for the physical facilities was 2.59 compared with that of: (a) 30 or
younger group (mean = 3.54), and (b) 31-50 years (mean = 3.52). The older
group did not consider physical facilities as an important dimension, whereas
for the two younger age groups, this component was important. For the ser-
vices provided component, statistically significant difference (F = 3.646, p <
0.05) was reported between 30 or younger age group and 51+ age group. The
older group considered this component more important (mean = 3.98) while
the younger age group mean was 3.41.

Usual Place of Residences

Statistically significant difference (F = 4.609, p < 0.05) were reported be-
tween interstate and overseas visitors on the physical facilities component
only. Overseas visitors perceived this component more important (mean =
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3.61) compared with interstate visitors, whose mean score of 2.87 suggested
this group attached less importance to the physical facilities.

Multiple Regression Analysis

Hierarchical multiple regression was conducted to determine, (a) the contri-
bution made by each of the three components physical facilities, service expe-
rienced, and services provided (as independent variables) individually and
collectively to the overall importance of the attributes (as dependent variable),
and (b) to identify which of the three components best predict the overall im-
portance. Assumption testing indicated no violations.

The Model Summary section in Table 3 indicates that all three compo-
nents together explained 90% of the variance in overall importance, which
was highly significant. Physical facilities component on its own contributed
69.2% of the variance in overall importance and is significant predictor. At the
second step, both physical facilities component and service encountered ac-

TABLE 3. Hierarchical Regression Model Summary and Coefficients

Model Summary
Model R R Adjusted | Std. Error Change F dft | df2 Sig. F
Square | R Square of the Statistics Change Change
Estimate | R Square Change
1 .832 .692 .689 .365 .692 222.835 1 99 .000
2 .887 787 .783 .305 .095 43.624 1 98 .000
3 .949 .900 .897 .210 113 110.271 1 97 .000
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta
1 |(Constant) 1.896 114 16.590 | .000
Physical facilities 13,7,15,14,12 .503 .034 .832 14.928 | .000
2 |(Constant) 721 .202 3.571 .001
Physical facilities 13,7,15,14,12 .467 .029 772 16.272 | .000
Service experienced 16,17,1 292 .044 314 6.605 | .000
3 |(Constant) 8.421E-02 151 .556 | .580
Physical facilities 13,7,15,14,12 439 .020 725 22.019 [ .000
Service experienced 16,17,1 216 .031 231 6.896 | .000
Services provided 4,18,9,5 .281 .027 .352 10.501 | .000

Predictors: (Constant), Physical facilities (ltems 13, 7, 15, 14, 12)

Predictors: (Constant), Physical facilities (ltems 13, 7, 15, 14, 12), Service experienced (Items 16, 17, 1)

Predictors: (Constant), Physical facilities (ltems 13, 7, 15, 14, 12), Service experienced (ltems 16, 17, 1), Services provided
(Items 4, 18, 9, 5)

Dependent Variable: Overall importance
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counted for 78.7% of the variance in overall importance as evidenced by the
significant F change (R Square change = 9.5%). At the third step, physical fa-
cilities, service experienced and services provided together explained 90% of
the variance in overall importance as evidenced by significant F change (R
Square change = 11.3%).

The t-values in Table 3 (under Coefficients section) indicated that all three
components individually and in conjunction with the other components/s con-
tributed significantly to the overall importance. The standardized coefficients
showed that physical facilities contributed significantly higher to the overall
importance followed by physical facilities + service provided and physical fa-
cilities + service experienced + services provided. The individual component
contribution in the overall model was physical facilities, services provided and
service experienced, respectively.

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION

The importance of being able to offer high-quality experiences which are
meaningful to hotel guests is unquestionable. For hotels to ensure customer
satisfaction requires knowledge of what guests deem as important when evalu-
ating the hotel experience which is being provided. The results of this study in-
dicate that guests in 3-star hotels rank the importance of hotel attributes in
physical facilities, service experienced and services provided. To attract and
maintain their customers, 3-star hotels could enhance their existing services to
provide guests with the best of what the hotel already has to offer, that is a
quality provision and delivery of products and services. This would be more
feasible than developing a new range of services that might stretch budgets and
make service delivery even more difficult to perform. Hotel management
would do well in ensuring that their hotel lobbies are well maintained, their
front office procedures are in place, and that their in-room services meet qual-
ity standards derived from customer expectations.

The results of this exploratory study have identified statistically significant
differences between age groups and between guests based on their country of
residence on the dimensions of the facilities and services provided components.
This suggests that existing hotel facilities should be maintained and where possi-
ble, upgraded. This may prove to be crucial for 3-star hotels which have a signif-
icant interstate and international traveller audience, as these guests have ranked
facilities as an important component in their choice of hotels.

In conclusion, the findings in this study are based upon a specific study set-
ting, therefore in order to assess the external validity of this data, it is suggested
that the study should be replicated and conducted in other 3-star hotel settings
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located elsewhere, with larger sample sizes. It is conceivable that given the dif-
ferent settings and locations, guests might have different perceptions of the
service attributes offered by 3-star hotels or these variables may be validated
as being the important variables across the tourism population per se.

The development of a valid list of important attributes would enable indi-
vidual hotels to bundle these into identifiable characteristics to enhance their
overall customer satisfaction. Additionally, it could also provide a discrete list
relevant across a hotel chain or group of particular hotels which would allow
management to identify their individual chains’ offerings at a quality level ap-
propriate to the targeted hotel audience based on the bundled attributes mean-
ingful to their guest, which fit with the strategic goals of the organisation.

Thus, the ability to identify important attributes would allow management
to manage and market accordingly the quality development of these bundled
products and services which are meaningful to guests. In fact, it would enable
management to concentrate on these important attributes thus ensuring quality
experiences through purposeful financial support (Kimes, 2001), by develop-
ing attributes whose importance levels have been identified by, and thus are
significant to, both the customer and organisation for satisfaction.
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SUMMARY. Trainees’ expectations of training are important consider-
ations in the development of training programs, yet a lack of research ex-
ists to understand the expectations of trainees as they relate to various
training delivery methods. To investigate the underlying dimensions or
factors that determine trainees’ expectations in instructor-led training
sessions, 164 surveys were collected from attendees at six different hos-
pitality industry instructor-led training sessions. Utilizing a factor ana-
lytic procedure, the following five dimensions of trainees’ expectations
were identified: courtesy, entertainment, climate, tangibles, and rele-
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vance. These expectations of training dimensions were then used to clus-
ter analyze trainees into three groups: “the good-timers,” “the high hopes,”

and “the serious students.” [Article copies available for a fee from The Haworth
Document Delivery Service: 1-800-HAWORTH. E-mail address: <docdelivery@
haworthpress.com> Website: <http://www.HaworthPress.com> © 2003 by The
Haworth Press, Inc. All rights reserved. |
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INTRODUCTION

Training is a huge business. Noted for being a change agent that promises
improved employee attitude, job satisfaction, productivity, and work quality,
training costs American companies an estimated $200 billion a year (Wiley,
1993). In spite of the fact that executives repeatedly ask for feedback pertain-
ing to the effectiveness and/or return on the investment of their training pro-
grams, less than ten percent of companies in the hospitality industry conduct
formal assessments of their training programs (Conrad, Woods, & Ninemeier,
1994). Practitioners frequently address this statistic by pointing to a lack of
training research on the part of academics, and the subsequent absence of
proven evaluation techniques and tools.

The purpose of this study is to further research the area of training evalua-
tion by viewing training effectiveness as a function of meeting trainees’ expec-
tations. Based upon the works of Hoiberg and Berry (1978), Hicks and Klimoski
(1987), and Tannenbaum, Mathieu, Salas and Cannon-Bowers (1991), expec-
tations have been shown to play an important role in determining training ef-
fectiveness. Therefore, by using a training evaluation scale developed by
Clemenz (2001), this research seeks to understand the underlying dimensions
of trainees’ expectations regarding the quality of instructor-led training pro-
grams. Following factor analysis, the identified dimensions are cluster ana-
lyzed to classify trainees by their expectations of training.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Individuals enter training with varying expectations (Hoiberg & Berry,
1978). Understanding trainees’ expectations of training is important because,
as Hoiberg and Berry (1978) and Hicks and Klimoski (1987) suggest, unmet
expectations can affect training outcomes. Noe (1986) concurred that the ex-
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pectations of trainees may either limit or enhance the effectiveness of training.
Yet, per Feldman (1989), training expectation research is limited and addi-
tional exploration is needed. Tannenbaum and Yukl (1991) also called for fur-
ther examination of training expectations, indicating that individual differences
in trainees’ attitudes and expectations may be central influences on training ef-
fectiveness.

In 1991, Tannenbaum et al. defined the extent to which training meets a
trainee’s expectations as training fulfillment. In their study of 666 navy re-
cruits, Tannenbaum et al. (1991) examined the role of expectations in the de-
velopment of employee attitudes. They measured navy recruits’ expectations
about training and their perceptions of what actually occurred during training.
The researchers found that the extent to which training met trainees’ expecta-
tions was related to training motivation, physical self-efficacy, academic self-
efficacy, and organizational commitment. However, the relationship between
met expectations was strongest with the post-training attitudes of training mo-
tivation and organizational commitment. Tannenbaum et al. (1991) found that
unmet expectations had negative consequences on sailors’ performance in
technical school and on their fleet assignments, consistent with Hoiberg and
Berry’s (1978) research that revealed sailors’ expectations were significantly
related to graduation from training school.

The link between expectations and motivation is notable since training mo-
tivation is viewed as “an important antecedent of training effectiveness”
(Tannenbaum et al., 1991, p. 760). Noe (1986) described motivation in a train-
ing environment as the force that influences trainees’ enthusiasm about the
program, and a stimulus that directs participants to learn and attempt to master
the content of the program. Training practitioners agree that motivated trainees
engage more actively with training and get more out of it than do trainees who
are not motivated (Tracey & Tews, 1995). Further, a study by Mathieu, Tan-
nenbaum, and Salas (1992) indicated a positive, direct link between trainees’
motivation and their learning during training.

Kirkpatrick’s (1959) taxonomy of training evaluation criteria, a fre-
quently referenced model, identifies four hierarchical levels of training eval-
uation: reactions, learning, behavior, and results. Reactions refer to a measure
of customer satisfaction; learning pertains to changes in attitudes, skills, or
knowledge that result from training; behavior is synonymous with training
transfer or the implementation of training on-the-job; results address the out-
comes or impacts of training (Kirkpatrick, 1959). Within this context, expecta-
tions are classified as reactions to training. Alliger and Janak (1989) observed
low correlations between reaction-level criteria and learning. However, when
Mathieu et al. (1992) explored non-linear relationships, they found support for
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the role of reactions to training as moderators between training motivation (a
reaction-level criteria) and learning.

Scales that measure expectations of training are difficult to find, however,
Clemenz (2001) developed one such scale in the course of a study regarding
training quality. Operating from the paradigm that training is a service, Clemenz
initiated a rigorous scale development process in a study that revealed the di-
mensions of perceived quality of training based upon trainees’ impressions of
training. The research borrowed Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry’s (1985)
definition of service quality as the difference between perceptions and expec-
tations, and a scale was developed that was composed of 30 items. Each item
was evaluated by trainees as an expectation and a perception of instructor-led
training (Clemenz & Weaver, 2003).

METHODOLOGY
Research Questions
Three research questions were proposed for this study:

1. What are the dimensions or primary factors that underlie trainees’ ex-
pectations of training?

2. Is it possible to group trainees in instructor-led training sessions based
on their expectations of training?

3. Do specific demographic characteristics affect trainees’ expectations of
training?

Sample

The sampling frame for this research consisted of six instructor-led training
sessions conducted in the hospitality industry. Four training sessions were spon-
sored by hospitality companies (food service and hotels) for their respective
employees while one training session was hosted by an industry association;
the other session was offered by a professional hospitality training organiza-
tion. Trainees were supervisory or management-level employees, and all at-
tendees at each of the training sessions were asked to complete surveys. A total
of 172 surveys were distributed and 164 completed surveys were returned for a
94.5% response rate. This method of convenience sampling was deemed ap-
propriate for exploratory-level research (Zikmund, 1997).

The majority of the respondents were male (64%) and the remaining thirty
six percent were female (see Table 1). The greatest percentage of respondents,
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TABLE 1. Demographic Information Regarding Questionnaire Respondents
(n=164)

Characteristics Percentage Frequency
Gender

Female 35.6 57

Male 64.4 103
Age

18 to 25 9.4 15

26 to 35 35.0 56

36 to 45 41.3 66

46 to 55 11.9 19

56 and older 25 4

Time with current company

One year or less 21.3 34
More than 1 year but less than 3 years 23.1 37
3to 6 years 31.9 51
More than 6 years 23.8 38

Time in current position

One year or less 30.6 49
More than 1 year less than 3 years 26.9 43
3 to 6 years 25.6 41
More than 6 years 16.9 27

Number of instructor-led training sessions attended
in the past five years

None 1.3 18
2 sessions 15.6 25
3 sessions 13.8 22
4 sessions 15.6 25
5 sessions 6.9 11
more than 5 sessions 36.9 59

Required or elective attendance at training

Required 36.7 58
Elective 63.3 100

Note. Percentages that do not equal 100 are due to rounding.
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41%, were in the 36 to 45 year old age category. Thirty-two percent had been
with their respective companies three to six years and twenty-seven percent
had been in their current positions more than one but less than three years.
Thirty-seven percent of the respondents replied they attended more than five
instructor-led training sessions in the past five years; eleven percent reported
they had not participated in an instructor-led training session in the past five
years; and more than half of the respondents (52%) had attended two to five in-
structor-led training sessions in the past five years. The majority of the respon-
dents (63%) chose to attend the training sessions while the others were required
to attend.

Instrument Development

The expectation scale developed by Clemenz (2001) was incorporated into
a survey instrument that consisted of two sections. Section 1 of the question-
naire consisted of the 30-item scale that measured trainees’ expectations of
training quality using a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 5 =
strongly agree). The second section included demographic information re-
garding respondents’ gender, age, time with current company, time in current
position, number of instructor-led training sessions attended, and whether they
were required to attend or elected to attend the training.

Data Collection

The process of gathering information from trainees was facilitated through a
self-administered questionnaire (Zikmund, 2000). Although the researcher of-
fered to travel to each of the six training sites to conduct the survey, in all cases
the respective trainers preferred to administer the surveys themselves. There-
fore, the researcher mailed overnight packages to each trainer in advance of the
scheduled session. According to the instructions provided, each trainer adminis-
tered the questionnaires to the trainees prior to the beginning of training.

Statistical Tests

Exploratory factor analysis was performed to find the underlying dimen-
sions of trainees’ expectations towards quality training, and Principal Compo-
nent Analysis utilizing Varimax rotation was adapted to factor-analyze 30
expectation items. Reliability tests were done to compute the coefficient
alphas for each factor to examine the internal consistency of each dimension.
ANOVAs, Kruskal-Wallis tests, and cross-tabulations with chi-square tests
were performed to examine the factors. Then, using cluster analysis, respon-
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dents were grouped based on factor scores of expectations. Summated scales
that are average mean scores of the variables in each factor were used. Also,
clusters were examined to determine demographic and other job-related char-
acteristics by utilizing ANOVAs, Kruskal-Wallis tests, and cross-tabulations
with chi-square tests.

RESULTS
Exploratory Factor Analysis

Although factor analysis has critical assumptions that are more conceptual
than statistical (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black, 2002), a visual inspection of
the data matrix was used to verify that a substantial number of correlations
were greater than .30, thereby indicating an appropriateness to continue with
factor analysis. Bartlett’s test of sphericity rejected the null hypothesis that the
data matrix was an identity matrix, therefore suggesting that significant corre-
lations existed between at least some variables. Another test of the underlying
structure assumption, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
(MSA), scored .771 or in the “middling” range of acceptability according to
Hair et al. (2002).

In the course of eleven iterations of factor analysis, eleven items were elimi-
nated due to factor loadings less than .50 or because they loaded on two fac-
tors. Nineteen items, all with Eigenvalues that exceeded 1.0, from the original
30-item scale were found to comprise five dimensions of expectations of train-
ing quality (see Table 2). Based upon the supporting items, the dimensions
were labeled and defined as follows:

1. Courtesy—respect, recognition, and on-going concern for trainees by
trainer.

2. Climate—the surrounding condition or mood of the training environ-

ment.

Entertainment—the infusion of excitement and fun into training.

Tangibles—the physical facilities and structure of training.

Relevance—the relationship of training to trainees’ needs and job perfor-

mance.

il

The five factors/dimensions explained 60.3% of the variance in trainees’ re-
sponses regarding expectations (see Table 3). One dimension (Courtesy) was
supported by six items, one dimension (Climate) had four related items, and
three dimensions (Entertainment, Tangibles, and Relevance) were composed
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TABLE 2. Items Found to Comprise the Training Expectation Scale Per Explor-
atory Factor Analysis

ltems

1. Training should directly relate to trainees' jobs

2. Training should realistically mirror the trainees' jobs
3. Trainer should be knowledgeable regarding the content
4. Training should incorporate humor
5. Training should be fun
6.  Trainer should be enthusiastic
7. Quality food and beverage service should be provided during training
8.  Training should be conducted in a quality facility
9.  Training room should be geared to the physical comfort of trainees
10.  Trainees should be informed regarding the sequence of training
11.  Trainees should feel relaxed during training
12.  Mood during training should be supportive of trainees
13.  Training should provide a safe (e.g. free from criticism) environment
14.  Trainer should remember trainees' names
15.  Trainer should show a personal interest in the trainees
16.  Trainer should express appreciation for the work experience of trainees
17.  Training should be designed to follow-up with trainees after they return to work
18. Training should outline the rewards for using training on the job
19.  Training should include a test of learning

of three items each. The coefficient alpha of each dimension produced reliabil-
ity ratings ranging from .56 to .84. In descending order of variance explained,
the dimensions of expectation of training quality are Courtesy, Entertainment,
Climate, Tangibles, and Relevance.

Cluster Analysis

Summated scales for each factor in the factor analysis were created and
used as the input data for a cluster analysis. Summated scales are formed by
combining several individual variables into a single composite measure. In sim-
ple terms, all of the variables loading highly on a factor are combined, and the
total, or more commonly the average score of the variables, is used as a re-
placement variable (Hair et al., 2002). The average mean scores of all variables
in each factor were computed and used as summated scales.
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TABLE 3. Varimax Rotated Component Factor Matrix for Trainees’ Expecta-
tions of Instructor-Led Training, Including Factor Loadings, Cronbach Alpha
Scores, Eigenvalues, and Percentages of Variance Explained (n = 164)

Factor Analysis Based on Trainees’ Expectations of Training Quality

Variables

Factor 1
Courtesy

Factor 2
Entertainment

Factor 3
Climate

Factor 4
Tangibles

Factor 5
Relevance

e26-Trainer should show a personal
interest in the trainees

e27-Trainer should express appreciation
for the work experience of trainees

e28-Training should be designed to follow-
up with trainees after they return to work

e29-Training should outline the rewards
for using training on the job

e25-Trainer should remember trainees’
names

e30-Training should include a test of
learning

0.741

0.703

0.672

0.610

0.594

0.529

0.7439

e10-Training should be fun
e9-Training should incorporate humor
e11-Trainer should be enthusiastic

0.792
0.785
0.742

0.8375

e23-Mood during training should be
supportive of trainees

e21-Trainees should feel relaxed during
training

e20-Trainees should be informed
regarding the sequence of training

e24-Training should provide a safe (e.g.
free from criticism) environment for trainees

0.752

0.700

0.673

0.660

0.7089

e16-Training should be conducted in a
quality facility

e15-Quality food and beverage service
should be provided during training

e17-Training room should be geared to
the physical comfort of trainees

0.810

0.809

0.513

0.6964

e3-Training should realistically mirror the
trainees' jobs

e1-Training should directly relate to
trainees' jobs

e5-Trainer should be knowledgeable
regarding the content

0.800

0.737

0.514

0.5568

Eigenvalue

4.69

2.21

1.75

1.56

1.25

Cumulative variance explained (%)

24.7

36.3

45.5

53.7

60.3

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Entires are factor loadings. Factor loadings less than .50 are not shown.

o = Coefficient alpha
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Based on the summated scales of the five dimensions of training expecta-
tions, respondents were grouped into three clusters. First, a hierarchical cluster
analysis was conducted with a random sample of 25 respondents from the total
of 164, and then the cluster seed that was obtained from the hierarchical cluster
analysis was used to run K-mean cluster analysis with the total sample of 164
respondents. ANOVA results from the K-mean cluster analysis indicated that
all five factors were useful to identify clusters.

Each cluster was labeled according to the expectations of its members regard-
ing quality training (See Figure 1 for cluster profiles). As noted, summated
scales for each factor were used to distinguish clusters from one another. The
total number of respondents in all three clusters equals only 158 due to some
missing data. The first cluster (N = 56) was labeled “The Good Timers” be-
cause the respondents had high expectations on the Entertainment dimension
but relatively low expectations on the other four factors (especially Relevance).
Members of the second cluster (N = 42) were called “The High Hopes” be-
cause members indicated relatively high expectations for every aspect of train-
ing. Cluster 2 members indicated the highest expectations of all three clusters
for all dimensions of training expectations except for factor 5, Relevance.

FIGURE 1. A Comparison of Clusters of Trainees, Based upon Their Ratings of
the Five Dimensions of Training Expectations

Comparison of Clusters Based on Factors

the high hopes (Cluster #2)
4.8 Vi

4.6 the good-times (Cluster #1)

4.4

the serious students (Cluster #3)
4.2

3.8
3.6

34
courtesy entertainment climate tangibles relevance

Note. The horizontal axis indicates the five dimensions of training expectations, and the vertical axis represents
trainees’ responses on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree).
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Members of Cluster 3 (N = 60) were referred to as “The Serious Students”
since they had the highest expectations for the dimension of Relevance. Mem-
bers in Cluster 3 showed higher expectations on Courtesy and Climate and
Relevance than “The Good-Timers.” As Figure 1 indicates, members of Clus-
ter 1 (“The Good Timers”) and Cluster 2 (“The High Hopes”) roughly parallel
each other except that Cluster 2 is at a higher expectation level on all dimen-
sions of training, and Cluster 1 peaked more sharply on the Entertainment fac-
tor. The pattern of Cluster 3 is dissimilar to the expectation ratings of Clusters
1 and 2.

To find the characteristics of each Cluster, ANOVAs and Kruskal-Wallis
tests were used with the demographic and job-related variables of gender, age,
time in current position, number of instructor-led training sessions attended in
the last five years, and whether attendance was voluntary or mandatory. There
were no significant differences in gender (p =.15), time in current position (p =
.19), number of instructor-led training sessions attended in the last five years
(p=.13), and whether attendance was voluntary or mandatory (p =.39) among
clusters. The Kruskal-Wallis test on age revealed significant differences in age
among clusters (p < .05). Forty-six percent of respondents who are in the age
group of 26 to 35 belonged to “The Serious Students.” Fifty-three percent of 46
to 55 year olds are in “The Good-Timers” group along with 75% of respon-
dents who are 55 or older (see Table 4).

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Understanding what trainees expect when they attend training programs is
essential to designing effective training (Noe, 1986). This study revealed im-
portant information about five underlying factors that define trainees’ expecta-
tions of instructor-led training sessions, and it also identified three classifica-
tions of trainees based upon their expectations of training.

In descending order of influence, the five factors that shape trainees’ ex-
pectations of instructor-led training sessions are (1) Courtesy, (2) Enter-
tainment, (3) Climate, (4) Tangibles, and (5) Relevance. It is important for
trainers to realize that trainees expect to be treated courteously above all
other considerations; perhaps this is because trainees are adults and therefore
wish to be respected and recognized for the knowledge and experience they
bring to the training environment. Two other intangibles, Entertainment
and Climate, influence trainees’ expectations more strongly than either
Tangibles or the Relevance of the training to a trainee’s job. This informa-
tion can help trainers to design and execute more effective training that
meets the expectations of trainees.
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TABLE 4. Cross Tabulation of Age of Cluster Members
Crosstabulation on Age

18to 25 261035 36 to 45 46to 55 | 56 years Total
years years years years or older
Cluster 1 Count 4 14 25 10 3 56
% within Cluster 7% 25% 45% 18% 5%
Good- % within age 29% 26% 38% 53% 75%
Timers
% of Total 3% 9% 16% 6% 2%
2 Count 5 16 16 4 1 42
% within Cluster 12% 38% 38% 10% 2%
High % within age 36% 29% 24% 21% 25%
Hopes
% of Total 3% 10% 10% 3% 1%
3 Count 5 25 25 5 0 60
% within Cluster 8% 42% 42% 8%
Serious o) o o o o
Students % within age 36% 46% 38% 26%
% of Total 3% 16% 16% 3%
Total Count 14 55 66 19 4 158

The discovery that trainees in instructor-led training sessions can be catego-
rized according to their expectations is important. For example, trainers now
know to anticipate that trainees in their instructor-led sessions are likely to be
either “The Good Timers,” “The High Hopes,” or “The Serious Students.” Age
was found to be a distinguishing variable among the three clusters. Younger
trainees tended to belong to “The Serious Students” while older trainees fell
into “The Good Timers” category. This seems to intuitively make sense since
younger trainees are in a learning, growing, climbing-the-ladder mode, while
older employees are perhaps more comfortable with their accumulated knowl-
edge/skills and more likely to treat training lightly. By understanding the types
of trainees based upon their expectations, trainers will be able to execute more
effective training sessions.

LIMITATIONS

Sampling issues present limitations for the research under review. The fol-
lowing factors limit the generalizeability of the results: (1) the research was
conducted solely within the hospitality industry, (2) the research addressed only
instructor-led training sessions, and (3) questionnaire respondents were super-
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visory or management-level employees. Also, the use of non-probability con-
venience sampling in this research limited the range of statistical options.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Testing of the expectation scale as it applies to different types of training
and/or varying levels of employees within an organization seems to be a logi-
cal next step for future research. The scale also needs to be tested in industries
other than hospitality, and testing of the scale in countries other than the United
States would be an interesting extension of the current research. Finally, re-
search is needed to explore the relationship between expectations and training
effectiveness.

CONCLUSION

To recap the answers to the three research questions posed in this study:

1. What are the dimensions or primary factors that underlie trainees’ ex-
pectations of training? Courtesy, Entertainment, Climate, Tangibles,
and Relevance.

2. Is it possible to group trainees in instructor-led training sessions based
on their expectations of training? Yes, and the categories, as determined
through this study, are “The High Hopes,” “The Good-Timers,” and
“The Serious Students.”

3. Do specific demographic characteristics affect trainees’ expectations of
training? Age is the only variable found to affect trainees’ expectations
of quality training.

The results of this research build upon the findings of previously cited stud-
ies to more fully understand trainees’ expectations within the instructor-led
training environment.
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petitiveness. Most empirical work, assuming that overall tourist population
is homogenous, investigates the relationships among product perfor-
mance, satisfaction, and/or behavioral intentions in an aggregated man-
ner. This study investigates these linkages for different segments of
Canadian visitors of Las Vegas. The findings confirmed the mediating role
of overall satisfaction for both segments and aggregated sample, and re-
vealed variations in linkages and explanatory power of the models. The
study concludes that the segment-based approach is more pragmatic be-
cause it provides segment-specific implications for destination manage-

ment and marketing. [Article copies available for a fee from The Haworth
Document Delivery Service: 1-800-HAWORTH. E-mail address: <docdelivery@
haworthpress.com> Website: <http://www.HaworthPress.com> © 2003 by The
Haworth Press, Inc. All rights reserved. |

KEYWORDS. Destination performance, satisfaction, behavioral inten-
tion, segmentation, path analysis, Canadian visitors

INTRODUCTION

The performance of a tourist destination and satisfaction of visitors with
the destination are of paramount importance to the destination competitiveness
since the pleasantness of the experience is more likely to influence visitors’
future behavior. There has been a noticeable increase in the number of stud-
ies focusing on destination performance and satisfaction and how they are re-
lated to revisitation intention and word-of-mouth behavior of travelers
(Pizam, Neumann & Reichel, 1978; Pearce, 1980; Chon, 1992; Pizam &
Milman, 1993; Ryan, 1995; Danaher & Arweiler, 1996; Yuksel & Rimmington,
1998; Kozak & Rimmington, 2000).

Most empirical work on tourist satisfaction, however, investigates the rela-
tionships among product (attribute) performance, satisfaction, and behavioral
intentions, in an aggregated manner (i.e., assuming that overall tourist popula-
tion is homogenous). Tourist destinations often offer a variety of products and
tourists appealed to a destination are not a homogenous market. It is very likely
that not only perceived importance of destination attributes, but also the per-
ceived performance of the attributes and future behavior may differ from one
segment to another. Pizam and Milman (1993) argued that when investigating
tourist satisfaction, the analysis should be conducted separately for different
segments because the importance of destination attributes may vary with
market segments. The authors, using expectancy-disconfirmation paradigm,


http://www.HaworthPress.com

Baloglu et al. 151

examined the relationship between attribute-based satisfaction and overall sat-
isfaction for three segments based on reasons for travel such as sun and sea,
culture, and friends and relatives, and found that different destination attrib-
utes contributed to overall satisfaction for each segment. Their analyses also
showed that the segment-specific approach increased the explanatory power of
the model in predicting overall satisfaction.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship among attribute-
based destination performance, overall satisfaction, and behavioral intention
(return intention and recommendation) for Canadian visitors to Las Vegas.
The study, however, examines these relationships for distinct benefit (socio-
psychological motivations)-visitor status (first-time and repeat visitors) seg-
ments separately to understand variations and similarities in hypothesized
linkages due to unique nature of the segments. It also compares the model
tested on aggregate data to the models tested for distinct segments in terms of
similarities and differences, as well as the explanatory power of the models.

This study follows a procedure similar to the work of Pizam and Milman (1993),
but it differs from it from several perspectives. First, it uses socio-psychological (push)
motivations rather than destination attributes sought (pull motivations) to reveal the
benefits segment. Second, the model includes attribute-based performance, operationalized
by performance-only measures, and behavioral intention. Compared to Oliver’s
(1980) expectancy disconfirmation theory, performance-only measure appears to be
the lesser of the devil in the literature. The performance-only measure also outper-
formed other alternative operationalizations in terms of predicting overall satisfac-
tion and behavioral intention (Crompton & Love, 1995; Baker & Crompton, 2000;
Yuksel & Rimmington, 1998; Yuksel & Yuksel, 2001). Therefore, in this study,
destination performance was assessed by performance-only measures. Finally, the
model is tested for both first-time and repeat visitors rather than first-time visitors
only.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The relationships among perceived (attribute-based) performance, satis-
faction, and behavioral intention have been investigated to a great extent in
the literature and linkages are well-established by empirical studies (see
Yi, 1990; Cronin & Taylor, 1992; Tse & Wilton, 1988; Fornell, Johnson,
Anderson, Cha, & Bryant, 1996; Baker & Crompton, 2000; Szymanski &
Henard, 2001). Therefore, they will not be repeated here in detail. The model
in Figure 1 shows the hypothesized linkages among destination perfor-
mance, overall satisfaction and behavioral intention. The literature reviews
on customer satisfaction and perceived performance conducted by several
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FIGURE 1. The Relationship Among Performance, Overall Satisfaction, and
Behavioral Intention

DESTINATION + _| OVERALL | t ; BEHAVIORAL
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researchers have suggested that satisfaction is positively related to behav-
ioral intent measures such as recommendation (positive word-of-mouth) and
return intention (e.g., Yi, 1990; Oh & Parks, 1997). The empirical work on
tourist satisfaction also demonstrated the usefulness of examining the effect
of experience attributes on overall satisfaction to understand the relative con-
tribution of product/service attributes to overall experience and/or behav-
ioral intention (Pizam & Milmann, 1993; Yuksel & Rimmington, 1998;
Kozak & Rimmington, 2000).

The Relationship Among Model Variables

The perceived performance strongly influences customer satisfaction (Chur-
chill & Surprenant, 1982; Tse & Wilton, 1988; Patterson, 1993). According to
proposed framework for linkages between trust, satisfaction, and loyalty by
Singh and Sirdeshmukh (2000), post-purchase performance perceptions/
evaluations positively influence satisfaction. Understanding the effect of attribute-
based performance on overall satisfaction enables firms to identify determi-
nants of the overall satisfaction (Mittal, Katrichis, & Kumar, 2001). The attrib-
ute-based performance also directly and positively influences behavioral
intention (Yuksel & Rimmington, 1998; Baker & Crompton, 2000). The model
proposed by Baker and Crompton (2000) posited that attribute-based perfor-
mance positively influences both satisfaction and behavioral intention. The
findings showed that performance influences behavioral intention both di-
rectly and indirectly through satisfaction. Therefore, the following hypotheses
are proposed:

Hypothesis 1: Destination performance has a positive impact on overall
satisfaction with destination.

Hypothesis 2: Destination performance has a positive impact on behav-
ioral intention for destination.
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Szymanski and Henard (2001) conducted a detailed meta-analysis of the
customer satisfaction literature. The authors confirmed that performance posi-
tively influences satisfaction, and overall satisfaction has a positive impact on
repurchase intentions. The overall satisfaction has been found a good and
strong predictor of repurchase intention because it represents a global evalua-
tion and general attitudinal construct (Anderson, Fornell, & Lehmann, 1994;
Mittal, Katrichis, & Kumar, 2001; Jones & Suh, 2000). The American Cus-
tomer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) model of Fornell et al. (1996) posited overall
satisfaction as key mediating variable between performance and repeat behav-
ior. This leads to following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Overall satisfaction with destination has a positive impact
on behavioral intention for destination.

The Influence of Market Segments on Model Linkages and Segmentation
Base

The segments have varying preferences and benefits sought. For different
customer segments, varying destination attributes would determine overall sat-
isfaction and behavioral intention. The socio-psychological motivations for
travel (benefits-sought) and visitor status (first-time and repeat visitors) have
been the most frequently used segmentation base in travel and tourism and
found useful and effective by both academicians and practitioners. First-time
and repeat visitors often represent two distinct segments to a destination and
their evaluation of destinations attributes is different (Fakeye & Crompton,
1991). The level of tourist experience with a destination would be different for
first-time and repeat visitors because of their expertise and expectations. For
example, Crompton and Love (1995) have found that correlations between at-
tribute-based evaluations and overall assessment were higher for the first time
visitors. Likewise, the benefits sought or push motivations to visit destinations
have tremendous impact on visitors’ attitudes, satisfaction and future behavior
of their inherent effect on cognitive and affective process as well as behavior
(Woodside & Jacobs, 1985; Uysal & Hagan, 1993, Baloglu & Uysal, 1996, Baloglu,
2000; Frochot & Morrison, 2000). The benefit segmentation potentially pro-
vides wide implications for product development and revision, product bundles
and packaging, promotion, and performance assessment (Baloglu & Uysal,
1996; Frochot & Morrison, 2000).

These all suggest that the relative contribution of destination performance
attributes to global evaluations would be different for distinct segments. The
segment-specific satisfaction, whether distinct segments develop their satis-
faction and behavioral intentions based on different service aspects, has also
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been emphasized in recent literature review of customer satisfaction con-
ducted in hospitality and tourism (Yuksel & Yuksel, 2001, p. 101). Recently,
Uysal and Williams (2003) found that different benefit segments moderate the
impact of expressive (core attributes) and instrumental (facilitating attributes)
on visitor satisfaction. Accordingly, the following hypotheses were derived:

Hypothesis 4: The destination performance attributes influencing overall
satisfaction will differ by visitor status—benefit segments.

Hypothesis 5: The destination performance attributes influencing behav-
ioral intention will differ by visitor status—benefit segments.

METHODOLOGY
Research Design

The study utilized en route survey methodology. The major advantages of
en route methodology are (1) it is cost effective, therefore, it is a preferred
methodology by many travel managers; and (2) it reduces response errors
(memory bias) because information is sought right after trip experience
(Hurst, 1994; Danaher & Arweiler, 1996). The data was collected at Las Ve-
gas McCarran International Airport departure gates while respondents were
waiting for their flight to home. The study utilized a multi-stage sampling
based on time/schedule domain through randomization. The flight schedules
provided by the airport administration included all charter flights to Canada
for the period of October 1999 through May 2000. The flights were mostly
twice a week (Thursday and Sunday). The study focused on the October
through December cluster. First, nine dates were randomly selected (five Sun-
days and four Thursdays). Then, flight schedules were randomly selected on
each day from morning, afternoon, evening, and late night flights. This proce-
dure resulted in sixteen flights to be covered.

A questionnaire was developed based on discussions with selected univer-
sity faculty, marketing managers of Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Au-
thority and McCarran International Airport, print media and literature review,
questionnaires used by the former USTTA and Tourism Canada for interna-
tional travelers. The questionnaire was then pre-tested on 60 Canadian visitors
from two separate flights at departure gates. The pre-test was conducted by
two trained graduate students (one American and one Canadian) for wording,
layout, content validity, and determining main data collection method. Two
versions of the questionnaire were used during the pre-test: self-administered
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and personal interview with response category cards. The pre-test showed that
personal interviews took 25-30 minutes and created response fatigue whereas
the respondents completed self-administered questionnaires in 10-15 minutes.
Therefore, the self-administered questionnaire was judged a more appropriate
data collection method for this study. The final questionnaire included sections
on trip information, importance of socio-psychological travel motivations and
destination attributes, performance of Las Vegas and the airport, and demo-
graphics.

Socio-psychological (push) motivations were measured by 16 items on a
7-point scale, 1 being “Not At All Important” and 7 being “Extremely Impor-
tant.” The performance items included 18 attributes measured on a 7-point
scale, 1 being “Terrible” and 7 being “Excellent.” A “Don’t Know” option was
also provided. Respondents were asked to indicate their overall satisfaction
with Las Vegas on this trip on a 7-point scale (1 = Extremely Dissatisfied, 7 =
Extremely Satisfied). Behavioral intention was measured by three items ask-
ing revisitation intention for pleasure next year, revisitation intention for plea-
sure in the next 3 years (1 = Definitely Will, 7 = Definitely Will Not), and
recommending Las Vegas to their friends and/or relatives (1 = Definitely Will,
7 = Definitely Will Not).

The airport authority provided all logistics for data collection, including
name badges for the graduate students. The students approached the visitors
who were waiting for their flight, identified themselves, explained the purpose
of the study, and emphasized that participation was confidential and voluntary.
They also mentioned that only one person would be filling the questionnaire in
case of couples, families or groups. This condition was also written in large
and boldface letters on cover page of the questionnaire.

Data Analysis

Data analysis included several stages. First, a hierarchical clustering proce-
dure by employing Ward’s method and squared Euclidean distance was uti-
lized on socio-psychological motivations to identify the number of benefit
segments. This was followed by a discriminant analysis to assess the internal
consistency of the benefits segments identified. The clusters (segments) were
validated by activities participated. Third, a principal component analysis of
the performance attributes reduced them into fewer meaningful dimensions.
The varimax rotation procedure and eigenvalue/scree plot were utilized to
identify the number of components. A cut-off value of 0.40 was used for item
inclusion in each component. Fourth, the model variables were prepared by
averaging the multi-item scores. Finally, the path model was tested for each
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visitor status-benefit segments by partial least squares and freeing all possible
paths in the recursive model.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Response Rate and Profile of Respondents

The visitors were very participatory and exhibited a high level of interest as
only 9% of the travelers approached rejected to participate. The required sam-
ple size was determined as about 400 based upon proportion of first-time and
repeat visitors at 95% confidence interval. A total of 412 questionnaires were
generated, 36 of which were not usable because they had excessive missing
data or response bias (i.e., consistently checking a particular number on a
scale). Of the remaining 376, 307 respondents indicated that the main purpose
of their visit was pleasure/vacation/gaming and were focus sample for this
study.

The genders of respondents were 54.3% female and 45.7% male. The ma-
jority of respondents (31.2%) reported an age 55 or above, which was followed
by 24.3% who belonged to the 45-54 age bracket. Twenty-one percent of them
were in the age group 35-44. Twenty-eight percent of the respondents held a
university degree; 23.2% of them had some college, and 23% reported an edu-
cation level of high school or less. The majority of the participants (71.7%)
were currently married; 15.2% were never married. Forty-two percent of the
respondents reported that their annual household income before taxes (in Ca-
nadian $) was $80,000 or more. This was followed by 22% in the income
group of $40,000 to $59,999, and 20.3% $60,000 to $79,999. In addition,
twenty two percent of the respondents had a professional occupation; 14.5% of
them were self-employed or business owner; 13.7% were retired, and 10.7% of
them were in skilled/technical category.

Sixty percent traveled with spouse and 34.5% traveled with friends. About
53% had 2 persons in the immediate travel party and another 18% had four
people. The majority spent 3 nights in Las Vegas (46.4%) while about 36%
spent 4 nights. Only 14.1 spent a week in Las Vegas.

Benefit Segments and Validation

The cluster analysis, computed from two to four cluster solutions, sug-
gested that two-clusters solution was more appropriate and revealed two
benefit segments: “Excitement/Fun/Adventure Seekers” (n = 96, 36.1%) and
“Relaxation/Novelty Seekers” (n = 164, 63.1%). The discriminant analysis
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showed that 95% of the cases were correctly classified, indicating good in-
ternal consistencies of the two segments (97.9% and 93.3%, respectively).
Aldenderfer and Blashfield (1984) pointed out that high classification accu-
racy is a strong evidence of the internal consistency (reliability), but not valid-
ity. The authors suggested that, although not used frequently, a better approach
to validate a clustering solution is to perform significance tests that compare
clusters on some theoretically relevant criteria that are not used to generate the
cluster solution. Therefore, the clusters generated were validated by activities
participated. The “Excitement/Fun/Adventure Seekers” were more likely to par-
ticipate in Thrill Rides, Special Concerts, Nightclubs and Dancing, and Regu-
larly Scheduled Las Vegas Shows than the “Relaxation/Novelty Seekers” (p <
.05).

Performance Dimensions

The principal component analysis of performance attributes resulted in
three components: “Variety of Activities/ Entertainment,” “Quality of Prod-
uct/Environment,” and “Value/Diversity” after excluding two attributes (“golf
courses and facilities” and “outdoor activities”’) from the analysis due to exten-
sive “don’t know” responses and low communalities. These three dimensions
explained 55.2% of the total variance in the performance attributes (Table 1).
One attribute, “resort atmosphere,” was cross-loaded on two dimensions and
retained in the factor where its loading was higher and more meaningful. The
descriptive statistics and reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) for model variables
were shown in Table 2. The reliability scores for multi-item measures were all
satisfactory, ranging from 0.76 to 0.82.

The Model and Hypotheses Tests

The model was first tested for the aggregate data (Table 3). The results
showed that only “Variety of Activities/Entertainment” had a positive impact
on Canadian visitors’ overall satisfaction with Las Vegas (p < 0.05). When be-
havioral intention was regressed on three performance dimensions and the
overall satisfaction, the overall satisfaction positively influenced the behav-
ioral intention and none of the performance dimensions was significant at 0.05
probability level. In other words, the overall satisfaction was an intervening or
mediating variable between destination performance evaluations and the be-
havioral intention.

In the next stage, the model was tested separately for each segment (Table
4). For “First-Time Visitors—Excitement/Fun/Adventure Seekers,” the perfor-
mance dimensions of “Value/Diversity” and “Variety of Activities/Entertain-
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TABLE 1. Principal Component Analysis of Performance Attributes

Attributes Variety of Activities/ Quality of Product/ Value/Diversity
Entertainment Environment

Variety of activities .815

Shopping facilities .709

Entertainment .675

Sightseeing opportunities .630

Quality of restaurants .609

Spectator events 564

Quality of gaming facilities 787

Standard hygiene and cleanliness .684

Quality of lodging .670

Safety and security .554

Reliable weather 522

Resort atmosphere 482 .480

Variety of natural attractions 792

Affordable room rates 752

Value for money 678

Suitability for different types of vacations .620

Eigen-value 5.84 1.64 1.34

Variance explained (%) 36.5 10.2 8.4

Cumulative Variance (%) 36.6 46.8 55.2

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy: .809
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: 516.2 (120 df., .000)

TABLE 2. Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Coefficients for Model Variables

Variables Mean Standard Number of Cronbach’s
Deviation Items Alpha
Variety of Activities/Entertainment 5.49 .66 7 7943
Quality of Product/Environment 5.77 .70 5 7629
Value/Diversity 5.06 .89 4 .8023
Overall Satisfaction 5.48 1.13 1 NA
Behavioral Intention 5.45 1.41 3 .8252

Note: All variables were measured on a 7-point scale.

ment” were positively related to overall satisfaction (p < 0.05). The overall
satisfaction had a positive impact on behavioral intention. For “First-Time
Visitors—Relaxation/Novelty Seekers,” only “Value/Diversity” was positively
related to overall satisfaction which, in turn, positively influenced behavioral
intention (p < 0.05). For “Repeat Visitors—Excitement/Fun/Adventure Seekers,”
“Quality of Product/Environment” and “Value/Diversity” had a positive im-
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TABLE 3. Results of Path Model for Aggregate Data (N = 256)

Endogenous Variables

Overall Satisfaction Behavioral Intention

B) B VIF (B) B VIF
Variety of Activities/Entertainment 233" 596" 1.31 116 297 1.36
Quality of Product/Environment 123 273 1.20 —.023 —.009 1.31
Value/Diversity 129 .343 1.29 —.016 —.004 1.42
Overall Satisfaction 557 .655* 1.52
F-value (significance level) 13.9 (.000) 33.1 (.000)
R? 142 345
Adjusted R® 131 335

(B): Standardized coefficient

B: Unstandardized coefficient

VIF: Variance Inflation Factor

*: Significant at 0.05 or better probability level

pact on overall satisfaction. Again, overall satisfaction was positively related
to behavioral intention (p < 0.05). Finally, for “Repeat Visitors—Relaxation/
Novelty Seekers,” “Quality of Product/Environment” was the only perfor-
mance dimension that positively influenced overall satisfaction which, in turn,
had a positive impact on behavioral intention (p < 0.05).

Hypothesis 1, destination performance positively influencing overall sat-
isfaction, was supported for the whole sample and across segments. Hypoth-
esis 2, destination performance positively influencing behavioral intention,
was not supported either for the whole sample or across samples. This also led
to finding no support for Hypothesis 5, which stated that the destination perfor-
mance attributes (dimensions) influencing behavioral intention will differ by
visitor status—benefit segments. Hypothesis 3, overall satisfaction significantly
influencing behavioral intention, was supported both for the whole sample and
across segments. Finally, the results showed support for Hypothesis 4, which
stated that the destination performance attributes (dimensions) influencing
overall satisfaction will differ by visitor status—benefit segments.

It should also be noted that the models tested for segments had higher ex-
planatory powers (R2) than that for the aggregate sample. In terms of predict-
ing overall satisfaction, the explanatory power (R2) of the whole sample model
was 0.141 whereas the explanatory powers for the segment models were 0.508
(first-time visitors seeking excitement, fun, and adventure), 0.493 (first-time
visitors seeking relaxation and novelty), 0.512 (repeat visitors seeking excite-
ment, fun, and adventure), and 0.259 (repeat visitors seeking relaxation and
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TABLE 4. Results of Path Model for Visitor Status—Benefit Segments

First-Time Visitors—Excitement/Fun/Adventure Seekers (n = 38)
Endogenous Variables

Overall Satisfaction Behavioral Intention

B) B VIF B) B VIF
Variety of Activities/Entertainment 472 .990* 1.15 .207 .501 1.60
Quality of Product/Environment .083 199 1.03 110 .304 1.04
Value/Diversity .367* .951* 117 —.045 -.134 1.44
Overall Satisfaction .531* .612* 2.03
F-value (significance level) 11.7 (.000) 7.2 (.000)
R? 508 467
Adjusted R® 464 403
(B): Standardized coefficient B: Unstandardized coefficient VIF: Variance Inflation Factor

*: Significant at 0.05 or lower probability level

First-Time Visitors—Relaxation/Novelty Seekers (n = 36)

Endogenous Variables

Overall Satisfaction Behavioral Intention

B) B VIF B) B VIF
Variety of Activities/Entertainment 191 379 1.39 .200 .504 1.47
Quality of Product/Environment 173 .382 1.42 —.278 —.782 1.48
Value/Diversity A472* .870* 1.62 —.050 -.117 2.06
Overall Satisfaction .598* 761* 1.97
F-value (significance level) 10.4 (.000) 4.2 (.008)
R? 493 354
Adjusted R® 446 270

(B): Standardized coefficient B: Unstandardized coefficient VIF: Variance Inflation Factor

*: Significant at .05 or lower probability level

novelty). Similarly, in terms of predicting overall satisfaction, the explanatory
power in the whole sample was 0.34. The explanatory power of segment-based
models, on the other hand, ranged from 0.35 to 0.46.

The findings demonstrate that the impact of destination performance evalu-
ations on overall satisfaction show variations from one segment to another.
Therefore, any model including attribute-based performance should be tested
for specific samples to provide more effective practical implications for the
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TABLE 4 (continued)

Repeat Visitors—Excitement/Fun/Adventure Seekers (n = 54)
Endogenous Variables

Overall Satisfaction Behavioral Intention

B) B VIF B) B VIF
Variety of Activities/Entertainment 179 424 1.69 .266 .691 1.35
Quality of Product/Environment .406* 677" 1.29 —.058 —.105 1.63
Value/Diversity .322* 718* 1.43 .096 .235 1.41
Overall Satisfaction .429* .470* 1.51
F-value (significance level) 17.5 (.000) 8.7 (.000)
R? 512 417
Adjusted R® 483 370
(B): Standardized coefficient B: Unstandardized coefficient VIF: Variance Inflation Factor

*: Significant at 0.05 or lower probability level

Repeat Visitor-Relaxation/Novelty Seekers (n = 128)

Endogenous Variables

Overall Satisfaction Behavioral Intention

B) B VIF B) B VIF
Variety of Activities/Entertainment 139 325 1.16 —.053 -.136 1.19
Quality of Product/Environment 362 655 1.16 —.059 —.118 1.34
Value/Diversity 161 .393 1.22 —.014 —-.030 1.25
Overall Satisfaction .662* .730* 1.35
F-value (significance level) 14.5 (.000) 19.2 (.000)
R? 259 385
Adjusted R® 241 365

(B): Standardized coefficient B: Unstandardized coefficient VIF: Variance Inflation Factor

*: Significant at .05 or lower probability level

tourist destinations. If destinations do not have the understanding of how dif-
ferent destination attribute performances influence global evaluations or fu-
ture behavior of different segments, the implications generated by “one-for-
all” models would not be useful for marketing activities. As a matter of fact,
the destination marketing organizations or bodies would be wasting their re-
sources. A segmented approach is more pragmatic than aggregated approach
because it provides segment-specific implications for destination management
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and marketing. This approach, however, requires a careful identification of the
segments for a tourist destination. In other words, the destinations should first
identify the most effective segmentation base to group their visitors, and then,
examine how attribute-based performance is related to overall satisfaction and
future behavior for the segments identified.

From a practical standpoint, the findings can be utilized in marketing efforts
of Las Vegas to target specific Canadian visitors and to develop sound promo-
tion and packaging tactics as well as product enhancement tactics. To serve
this purpose, the segments were further profiled by employing a series of chi-
square tests at 0.05 probability level. The results indicated that first-time visi-
tors seeking excitement and adventure are more likely to be ages between 21
and 34. On the other hand, the first-time visitors seeking relaxation and/or nov-
elty are more likely to belong to 35-44 age bracket. The repeat visitors seeking
relaxation and/or novelty are more likely to be 55 or older. The first-time and
repeat visitors seeking relaxation and or novelty are more likely to be married.
They are also more likely to travel with their spouse. The first-time visitors
seeking excitement are less likely to travel with family or relatives, but more
likely to travel with friend(s). The first-time and repeat visitors seeking excite-
ment and adventure are more likely to take thrill rides. The repeat visitors seek-
ing excitement and adventure are more likely to attend special concerts and go
to nightclubs whereas the first-time visitors seeking the same benefits are more
likely to go to regularly scheduled Las Vegas shows.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

This article tested a model involving destination performance, overall satis-
faction, and behavioral intention in a path-analytic framework. It clearly dem-
onstrated differences and similarities in model linkages when aggregate data
and segment-based data were utilized. The findings strongly indicated that the
overall satisfaction is an intervening variable between attribute-based destina-
tion performance and behavioral intention for destinations. In other words, the
destination performance indirectly influences behavioral intention through
overall satisfaction. This finding was in line with the most previous research on
customer satisfaction (i.e., Fornell et al., 1996; Szymanski & Henard, 2001).
The model was also tested for each segment by treating re/visitation intention
and recommendation behavior separately. They both produced consistent re-
sults and were not different from when a composite measure of the two was
used. This suggests that, if no other information is on hand, the global evalua-
tions seems to be a good predictor of future visitations and word-of-mouth.
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The segment-specific findings also help to reveal the destination attributes
critical to ensure a pleasant experience for each segment. Therefore, it pro-
vides a more pragmatic approach. As pointed out earlier, the segmentation ba-
sis (or base) used by a destination is equally important in this approach. Future
study would utilize some other segmentation base appropriate for the destina-
tion of interest to advance our understanding on the nature of relationship be-
tween attribute-based performance, satisfaction, and behavioral intention for
distinct markets. The findings are limited to linear relationships among model
variables because non-linear or asymmetric relationships were not investigated
(please see Mittal at al., 1998). The destination performance may have direct
and asymmetric impact on behavioral intention. That would be an interesting
future research area.

The model assumed unidirectional relationships between the variables and
constructs. Therefore, the findings are limited to recursive model because bi-di-
rectional linkages were not investigated. The results are limited to the time pe-
riod of data collection and destination attributes included in the study. The
study measured overall satisfaction by a single-item global measure. Although
the single-item overall satisfaction measure has also been used in most recent
customer satisfaction research and justified in large-scale surveys (see LaBar-
bera & Mazursky, 1983; Fornell et al., 1996; Mittal, Ross, & Baldasare, 1998;
Kozak & Rimmington, 2000; Yuksel & Rimmington, 1998; Mittal, Katrichis, &
Kumar, 2001), future research would use multiple measures as several authors
argue that the satisfaction construct has both cognitive and affective dimen-
sions (see Oliver, 1993). The findings are also limited to period when data
were collected and to those Canadian travelers who use air travel as their mode
of transportation. Therefore, the findings would not be generalizable over Ca-
nadian visitors to Las Vegas.
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The Effect of Length of Stay
on Travelers’ Perceived Satisfaction
with Service Quality

Janet D. Neal

SUMMARY. Consumer satisfaction related to service quality during
the vacation experience is of paramount importance to the travel and
tourism industry. This study tests empirically the effects the number of
nights spent on a vacation have on the levels of satisfaction recent travel-
ers report for three service aspects of the travel destination: perceived
satisfaction with tourism service providers; perceived “freedom from de-
fects” of tourism services; and perceived reasonableness of the cost of
tourism services. Differentiation in satisfaction scores between “short-
term visitors” (i.e., those who stayed from one to six nights) and “long-
term visitors” (i.e., those who stayed seven or more nights) were exam-
ined. Significant differences between the two groups of visitors were
present for (1) perceived satisfaction with industry professionals deliver-
ing the service experience at the travel destination, (2) perceived satis-
faction with “freedom from defects” of the actual services at the
destination, and (3) perceived reasonableness of the cost of services at
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the travel destination. Suggestions for how tourism industry profession-
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INTRODUCTION

The concept of length of stay is vital to the careful examination of many
travel/tourism issues (Butler 1974; Masberg 1998). The importance of length
of stay when studying many aspects of travel has been clearly established in
prior research (see for example Uysal, Fesenmaier, and O’Leary 1994). This
paper seeks to explore how the length of stay can and does affect the satisfac-
tion of travelers.

Understanding and enhancing consumer satisfaction has, understandably,
become a major goal in contemporary businesses (Yi 1990). The success of
any business is contingent upon attracting and retaining satisfied customers.
The profitability and ultimate survival of hospitality and tourism businesses is
to deliver high-quality products in an effort to generate continued demand for
their services from both new and returning customers. Previous research stud-
ies have examined the importance of consumer satisfaction in lodging (Barsky
1992; Barsky and Labagh 1992; Saleh and Ryan 1991), restaurant (Dube, Ren-
aghan and Miller 1994) and tourism (Pizam and Milman 1993) industries.
Many of these studies established that consumer satisfaction with various as-
pects of the purchase experience, including the service aspects, brings about
desired consumer behavior, such as repeat business and positive word-of-
mouth communications with others (see, for example, Anderson, Fornell and
Lehmann 1994; Boulding, Kalra, Staelin and Zeithaml 1993; and Cronin and
Taylor 1992). Further, increased satisfaction with the service aspects of travel/
tourism experiences can lead to enhancing the overall life satisfaction (i.e.,
quality of life) of vacationers (Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal 1999).

LITERATURE REVIEW

The importance and seasonal variation of length of vacation stay in forty-
eight states in the United States has been clearly established in previous re-
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search (Uysal et al. 1994). This was accomplished by developing a trip index
for each state that was used to calculate the length of stay and seasonal varia-
tion of length of stay in each state in addition to information related to length of
stay in all states visited. Uysal and his colleagues clustered states into five
groups that show high to low concentration in pleasure travel. The findings in-
dicated that not only do different states tend to attract tourists that are “destina-
tion-oriented” (traveling specifically to that destination, thus having a greater
length of stay), but also that the attractiveness of these states tends to be sea-
sonal.

While length of stay is often used to define the supply side of tourism (e.g.,
to help determine the number and types of visitors in order to develop the
proper facilities; to ascertain how information centers affect the visitors’
length of stay to specific states) (Getz 1986; Gunn 1988; Tierney 1993), it can
be argued that the length of stay can be a useful measure in examining the de-
mand side of tourism as well (e.g., visitor satisfaction). For instance, Uysal
(1998) indicated that the length of stay (tourist nights spent on vacation) is one
of the most commonly-used methods of measuring tourism demand. The length
of stay is usually defined as the amount of time travelers spend at a destination
and is frequently measured in the number of days or nights tourists spend at the
site (Pearce and Elliott 1983; Uysal, McDonald, and O’Leary 1988).

Length of stay has been shown in prior research to be an effective tool in
measuring demand. The duration of time (i.e., number of nights) a traveler
spends on his or her vacation has been used as an indicator of tourism demand.
One study conducted at national parks used length of stay (the number of “ski-
touring” days at the destination site) as a measure of demand by regressing
variables such as direct cost of skiing, distance traveled, number of previous
skiing trips, and a myriad of site characteristics on it (Uysal et al. 1988). An-
other study used length of stay to examine tourism demand at resort destina-
tions (Crouch 1994), based on the rationale that the most basic product being
purchased by tourists is a “night’s stay.” Therefore, length of stay is an appro-
priate measure for tourism demand.

It is logical to conclude that this increase in demand for particular tourism
services is likely a function of the tourists’ satisfaction among other factors at
the destination site. That is, the more satisfied tourists are with the destination
services, the more they will demand that service, and the greater the length of
stay is likely to be at that particular destination site. This is consistent with the
finding of many researchers who have discovered that an increase in quality
leisure time enhances leisure satisfaction (e.g., Driver 1976; Buchanan 1983).

The general hypothesis of the study is that satisfaction with the perceived
quality of travel and tourism services at the travel destination is a positive
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function of the length of stay of the overnight traveler. Based on the review of
the literature, the following three specific hypotheses were generated:

H1: Satisfaction with the perceived quality of travel and tourism service
providers at the travel destination is a positive function of the length of stay of
the traveler. Visitors that spend little time on a vacation experience have less
time to enjoy the amenities of the trip. Putting forth the effort to correct mis-
takes made by service providers tends to consume a much larger ratio of the
overall time spent on the vacation. With so little time to enjoy the experience,
every minute counts for short-term visitors. Additionally, there is less time for
service industry providers to become familiar with the guests in a personal way
such that individual needs and tastes can be addressed to the fullest.

H2: Satisfaction with the perceived efficiency (i.e., “freedom from de-
fects”) of services at the travel destination is a positive function of the length of
stay of the traveler. If a service system failure occurs during a vacation taken
by short-term visitors, a larger portion of the vacation time is consumed by the
mistake, thus making the magnitude seem greater. For instance, if a visitor is
staying for a month at the beach and one day a service system failure occurs
(e.g., water pipes break), only one day of many (i.e., 1/30th) of the vacation
time is ruined. However, if the vacation lasts only 4 days and the same problem
occurs, a large proportion of the overall vacation is destroyed (i.e., 1/4th), thus
making a much larger impact on the guest’s overall perception of satisfaction
with the vacation. Moreover, guests are less likely to bring service system fail-
ures to the attention of the service provider during short visits, so there is less
opportunity for service recovery. Additionally, in those instances in which
guests do report system defects, the service providers have much less time to
implement service recovery procedures for short-term visitors than for long-
term visitors.

H3: Satisfaction with the perceived cost of travel and tourism services at the
travel destination is a positive function of the length of stay of the traveler.
Since short-term visitors have less time to fully enjoy a vacation experience, it
is believed that the perception of value-related costs will be less favorable
than for those that have added time to “get more out of”” the vacation experi-
ence. For example, if two guests travel the same distance to a vacation destina-
tion and one has the opportunity to relax, enjoy the vacation experience, and
accomplish the purpose of the trip (e.g., resting and relaxing); whereas the
other vacationer that has traveled the same distance has to rush to try to squeeze
in as many adventures into a short time as possible and perhaps not have the
time to accomplish the purpose of the trip (e.g., unwinding and rejuvenating),
it is likely that the perceived monetary value will be much more favorable for
the long-term visitor than for the short-term one.
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METHODS

A self-reported survey was mailed to individuals who had recently traveled.
The sample population consisted of individuals who (1) reside in Southwest
Virginia and who (2) have participated in leisure travel (or leisure travel com-
bined with business travel) within the last year. The names and addresses of the
random sample were obtained via a reputable mailing list provider. Several
techniques were employed to enhance the response rate. Self-addressed, stamped
envelopes were included in the package being mailed to the respondents to en-
sure ease of return. Each of the cover letters was signed individually in blue ink
in an attempt to show personalization and increase the response rate. Addi-
tionally, each envelope was stamped individually with a regular postage stamp
to prevent the surveys from looking like a mass mailing, again, to try to in-
crease the response rate. Three weeks after the survey was mailed, a reminder
postcard was sent to those who had not returned their surveys.

The survey addressed travelers’ perceptions of satisfaction with several as-
pects of service quality in relation to their most recent trip. A five-point
Likert-type scale was used to capture responses to the questions, with “5” re-
cording the highest level of satisfaction and “1” the lowest. A total of 826 use-
able surveys were returned from the 2,000 travelers who received the cover
letter and survey questionnaire, thus making the response rate 47.69%.

RESULTS

Travelers were split into two groups: short-term overnight visitors (those
who stayed from one to six nights on their trip) and long-term overnight visi-
tors (those who stayed seven or more nights on their trip). Both groups of sur-
vey respondents tended to be satisfied in general with three very important
aspects of service quality at the travel destination: perceived quality of ser-
vices provided by travel and tourism professionals related to the travel destina-
tion; perceived “freedom from defects” of services at the travel destination;
perceived reasonableness of the cost of travel and tourism services at the travel
destination (see Table 1).

Independent samples t-tests were conducted to determine if differences be-
tween the means of the groups were statistically significant. Levine’s Test for
Equality of Variances showed that no significant differences existed between
the two population variances for any of the factors being analyzed (satisfaction
with quality of service providers, F = 1.689, p = 0.194; satisfaction with free-
dom from defects, F = 0.558, p = 0.455; satisfaction with cost, F=0.184, p =
0.668). Therefore, the equal variances assumed test was used in each instance.
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TABLE 1. Group Statistics for Length of Stay of Short-Term versus Long-Term
Visitors*

Satisfaction with perceived quality of tourism service providers at the travel destination

Length of Stay N Mean SD SEM
Short term visitors 167 3.982 0.861 0.067
Long term visitors 289 4.256 0.719 0.042
Satisfaction with “freedom from defects” of services at the travel destination
Length of Stay N Mean SD SEM
Short-term visitors 176 4.028 0.935 0.070
Long-term visitors 290 4.228 0.800 0.047
Satisfaction with reasonableness of the cost of services at the travel destination
Length of Stay N Mean SD SEM
Short-term visitors 165 3.847 0.908 0.071
Long-term visitors 277 4.072 0.865 0.052

*NOTE: “Short-term visitors” are defined as those who stayed from one to six nights at their vacation destination, whereas
“long-term visitors” are defined as those who stayed seven or more nights at their vacation destination (1 = low satisfaction;
5 =high satisfaction). N = number of respondents; SD = standard deviation; SEM = Standard Error Mean.

TABLE 2. Results from Independent Samples t-Test for Length of Stay of
Short-Term versus Long-Term Visitors

Measurement item t df Sig. Mean SE 95% Confidence
(2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Interval of the
Difference

Lower Upper

Perceived satisfaction 3.642 454 | p<0.001** | 0.2740 0.07524 12616 42187
w/service providers
Perceived satisfaction 2.443 464 |[p=0.015"*] 0.1992 0.08153 .03896 .35940

w/freedom from defects
Perceived satisfaction w/cost | 2.581 440 |[p=0.010"] 0.2237 0.08667 .05338 .39406

Sig = Significance; SE = Standard Error
Significant “p” values are shown in bold
* indicates significance at the 0.05 level
**indicates significance at the 0.01 level
Equal Variances Assumed

The results for evaluating H1 indicated that long-term visitors were more
satisfied with the quality of tourism service providers at the travel destination
(M = 4.256; SD = 0.719) than were short-term visitors (M = 3.982; SD =
0.861). The results of the independent samples t-test indicated that the long-
term visitors experienced significantly more satisfaction with the quality of
tourism services during their vacation than did short-term visitors (t = 3.642; df =
454; p < 0.001).
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The results for evaluating H2 indicated that long-term visitors reported
greater satisfaction with the perceived efficiency (i.e., “freedom from defects”)
during their vacation experience (M = 4.228; SD = 0.800) than did short-term
visitors (M =4.028; SD =0.935). The results of an independent samples t-test
indicated that the levels of satisfaction for long-term visitors were signifi-
cantly higher than for short-term visitors (t = 2.443; df = 464; p = 0.015).

The results for evaluating H3 indicated that long-term visitors reported
greater levels of satisfaction (M = 4.072; SD = 0.865) with the cost of the trip
than did short-term visitors (M = 3.847; SD = 0.908). The results of the inde-
pendent samples t-test determined that long-term visitors were more satisfied
with the perceived reasonableness of the cost of services at the destination than
were short-term visitors (t = 2.581; df = 440; p = 0.010) (Table 2).

In order to further understand the relationship between Length of Stay and
the travelers’ perceived satisfaction with service quality and how the relation-
ship may show variation for demographic and travel behavior variables, the
study also used Analysis of Co-Variance to determine if the relationship would
still hold while controlling for various demographic and travel behavior char-
acteristics of the study. These “control variables” included age, income, mari-
tal status, gender, and the “type of trip” (“type of trip” categories included
beach, resort, theme park, festival/special events, recreation, outdoor, com-
bined business and pleasure, visiting friends and relatives, and touring).

The results revealed that none of the control variables tested influenced the
relationship between the overall satisfaction of tourists” and the Length of Stay
of travelers. Although previous research studies have indicated that, by defini-
tion, long-term travelers tend to be older than short-term travelers, age does
not significantly affect satisfaction within length of stay categories (Wilks’
Lambda, F =2.283, p =0.079). The same was true for income (Wilks’ Lambda,
F=1.031, p = 0.379), marital status (Wilks’ Lambda, F = 0.822, p = 0.482),
gender (Wilks” Lambda, F=21.221, p = 0.302), and type of trip (p = 0.822, p=
0.482). When controlling for each of these factors, satisfaction with length of
stay remained significant across all categories being tested.

All three hypotheses were supported by the analyses of the data. This indi-
cates that the length of stay of travelers at the tourism destination has an effect
on their levels of satisfaction with service professionals, with the perceived ef-
ficiency of the service systems, and with the perceived cost of services.

CONCLUSION

The results from this study show that perceived levels of satisfaction with
various service-related aspects of vacations are influenced by the amount of time
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visitors stay on the trip. Although both groups of travelers (e.g., short-term and
long-term) experienced satisfaction with the service-related aspects of travel
that were measured, significant differences for levels of satisfaction were deter-
mined based on the number of nights the travelers stayed on their vacations. Short-
term visitors (i.e., those who stayed from one to six nights) tended to experience
lower levels of satisfaction with perceived quality of service providers, per-
ceived freedom from defects, and the perceived reasonableness of the cost at
their travel destinations than did long-term visitors.

IMPLICATIONS

The results show that, indeed, the length of stay impacts the consumer per-
ception of satisfaction with several aspects of service quality. From a theoreti-
cal perspective, this study empirically established: (1) the effects of length of
stay on the perceived quality of travel and tourism service providers at the
travel destination, (2) the effects of length of stay on the perceived satisfaction
with the efficiency (i.e., “freedom from defects”) of travel and tourism ser-
vices at the tourism destination, and (3) the effects of length of stay on the per-
ceived cost of travel and tourism services at the travel destination. In all three
instances, the satisfaction levels were significantly higher for “long-term visi-
tors” than for “short-term visitors.”

Practical implications might include providing incentives to short-term vis-
itors that would likely help them extend their stay (e.g., discounts provided to
those that stay seven or more nights; added amenities and opportunities for
those that stay at least seven nights at a single destination) in an effort to
enhance their overall satisfaction. Other suggestions include product develop-
ment designed to cater to the special on-site experience needs of guests with
differing lengths of stay and activity development activities for both types of
visitors while vacationing. Additionally, on the supplier side, developing a
mechanism by which the industry can also monitor levels of satisfaction dur-
ing the course of the vacation is suggested.

Future research in this area might include performing an analysis designed
to break down the travel experience into different phases to ascertain if the
findings fluctuate during various stages of the trip. For example, if no signifi-
cant differences are detected with service aspects of the en route and return trip
phases of the trip, but significant differences are detected for satisfaction with
service aspects at the destination site, this would be useful to industry profes-
sionals as they create plans to enhance the overall vacation satisfaction of
short-term visitors.
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SUMMARY. This study attempted to investigate the relationship be-
tween cultural/heritage destination attributes and overall satisfaction, and
to identify the difference in the overall satisfaction of tourists in terms of
selected demographic and travel behavior characteristics. The expectancy-
disconfirmation theory provided a conceptual framework for this study.
This theory holds that consumers first form expectations of products or
service performance prior to purchasing or use. The study area for this
study was Virginia Historic Triangle (Williamsburg, Jamestown, and Y ork-
town). The survey was conducted at five different sites in the Virginia
Historic Triangle. The findings indicate that there is a relationship be-
tween destination attributes and overall satisfaction with cultural/heritage
experience. The study also reveals that overall satisfaction may show
variation by gender, length of stay, and decision horizon. The study con-
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INTRODUCTION

Because of people’s inclination to seek out novelty, including that of tradi-
tional cultures, heritage tourism has become a major “new’ area of tourism de-
mand, which almost all policy-makers are now aware of and anxious to develop.
Heritage tourism, as a part of the broader category of “cultural tourism,” is
now a major pillar of the nascent tourism strategy of many countries. Cul-
tural/heritage tourism strategies in various countries have in common that they
are a major growth area, that they can be used to boost local culture, and that
they can aid the seasonal and geographic spread of tourism (Richards, 1996).

In recent decades, there is a trend toward an increased specialization among
travelers, and cultural/heritage tourism is the fastest growing segment of the
industry. Americans’ interest in traveling to cultural/heritage destinations has
increased recently and is expected to continue.

Recent studies about cultural/heritage tourism have focused on identifying
the characteristics, development, and management of cultural/heritage tour-
ism, as well as on investigating demographic and travel behavior characteris-
tics of tourists who visit cultural/heritage destinations. Pearce and Balcar (1996)
analyzed destination characteristics, development, management, and patterns
of demand through an element-by-element comparison of eight heritage sites
on the West Coast of New Zealand. Silberberg (1995) provided a common pat-
tern of cultural/heritage tourists by analyzing age, gender, income, and educa-
tional level. Formica and Uysal (1998) explored the existing markets of a
unique annual event that blends internationally well-known cultural exhibi-
tions with historical settings. Behavioral, motivational, and demographic char-
acteristics of festival visitors were examined by using a posteriori market
segmentation.

The study also researched cultural/heritage tourists’ demographic and
travel behavior characteristics in order to help tourism marketers better under-
stand their customers. In addition, because there have been few studies that
identify the relationship between cultural/heritage destination attributes and
satisfaction, this study investigates which attributes satisfy tourists who visit
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cultural/heritage destinations in order to help tourism planners develop strate-
gies to increase their market share and attract new customers.

Therefore, two specific objectives of the study are (1) to identify the rela-
tionship between cultural/heritage destination attributes and the overall satis-
faction of tourists who visit cultural/heritage destination and (2) to analyze the
relationship between cultural/heritage destination attributes and tourists’ over-
all satisfaction, controlling for their demographic and travel behavior charac-
teristics.

THEORETICAL BASIS

The study is based on a consumer behavior model, which postulates that
consumer satisfaction is a function of both expectations related to certain at-
tributes, and judgments of a performance regarding these attributes (Clemons
and Woodruff, 1992).

One of the most commonly-adopted approaches used to examine the satis-
faction of consumers is expectancy-disconfirmation theory. This theory with
its enhanced conceptualizations and variations currently dominates the study
of consumer satisfaction and provides a fundamental framework for satisfac-
tion studies (Oliver, 1980; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1985). Expec-
tancy-disconfirmation theory holds that consumers first form expectations of
products’ or services’ performance prior to purchase or use. The gap between
the two is of a major concern to service providers and decision makers.

CULTURAL/HERITAGE DESTINATION ATTRIBUTES

The study attempts to identify cultural/heritage destination attributes which
satisfied tourists when they visited these destinations. Therefore, after investi-
gating previous research related to this topic, the researchers decided to select
several attributes of cultural/heritage tourism.

Andersen, Prentice and Guerin (1997) researched the cultural tourism of
Denmark. They chose several attributes, such as historical buildings, muse-
ums, galleries, theaters, festivals and events, shopping, food, palaces, famous
people (writer . . . ), castles, sports, and old towns. They identified the impor-
tant attributes as being castles, gardens, museums, and historical buildings,
when tourists made a decision to visit Denmark. Richards (1996) focused on
the marketing and development of European cultural tourism. He chose sev-
eral attributes related to cultural/heritage destinations in order to analyze Euro-
pean cultural tourism. Especially, through analyzing these attributes, this article
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indicated a rapid increase in both the production and consumption of heritage
attractions. Peleggi (1996) also examined the relevance of Thailand’s heritage
attractions to both international and domestic tourism, including an analysis of
the state tourism agency’s promotion of heritage and the ideological implica-
tions of heritage sightseeing in relation to the official historical narrative. This
research provided several attributes, such as traditional villages, monuments,
museums, and temples. In addition to the research discussed above, many
other researchers have studied cultural/heritage destination attributes. For ex-
ample, Sofield and Li (1998) studied the cultural tourism of China by selecting
history, culture, traditional festivals, historical events, beautiful scenic heri-
tage, historical sites, architecture, folk arts (music, dancing, craft work) and
folk culture villages as the attributes of significance. Janiskee (1996) empha-
sized the importance of events through several attributes such as festivals, his-
toric houses, traditional ceremonies, music, dancing, craftwork, food, and the
direct experience of traditional life.

The current study generated a list of 25 attributes based on previous studies.
These attributes include cultural/heritage attributes as well as infrastructure at-
tributes, such as, food, shopping places, accommodations, etc.

TOURIST CHARACTERISTICS

The characteristics of tourists are important factors when the researcher
analyzes satisfaction with cultural/heritage destinations. Therefore, socioeco-
nomic, demographic, and behavioral indicators are commonly used in tourism
research to profile tourists by age, gender, income, marital status, occupations,
and education or ethnic background. These indicators are easy to identify and
use in marketing decisions (Yavuz, 1994).

Silberberg (1995) provided a common pattern of cultural/heritage tourists.
This study identified the cultural/heritage tourist as one who: earns more money
and spends more money while on vacation; spends more time in an area while
on vacation; is more highly educated than the general public; is more likely to
be female than male, and tends to be in older age categories.

Master and Prideaux (2000) analyzed the variance by age, gender, occupa-
tion and previous overseas travel of Taiwanese cultural/heritage tourists to
determine if demographic and travel characteristics influenced responses on
importance of attributes and satisfaction levels.

Lee (1998) examined demographic variables of tourists in his tourism
research. In particular, he investigated individuals’ trip characteristics (trip
group types) and past experience with a destination. Past experience was mea-
sured by asking tourists to indicate the number of trips they have taken to the
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chosen destination. His study analyzed the relationship between past experi-
ence and place attachment.

Fomica and Uysal (1998) explored the existing markets of a unique annual
event, the Spoleto Festival in Italy that blends internationally well-known
cultural exhibitions with historical settings. The behavioral, motivational,
and demographic characteristics of festival visitors were examined by using a
posteriori market segmentation. The results of the study showed statistically
significant differences between the groups in terms of age, income, and marital
status.

Kerstetter, Confer, and Graefe (2001) also investigated whether types of
heritage tourists exist and, if so, whether they differ based on socio-demo-
graphic characteristics. This study found that tourists with an interest in visit-
ing heritage or cultural sites (i.e., “heritage tourists”) tend to stay longer, spend
more per trip, are more highly educated, and have a higher average annual in-
come than the general tourists.

This study provides tourists’ demographic and travel behavior characteris-
tics in order to explain the differences in attributes and satisfaction. Tourists’
demographic characteristics in the study included age, gender, total household
incomes, and educational level. On the other hand, tourists’ travel behavior
characteristics included party in a group, past experience, length of stay, deci-
sion time taken to select a destination, and sources of information about the
destination.

TOURIST SATISFACTION

Tourist satisfaction is important to successful destination marketing be-
cause it influences the choice of destination, the consumption of products and
services, and the decision to return (Kozak and Rimmington, 2000). Several
researchers have studied customer satisfaction and provided theories about
tourism. For example, Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry’s (1985) expectation-
perception gap model, Oliver’s expectancy-disconfirmation theory (Pizam
and Milman, 1993), Sirgy’s congruity model (Chon and Olsen, 1991), and the
performance-only model (Pizam, Neumann, and Reichel, 1978) have been
used to measure tourist satisfaction with specific tourism destinations. Some
researchers have also looked at comparison of standards used in service qual-
ity and satisfaction and provided excellent discussion points on different mea-
sures of service quality and satisfaction (Ekinci, Riley, and Chen 2001;
Liljander 1994). However, regardless of the nature of satisfaction measures,
the theory of expectancy-disconfirmation has received the widest acceptance
among satisfaction-based theories because it is broadly applicable.
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Pizam and Milman (1993) utilized Oliver’s (1980) expectancy-disconfirmation
model to improve the predictive power of travelers’ satisfaction. They intro-
duced the basic dynamic nature of the disconfirmation model into hospitality
research, while testing part of the original model in a modified form. In order
to assess the causal relationship between two different disconfirmation meth-
ods, they employed a regression model with a single “expectation-met” mea-
sure as the dependent variable, and 21 differences-score measures as the inde-
pendent variable. Some studies on customer satisfaction are also notable in
tourism behavior research. For example, Pizam, Neumann and Reichel (1978)
investigated the factor structure of tourists’ satisfaction with their destination
areas. The authors showed eight distinguishable dimensions of tourist satisfac-
tion.

Barsky (1992) and Barsky and Labagh (1992) introduced the expectancy-
disconfirmation paradigm into lodging research. Basically, the proposed model
in these studies was that customer satisfaction was the function of disconfirmation,
measured by nine “expectations met” factors that were weighted by attrib-
ute-specific importance. The model was tested with data collected from 100
random subjects via guest comment card. As a result, customer satisfaction
was found to correlate with a customer’s willingness to return.

Kozak and Rimington (2000) reported the findings of a study to determine
destination attributes critical to the overall satisfaction levels of tourists. Pizam,
Neumann, and Reichel (1978) stated that it is important to measure consumer
satisfaction with each attribute of the destination, because consumer dis/satis-
faction with one of the attributes leads to dis/satisfaction with the overall desti-
nation. Furthermore, Rust, Zahorik, and Keininghan (1996) explained that the
relative importance of each attribute to the overall impression should be inves-
tigated because dis/satisfaction can be the result of evaluating various positive
and negative experiences.

STUDY AREA

The study area for this study was Virginia Historic Triangle (Williamsburg,
Jamestown, and Yorktown). Virginia Historic Triangle has been called the
‘largest living museum in the world.” Furthermore, it is one of America’s most
popular vacation destinations. Jamestown is where America began when in
1607 a few hardy souls carved out of the wilderness the first permanent Eng-
lish settlement in the New World. Williamsburg is the world’s premier living
history site, an entire town that has been restored to the days when it was the
political and economic center of the American colonies. Yorktown is where
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General George Washington defeated England’s troops in 1781 in the final
battle of the American Revolution.

Although famous throughout the world, Virginia Historic Triangle is still a
‘small town.” However, every year more than 4,000,000 tourists come to visit.
Due to its varied, year-round attractions, it is one of the most popular visit des-
tinations in the United States.

SAMPLE

The sample population for the study was composed of tourists who visited
Virginia Historic Triangle (Williamsburg, Jamestown, and Yorktown) in June
and August, in 2001. The survey was conducted at five different places that are
frequently visited in Virginia Historic Triangle over a 2-week period. Distribu-
tion of questionnaires was carried out only during the daytime. Respondents
were approached and informed about the purpose of the survey in advance be-
fore they were given the questionnaire. They then were asked whether they
would participate in the survey. Self-completion questionnaires were provided
at five different places in the Virginia Historic Triangle. Respondents younger
than age 18 were automatically excluded. Personal observations revealed that
tourists who were age 18 or older visit cultural/heritage destinations either in-
dividually or with their friends or families as groups. No particular attempt was
made to apply a random sample or to select particular segments. However,
tourists were selected at different times of the day. A total sample size of 300
was completed.

VARIABLES

The study analyzed which cultural/heritage destination attributes were impor-
tant in satisfying tourists who visited cultural/heritage destinations, and identified
the differences in terms of tourists’ characteristics. To develop an instrument for
this study, previous literature was examined to identify instruments used with
studies having similar objectives. A preliminary questionnaire was developed
based upon previous instrumentation used by Kozak and Rimmington (2000).
Kozak and Rimmington’s study reported findings about destination attributes
critical to the overall satisfaction levels of tourists visiting Mallorca, Spain
during the winter season.

The questionnaire used in this study consisted of two sections. The first sec-
tion explored destination attributes affecting tourists’ expectations, perceptions,
and satisfaction levels in relation to a cultural/heritage destination. Respon-
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dents were requested to give a score to each of the 25 attributes on the levels of
expectations and satisfactions separately using a 5-point Likert-type scale
ranging from very low expectation (1) to very high expectation (5) and from
very dissatisfied (1) to very satisfied (5). A final question in this section was
asked about respondents’ overall level of satisfaction with the Virginia His-
toric Triangle (1 = extremely dissatisfied, 7 = extremely satisfied).

A section of the questionnaire gathered the respondents’ demographic and
travel behavior characteristics. Total household incomes were operationalized
as a categorical variable. The categories ranged from “less than $19,999” to
“$100,000 or more.” Educational level also was operationalized as a categori-
cal variable. The categories ranged from “no high school degree” to “graduate
school/professional degree.” Party in a group was investigated by asking re-
spondents to select one response among the choices of alone, family, friends,
and organized groups. Past experience was measured by asking respondents to
indicate the number of visits to cultural/heritage destinations in the past 3 years,
from 1999 to 2001 (not including the present trip).

DATA ANALYSIS

The data analysis of the study was done using Statistical Package for So-
cial Sciences (SPSS). Statistical analyses such as Factor Analysis, Multiple
Regression, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and Multivariate Analysis of
Covariance (MANCOVA) were used according to the respective objectives of
the study.

Factor analysis was conducted to create correlated variable composites
from the original 25 attributes and to identify a smaller set of dimensions, or
factors, that explain most of the variance between the attributes and the derived
factor scores. The delineated factor scores were then applied in subsequent re-
gression analysis. In this study, factors were retained only if they had values
greater than or equal to 1.0 of eigenvalue and a factor loading greater than 0.4.
Multiple regression analysis was used to examine tourists’ overall levels of
satisfaction with the cultural/heritage destination. The dependent variable (tour-
ists’ overall satisfaction levels with the cultural/heritage destination) was re-
gressed against each of the factor scores of the independent variables (cultural/
heritage dimensions) derived from the factor analysis. Analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was used to identify the difference in overall satisfaction with re-
spect to demographic and travel behavior variables. Multivariate Analysis of
Variance (MANCOVA) was performed to reveal the control variables, which
influenced the relationship between the overall satisfaction of tourists’ and
cultural/heritage destination attributes.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS

The demographic characteristics of the respondents are shown in Table 1.
The gender distribution of the respondents was quite even, with 51.4% female
respondents and 48.6% male respondents. The dominant age group of the re-
spondents was 38 to 47 years (37.5%), followed by 48 to 57 years (22.3%), 28
to 37 years (19.5%), and 58 years and older (10.8%), whereas 18 to 27 years
(10%) made up the smallest group, representing 10% of the respondents. Most
of the respondents (68.9%) reported that they live in other states of the United
States and 25.5 % of the respondents live in Virginia, whereas 5.6% of the re-
spondents were international travelers. In terms of level of education, almost
52% of the respondents had the university education level, 32.3% of the re-
spondents had the post graduate education and 15.9% of the respondents had
the secondary school education. No respondent in the research study was at
primary level or below. This shows the relatively high educational attainment
of the respondents. With regard to respondents’ annual household income, the
largest group included those with an annual household income of US $80,000
or above (45.4%), followed by US $40,000 to US $59,999 (20.3%), US $
60,000 to US $79,999 (18.3%), and US$20,000 to US $ 39,999. Only 4.8% of
the respondents had an annual household income of US $19,999 or below.

The travel behavior characteristics of the respondents are also shown in Ta-
ble 1. In the category of the number of previous visits to the Virginia Historic
Triangle, 25.1% of the respondents did not have previous experience with the
Virginia Historic Triangle. Almost 44% of the respondents visited 1 to 2 times.
Furthermore, 16.4% of the respondents visited 3 to 4 times, whereas 14.7% of
the respondents visited 5 times or more. With regard of the plan of the travel,
the distribution of the respondents was quite even. Around 40% of the respon-
dents planned in advance 4 to 6 months of the travel and 39.5% of the respon-
dents planned in advance 3 months or below of the travel. The smallest group
of the respondents (20.4%) planned in advance 6 months or above. In the cate-
gory of the length of stay, 58.2% of the respondents stayed for 2 to 4 days, fol-
lowed by for 5 to 7 days (24.3%), and for 1 day (13.5%). Only 4% of the
respondents stayed 8 days or above. With regard of party in the group, most re-
spondents (97.2%) traveled with a partner, friends, and family members, whereas
only 2.8% of respondents traveled alone or organized group members. Lastly,
in the category of travel miles one way, the largest group of the respondents
(50.2%) traveled 301 miles or above, the middle group of the respondents
(33%) traveled 101 to 300 miles, and the smallest group of the respondents
traveled 100 miles or below.
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TABLE 1. Characteristics of Respondents

Variable N (%)
Gender
Male 122 48.6
Female 129 51.4
Age (years)
18-27 25 10
28-37 49 19.5
38-47 94 375
48-57 56 223
58-67 18 7.2
67+ 9 3.6
States
Virginia 64 25.5
Other States 173 68.9
Abroad 14 5.6
Education levels
Primary & Second school 40 15.9
College 130 51.8
Graduate school 81 323
Total house incomes (USD)
19,999 or less 12 4.8
20,000-39,999 28 11.2
40,000-59,999 51 20.3
60,000-79,999 46 18.3
80,000 or above 114 45.4
Past experience in cultural/heritage sites
Yes 188 74.9
No 63 251

How long in advance planed to visit Virginia His-
toric Triangle

3 month or below 99 39.5
4-6 months 101 40.2
6 months or above 51 20.4
Length of stay
1 day 34 13.5
2-4 days 146 58.2
5-7 days 61 24.3
8 or above 10 4.0
Party in the group
Alone 3 1.2
A couple 50 19.9
Family members 154 61.4
Friends/relatives 40 15.9
Organized groups 4 1.6
Distance of travel (miles)
50 or less 22 8.8
51-100 20 8.0
101-200 39 15.5
201-300 44 17.5
300 or mugh 126 50.2

Note: The useable questionnaire consisted of 251 respondents out of 300 sampled respondents.
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OVERALL SATISFACTION VIRGINIA HISTORIC TRIANGLE

Respondents were also questioned about their overall satisfaction with Vir-
ginia Historic Triangle. The results indicated that 72.5% of the respondents
were satisfied, very satisfied, or extremely satisfied with Virginia Historic Tri-
angle, 13.9% were neutral in their opinions, and 21.6% of the respondents
were dissatisfied, very dissatisfied, or extremely dissatisfied. The mean value
of respondents’ overall perceived level of satisfaction was 5.45, which tended
toward the high end of satisfaction scale. This suggests that Virginia Historic
Triangle provide tourists with a satisfactory experience.

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF CULTURAL/HERITAGE ATTRIBUTES

The principal components factor method was used to generate the initial solu-
tion. The eigenvalues suggested that four-factor solution explained 57.65% of the
overall variance in destination attributes. The factors with eigenvalues greater than
or equal to 1.0 and attributes with factor loadings greater than 0.4 were reported.
Table 2 illustrated the results of the factor analysis. Two attributes were dropped
due to the failure of loading on any factor at the level of 0.40 (or higher). These
were “religious people” and “expensiveness.” The communality of communality
of each variable ranged from 0.416 to 0.743. The four factors were named as:
General Tour Attraction, Heritage Attraction, Maintenance Factors, and Cul-
tural Attraction.

The overall significance of the correlation matrix was 0.00, with a Bartlett
test of sphericity value of 1541.42. The statistical probability and the test indi-
cated that there was significant correlation between the variable, and the use of
factor analysis was appropriate. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin overall measure of
sampling adequacy was 0.882, which was meritorious (Hair, Anderson, and
Black 1999).

To test the reliability and internal consistency of each factor, Cronbach’s al-
pha of each was determined. The results showed that the alpha coefficients
ranged from 0.702 to 0.879 for the four factors. The results were considered
more than reliable, since 0.50 is the minimum value for accepting the reliabil-
ity test (Nunnally, 1967).

The four factors underlying tourists’ perceptions of cultural/heritage attributes
in Virginia Historic Triangle were as follows. General Tour Attraction (Factor 1)
contained nine attributes and explained 40.45% of the variance in the data, with
an eigenvalue of 9.708 and, a reliability of 87.88%. The attributes associated
with this factor dealt with the general tour items, including “religious places,”
“souvenir,” “theaters,” “theme parks,” “tour package,” “festivals/events,” “food,”

EEINT3
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TABLE 2. Factor Analysis Results of Perception of Attributes in Virginia His-
toric Triangle

Attributes Factor Loading Communality
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Factor 1: General Tour Attraction
Religious places 0.817 0.737
Souvenirs 0.700 0.643
Theaters 0.670 0.628
Theme parks 0.617 0.600
Tour packages 0.580 0.582
Festivals/events 0.565 0.587
Food 0.565 0.416
Shopping places 0.548 0.502
Guides 0.511 0.593
Factor 2: Heritage Attraction
Handcrafts 0.705 0.588
Architecture 0.685 0.541
Traditional scenery 0.664 0.616
Arts (Music/dance) 0.599 0.499
Factor 3: Maintenance Factors
Accessibility 0.722 0.624
Indoor facilities 0.681 0.743
Atmosphere/people 0.623 0.574
Information centers 0.580 0.529
Accommodations 0.557 0.577
Factor 4: Culture Attraction
Museums 0.787 0.683
Galleries 0.602 0.465
Culture villages 0.581 0.577
Historic building 0.499 0.522
Monuments 0.470 0.541
Eigenvalue 9,708 1,616 1,339 1,173
Variance (%) 40.449 6.735 5.577 4.888
Cumulative variance (%) 40.449 47.184 52.761 57.649
Reliability Alpha (%) 87.88 70.2 72.85 80.00
Number of items (total = 23) 9 4 5 5

Note: Extraction Method—Principal Component Analysis

Rotation Method—Varimax with Kaiser Normalization

KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkim Measure of Sampling Adequacy) = 0.882
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity: p = 0.000 (x2 = 1541.422, df = 276)

“shopping place,” and “guides.” Heritage attraction (Factor 2) accounted for
6.74% of the variance, with an eigenvalue of 1.616, and a reliability of
70.20%. This factor was loaded with four attributes that referred to heritage at-
traction. The four attributes were “handicrafts,” “architectures,” “traditional
scenery,” and “arts (music/dance).” Maintenance factors (Factor 3) loaded
with five attributes. This factor accounted for 5.58% of the variance, with an
eigenvalue of 1.339, and a reliability of 72.85%. These attribute were “accessi-
bility,” “indoor facilities,” “atmosphere/people,” “information centers,” and
“accommodations.” Cultural attraction (Factor 4) contained five attributes that
referred to cultural dimension. This factor explained 4.88% of the variance,
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with an eigenvalue of 1.173, and a reliability of 80%. These attributes were
“museums,” “galleries,” “culture villages,” “historic buildings,” and “monu-
ments.”

LEINT)

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

In order to further reveal the factors that influenced overall satisfaction, the
four orthogonal factors were used in a multiple regression analysis. The multi-
ple regression procedure was employed because it provided the most accurate
interpretation of the independent variables. The four independent variables were
expressed in terms of the standardized factor scores (beta coefficients). The
significant factors that remained in the regression equation were shown in or-
der of importance based on the beta coefficients. The dependent variable, tour-
ists” overall level of satisfaction, was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale
and was used as a surrogate indicator of tourists’ evaluation of the perception
in Virginia Historic Triangle.

Table 3 shows the results of the regression analysis. The model was signifi-
cant and explained almost 30% of the variance in overall satisfaction (F =
14.02, p = 0.00).

The beta coefficients also revealed that Factor 2 (Heritage Attraction, 3, =
0.300, p = 0.00) carried the heaviest weight for overall satisfaction, followed
by Factor 4 (Culture Attraction, B, = 0.282, p = 0.00), Factor 1 (General Tour
Attraction, 3; = 0.277, p = 0.00), and Factor 3 (Maintenance Factors, B; =
0.279, p=0.001). The results also indicated that a one-unit increase in satisfac-

TABLE 3. Regression Results of Tourists’ Overall Satisfaction Level Based on
the Dimensions

Dependent variable: Tourist’s overall satisfaction with Virginia Historic Triangle
Independent variable: Four factors

Regression Analysis

Independent B SE Beta t p
variables
(constant) 5.365 0.780 68.419 0.000
Factor 2 0.314 0.079 0.300 3.988 0.000*
Factor 4 0.296 0.079 0.282 3.755 0.000*
Factor 1 0.290 0.079 0.277 3.684 0.000*
Factor 3 0.279 0.079 0.266 3.539 0.001*

Note: adjusted R? = .294, F ratio = 14.02 (* p = .00)
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tion with the Heritage Attraction factor would lead to a 0.300 unit increase in
tourists’ overall level of satisfaction with Virginia Historic Triangle, other
variables being held constant.

In conclusion, all underlying dimensions are significant. Thus, the results of
multiple regression analysis reveal that there is a significant relationship be-
tween the selected cultural/heritage destination attributes and the overall satis-
faction of tourists.

OVERALL SATISFACTION AND DEMOGRAPHIC
AND TRAVEL VARIABLES

Table 4 presents the results of t-test and one-way ANOVA statistics. The re-
sults indicated that no significant difference of the overall satisfaction of the
respondents was found by age, origin of visitors, education level, and total
household incomes. Significant difference of the overall satisfaction of the re-
spondents was found only by gender (t = 54.491, p < 0.05). The results re-
vealed that female respondents had a higher overall satisfaction score (M =
5.59) than did the male respondents (M = 5.30). The results found no signifi-
cant difference in the overall satisfaction of respondents in relation to the
travel behavior variables of length of stay, party in a group, and the distance of
travel (one-way). However, the results illustrated that significant differences
were found by past experience (t = 54.140, p <0.05) and decision time to travel
(F=3.213, p=0.05). The study also revealed that the respondents who had a
previous experience of visiting a heritage/cultural site reported a higher satis-
faction score than did the respondents who did note have a previous travel ex-
perience to similar sites. Furthermore, the study showed that the respondents
who took their time to plan the trip to Virginia Historic Triangle seemed to re-
port a statistically significant higher satisfaction with their overall experience.

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE

In order to further understand the relationship between cultural/heritage
destination attributes and overall satisfaction with such attributes and how the
relationship may show variation controlling for demographic and travel be-
havior variables, the study also used Multivariate Analysis of Covariance
(MANCOVA) to see if the relationship would still exist while controlling for
the significant variables, including gender, past experience, and the decision
time to travel as part of the demographic and travel behavior characteristics in
the study (Table 5). The results of MANCOVA revealed that only one of the
control variables (past experience) influenced the relationship between the
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TABLE 4. T-Test and One-Way ANOVA
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Variable Frequency Mean
Gender (t = 54.491%)
Male 122 5.303
Female 129 5.597
Age (years) (F = 1.436)
18-27 25 5.240
28-37 49 5.449
38-47 94 5.394
48-57 56 5.500
58-67 18 6.056
67+ 9 5.222
Origin (F = 0.060)
Virginia 64 5.469
Other States 173 5.457
Abroad 14 5.357
Education levels (F = 0.394)
Primary & Second school 40 5.425
College 130 5.408
Graduate school 81 5.543
Total house incomes (USD) (F = 0.300)
19,999 or less 12 5.250
20,000-39,999 28 5.321
40,000-59,999 51 5.549
60,000-79,999 46 5.457
80,000 or above 114 5.465
Past experience in cultural/heritage sites (t = 54.140%)
Yes 188 5.532
No 63 5.222
How long in advance planned to visit Virginia Historic Trian-
gle (f=3.213%)
3 month or below 99 5.556
4-6 months 101 5.248
6 months or above 51 5.667
Length of stay (F = 0.670)
1 day 34 5.529
2-4 days 146 5.397
5-7 days 61 5.590
8 or above 10 5.200
Distance of travel (miles) (F = 2.264)
50 or less 22 5.955
51-100 20 5.050
101-200 39 5.513
201-300 44 5.591
300 or more 126 5.365

Note: Overall satisfaction mean ranges from 1 (extremely dissatisfied) to 7 (extremely satisfied)

*p <0.05
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overall satisfaction of tourists’ and the delineated factor grouping of Mainte-
nance Factors (Wilks” Lambda, F = 3.209, p = 0.014). On the other hand, gen-
der (Wilks’ Lambda, F = 0.964, p = 0.087) and decision time to travel (Wilks’
Lambda, F =0.985, p = 0.485) did not control the relationship between the de-
rived factors and the overall satisfaction of tourists. Controlling for past expe-
rience, the relationship between overall satisfaction and factor 2 (Heritage
Attraction) still remained significant.

IMPLICATIONS

Based upon the results of this study, several recommendations can be made
to increase tourist satisfaction with Virginia Historic Triangle. The results of
the study revealed that even if four factors (General Tour attraction, Heritage
Attraction, Maintenance Factors, and Culture Attraction) had significant rela-
tionships with the overall satisfaction, Heritage Attraction and Cultural Attrac-
tion appear to be more important factors that influence overall satisfaction than
General Tour Attraction and Maintenance Factors do. This finding can be of
use to the planners and marketers of cultural/heritage tourism in formulating
strategies to maintain or enhance their competitiveness. In the other words,
destination promoters would be able to know which destination attribute they
should highlight and/or downplay in allocating resources. Thus, the study helps
to identify the importance of cultural/heritage destination factors as perceived
by tourists to Virginia Historic Triangle.

It is hoped that the results of the study would provide some insights that
may be of help to tourism marketers in their attempt to develop specific pro-
motional strategies. Since the study revealed that overall satisfaction show
variation by gender, past experience, and decision time to travel, services and
destination attributes could be reoriented and adjusted depending upon respon-

TABLE 5. Multivariate Analysis of Covariance

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Wilks’
(F.p) (F.p) (F, p) (F.p) Lambda
Gender 0.164 3.858 0.022 0.078 2.062
(0.686) (0.05)* (0.883) (0.781) (0.087)
Past experience 0.003 1.972 8.141 0.491 3.209
(0.955) (0.162) (0.005)* (0.219) (0.014)
Decision Time 0.002 0.260 0.970 1.130 0.867
(0.966) (0.611) (0.326) (0.289) (0.485)

Note: Significance levels are indicated in parentheses (*p < 0.05)
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dents’ gender, past experience, and decision making behavior. For example,
such maintenance factors as accessibility, indoor facilities, ambiance, and ac-
commodation types would be an important source of satisfaction or dissatis-
faction for tourists who are repeat visitors. Female visitors tend to value the
elements of handicraft, architecture, scenery, and art (music and dance) as part
of their experience more than male visitors. Destination promoters should be
able to have such information at their disposal to be able to provide more satis-
fying experience for visitors. Furthermore, an empirical study such as this
could allow decision makers to classify and place attributes on a dis/satisfac-
tion continuum by knowing the degree to which destination attributes have
confirmed or disconfirmed visitor expectations. This classification could help
tourism marketers and planners to maintain or enhance their strengths and im-
prove their weaknesses.

Implications drawn here also were subject to several limitations. First, the at-
tributes chosen, as independent variables, could be a limitation because other at-
tributes, which were not used in this study, could impact tourist satisfaction.
Second, the population sample obtained by the survey instrument presented
some challenge due to insufficient information. This limitation resulted from a
one-time measurement for data collection, a limited questionnaire, and a timing
of survey. Third, Virginia Historic Triangle may not be representative of all cul-
tural/heritage destinations. Nevertheless, it is hoped that such limitations could
suggest and encourage additional directions and guidelines for future study.
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