The Determining Factors of Customer Loyalty for Luxury Hotels in US

Dr. Danna Liang, Department of Hospitality Managemet, Ming Dao University, Taiwan

ABSTRACT

This research aims to examine which determinargs fierceived quality, trust, satisfaction, pereeiwalue, and
membership programs) have significant effect(stwstomer loyalty for luxury hotel. In order to ght answer, this
study surveyed 308 online users to investigatel¢hermining factors that affect customer loyaltyléoxury hotel in US.
The multiple regression statistical method, ANOWéquency tests and factor analysis were useddta enalysis. The
study results show that among the determining facad their relationship against attitudinal andhmavioral loyalty,
“satisfaction” was consistently valued the mostldaed by “trust.” The attitudinal loyalty measuremt regarded
“membership program” as its third most valued whihee behavioral loyalty positioned “perceived quglias its third.
Results for the fourth most valued factor, indidateerceived quality” from the attitudinal loyaltsneasurement, while
“perceived value” was behavioral loyalty’s fourthast valued. The least valued factors for attitudlimad behavioral
loyalty were “perceived value” and “membership prag,” respectively. On a greater scale, in measgrioverall
loyalty, the determining factors were ranked aslofgs, in descending order from most to least imgourt
“satisfaction,” “trust,” perceived quality,” “membeship program,” and “perceived value.”

This study can serve as a model to be adoptedearsyto come in the determining factors of loyattyuxury
hotels in US. The constructs, specifically “peregiwalue,” “perceived quality,” “satisfaction,” andtrust” have been
of use for years, through various industries. Theadicular determinants will continue to be of usgross industries
as efforts are made to measure customer loyalty.
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INTRODUCTION

Loyalty has become important over the past few gdagcause of increased competition within respectiv
industries. Companies infer “loyalty” to have a Bnmeaning and have developed strategic marketimjadvertising
efforts around creating a connection between thapamy and its customers. Within the hospitalityuistdy, the
number of accommodation choices from which custenoan choose cannot be any more apparent. Inirgplize
ongoing competitiveness that is to occur within thdustry, many hotel corporations have shiftedrtiiecus to
relationship marketing, particularly through thencept of loyalty. With the increased bargaining powonsumers are
obtaining, hotel corporations are realizing the keytheir success will be to foster strategic ietahip marketing
efforts, particularly through the usage of loyattgasures.

As an hotelier in the industry, it is importantaffer products or services that enable sustaityabilithe industry. At
the same time, it is important to be knowledgeabtlee guests who patronize your hotel(s). Knowiirer needs and demands,
and utilizing this information for product or sex@iimplementation purposes, will go a long way tol&dong-term sustainability
and loyalty creation efforts. It is also importdaot give considerable attention to the efficiencytld facilities and
services provided. Customers expect service tocebeeded in an expedient manner. Gold (2005) vadisldhis inherent
belief and also discusses how instant gratificaéind convenience are important from the custonmenspective

The focus of this research is directed towards dyphotels. According to Smith Travel Research (900&xury
hotels represent over 500,000 guest rooms in 03801hotels. Although this segment accounts forhigbest number
of guest rooms with respect to number of hotel progs, luxury hotels only represent less than 1Z%he total
number of guest rooms in the U.S. hotel industris important to note, however, when it comesaon revenue, this
segment accounts for the highest amount of reveymreerated of any major segment in the industrycah be
concluded from these figures that the luxury segrf@rhotel companies as well as the overall htélistry can serve
as an important topic to investigate based on tgkelst contribution in sales revenue and high fimgrreturn being
retained. Through the assessment of customer Jgyialaluable findings can greatly assist with meagy guests’
perspectives on determinants that will represemtiélel of service associated with hotels in tleispective segment,
and will also contribute to the advancement of itasty research and provide a newfound viewpoimthow loyalty is
vital for upscale hotels.

The objectives of this study are as following:

1. To identify and examine which antecedents (perceived quality, trust, satisfaction, perceivealue, and
membership programs) have significant effect(sgwstomer loyalty in luxury hotels

2. To compare perceptions of antecedents and Jokahaviors across various brands of luxury haslsvell as with
regard to customers’ demographic and socioeconuariables

3. To derive invaluable findings that assists idenstanding various perspectives of customersitpyar luxury hotels.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Taylor, Celuch, & Goodwin (2004) identified satisfian, service quality and value, resistance tonglea brand
affect, trust, and brand equity as predictors aft@mers’ perceptions of loyalty using structurali@ipn analysis; the
researchers identified customer loyalty as a femctif both behavioral and attitudinal loyalty. Thigproach was taken
in response to a valid proposition and supporiivdifigs that were made by White & Schneider (208@oglu (2002)
also incorporated attitudinal and behavioral loyaito customer loyalty dimensions. His reasoniragswonceptual and
practical. Studies have demonstrated that custdoyailty is a multi-dimensional concept and thatnitolves both
behavioral and attitudinal elements. Another findiry Taylor, Celuch, & Goodwin (2004) served asaanreference
in measuring customer loyalty. The framework depetb in their research demonstrated the formatiom sblid
structure that would allow for collecting invaluabifindings. This study will extend and adapt thevwus loyalty
model. Additional insight and perspectives fromafd¢ researchers, such Mittal & Lassar (1998),haeil (1998),
Baloglu (2002), and others will also solidify thiahility of each determining factor described atsdcontribution to the
overall assessment of customer loyalty. Each fastdrscussed in detail to allow for understandtsgmportance as it
relates to the subject matter.

Impact of Satisfaction on Customer Loyalty

Satisfactions a pursuit hoteliers must continually strive teehwith the guests of its property or company.ldray
Celuch, & Goodwin (2004) show that satisfaction hadirect influence on customer loyalty. Mittal &assar (1998)
discussed how satisfaction has been proven totljiraffect loyalty. They further analyzed this ingbdy discussing
the importance of looking at satisfaction and ser\uality together as they related to customealtgyand likeliness
to return. They stated “satisfaction” alone onlystevhether the customer is satisfied or not. Hosvewhen measured
with “quality”, there is greater ability to detemne what aspects of service are below par and mepiement as they
relate to guest satisfaction. Karatepe (2005) tthwk same measurement approach as Taylor, CeludBp@dwin
(2004), and other researchers just mentioned. Shdg& Siguaw (2004) measured the degree to whitibfaetion
influenced loyalty. These two particular researstfelt the degree to which the customer was inwbivethe purchase
decision had a strong effect on the propensitywiich service providers. They measured this imggctusing the
confirmation-disconfirmation and comparison-levrdries. The satisfaction antecedents used inclseledce quality,
product quality, price, and location.

Based on the above beliefs in regard to satisfactiod guest loyalty, the following hypothesis istéel to
determine whether a relationship exists:
H1: “Satisfaction” has a positive impact on loyalty

Impact of Perceived Quality on Customer Loyalty

Zeithaml (1988) defined perceived quality to be éTdonsumer’s judgment about an entity’s overaledi&ace or
superiority.” Antony, Antony, & Ghosh (2004) belex service quality to be so intangible that objectheasurement
is impossible.

To improve service quality, increase relationshigrketing and the overall loyalty of guest patrotics, it will be
important to narrow the gap between appearanceparwptions. In order to alleviate this deficignityis vital to
consider both functional and technical quality leesytboth impact overall service quality. SeverajJandevelopments
over the past few decades will assist with perfagrthis measurement. One particular developme(seivice quality)
SERQUAL, a measurement tool covering the areaswngibility, reliability, responsiveness, assuraremed empathy
(Kang, Okamoto, Donovan, 2004). Through the usdg@ERQUAL, it is believed that assessment of sergoality
and also customer-contact can increase expecte yabvided to the guest. Gold (2005) stated in &Mimspires
Loyalty today?” that “...pleasant surprises... [witle}lproactivity of service above and beyond... [wit]ck in the
mind of guests and drive loyalty” (p. 2). McCaiand, & Hu (2005) discussed how service quality plag important
role in the assessment of customer loyalty. Antémtony, & Ghosh (2004 ) also stated service quad being linked
to customer satisfaction and customer loyalty. Tesearchers measured this impact by looking atitiEngnd
intangible elements of service through technical famctional quality.

In order to achieve the aims from this study, tieofving hypothesis is tested:
H2: “Perceived quality” has a positive impact ogadltty

Impact of Perceived Value on Customer Loyalty

In the realm of perceived value, an excerpt writtgnBrady & Cronin (2001, p. 243) stated, “Custoshemalue
perceptions seem to drive their future behaviohsas repurchase intent and word-of-mouth refefrdleey also
proposed that consumers’ affective responses wieeetly related to perceived value in highly expatial service
settings. Zethaml (1988) defined perceived valutthas consumer’s overall assessment of the utidftyproduct based
on perceptions of what is received and what ismgig@iver (1999) asserted that “value” is a unigoestruct stemming
from both satisfaction and quality, also outcomealdes such as loyalty.
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From a measurement standpoint, Bojanic (1996) esbérat a firm’'s value can change if the firm apaswhat it
is doing. When it came to pricing, Danziger, Isia& Bekerman (2006, p. 2) stated, “Many firms ddith prices
based on internal costs.” They further stated the, what can be considered a “cost incurredpviee offered
measurement,” does not assist hotels with being &bhttract customers. A final pricing strategpudd combine a
supply side focus with the value customers placétowofferings. This is based on the evaluatiorstohtegic assets
(corporate affiliation, brand name, hotel size). &nducting this evaluation, Danziger, Israeli, &kBrman (2006)
believed that firms may signal strategic assettatget audiences to justify a reason for payingeangum price, to
generate above average returns, and to form the dfesustained competitive advantage.

In order to achieve the aims from this study, tiotving hypothesis is tested:
H3: “Perceived value” has a positive impact on ltya

Impact of Trust on Customer Loyalty

Fukuyama (1995) definettust as “...the expectation that arises within a commumityregular, honest, and
cooperative behavior, based on commonly shared sjoom the part of members of that community.” Othetable
researchers have each defined trust differently thes course of the past four decades. Rotter (196851) defined
trust as “A generalized expectation upheld by atividual, as to whether the word of the other pastyrustworthy.”
Croshy, Evans, & Cowles (1990) defined trust asb&lief that the service is going to behave in sachay that the
buyer’s long-term interests are going to be tak#@n account.” San Martin Gutierrez (2000) defineast as “The
emotional security that leads one party to thinkt tthe other is responsible and will be concernedutiit, which
implies the willingness of the former to be vuligdeato the actions of the second party, regardiésss ability to
control the latter.”

Based on the above beliefs as it regards trusgaadt loyalty, the following hypothesis will be tied to determine
whether a relationship exists:
H4: “Trust” has a positive impact on loyalty

Impact of Membership Programs on Customer Loyalty

From a non-theoretical perspective, hotels havergisonsiderable focus to the impact customer lpyaibgrams
have on guest retention within the company. Vilualzery hotel corporation has developed and impleted a loyalty
membership program to foster this connection wishguests. Various services, amenities, and otfferirgs are
provided to meet the demands and preferences gugatsin regards to their membership. Although liyyarograms
provide benefit to hotel corporations through thefiierings, a concern was raised as regard “trogéall customers.
Baloglu (2002) endeavored to separate “friendsinfrovell wishers.” The researcher focused on deteimgi whether
frequent guests were truly loyal by assessing po#sts’ attitudes and their actions. He classifiez“dimensions of
customer loyalty” as being low, latent, spuriousd &rue loyalty. In terms of effectiveness, Lal &IB(2003) alluded to
the fact that few studies shed light on the retoiotained from loyalty programs. Dowling & Uncles9@r, p. 71)
concluded that “given the popularity of loyalty grams, they are surprisingly ineffective.” In thesassment of this
study, it is very important to measure guests’ pective on the usage and their dependence on mehippgrograms.
Through this research study, the following hypoihéstested in an effort to assess its relevance:
H5: “Membership Program” has a positive impact ayalty

For illustration purposes, the following figure hights the study’s proposed cumulative assessmérthe
independent variables mentioned and their impaot{ghe dependent variable.

Satisfaction

Perceived H1

Quality H2

Perceived H3 Behavioral/
Value Attitudinal

Loyalty

H4

Trust

Membership
Program

Figure 1. Conceptual Model
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DATA COLLECTION AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The design of this study encompassed causal anclipldse research. Incorporating causal researchigde
allowed the investigation of cause-and-effect refehips, while incorporating descriptive researatiowed
understanding the demographic profile of resporgjentmmary of key factors, and overall customeallyy The target
population was guests of luxury hotels belongingh®s members of " Leading hotel of the worlg system in the U.S.
hotel industry and came from a hotel listing obgdifrom Smith Travel Research (2005). Sample data gathered
from those hotels’ data base of membership. Appnattly 1,300 emails were sent to individual memloirsctly as
survey invitations. Within the email invitation veeaccess information to the survey web site angipgrtink to the
URL of the online survey. This enabled the reciptergo directly to the survey page with one clickm the email. The
Web-based survey was online for two month. A tofeB08 surveys were collected and were able toppéied for use
in achieving the purposes of this study

A 42-item survey instrument was developed followihiy extensive period of research in determininggeedents
to assess the focus of this study. The instrumemsisted of three sections. At the outset, theorespnts were asked to
select the luxury hotel which they visited durihgit last hotel stay.

This research study incorporated various statisticathods through SPSS in efforts to gather theessary
information. Based on the research designs, thdiptairegression statistical method measured theseand-effect
relationship between the independent and the deméndriables. One-way analysis of variance (ANO\&&kessed
the relationship between elements of the independaables and a chosen dependent variable. Biothese major
statistical methods allowed for the ability to attéo the findings obtained and their validity. Fhétudy also
incorporated frequency tests and factor analysifutther extrapolate additional information in etfoto meet the
overall objectives for this study.

RESEARCH FINDINGS

Characteristics of the Respondents

The data findings from table 1 indicated that egqéstion served as a representation of its reldéetrminant and
also provided a major contribution to the focusthoé study. This statement is based on the valueach response
illustrated in table 3 that resulted from factoading, variance, Cronbach’s reliability, and eigg@oe measurement
testing. “Membership Programs,” as a factor grasijof major use in this study, based on its findingach of the other
determinants also serves in the same intent. Athagquestions relating to each factor were valugghdt than .67,
thereby meeting loading cut-off qualifications, fparlar findings are important to illustrate forsemarch purposes. It
was revealed during this form of analysis that oesients did not perceive “The overall tangible amngible
elements of service for the hotel's food and beyerautlets (i.e. restaurant, room service) werekat” to be of the
same regard as the other two questions relatifygei@eived quality” (.69). Respondents also did fawbr the question
“I trust the hotel and its staff’ to be of the samature of context as the two other questions sgmting “trust” (.67).
As mentioned earlier, “membership program” respsnsere of great favor. Two particular questionslanegarded
were “The tangible rewards from joining a hotel aedls program is important in my decision makin@l1j.and “The
intangible rewards from joining a hotel rewards greon are important in my decision-making.” (.91)tribute 3,
relating to the offering of affinity programs, cafford relative improvement as findings indicatedadue of .86 in
comparison to the other two questions related terfimership program.”

Table 1. Factor Analysis (Prescribed DeterminantsfoGuest Loyalty) Varimax Rotated Loading

Factor and Variables Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
1 2 3 4 5

F1 — Membership Programs

Tangible rewards were important 1.9

Intangible rewards were important 91.

Affinity program offerings were important .86

F2 — Satisfaction

Service renderings met highest expectations .78
Hotel is the highest amongst other choices in tha a 75
Service received met personal expectations .78

F3 — Perceived Quality
Overall tangible/intangible elements for rooms wexeellent 75
Overall tangible/intangible elements for F&B weseellent .69
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Overall hotel tangible/intangible elements wereetent .83

F4 — Perceived Value

Hotel value vs. price paid was good 72

Hotel provided good deal 75

Hotel was a bargain for benefits received .78

F5 — Trust

| trust the hotel and its staff .67

| relied on associates to carry out requests made .76

| felt safe conducting business with the hotel .79
Total Variance
Explained

% of Variance explained 16.38 13.0612.59 1197 11.94 65.94

Cronbanch’s Alpha .89 .73 .68 .66 .66

Eigenvalue 3.69 2.11 1.57 1.34 119

Note: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of SampliAdequacy (MSA): 0.81

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity” X2 = 1294.41, sigodnce at p=.000
ANOVA test disclosed that respondents showed st difference (p<.10) in the mean value of $atison,
trust, and perceived quality among different luxumands. However, respondents did not show anyifigignt
differences in membership programs and perceivadvaamong the six hotel brands at the .10 level.

Table 2. Determinant Responses (with respect to hedtbrands)

Perceived Quality | Perceived Value Trust Satisfaction| Membership Program

Hilton 3.93 (n=49) 3.55 (n=49) 3.89 (n=49) | 4.25 (n=49) 3.14 (n=49)

Hyatt 3.89 (n=49) 3.44 (n=49) 3.55(n=49) | 4.05 (n=4) 2.85 (n=49)

Inter-continental 3.62 (n=60) 3.44 (n=60) 3.60 (n=60) | 3.76 (n=60) 2.75 (n=60)

Marriott 3.82 (n=76) 3.43 (n=76) 3.69 (n=76) | 4.09 (n=76) 3.09 (n=76)

Starwood 3.97 (n=53) 3.52 (n=53) 3.78 (n=53) | 4.06 (n=53) 3.01 (n=53)

Wyndham 3.80 (n=21) 3.23 (n=21) 3.68 (n=21) | 3.88 (n=21) 2.82 (n=21)
F-value 1.87 .61 1.88 2.35 1.28
P-value .09 .68 .09 .04 273

a. Represents average mean score based on aifiveljplcert-type scale

Based on these findings, there is a major nee@dich hotel to improve on the tangible and intamgielwards
offered to guests through its membership progrgrasgjcularly the Wyndham (2.82). There is also adch& revisit
offerings of affinity programs. Each hotel can adgford improvement to its service offerings asarelg the remaining
key factors of this study (perceived quality, péred value, trust, and satisfaction). Results iat#c that
Intercontinental ranked the lowest when it cam$ptrceived quality.” Wyndham also underperformedewlit came to
“perceived value” (3.23). There was no indicatidran outlying value when it came to “trust” and tistaction” and
the responses received. As the findings also itelichere are hotels performing well as regardsageand/or all the
prescribed determinants. Hilton has the highestrmreaponses for a majority of the prescribed deteants. Aside
from the results for this hotel brand, Wyndhamasked well in its “perceived quality” and responf&sStarwood’s
“perceived value” were also favorable. FindingsNgarriott were also regarded well when it camedatisfaction” and
“membership program.”

The impact of determinants on Attitudinal Loyalty

Based on the findings illustrated in table 3 inambto the study’'s determinants and attitudinalalty the
coefficient of the determinant (R2) was .39 anddbgisted R2 was .38. As it regarded attitudinghlty, the F-ratio
value was 36.96 (p<.01), indicating that the resaftthis regression model could hardly have oezlilyy chance. In
order to assess the relative importance, betaicmeffs are used: the higher the beta coefficights,more important
each factor. It is important to note that all fiuened out to be statistically significant (p<.Gjtecedents influencing
attitudinal loyalty. The most important factor affimg guest attitudinal loyalty was found to betist@action” with a
beta value of .38 followed by “trust” with .30, ahtiembership program” with .29. Perceived valuehvétbeta value
of .13 was found to be the least important keydiaefffecting guest attitudinal loyalty and perceiwguality with .25
was the second least important one. Luxury hot&stpuperceive “satisfaction” to be of highest intaoce and
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“perceived” value to be least important, based etabvalue and significance level. To detect mudtlicearity,
variance influential factor (VIF) testing was cowtikd. No serious multi-collinearity is present withspect to the
determinants against attitudinal loyalty compongsitsce a variation inflation factor (VIF) of 1 much smaller than
the threshold value of 10 (Hair et al., 1995).dh ®e concluded that, in descending order, tratifaction, membership
program, perceived quality, and perceived valueevieund to be significant determinants of attitadiloyalty.

Table 3. Regression of Attitudinal Loyalty?®

Independent Variable b Beta t Sig. VIF
Constant .04

Satisfaction .36 .38 8.24 0.000 1.00
Trust .29 0.3 6.43 0.000 1.00
Membership Program 28 .29 6.35 0.000 1.00
Perceived Quality 24 .25 5.39 0.000 1.00
Perceived Value 13 13 2.79 0.006 1.00

a. R=.63, R2 = .39, adjusted R2= .38, F= 36.9601

The impact of determinants on Behavioral Loyalty

Results of the study’s determinants’ impact on baral loyalty indicated a coefficient of the deténant (R2)
of .528 and an adjusted R2 of .520. In measuringoitance, findings indicated a wide distribution rebponses.
“Satisfaction” (beta =.42) was again regarded asgomost influential on behavioral loyalty followdxy “Trust” (.41)
and “Perceived quality” (.36). While “membershippgram” with a beta value of .29 was found to be tthied most
influential determinant on attitudinal loyalty, mbership program has the least impact on behavioyalty with beta
value of .13. When it came to the F-ratio, the gahased on behavioral loyalty was 65.15, furtheicating the
regression results did not happen by chance. Astithtion of these results can be found in table 4.

Table 4. Regression of Behavioral Loyalty

Independent Variable b éBa t Sig. VIF

Constant .03

Satisfaction 41 42 BB 0.000 1.00
Trust 40 A4l 10.14 0.000 1.00
Membership Program .35 36 . 8.95 0.000 1.00
Perceived Quality .19 .20 4.94 0.000 1.00
Perceived Value A3 .13 3.24 0.000 1.00

a. R=.73, R2 = .53, adjusted R2= .52, F= 65.19)p<

The impact of determinants on Overall Loyalty

As regards guests’ measurement of the determimaangtsheir impact on overall loyalty, the data irdéd that an
R2 existed of .53; also that an adjusted R2 resut@ value of .52. For illustration purposes,idddal data relating to
the results can be found in table 5.

Table 5. Regression of Overall Loyalty

Independent Variable b Beta t Sig. VIF
Constant .04

Satisfaction 41 44 10.88 0.000** 1.00
Trust 37 814 9.51 0.000** 1.00
Membership Program .32 .33 8.23 0.000** 1.00
Perceived Quality .16 .16 4.07 0.000** 1.00
Perceived Value .23 24 . 5.91 0.000** 1.00

a. R=.73, R2 = .53, adjusted R2= .52, F= 65.0Mp<

Consistent with the previous two regression resshsisfaction and trust showed the highest infbeeon overall
loyalty, with beta values of .44 and .38, respeatyivMembership program (beta=.24) and perceivddevébeta=.16)
were the least influential determinants on ovel@ialty. When it came to measuring the F-ratios thiatistically
significant value was represented at 65.07. This weclear sign of significance, based on the asss#sof the
determinants against overall loyalty (p<.01). Itingortant to note, for clarification purposes,tthaverall loyalty”
represents guests’ cumulative responses of batadatial and behavioral loyalty considerations.rAgards the presence
of multicollinearity, VIF indicated no correlatiaxists when considering the determinants agairestatiMoyalty.
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HYPOTHESIS TESTING

To evaluate whether each key factor posed a pesithpact on guest loyalty, the following discussetatistical
findings to support the claim being made abouthyyeothesis being tested. It important to note thatalty” can be
inferred to represent overall loyalty (both attinal and behavioral loyalty components).

Hypothesis 1 — Satisfaction has a positive impadtayalty

Findings indicated that when measuring the imp&tsatisfaction” on “loyalty,” this determinant wakassified as
having a “beta” coefficient of .44 and a “t” scooé 10.88. Both values are the highest of all ottleterminants
measured. In accounting for the amount of variatits, factor was responsible for 13.06% of the tetaiance. For
reliability purposes, it is important to note thhis factor received a finding of .73 as regardsubage of Cronbach’s
alpha measurement. When it comes to significategetis a significant relationship between the ¢anstructs (.000).

Based on these findings, it can be concluded #wetisfaction” has a positive impact on “loyalty.”

Hypothesis 2 — Perceived Quality has a positiveaichppn Loyalty

Guests perceived this determinant to play a majler in their loyalty considerations. The resultdigated that a
“beta” coefficient of .33 and a “t” score of 8.28isted with respect to this assessment. Testing raélgealed that this
determinant encompassed 12.59% of the total variaben it came to reliability, this factor receivadCronbach
alpha measurement score of .68. Lastly, in regasignificance, “perceived quality” and “overallykity” were found
to have a statistically valid level of significanc@00).

Based on these findings, it can be concluded thatceived quality” has a positive impact on “loydlt

Hypothesis 3 — Perceived Value has a positive impad oyalty

“Perceived value” received a “beta” coefficient. d6 and a “t” score of 4.07 in comparison to thepomses related
to other determinants. When it came to Cronbacliability measurement, “perceived value” receivaedesponse
score of .66. It also represented a variance lefv&ll.97%. Most importantly though, when it camesignificance, the
determinant was discovered to possess a levefplifisiance (p=.000). Thereby, it is concluded theerceived value”
does have a positive impact on “loyalty.”

Thereby, it is concluded that “perceived value” slbave a positive impact on “loyalty.”

Hypothesis 4 — Trust has a positive impact on Lligyal

Data results indicated that the “trust” determingaeived a “beta” coefficient response of .384¢se highest of
all other determinants) and it also had a “t” sanir8.51. Cronbach'’s reliability measurement intBchthat determinant
received a score of .66. Variance testing revetilat“trust” accounted for 11.94% of the total vade. As it regarded
significance, findings revealed that a significeglationship does exist between the two constructs.

Based on these findings, it can be affirmed thatstt has a positive impact on “loyalty.”

Hypothesis 5 — Membership Programs has a positipaéinon Loyalty

As the study discussed previously, the focus ofketarg efforts for hotels have shifted from beiragtical to
becoming more strategic in nature. The findingsatesl to “membership program” revealed that a “betéfficient
existed of .24 and that the determinant had actirs of 5.91. “Membership program” was also discedgo account
for 16.38% of the total variance. For reliabilityrposes, Cronbach’s measurement revealed a sco@&B8dbr the
determinant. Based on significance testing, thegedignificant relationship between the two cartds.

Thereby, based on the abovementioned findinggnithe inferred that “membership program” does leapesitive
impact on “loyalty.”

CONCLUSION

Results from ANOVA test indicated that “perceivedality,” “trust,” and “satisfaction” were perceived be
statistically different between the various luxtinands represented. The two remaining determirdntpfs, “perceived
value” and “membership program,” however, were foeind to be discriminate factors among the differemury
brands represented. Based on the findings, thelsasa disparate range of determinant mean respptisis indicating
that improvement is needed. Among the determinawofs and their relationship against attitudinad &ehavioral
loyalty, “satisfaction” was consistently valued theost, followed by “trust.” Disparity, however, lmgoe apparent
when it came to the remaining determining factper¢eived quality, perceived value, and memberghigram). The
attitudinal loyalty measurement regarded “membergiiogram” as its third most valued while the bebial loyalty
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positioned “perceived quality” as its third. Resuir the fourth most valued factor, indicated ‘qegved quality” from

the attitudinal loyalty measurement, while “perezlwalue” was behavioral loyalty’s fourth most vedu The least
valued factors for attitudinal and behavioral layalere “perceived value” and “membership progranedpectively.

On a greater scale, in measuring overall loyalg, determining factors were ranked as follows, éscgnding order
from most to least important: “satisfaction,” “ttlis perceived quality,” “membership program,” afiderceived

value.”

From this analysis, it is quite apparent that défees exist between attitudinal and behavioraltgycomponents,
and both differ from the overall assessment of gl@alty. The results from this study were fourddomparably
reflect the findings of notable researchers suchastor, Celuch, and Goodwin (2004, p. 223) as tleeyd that “brand
equity” and “trust” consistently appeared to be tin8uential in fostering both behavioral and titiinal loyalty. The
same was the case with Baloglu (2002, p. 54) asthidy found that its “truly loyal” customers hadma trust and
emotional commitment to the casino than eithehefdther loyalty groups. It is based on the crasagarison of these
two findings that demonstrate how this particulaidg’s findings are somewhat similar in terms asslifying “trust”
as an important key factor of customer loyalty.

It is important to note, however, that as was atuffom this study, “satisfaction” was found torhest valued by
guests of luxury hotels. This is believed to be dmecharacteristics of the hotel industry. Unlikesnindustries,
specifically the manufacturing industry, the hatelustry has evolved to the point that guests greater options by
which to choose their accommodation needs. It ig e@parent that “satisfaction” is regarded assiéent dimension
affecting customer loyalty among guests who pag®ihixury hotels.

As a result of the accommodation choices providleeke is a relatively lower switching cost (if anggurred by
the guest in choosing to stay with a different hotecompanies for its accommodations. This hindieteliers’ abilities
to retain guests, to foster “trust” and, ultimatdty promote guest loyalty towards its hotel andfmmpany. Since this
study focuses on hotels, unlike other studiesrtgstustomers who patronized manufacturing prodyasjcularly, it
can be intuitively believed that findings relatitmyloyalty will vary as the customers and theirgegtions differ from
the other industries. This, thereby, serves aoréag as to guests’ valuing of “satisfaction” oveust;” it also serves
as testament to hoteliers’ efforts to measure aseéss “trust” through surveys disseminated to tmiebts. Based on
the abovementioned, it can be concluded that thidyscan serve as a new and greater way to measstemer loyalty.
This particular study differs from other loyaltydtes in the fact that it adapts determining fexfoom loyalty studies,
not only within the hospitality industry, but alsom other industries, as well.

From an academic perspective, this study can seremodel to be adopted for years to come inalgefdctors of
loyalty in upscale hotels. The constructs, speaiifjc‘perceived value,” “perceived quality,” “saf@etion,” and “trust”
have been of use for years, through various inghsstThese particular determinants will continudéoof use across
industries as efforts are made to measure custloy&ity. However, as regards current practicesheftotel industry,
the adaptation of “membership program,” will be &igsial as can be affirmed by the findings fromstktudy. Loyalty
programs have been developed with the purpose spiring loyalty efforts. However, as the study oades, this
determinant can provide greater loyalty assessitigatigh its inclusion with the other prescribed Kagtors. This
topic serves as a rare study relating to customgitly that includes the “membership program” deieant, which is
an industry-specific variable. Researchers cardlupon what has been done in this study to furssist in providing
insight to hotels desiring to foster customer loyal

FURTHER RESEARCH

It would be of great benefit to re-conduct thisdstin the future to measure and compare the firelmger two or
more occurrences. Although findings from this stddynot illustrate concerns to consider as regeeiitbility, validity,
and statistical significance, it is of great asaaeato re-conduct this study before implementirgyrtiodel constructed
from this study. This is to ensure relative comsisy in the findings derived. An additional studyuld also be
conducted to measure customer loyalty with and auttthe inclusion of the determinant “affect,” attis particular
measurement would provide insight as to its couatiiin to this assessment.
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