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Chapter |

| ntroduction

In this chapter, we state the background of this study by briefly introducing the
importance of customer experience. Then we investigate on the existed streams of
academic research in _his figld of - study that consist of customer experience
multidimensionality, customer experienCé. value and the antecedents of customer
experience. After these briefly: review, we p0| nt out the limitation of these existed
researches and propose the scope of this r@earch that will fill out those limitations and

extend the knowledge in this academic field.

1.1 Background ot this Study

Traditional marketing is obsolete. It is no longer true that better quality,
superior functionality, fower price; wider availahility and accessibility, faster delivery
and more customer support will guarantee the loyalty of customefs’in the 21% century
business-environment. The physical aspect of products and services alone are not
sufficient to ensure customer satisfaction of many if not most of customers. It is not
because the superiority in physical aspect of products or services does not play itsrole
to satisfy customers, but because competitors can do well and can match the
superiority in those physica attributes. Traditional physical elements such as price,

quality, and functionality are no longer created a sustainable competitive advantage to



firms. Many firms are now in need to find a better way to differentiate their products
and services and the new differentiator today is a superior customer experience. Now
we are in an era of customer experience and firms need to create an engaging and
lasting experience for the customers (Macmillan and McGrath, 1997; Carbone, 1998;
Pine and Gilmore, 1998; Rowley, 1999; Wyner, 1999; Calhoun, 2001; Arussy, 2002;
Berry et a., 2002; Gilmore and Pine, 2002; L_amperes, 2002)

Firms in every industry- recognize the important role of customer experience.
They know that creating asmemorable customer experience give them a competitive
advantage over their competitors /As a rgsult, they allocate large amount of their
limited resource trying to' create and :del_iver a memorable experience to their
customers. However, the effectiveness of this resource alocation is in doubt. The
problem lies in the fact that @ven though firms recoagnize the importance of creating a
memorable customer experience but they:dc:):’:not know how to do it. The most
important question facing every firm is “Hav‘v-should firm allocate its resource to
create the most memorable customer experience to their customers’. Previous
research propose the importance effect of physical environment, staff characteristic
and social environment on customer experience. All firms know that these factors
affect customer experience. However, given limited resources; how firms should
allocate 'thelr resource intocthese factors remains 'unclear. “Moreover, different
customers expect and value different consequence from consuming products or
services offering. Without this knowledge, firms never know whether their investment
in creating memorable customer experiences actually deliver any customer experience

value to their customers. This study intends to address and answer these problems.



1.1.1 The Importance of Customer Experience

After the introduction of “experientia aspect” by Holbrook and Hirschman
(1982) as one of the first study in customer experience stream of research, Pine and
Gilmore (1998) introduces the term experience economy. They propose that economic
progress can be recapitulated in the four stages evolution classifying by different
economic offering: commodities, goods, serviees and experiences. First, commodity
offering, firms charge their customers for undifferentiated products. Second, goods
offering, firms charge their customers for distinctive tangible products. Third, service
offering, firms charge'their customersl.fql_r the activities firms offer. And fourth,
experience offering, firms chamge their;’cg_stomers for the feeling, memory they
received by engaging in'thgse activities. Tlh;q more advanced in economic offering, the
higher value firms can charge their cusm’mers. The difference in each economic

A

distinction proposed by Pine and Gitimore (1998) isshown in thefigure 1.1.

Figure 1.1: Different £conomic Offering adopted fr om Pine and Gilmore (1998)
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It has been accepted that the success of many business firms both in retail and
service industry is based on creating a distinctive experience for their customers.
Starbuck may be one of the most cited examples that successfully create a distinctive
customer experience for their customers (Michelli, 2007). Thompson and Arseal (2004)
finds that Starbuck’s strategy on delivering a memorable customer experience has
influenced the ways many other coffee sneps tunning their businesses. Apple inc. is
another example of a wvery. successitl company-that orchestrates a distinctive
experience to customers._Customer experience with any Apple products begins well
before customers actually purchase them.r_AII of Apple products can be tested and
played in an Apple store where the company carefully designs the environment with
the overarching proposes of making the time one spends there a truly enjoyable

experience (Meyer and Schwager, 2007).

1.1.2 Stream of Résearch in Customer Experience

Research in customer experience emerges ffom the introduction of an
experientia aspect by Holbrook and Hirschman (1982). Since then, researchers have
investigated many | aspects of customer experience from different perspective. This
study classifies various researches in customer €xperience into ‘three main streams.
customer, experience multidimensiondity, customer “experience value and customer

experience antecedents.

1.1.2.1 Customer Experience Multidimensionality

Customer experience multidimensionality researches focus on investigating

the elements underlying customer experience construct. Schmitt (1999) is the first



study to propose that customer experience has five dimensions. sensory, affective,
creative cognitive, physical and socia identity experience. Fornerino et al., (2006)
introduces another model that consists of five dimensions of customer experience
including sensorial perceptual, affective, physical-behavior, social and cognitive.
Gentile, Spiller and Noci (2007) identifies six dimensions of customer experience in
their study: sensorial, emotional, cogniiive, «pragmatic, lifestyle and relational
component. Recently, Verhoel et al., (2009) propeses another model that consists of
five dimensions of customer experience including cognitive, affective, emotional,
social and physical dimension. /Even thqugh many researches classify customer
experience elements by different narhe, Vtheﬁe eglements share some common
dimensions. The similarities of these classifications will be described in length in

chapter 2.

1.1.2.2 Customer Experience Value

Customer experience value stream of researches can be traced back to the
study of Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) that first introduced an experiential aspect of
consumption. In the past, a stream of consumer; behavior researches believed that
customers make decision on consumption in order to solve their‘problems. At that
time, customers are treated “as logica ‘thinkers. However, researchers began to
guestion that the “logical aspect” part of customer may leave out another important
consumption phenomena. It is Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) who proposes that
customers consider the playful, sensory and pleasure side of consumption as an

important part in addition to the logical side of consumption. As aresult, consumption



begins to be seen as involving a steady flow of fantasies, feelings and fun
encompassed by experiential view.

After the introduction of an experiential aspect, researchers started to
investigate further for other possible dimensions of customer value. Sheth, Newman
and Gross (1991) suggests five consumption vaues that includes functional,
emotional, social, epistemic and conditional value. Later, Holbrook (1994) presents a
typology of customer value using three dimensions of vaue as criteria intrinsic-
extrinsic, self oriented-otheroriented and active-passive. This classification results in
eight types of customer value: efficiency, excellence (quality), politics (success),
esteem, play, esthetic,smorality and spiﬁtuality. Additionally, Lai (1995) proposes
eight “generic product benefits’ thai includes functional, social, affective, epistemic,
aesthetic, hedonic, situational and hohistic. HoWever, only two dimensions of customer
experience value that are utilitarian and hedonic value have been widely accepted and

use in empirical reseanch at that time.

1.1.2.3 Customer Experience Antecedents

Research in.customer experience antecedent are relatively new comparing to
other aspects of customer experience research. Seme research in Gustomer experience
antecedent "uses' firm’s controllabifity "as criteria to ‘classify ‘customer experience
antecedent. First, Verhoef et a., (2009) suggests eight customer experience
antecedents (drivers). These drivers are socia environment, service interface, retall
atmosphere, assortment, price, customer experience in aternative channels, retall
brand and past customer experience. It further classifies these antecedents into two

groups:. firm controllable and uncontrollable antecedents. Second, Grewal, Levy and



Kumar (2009) classifies five customer experience antecedents that firm can control.
These antecedents were promotion, price, merchandise, supply chain and location. On
the other hand, Puccinelli et al., (2009) uses various stages of customer decision
process as criteria for purposing customer experience antecedents. These included
goas, schema, information processing memory, involvement, attitudes, affective
processing, atmospherics, consumer attributiens-and choices. However none of these

research has been empirically-iesied and'are lefi-iorfurther study.

1.1.3 Limitations of+Existing Research

Research in customer experience construct has emerged as early as 1982 but
they are still considered relatively new comparing to other stream of research such as
customer behavior. Although many research have significantly contributed to this
field of knowledge, many aspects &f this coﬁstrsct have not fully explained and tested.
There are areasin thefield of customer experieﬁce that can.be further explored.

First, many cusiomer experience research have-been done in a retail context.
Even though retail industry is classified under service marketing, but the nature of
product offerings is much different: from those in ‘a pure service setting such as a
hospitality industry. Research findings in retail eontext may not‘be applicable into a
pure service context. Conducting a'customer experience research in-different context
helps confirming the generalization of aresearch.

Second, Previous research propose a group of antecedents that may affect
customer experience. However, none of them has been done in an empirical research.
Therefore, it is possible to conduct an empirical research to confirm the effects of

these antecedents.



Third, socia environment effect has been ignored from the study of customer
experience. Research in customer experience focused on interaction between firms or
their staffs with customers while ignoring the interacting effect among customers.
Including social environment into a study may significantly change the existing
finding.

Fourth, social value has been ignoredfrem the study of customer experience
value. There is little empirical research thai includes social value in the study and
most of them are conductedin aretal context. Social value has been accepted as one
of important values that'cusiomers cons d_e_r when making a purchase decision. As a
result, the result of aresearch can be impbvgd or significantly changed if socia value

has been added into consideration.

1.2 Resear ch Questions and-0bj ectlveﬁ

Delivering superior customer experiehcla becomes one of the main objectives
of service firms in today hypercompetitive environment: it is no longer sufficient for
service firms to deliver.a superior utilitarian value to customers while neglecting
hedonic and social .walue. This study extends the current knowledge in the area of
customer experience and fills the existed gap meéntion earlier. Résearch questions in

this study are'the following.

1. What are important factors to create customer experience value and how
relative importance for each of these factors?

2. How customers value each dimension of customer experience value?



3. Do these factors have an equal effect on customer experience value across

different type of customers?

As a result of these research questions, the objectives of this study are the

following:

1. To study the effect of customer experience antecedents on each dimension
of customer experieacevalue.

2. To study theeffeet of each di mensi on of custemer experience value on the
overall custemey Saiisfection. '

3. To study whether: the-relationship among antecedents of customer
experience, customer experience value and an overall customer satisfaction

is different among different group of respondents.

1.3 Purpose of thrsstudy

This study investigates the effect of three important antecedents (physical
environment, staff characteristic and socialenvironment)  thathave effects on various
dimensions of customer experience value (utilitarian value, hedonic value and social
value) in a hospitality industry. Tn service setting, customers evaluate and judge
service offering based on an extrinsic cue because service is produced and consumed
simultaneously. As aresult, customers are more attentive to use physical environment
as a clue of service quality (Shostack, 1977; Berry, 1980; Zeithaml, 1981; Berry,
1995). Previous research confirm that customers’ evaluation of service is affected by

physical environment (e.g., Booms and Bitner, 1981; Mittal and Baker, 1998; Bitner,
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1990; Dube and Renaghan, 2000), staff characteristic (e.g., Bitner, 1990; Bowen and
Schneider, 1985; Hoffman and Ingram, 1992; Ekinci, Dawes and Massey, 2008), and
socia environment (e.g., Langeard et al., 1981; Grove and Fisk, 1983; Booms and
Bitner, 1981; Baron, Harris and Davies, 1996; Martin and Pranter, 1989). However,
there is no study that investigates the effect of these cues together. It is important to
understand the relative effect of these cues tohelp service firms creating a memorable
experience to their customers. ki -otherwords; these eues must support each other to
create an overall unforgetiableexperience. Therefore, this study aims to study the
relative effect of theseexirinsie cues on v_arious dimensions of customer experience
value. It isthe intentiop'of thisstudyte fdcus only on the effect of various antecedents
that firm can control. The effect of word-of-mouth recommendations or criticisms,
advertising and customer reference are beyoﬁd the scope of this study because these
indirect contacts(Meyer and Schwager, 2007) are difficult if not possible for firms to
control. p*

This study al'so investigates various dimensions of customer experience value
including utilitarian value (e.g., Sheth, Newman and Gross, 1991; Burns, 1993,
Holbrook, 1994; Lai; 1995; Naylor, 1996; Lapierte, 2000; Overby, 2000; Mathwick,
Malhotra and Rigdon, 2001; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001; Yuan and Wu, 2008),
hedonic” value (eg., ‘Burns/ 1998; fHolbrook, 1994; .Lai,’ 1995;. Naylor, 1996;
Mathwick, Mahotra and Rigdon, 2001; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001; Yuan and Wu,
2008) and Social vaue (e.g., Sheth, Newman and Gross, 1991; Holbrook, 1994; Lai,
1995; Lapierre, 2000; Overby, 2000; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001). It is an interesting
issue that social value has been frequently ignored from the study of customer

experience value even though social value has been found to be an important value
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perceived by customers. As a result, this study aims to bring socia value back into
consideration and to investigate the relative effects of these customer experience value
on an overall customer satisfaction.

In this chapter, research problems and the background of this research are fully

explained. The stream of research in customer experience is briefly discussed together

with the limitation of the e %\ ﬁa result of this limitation, research
questions and research objectives of this sﬁmgg&ded. Previous research in
on ;«.:~ ussed in length in the next

customer experience an

chapter
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Chapter |11

Literature Review

In this chapter, it starts by describing.customer experience construct in detail
that includes the evolution-of customer experience marketing, the definition of
customer experience and.the multidimensionality of customer experience. Then the
topic moves to explain.eustomer experien(_:_e value construct. It consists of the role of
customer experience and customer exberience value, the evolution of customer
experience value, the definition of .«customer experience value, the classification of
customer experience value and the measurement of customer experience value. Later,
this chapter proposes the antecedents to cuétdﬁﬁer experience. It includes the existed
researches on the antecedents of customef‘ ékperience, the limitation of existed

customer experience antecedents and the proposed customer experience antecedents.

2.1 Customer Experience

2.1.1 The Evolution of Customer Experiential Marketing

The concept of customer experience can be traced back in the mid-1980s when
Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) first introduces the new aspect of consumption called
“an experiential aspect”. At that time, mainstream literature in consumer behavior
treats customer as rational decision maker. This approach regards customer as a

logical thinker who makes decision in order to solve hig’her problems. However many
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researchers believe that “the logical thinker” aspect ignores the playful, sensory,
pleasure side of consumption that plays an important role in making decision. An
experiential approach, on the other hand, emphasizes on this playful part of
consumption that relates to the multi-sensory fantasy and emotive aspects of one's
experience with products or services, It .can be said that Holbrook and Hirschman
(1982) isavery first study thai pave way for experiential marketing.

As a result, researchiers accept the exisience of experiential aspect and come up
with various research emphasized on the hedonie part of consumption. Pine and
Gilmore (1998) propases the term “exp_eriential economy” and emphasizes the
importance of delivering a.memorable eXpe_rience to customers as a way to create a
competitive advantage «Schmitt (1999) introduces the term “experiential marketing”
and defines it as "customers developing reéognition of and purchasing goods and
services from a company or ‘brand after:th:éy experience activities and perceive
stimulations.” This customer experience coriéébt enhances the value of a product, a
brand or a company.

Although experiential marketing enhances cusiomers emotions and sense
stimulation, it @does inot preclude the quality’ and-functions of product and service
offerings. It's widely argued that as the science-of marketing evolves, experientia
marketing will become the deminant imarketing tool 'of the future (McNickel, 2004).
From the recognized benefit of creating a memorable customer experience,
researchers start to investigate on various aspects of customer experience as alever to

create superior value to customers and firms.
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2.1.2 Definition of Customer Experience

Previous research define customer experience construct in many ways.
Mascarenhas, Kesavan and Bernacchi (2006) defines customer experience as “a
totally positive, engaging, enduring, and socially fulfilling physical and emotional
customer experience across al major levels of one's consumption chain”. Gentile,
Spiller and Noci (2007) states that “cusiomer” experience originates from a set of
interactions between customer and product, company, or part of its organization,
which provoke a reaction.” .This experience is strictly persona and implies the
customer’s involvement at different |levels (rational, emotional, sensorial, physical and
spiritual). Meyer and Schwager (2007) infro__duces the following “customer experience
isthe interna and subjective response customers have to any direct or indirect contact
with a company.” Direct contact generally—}occurs in the course of purchase, use of
service and is usualy initiated by the custorrneré. Indirect contact most often involves
unplanned encounters with representativesro% a company’s products, services or
brands and takes the form of word-of-mouth recemmendations or criticisms,
advertising, news report, reviews and so forth.” Verhoef et al., (2009) defines
customer experience construct as follow ¥ customer experienceis holistic in nature and
involves customers cognitive, affective, emotional, social and physical responses to
the retailer”. "Russametummachot (2006) defines customer experience as “evauative
outcomes that consist of both cognitive and affective evaluations resulting from
interpreting cues.”

In this study, we adapt customer experience definition from Verhoef et a.,

(2009) and define as follow: customer experience is holistic and has a subjective
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outcome that consists of utilitarian, hedonic and socia evaluation resulting from

interpreting cues.

2.1.3 Multidimensionality of Customer Experience

Previous research support the multidimensionality of customer experience
construct and conclude that a memorable experence must be holistic and consistently
involved a person at different levels. However, none of these research defines the
definition of customer experience multidimensionality. This study defines customer
experience multidimensionality as “the underlying dimensions of customer experience
that altogether create aholisti¢ experi encé to customer. Four researchers have studied
the underlying multidimensionality of customer experience constructs.

First, Schmitt (1999) identifies fiveAstrategic experiential modules of customer
experience: Sensory experiences (sense);i é;";‘ective experiences (feel); creative
cognitive experiences'(think); physical experrie;lces, behaviors and lifestyle (act); and
socia-identity experiences (relate). Fornerino et a., (2006) analyzes the case of an
immersive consumption experience and identifies five distinct dimensions. sensorial-
perceptual, affective and physical-behavioral (components) and social and cognitive
(facets). Gentile, Spiller and Noci (2007) propeses six dimehsions of customer
experience: Sensorial “component, emotional component, ‘' cognitive component,
pragmatic component, lifestyle component and relation a component. Lastly, Verhoef
et a., (2009) introduces five dimensions of customer experience, i.e. cognitive,
affective, emotional, socia and physica response. The multidimensionality of

customer experience construct is presented together in the figure 2.1
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Figure 2.1: The Multidimensionality of Customer Experience Construct.

Multidimensionality of Customer Experience

Schmitt(1999) Forbelino et al(2006) Gentil, Spiller and Noci(2007) Verhoef et al(2009)
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No. Article Context of study

1 Schmitt (1999) ¥ | We sensory experience though sight, sound, touch, taste and smell

cognitive, problem solving experience
bodily experience, lifestyle and interaction

se, Feel, Think, Act and relating to his/her ideal self,other peple, culture

2 Forberino et al.,(2006)

Affective

Physical - be Description not available
Social
Cognitive

3 Gentile, Spiller and Noci (2007 Sensorial component . To affect the senses addressing sight, hearing, touch, taste and smell

o affect moods, feeling and emotion which involves one affective system

ith thinking or conscious mental processes

e concept of practical sense of doing something : usability
of the system of values and beliefs hough the adopion of lifestyle,behavior

verson and his/her social context, his/her rel ationship with others or ideal self

4 Verhoot ot al..(2009) 00%}:5'}3' :y'l EJ ﬂ ‘%"w EJ ’] ﬂ ‘j

Description not available
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2.2 Customer Experience Value

2.2.1 The Different Role

Customer experience is different from customer experience value. Customer
experience emerges from various types of responses that customers have from
interaction with the service, VVerhoef et a., (2009) proposes that this interaction has an
effect on five dimensions~of customer experienee including cognitive, affective,
emotional, socia and physieal response.

Customer experience value, on the other hand, is a value that customer
received from any interaction with the sérvi ce firms. Though interaction with service
firms affects five dimensions of customer-experience, this interaction delivers three
dimensions of customer experience val ue:i Uti:{_itarian, hedonic and socia vaue. In
other words, five dimensions of customer experience create three customer experience
values to customers;

The process that service firms use to create a memorable customer experience
can be explained using three steps. First, service firms create a fine and memorable
customer experience by manipulaling various ‘customer experience antecedents.
Second, ‘these ‘antecedents together| affect five dimensions of Customer experience.
Third, these five dimensions of customer experience together deliver three customer
experience values to customers. Finally, these three customer experience values are
captured and perceived by customers in order to form an overall customer satisfaction

upon service completion. The summary of this process is explained in figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.2: How Customer Antecedents Create Customer Experience Value

Customer Experience Elements

Physical Environment | Utilitarian Value
| Staff Behavior & Attitude ‘ |:> : Hedonic Value
Ao, | J—
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2.2.2 The Evolution #f Cusioi

p -"-\,A ce Value

i
Customer experig f Ej:_ : . \}i‘\ consumer behavior stream of

research. One of the earlies{itadics ol omer experience value comes from

Holbrook and Hirschman-(1982) that infre e term “experiential aspect of

consumption”. Thig J&pe it lomena also include various

playful leisure activmcs, sensory pleasures, day:lrm'ns, esthetic enjoyment and

emotional mﬁlﬁ ﬁ.ﬁ ﬂw\gﬁmﬁﬂ ?y of customers to solve

their problems®logical aspect), rcsogarchers hegm to see consmnplmn as involving a
s BB R P B 2
prop-nse:s that customers make a consumption based on both utilitarian value that
represents the intended benefit from the completion of the service or product and
hedonic value that represents the pleasure and happiness from the completion of the

service or product. Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) is the first study which proposes
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that customers consider both hedonic and utilitarian value when making a decision.

Later, it acts as afoundation for studying customer experience construct.

2.2.3 Definition of Customer Experience Value

A number of researchers study & concept of “value’ yet their definitions are
different and depend on a study’'s coniext (Dodds, Monroe and Grewal, 1991;
Holbrook and Corfman, 1985). However they agree that value has multifaceted nature.
Zeithaml (1988) identifies four common use of the term value. First, value is price.
Second, value equals t@'what | get for what | give. Three, value is a trade-off between
perceived product quality and price. Thée three terms of value do not relate much to
this current study becaise most of them are termed in retail industry. Fourth, value is
whatever | want in a product. In this meaning of value, customers emphasize the
benefit they received from the products or serwces as the most important components
of value. In other word, value is “all factoré, ;qualitative and quantitative, subjective
and objective that make up the consumption experience. This study considers value
from this perspective. It is important to emphasize that, in this definition of value, it is
essentially the same as the ecanomist’s definition of utility, that is, a subjective
measure of the usefulness or want satisfaction that-result from thé-Consumption. This
definition of value does not incorporate the effect of price’or other customer sacrifice
for the receiving of products or service into consideration.

As a result, this study defines customer experience value as “an overal
assessment of consumption experience by considering all relevant evaluation criteria
This study considers customer experience value to consist of three dimensions:

utilitarian value, hedonic value and socia value.
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2.2.4 The Classification of Customer Experience Value

Upon the introduction of “experiential aspect”, many researchers have
introduced various dimensions of consumption value. Sheth, Newman and Gross
(1991) proposes a theory of consumption value which identifies five consumption
values that influence consumer choice behavior. They are functional value, emotional
value, social value, epistemic value and conditional value. Later, Holbrook (1994)
presents a typology of customer value using three dimensions of vaue: intrinsic-
extrinsic, self oriented-giher oriented and active-passive. These dimensions result in
eight different kinds«of custemer value: efficiency, excelence (quality), politics
(success), esteem, play, esthetic, morality and spirituality. La (1995) proposes eight
“generic product benefits’ ‘types. functional, social, affective, epistemic, aesthetic,
hedonic, situational and holistic. Most of the early classifications of customer value
are studied in retail context. Only few researcﬁ study customer value in business-to-
business context (Gassenheimer, Houston and Davis, 1998; Lapierre, 2000; Ulaga,
2003).

Even though researchers propose, various classifications of customer
experience value, most of them consider .only utilitarian and hedonic value as an
underlying value of customer experience. Theretare two reasons-for using just only
two dimensions of customer experience value. First, researchers agree that customer
experiential value consists of two distinct dimensions because these two dimensions
maintain a basic underlying presence across consumption phenomena (e.g., Batra and
Ahtola, 1991; Crowley, Spangenberg and Hughes, 1992; Engel et a., 1993). Second,
researchers find that customers are unable to draw any separation between other

various consumption values. There are two studies support this clam. First, in
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Sweeney and Soutar (2001), it tests the five customer values dimension of Sheth,
Newman and Gross (1991) but finds that only functional value, emotional value and
social value are significant and can be perceived by customers. Second, Gentile,
Spiller and Noci (2007) finds that customer cannot differentiate anong various type of
customer experience value. The study proposes that customers perceive each
experience as a complex but unitary feding.In.that study, six elements of customer
experience, combining together, delivertwo distinguished value to customers: hedonic
and utilitarian. However thisfinding does not imply the insignificance of socia value,

it is because the authors€o net incorporate social valuein their study.

2.2.4.1 Social Value: The Neglect Dir_ne_nsion

Researchers suggest that social value exists and plays an important role in
shaping customer decision. These researcher; include social value as an existed
dimension of customer experience value (Shéthl Newman and Gross, 1991; Holbrook,
1994; Lai, 1995; Lapierre, 2000; Overby, 2000; Sweeriey and Soutar, 2001). Sheth,
Newman and Gross (1991) defines socia vaue as “the perceived utility acquired from
an dternative’s associgtion with one or more specific social.groups. An aternative
acquires socia value through association with esitively or negatively stereotyped
demographic, socioeconomic, ‘and cultural-ethnic groups. Socia value is measured on
aprofile of choice imagery and is more important if consuming products or servicesis
highly visible to other people. As a result, this study considers customer experience
value to consist of three underlying dimensions: utilitarian value, hedonic value and

socia vaue.
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Utilitarian value represents the intended value received from the completion of
products or services. It has been described as task-related and rational (Batra and
Ahtola, 1991; Engel et a., 1993; Sherry, 1990) and also represents a task
accomplishment. This study defines utilitarian value as the intended value customer
received from a consumption of products and services. Hedonic value represents the
immediate gratification received by consumaption products or services. It is more
subjective and persona than-that of utilitarian-value and results more from fun and
playfulness than from a task'compietion. This study defines hedonic value as the value
customer received that” results from - the _fun and playfulness of a consumption
experience. ;': _

This chapter already explains soci'!al value earlier in the paragraph under “the
dimension of customer experience Qal ue.” fhﬁefore, this study defines social value as
the value customer received that result from the products or services ability to
enhance social-self cancept. The summar;} rréfi—ic;révious literatures on the underlying

dimensions of customer experience value is shown in teble2.2.
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Table 2.2: The Summary of the Literature on the Dimension of Customer

Experience Value

List of Studies Utilitarian ValueHedonic Value Social Value

Sheth, Newman and Gross(1991) * * *
Burns(1993) *

Holbrook(1994) * * *
Lai(1995) * * *
Naylor(1996) * *

Lapierre(2000) * *
Overby(2000) * *
Mathwick, Malhotra and.Rigdon(2001) * *

Sweeney and Soutar(2001) ek * *
Yuan and Wu(2008) * *

2.2.5 The Measurement of Customer Exberience Value

Previous research have developed various multiple-items scales to measure
customer experience value. These scales are developed differently based on
researchers’ objectives,” context of 'studies and the underlying.dimension of customer
experience value. The following paragraph presents various related multiple-items
scales to measure customer ‘experience val ue.

Customer experience value scale developed by Babin et al., (1994) is designed
to measure persona shopping value. It measures utilitarian and hedonic value
perceived by customers. Mathwick, Malhotra and Rigdon (2001) develops a 19-items
multiple scale to measure experiential value in context of catalog and internet

shopping environment. This scale adopts a typology of customer experience value
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proposed by Holbrook (1994) that divides customer experience value into four
quadrants framed by intrinsic/extrinsic and active/reactive value. These four quadrants
measure four dimensions of experientia value: consumer return on investment,
service excellence, playfulness and aesthetic appeal. Babin, Chebat and Michon

(2004) develops an 8-items multipl e to measure customer personal shopping

value in aretail shopping envir thchle (1996) develops a 23-itmes

multiple scale to meesur‘——_’_ Ser! lceﬁﬁ The summary of al previous

customer experience val

3| BT OV (6

r.l
i)

= L

2

ﬂ‘lJEJ’J“fIEJ‘ﬂﬁWEJ’]ﬂ‘i
ammﬂm UAIINYAY



Table2.3: The Selected Measured of Customer Experience Value

26

Literature Experience Construct No. of items Type of Function Cronbach'salpha
Research
Babin, Chebat and Michon (2004) Personal Shopping Value
1. Utilitarian Value 3 Empirical IV/DDV 0.61
2. Hedonic Vaue 5 0.74
Dube~, Cecile and Jungyuan (2003) Cognitive Basis
1. Deliberative health conseguence i3 Empirical IV/DDV >0.7
2. Immediate convenience benefit 3 >0.7
Affective Basis _
1. Immediate Sensorial benefit 1 34 >0.7
2. Deliberative Emotional consequence .« ;3 >0.7
Baker et d., (2002) Store choice Criteria 2227 S Empirical IV/DDV
1. Interpersonal service quality 4 0.85
2. Merchandise quality ) 0.73
3. Monetary price 2 0.7
4. Time/effort cost 4 0.76
5. Psychic cost 3 0.79
Petrick (2002) Perceived Value of Service Empirical IV/DDV >0.92
Quiality 4 >0.95
Emotional response 3 0.94
Monetary price 6 >0.95
Behaviora price 5 >0.92
Reputation 5
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Table 2.3: The Selected Measured of Customer Experi

Literature Experience COV

Mathwick, Malhotraand Rigdon (2001) Experiential Value
Intrinsic Vaue
1. Aesthetic /

1.1 Visua Apped
1.2 Entertainme
2. Playfulness
2.1 Escapis
2.2 Enjoyment
Extrinsic Value
1. Service Excellence
2. Customer ROI
2.1 Efficiency
2.2 Economlc vaI ue .

Sweeney and Soutar (2001) Consumer Pe
Emotional velUe
Socia value
Price value
Quality value

Kempf (1999) Wﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂqﬂi

27

Function

Cronbach'salpha

IV/IDDV

IV/DDV

0.92
0.88

0.79
0.73

0.78

0.74
0.78

>0.82
>0.82
>0.82
>0.82

0.85
0.87
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Literature Experience Construc Function Cronbach'salpha
Otto and Ritchie (1996) Service experience I\V/DDV
Hedonic 0.92
Peace of mind 0.84
Involvement 0.76
Recognition 0.79
Babin, Darden and Griffin (1994) Personal Shopping Value
Functional Qualities IV/DDV
1. Discount price >0.74
2. Store personal >0.74
3. Quality >0.74
4. Crowding A >0.74
Affective Qualities
1. Pleasant . 4 >0.74
2. Unpleasant ‘e 4 o/ >0.74
3.Activitieﬂ uEI’J Qn ﬂwsw H']ﬂ‘i >0.74
4. Sleepy Q >0.74
L o o/
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2.3 The Antecedent of Customer Experience

2.3.1 Existed Research on the Antecedents of Customer Experience

Customer experience construct is haolistic in nature and involves customer’s
cognitive, affective, emotional, social and: physical responses to the firm. This
experience can be affected both by e ements.which firms can control (e.g., service
interface, retail atmosphere; assortiment, price) and-cannot control (e.g., influence of
others propose of shopping). .This study Invesiigaies past research and finds that
customer experience aniecedents ‘have been studied and summarized by three
researches. |

First, in a recent study by Verhoef ‘et'al., (2009), eight customer experience
drivers are introduced as antecedents for customer experience. The study classifies
these antecedents into two graups. firm’'s eontrollable and uncontrollable factors.
These factors include—sectal-—environment;—service-interface, retail atmosphere,
assortment, price, customer experience in aternative channels, retail brand and
customer experience. in thépast. Moreover,-two groups of moderators are proposed:
customer and situational moderators. On customer side, the antecedents of customer
experience are'moderated by customers |god s. These goals are shaped by factors such
as personality traits, socio-demographics, location and situational circumstances. On
situationa side, these moderators are type of store, channel, location, culture, season,
economic climate and competitive intensity.

Second, Grewal, Levy and Kumar (2009) studies the role of macro factors in
the retail environment and how these factors shape customer experiences and

customer behaviors. Several firm's controlled factors that affect retail customer
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experience are proposed as antecedents including promotion, price, merchandise,
supply chain and location. These antecedents can be viewed as 4P in marketing mix
which are product, price, place and promotion plus additional factor: supply chan
factor.

Third, Puccinelli et a., (2009) investigates on seven antecedents that influence
customer experience by focusing on customeibehavior and customer decision-making
process. These antecedeiiis-are goas, schema,-iaformation processing, memory,
involvement, attitudes, affective processing, atmospherics, and consumer attributions
and choices. Rather than fogusing on factqrs that firm ean control, Puccindli et al.,
(2009) focuses on the specific € ements df consumer behavior that play an important
role during various stages of ‘customer @ecision process rather than focus on the

factors that firms or customers can control.

2.3.2 Reasons not to use existing customer experience antecedents

Although retait-industry and hospitality industry: are classified under service
marketing, these two industries are different in detail. The intangibility and
inseparability ‘Characteristic' of service have mare profound effect on hospitality
industry than that of retail industry.“In retail industry, customers‘€an still find similar
productsin different store; thisisnot the case in hospitaity industry. th other word, in
retailing setting, many stores carry similar products at arelatively similar price tag. As
aresult, customers can easily find a similar product with the same price tag anywhere.
However, customers cannot find two service providers that deliver the same offering
in hospitality industry. Every service firms create different experience to customer and

hence there are no service firms that offer similar service and result to customers.
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As a result, the proposed antecedents in retailing setting cannot be used in
hospitality setting without adaptation. It is the nature of service, scope, context and
focus of the study that make antecedents of customer experience different. This study
focuses on three antecedents of customer experience value: physica environment,

staff characteristic and social environ Summary of previous customer experience
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2.3.3 Proposed Customer Experience Antecedents

2.3.3.1 Physical Environment

Customers evaluate and judge a service based on extrinsic cues because
service is produced and consumed simultaneously. As a result, customers are more
attentive to use tangible aspecis as a cue of sgivice result (Shostack, 1977; Zeithaml,
1981; Berry et al., 1995).~Mo0reover customers use environmental cues to evaluate
service result the same way as they use package cues when they evaluate tangible
goods (Ward, Bitner and Barnes, 1992). Russell and Ward (1982) finds that specific
elements of the physical eavironment Vaffiact customer’s cognition, emotion and
behavior. Customers generélly |ook for cues about the firm's capabilities and quality
before making a decision about the serviceﬁ and physical environment is rich in such
cue. Bitner (1990) stresses the importance of physical environment by saying that
physical environment ts-mere-tmportant-tn-service-firms than other type of firms
becauseit is easier for customers to experience the firm's facility.

The effect of physi€al environment'in service setting has been mentioned in
many research.,Booms and Bitner(1981) introduces seven Ps in service marketing
mix thatineliides physical-facility.\Mittal andBaker (1998)|defings physical facility in
seven Ps'as the surroundings in which the service production is housed. Bitner (1990)
finds that physical environment includes extrinsic cues that influence the customer’s
perception and satisfaction of the service. Wakefield and Blodgett (1996) studies the
role of the physical environment on the satisfaction of customer in casino setting.
Lucas (2003) extends the work of Bitner (1992) and Wakefield and Blodgett (1996)

by studying the effect of floor decoration at a hotel casino. Dubé and Renaghan (2000)



emphasizes the importance of architecture and design of a hotel as key value drivers
for guests. Bitner (1990) finds that customers recognize room design and amenities as
factors of their satisfaction through its evaluation of service offering. Moreover,
design factors, including functional and aesthetic elements, such as architecture, style,
and layout, have also been highlighted as drivers of atmosphere in hospitality settings.
This study adapts a physical environment definition from Mittal and Baker
(1998) and defines as fallow: Physical' environiment is the surroundings where the
products and services constimption take place which include ambient conditions,

space/function and signs, symbols and artifacts.

2.3.3.2 Staff Charagteristic

Evauation of a sewice«firm depeads on an evauation of the “service
encounter”. The term service enceunier has beén defined by Shostack (1985, p. 243)
as “a period of time during which a consumér 7di rectly interacts with a service.” This
definition incorporaies al the aspects of the service-firm which customers may
interact with including personnel, physical facilities and other tangible elements
during a given period of Aime. It has been ‘suggested that from the customer’s
viewpoint, staffs are the service and'therefore staffs’ characteristi¢influence customer
perceptions of the service (Bitner, 1990; Bowen and Schneider, 1985).

Shostack (1977) emphasizes the importance of staffs' characteristic in service
firms as follow “in service, each member of the organization represents the firm and
defines the product.” Other researchers stress the importance of staffs characteristic
as an important element of service evaluation. Hoffman and Ingram (1992) finds that

customer perceptions of service firm are significantly affected by firms staff.
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Therefore it is critical for these firms to have staffs who engage in behaviors that lead
to long-term customer satisfaction. Brady and Cronin (2001) finds that competence,
helpfulness, and responsiveness of staffs characteristic are considered important
elements in evaluation of service. Recently, Ekinci, Dawes and Massey (2008) finds
that staff characteristic has a positive impact on customer satisfaction.

This stream of reseaich has developed further to investigate the proper
characteristic of staffs..thai creates -memorableexperience to customers. Two
important concepts have™ emerged | as an appropriate staffs  characteristic:
personalization and cusi@mer orentéti on or_pro-social behavior.

First, personalizéetion, Mittal and:La_ssar (1996) defines this concept as “the
social content of interagtion between service staffs and their customers.” It concerns
the manner in which staffs relate to customersjas people. This manner includes aspects
as staff’s politeness and courtesy, staff’s eittérﬁpt to get to know the customer as a
person, staff’s attempt to engage in a fri endly‘édnverwtion and exhibition of personal
warmth in staff behavier. This role of interpersonal interaction has been recognized by
many researchers on service marketing as a way to deliver superior customer result
(Croshby, Evansiand Caowles, 1990; Solomoni et al., 1985).

Second, Brady and Cronin (2001) emphasizes the important role of customer
orientation on service ‘evaluation. They: propose that in'service setting, a customer-
oriented culture is identified by the characteristic of its staffs (Cran, 1994; Mahgjan et
at., 1994; Webster, 1990). That is, customer oriented culture is represented by
customer oriented staffs. This characteristic is often described as staff’s willingness to
go “above and beyond” or to “go extra mile’ to service their customers (Brady and

Cronin, 2001). Other researches refer this customer-oriented service as a pro-social
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behavior (Bettencourt and Brown, 1997). As aresult of these customer-oriented staffs,
firm is more likely to create satisfied and loyal customers by delivering superior
customer service experience to customers (Bitner et a., 1990; Keaveney, 1995).

This study defines staff characteristic as. The degree of demonstrated
competence in the performance of their tasks and the quality of empathy displayed in
interaction with customers. This definition” of staff characteristic aso includes

professionalism within the dimension tefully capiure broader effect related to staffs.

2.3.3.3 Social envirenmenti

In service setting, gustomers do nbt only purchase service but also involve in
the design and delivery of jthat service. In other word, they are co-producers of the
service. Moreover, in most of serviee setting,there are other customers who share the
same environment as well. As a resut, customerrrs do not only have an influence on the
quality of their own experience but on other éuéomers’ service.

Previous researeh emphasize the role of other customers as the potentia source
that positively or negatively affects other customers’ experience. First, Langeard et al.,
(1981) proposes “a.servuction madel’” of the service encaunter that emphasizes the
role of other customers in service ‘encounter and+collectively called “Customer B.”
Second, Grove and Fisk (1983) identifies other customers'as members of the services
audience. Third, Booms and Bitner (1981) labels other customers as a component of
the service. Fourth, Baker (1987) describes other customers found at a service
encounter as a “social factor” characterizing a service's physical environment. It is
clear that customer experience is impacted by the effect of other customers as they are

part of a socia environment. As a result, customer interaction can have an important
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effect on the service experience (Baron, Harris and Davies, 1996; Martin, 1996;
Martin and Pranter, 1989).

Customers can affect one another both directly through specific interpersonal
encounters and indirectly by sharing the same service environment (Baker, 1987;
Bitner, 1992). Directly, customers affect other customers by different roles that each
customer may assume. McGrath and Otnes (1995) develops a typology of roles that
customers can play in seivice environment including help seeker, helper, competitor
and complainer, among cthers.Indirectly, Fisher and Byrne (1975) and Hall (1966)
find that customers standingto.close to others may. Creaie anxiety and the perception
of over-crowding (Batgson and Hui, 1986). Aronoff, Woike and Hyman (1992) finds
that customer’s appearance may prempt others to feel warm or threatened and may
evoke stereotypical evaluation (Anderson;aﬁd Sedikides, 1991). Albas and Albas
(2989) finds that too much or tee-litile eye: Eontact with other customers may be
negatively perceived., These relationships afé fmportant because they significantly
affect customer satisfaction with the broader customer experience (Martin and Pranter,
1989). Interaction with customers can bring both good and memorable experience or a
totally failure of service to customers as well. A\good and memorabl e experience may
come from customers who display eustomer voluntary performance (CVP) behavior,
which refers to Thelpful,’ discretionary’ customers 'that support.firm’'s service
performance and quality (Bettencourt, 1997). Such an example is that some customers
are so knowledgeable that they can assist other customers. These customers act as
partial employees that help firms create good experience to other customers. However,
some customers also act in a way that destroys the experience of other customers.

Lovelock (1994) introduces the term “jay customer” as customers who deliberately act
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in athoughtless or in an abusive manner, causing problems for the firm, employees, or
other customers. Some other researchers use other term such as deviant customer
behavior (Moschis and Cox, 1989), aberrant customer behavior (Fullerton and Punj,
1993). These customers may destroy the experience of other customers in the service
settings (Harris and Reynolds 2003, 2004). Therefore, firms need to attract similar
customers and managing the service envirenment to foster customer-to-customer
interactions that enhance customer experience.-Fhis-study defines social environment
as: the socia surroundings.er cenditions where the products and services consumption

take place.

2.4 An Overall Customer Satisfaction_

It is one of the most important objectives of firms to make customers satisfied
with their service offering. Satisfied customeré are likely to be loyal customers and
will bring in higher profit for firms. Thereforé, firms will-try to find the most effective
marketing strategy in erder to deliver highest customer safisfaction to their customers.

Customer satisfaction research can be classified into two different perspectives
(Johnson, Herrmann and Gustafsson, 2002). One perspective is transaction specific
perspective. Transaction specific ‘perspective defines customeér satisfaction as a
customer, evaluation of their experience with a particular product transaction, episode
or service encounter. It is the value assessment that customers obtained after finishing
one specific transaction (Howard and Sheth, 1969; Blackwell and Miniard, 1995).
Another perspective of customer satisfaction is the cumulative perspective.
Cumulative perspective defines customer satisfaction as a customer overall experience

with a product or service over occasions or time (Johnson, Anderson and Fornell,
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1995; Johnson and Fornell, 1991). This study interests in customer satisfaction in the
cumulative perspective and will treat it accordingly.

Many research have defined customer satisfaction yet most of them share the
same meaning. Fornell (1992) implies customer satisfaction as an overall post-
purchase evaluation from the whole huying experience from product and service.
Oliver (1997) defines customer satisfaction as.a judgment that a product or service
feature, or the product or.sevice itself; provided.apleasurable level of consumption-
related fulfillment includinglevels of under or over fulfillment. Giese and Cote (2000)
views customer satisfagtion as e ther cognri_tive or affective response that is based on
an evauation of product-related standérds, product consumption experience or
purchased-related attributes and can be expressed before choice, after choice, after
consumption and after “extended experienée. This study adapts Fornell (1992)
definition of customer satisfaction and defmes it as an overal post-purchase
evauation from the whole buying and co'r‘ls‘,u-ming experience from product and

service.

This chapter lexplains the customer: experience and its related constructs in
detail in this chapter. It investigatesithe customer .experience and gustomer experience
value construct in depth and explainhow these twao constructs differ and relate to each
other. Then it points out the limitation of existed researches in an antecedent of
customer experience and proposed our group of customer experience antecedents. In
the following chapter, research framework, related theories that use to explain the

relationship among various construct in the framework and the proposed relationship



between antecedents and various dimension of customer experience value will be

discussed in length.
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2.5: Summary of Definitions

Customer experience = customer holistic and subjective outcomes consist of
utilitarian, hedonic and social evaluation resulting from interpreting cues.

Cues = chunks of information that will be inferred to products and services' attributes
(adapted from Udorn 1997).

Customer experience multidimensionality =.the.underlying dimensions of customer
experience that altogether creates a holistic experience to customer.

Customer Experiencevalue.= an overall assessment of consumption experience by
considering al relevant evaluation criteria

Utilitarian value = the iatended value customer received from a consumption of
products and services

Hedonic value = the value custorier receivéd' that result from the fun and playfulness
of a consumption experience

Social value = the value customer received that resutt from the products or services
ability to enhance social-self concept.

Physical environment «=.the surroundings where the products and services
consumption take place-which'include ambient ‘conditions, space/function and signs,
symbols.and-artif acts.

Staff characteristic = a way in which staffs act or conduct themselves toward
customers.

Social environment = the social surroundings or conditions where the products and
services consumption take place.

Oveadl customer satisfaction = an overall post-purchase evaluation from the whole

buying and consuming experience from product and service.
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Figure 3.1: The Conceptual Framework
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these an ents as cues to evaluate customer experience. The second group of
theories explains how customers form an overall customer experience value based on

individua dimension of customer value and these antecedents.



3.1.1 Inference Theory, Schema Theory and Theory of Affordance

The first group of theories consists of three related theories that constitute the
overall conceptua foundation for the effect of these customer experience antecedents.
physical environment, staff characteristic and social environment. These are inference
theory, schema theory and the theory of &ifordance.

Inference theory states that people make judgments about the unknown on the
basis of information they receive from cues that are available to them (Huber and
McCann, 1982; Nisbett.and Ross 1980). Udorn (1997) defines cues as follow “cues
are chunks of information that'will be inferred to products and services attributes’.
As aresult, customers'useinference theofy to expect their customer experience from
various antecedents. Schema theory stales that customers use schemas to organize
current knowledge and provide framework«for future understanding. Schemas are
cognitive structures of organized prior knoWI eége, gained from the past experience,
that guide inference and predictions. Theﬁe schemas help shape customer’s
expectation in one or ambiguous contexts (Fiske and Linville, 1980). Customers use
schemas to organize current knowledge and provide a framework for future
understanding.  Affardances theary suggests' that affordances or cues in the
environment that indicate possibilities for actionsare perceived in‘a direct, immediate
way with no sensory processing. ‘For ‘example, “customers perceive their physical
environment of service setting as a meaningful entity and that such a perception
conveys information directly to them (Gibson, 1979).

Moreover, in order to explain the effect of customer experience antecedents on
each dimension of customer experience value and how customers form an overal

judgment of customer experience, we need to refer to the means-end chain theory.
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3.1.2 Means-End Chain Theory

Researchers have tried to provide a theoretical and conceptual structure to
explain customer behavior. They use means-end chain theory to explain such
behavior. Means are objects (product or service attributes) or activities in which
customers do (buying, reading). Ends are states of being that customer’s value such as
happiness, security, self accomplishment.” -The means-end chain theory is used to
explain how a product or service offering facilitates customer achievement for a
desired end states. In other werd; the theory states that products or service attributes
(the means) lead to ashigher abstract conseguence and then lead to highly abstract
hidden customer value or goal (the fina end). It explains that customers form an
overal customer experiencgvalue from utilitarian, hedonic and social value.

For example, knowing that customejfs want to stay (service attribute) at a 4-5
star-rating hotel doesn’t provide much inforrma; on. It gives researchers more insight
if researchers know. thet customers stay there r(clcr)mparing to other places) because they
want better services, fed more secured (higher absiract consequences) and finaly
want to feel successful, unique or fulfilled (highly abstract value).

By adopting.this theary, this study proposes that customer use tangible aspects
as cues (service attributes) that lead to an evaluation of customer experience value

(higher abstract ‘consequence) and as a result lead to overal “customer experience

(highly abstract value). The process can be explained thisin figure 2.3.



Figure 3.2: A Mean-ends Chain Theory adapted from Walker and Olson (1991)
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utllltanan, hedonic and social value that customers perceive (Mehrabian and Russell,
1974; Russell and Ward, 1982; Bitner, 1992). As a result, this research hypothesizes

that:
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Hla The higher customer favorable perception of physical environment cues is, the
higher utilitarian value of customer experienceis.

H1b: The higher customer favorable perception of physical environment cues is, the
higher hedonic value of customer experienceis.

Hlc: The higher customer favorable perception of physical environment cues is, the

higher social value of customer experience is.

3.2.2 Staff Characteristic

The inseparability of service refers to the fact that service is produced and
consumed simultaneauslys |t reflects fhe, interconnection among service firm,
customers receiving the service and other customers sharing the service. This
interaction between customers-«and sewvice firms defines a critical incident
representing the greatest opporiunity for firrrms to create either memorable or
unpleasant customer. experience. From custofnér point of view, staffs are the service.
Therefore staff characteristic has a profound effect ofr customer perception of the
service. Previous research emphasize staff, characteristic as an important factor that
affects customer experience. As aresult, itis crucia for service firms to have staffs
who have a preferred characteristic that leads t0- a favorable Customer experience
(Shostack, 1977; Hoffman and Ingram, 1992; Brady and Cronin, 2001; Ekinci, Dawes
and Massey, 2008). All of these research imply that staff characteristic has an effect
on hedonic value and social value. Staff characteristic does not have an effect on
utilitarian value because utilitarian value represents the intended benefit from the
completion of service or product. As a result, staff characteristic cannot affect the

intended benefit from service consumption. Therefore, this research hypothesizes that:
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H2a: The higher customer favorable perception of staff behavior & attitude is, the
higher hedonic value of customer experienceis.
H2b: The higher customer favorable perception of staff behavior & attitude is, the

higher social value of customer experienceis.

3.2.3 Social Environment

Unlike physical good product, customers do not only purchase service, they
involve in a design and delivering process of that service. As aresult, customers are
co-producers and their actions do not oniy have an influence on the quality of their
own experience but on"other customers experience as well. Previous research have
emphasized the role of other cusiomers as a potential source that will positively or
negatively affect other customers experienc;e (tangeard et al., 1981; Grove and Fisk,
1983; Booms and Bither, 1981; Baker, 1987).‘Because the effect of other customers
cannot affect the intended value received from service consumption, this study
proposes that socia environment will affect only hedonic value and socia value that
customers perceived. For example, when customers go to dinper in a restaurant, other
customers behavior cannot affect ‘the taste of the food (the intended benefit from
service consumption). However drunk or rude customerscan have asignificant effect
on hedonic value or social value from that service. In the same way, if some
restaurants are perceived to belong to a specific group of customers, customers who
use the service there will be percelved as an “in group” and hence receive socia vaue

from consumption in that place. As aresult, this research hypothesizes that:
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H3a The higher customer favorable perceptions of social environment cues is, the
higher hedonic value of customer experience
H3b: The higher customers favorable perceptions of socia environment cues is, the

higher social value of customer experience

3.3 Relationship among Utilitarian, Hedonic and Social value

Previous research study the relationship among various type of customer
experience value. Customer experience value stream of research can be classified into
three groups. First stiéam of ressarch finds relationship (correlation) among these
constructs but does not stete the direcﬁon_ of the relationship. Second stream of
research finds that utilitarian value Ieads to hedonic value. Third stream of researches
finds that the direction of the relationship is.either context specific or depending on
product type. ey

First, Darden-and Babin (1994) and VD‘ube et al.; (2003) find the correlation
between utilitarian and-hedonic value. Both studies find-that these two constructs are
existed as a distinctive construct and they are correlated together. However these
studies do not go further to propase the direction of relationship between them.

Second, Babin et a., (2004) ‘examines the el ationship between two constructs
and finds that utilitarian’ value Teads to hedonic*vaue. It suggests that customer’s
competence in evaluating measurable outcomes (utilitarian value) produces a hedonic
payoff. Moreover, Osselaer and Janiszewski (2001) implies that utilitarian value leads
to hedonic value by stating that “customers should be more likely to focus on
predicting characteristics of the consumption experience that are perceived to have

rewarding or punishing consequence than on those that are less directly linked to the
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quality of the consumption experience.” Finally, Gutman (1982), using a mean-ends
chain theory, supports the notion that utilitarian value leads to hedonic value because
utilitarian value is less abstract.

Third, Zgonc and Markus (1982) suggests that the relationship between
utilitarian and hedonic value depends on the product type. In this sense, some products
can be either utilitarian dominated or hedeniC.dominated. For utilitarian dominated
product types, utilitarian value leads to-hedonic value and it is vice versa for another
products type. On the other hand, Bitner (1992) suggests a two way relationship
between utilitarian val ue'andshedonic val ue_in her “servicescapes’ model.

The relationship among tiliterian val ue, hedonie value and social value has
not been proposed. Because utilitarian value depends on the intended benefit from
completion of such service, hedonic valué _ér socid value cannot affect utilitarian
value. This study proposes here that, for E-cu.éfomers, belonging to some particular
group gives custormers hedonic value. For:“e'>-<ample, customers who apply to a
prestigious or member only sport club may want them to be part of a group of
successful persons. This feeling of belonging to the group creates hedonic value to
that person. Accarding to the previous iresearch and suggestion, this research

hypothesi zes that:

H4a The higher utilitarian value of customer experience is, the higher hedonic value
of customer experienceis
H4b: The higher socia value of customer experience is, the higher hedonic value of

customer experienceis
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3.4 The Proposed Hypotheses between Customer Experience Value

and an Overall Customer Satisfaction

A number of research support the relationship between customer experience
value received from consumption of product or service and customer satisfaction. It is
the nature of customer to have an expectation on consumption value before deciding
on any service offering. A service firm that fulfills customer value expectation is
likely to increase customer saiisfaction; (Kotler-et al., 2002). Many research find the
relationship between -eustomer walue and overall customer satisfaction. Frow and
Payne (2007) suggests that” a‘perfect customer experience acts as a advocacy and
implies to a very high sgore on an overall customer satisfaction. Rust and Oliver
(1994) finds that customer vaue is an encounter specific input to an overal
satisfaction which implies the relationship between them. Bojanic (1996) finds a
strong relationship between customer valueand an overal customer satisfaction in
lodging market segmented by price. Cronin et al., (2000) finds that service value leads
to customer satisfaction in service industry environment. Martensen et al., (2000)
investigates various industry in Denmark ;and finds that customer perceived value
leads to an overall“customer satisfaction. ‘Gallarza and 'Gil Saura (2006) finds that
perceived value,leads to.an overal customer-satistaction; Shieh and Cheng (2007)
conductsia research in a context of consumer’s online game and finds that experiential
value has a significant association with customer satisfaction. Sparks et al., (2007)
finds that customer value acts as an antecedents to customer satisfaction in the context
of time share industry. Moreover, service management literatures suggest that
customer satisfaction is the result of customer perception of value (Hallowell, 1996;

Fornell et al., 1996). As aresult, this research hypothesi zes that
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H5a The higher utilitarian value of customer experience is, the higher customer
satisfaction customer receives
H5b: The higher hedonic value of customer experience is, the higher customer

sati sfaction customer receives

This chapter explains'how. the antecedents @ ustomer experience affect three
dimensions of customerexperie &l U \,m s related theories including
inference theory, schema ti ;o/ and the means-end chain
theory. It also proposes the ef ﬁi sech @ dent on various dimension of
customer experience value. re ‘ ey cl - ogy will be presented in detail in

chapter 4.
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3.5: Summary of Hypotheses

Hla: The higher customer favorable perception of physical environment cues is, the
higher utilitarian value of customer experienceis.

H1b: The higher customer favorable perception of physical environment cues is, the
higher hedonic value of customer experience is.

Hl1c: The higher customer favorable perception of physical environment cues is, the
higher social value of customer-experienceis.

H2a: The higher custemer favorable perception of staff behavior & attitude is, the
higher hedonic value of customey experienceis.

H2b: The higher customer favorable pef?eption of stalf behavior & attitude is, the
higher social value of customer experi encé 5. 4

H3a: The higher customer favorabte perc'é_%)ti‘(?,r_\s of social environment cues is, the
higher hedonic value of customer experi ence____-_._
H3b: The higher customers favorable perceptions of social environment cues is, the
higher social value of Customer experience

H4a The higher utilitarian-value of customer experience is, the higher hedonic value
of customer experieficeis

H4b: The higher, hedonic.val ue of.customer.experience,is; the higher-hedonic value of
customer, experience is

H4b: The higher socia value of customer experience is, the higher hedonic value of

customer experienceis



Chapter IV

Resear ch M ethodology

This chapter starts by specifying the-tise.of survey design and proposes the
service setting used to colleci-the data It includes the population and sample, how
sample size is calculated and'states what the sampling selection method in this study
is. Findly, it explamns hew /data collection, questionnaire and measurement are

conducted.

4.1 Survey Design

Survey research is a frequently used mode of observation in social science. It
is the use of a questionnaire-to-gaiher-opinions-and-attifutes. It involves the use of
guestionnaire and/or statistical surveys to gather data about people and their thoughts
and behaviors._Survey research poses many advantages over other methods. First,
survey research,can probe into customer’s attitudes, values, beliefs or past behavior. It
can be'Used ‘as'‘amgean to answerthe need ta know why) the needto know how and the
need to know who (McDaniel and Gates, 1999).

This study divides the survey design into two parts. qualitative and
guantitative. In the first qualitative part, this study conducts an exploratory research on
a small numbers of our target group to see whether these target samples clearly
understand our questionnaire. A well-trained moderator will be assigned to conduct a

focus group interview with a small group of respondents. The objective of this focus
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group interviews is to ensure that respondents have a clear understanding on the
individual question of the questionnaire and to ensure that we do not neglect any
important questions in the questionnaire.

In the second part, this study uses structural equation modeling technigque as a
main quantitative analytical method to test the causation among customer experience
antecedents, customer experience value and an overal customer satisfaction. The

result of the finding is discussed i length in chapter 5.

4.2 Service | ndustry Sglection

The aim of ihis study /is o0 ihvestigate the effect of various customer
experience antecedenton ithe customer experience velue and the effect of each
dimension of customer experiencevalue @n-an overal customer satisfaction in the
service setting. Hotel industry IS ¢hosen to rrépr@ent service setting in this study
because the effect of customer experience antééedent on customer experience vaueis
obvious.

In hotel industry,.customers cannot, evaluate the service outcomes until they
consume those services. Zeithaml et al., (2003) has classified thisindustry as “high in
experience qualities’ and states that ‘the customerswill use these cues when evaluating
these sefvices. As a result, the effect of these “cues” will" be"more obvious and
profound comparing to other industries where customers do not rely on these cues as
much such as airline industry or retail industry.

Moreover, Schmenner (1986) has classified services across two dimensions
that significantly affect the character of the service delivery process and caled it as

the service process matrix. These two dimensions are the degree of interaction and
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customization and the degree of labor intensity. In this classification, hotel industry
has been classified as low interaction/low customization. Schmenner (1986) further
states that it is necessary for managers to make these service “warm” and “pay
attention to physical surroundings’ which underlying the importance of various cues
that create good experience to customers.

In addition, hotel industry Is chosen.@s.a representation of a service setting
because it shows a strong.characteristic of seven Ps.in service marketing according to
Booms and Bitner (1981)..For example, in arline industry, physical environment has
a small effect because every arline shqreﬁ the very same aircraft and airport.
However, in hotel industry, the additiohal _effect of three Ps in service marketing
which are people, process and physical evidence are profound and have been used by

customers when evaluating an outcome of service.

4.3 Populations and Sample

In this study, target population is Thal citizens-aged over 18 years old. The
number of 800 Tha citizens aged over 18 years old is drawn from various maor
tourist destinations as the samplé of this study. Fareigner is excluded from this study
because cultural effect may interfere the resuits of this studys”" The age of our
respondents is limited to be over 18 years old because'it'is not clearthat respondents
whose age is less than 18 years will understand the difference among various
constructs clearly.

The sample size for the main survey is caculated by using the following

formulation.
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n=Z*(p)(a)/€’
= 1.96%(0.5)(0.5)/(0.05)*
= 385
Where n=samplesize
z = standard error,associated with the 95% level of confidence
p = estimated ratio 0i'service usage in the population
q=d-p

e = aeceptable error

Since there is/no significant figure_a about the service usage ratio in the
population, this study<applies the greatest variation by assuming that 50% of
population visits 1-3 star-rating hotel and ,an-other 50% of population visits 4-5 star
rating hotel. Therefore, p equaste 0.5 and qalso equals to 0.5. According to the
above formula, this study required 385 respdﬁdénts as the sample size and it is to be
rounded up to 400 respondents.

Alternatively, Hair et al., (1998) suggest that for both regression and structural
equation modeling anayses, the preferred ratio of bservation to independent variable
is 15 to 20. Therefore, the suggested number of respondents for this study is between
495 (33 x 15) to 660/(38 x 20).

As aresult, this study collects 800 respondents from two groups of hotel that
are 1-3 star-rating hotel and 4-5 star-rating hotel. As aresult, al ranges of hotel in the
industry are covered to ensure the coverage and accuracy of the study. The officia
hotel rating list from Tourism Authority of Thailand has been used as a sampling

frame. To ensure that our respondents will represent the population of customers who
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use the hotel service and to ensure the accuracy of the study, we proportionate the
respondents according to the ratio of each group of hotels comparing to the tota
number of officially registered hotel. As a result, this study collects 400 respondents
from 1-3 star-rating hotel and 400 respondents from 4-5 star rating hotel. In each
hotel, 50 respondents will be sampled..In each group of hotel, 8 hotels will be sampled

and 50 respondents will be asked for questiennaire survey.

4.4 Sample Selection.Metinod

There are muliiple methods to collect samples in survey design. This study
employs a multistage stratified sampling broc_:edure to select respondents for the study.
First, this study stratifies the hetel population using a “star rating” which is issued by
The Foundation for Standard and:Human Resource Development in the Hospitality
Industry as a standard for hotel Worldwidé. ThIS study uses the official hotel star-
rating data from Tourism Authority of Thaiiaﬁd official’ announcement as a sample
framework. Second, prebability sampling is employed e identify sampling locations.
We collect 400 and 400 respondents for 1-3 star-rating hotel and 4-5 star-rating hotel
respectively. In each hotel .50 respondents will be intercepted to participate in this
study. Therefore, atotal of 16 hotels will be chosen in this study“These 16 hotels are
randomly Sampled from"the "hotel“officially rating hotel” population. Finally, non-
probability quota sampling is used to select sampling units. We present the sampling

and data collection procedure in figure 4.1
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Figure 4.1: Sampling and Data Collection Procedure adapted from Hair, Bush
and Ortinau (2000)

|. Define target population:

Customer wha used hotel facility, age over 20

ﬂ‘lJEl’J‘VIEWIﬁWEI']ﬂ‘i
Wﬂ'&ﬂ‘iﬁu NN Y

A mall intercept survey is used to collect data using systematic sampling. It is
preferred over other methods because it is more efficient for the respondent to come to
the interviewer than for the interviewer to go to the respondents (Curasi, 2001).
Moreover, mall intercept has been proven to provide data equivalent to other methods

(Bush and Hair, 1985; Nowell and Stanley, 1991). Because of the limitation of
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sampling the data, all survey will be conducted during the weekend to ensure the
maximum probability of reaching the targeted respondents.

A total of 800 responses are collected from various hotels in major cities
across country. A number of trained interviewers are used to collect the data in
different hotels at different times of the day. These interviewers are graduate students
in a magjor university in Bangkok and have already been participated in various
research projects. Prior to.the interviewing, these interviewers will be briefed about
the objective of the reseaieh and all the meaning for every questionnaire items to
ensure their completed” understanding Of,. the questionnaire. The interviewers are
separated to conduct anfinterview: at se\/efal hotel S. Respondents are intercepted at the
hotel lobby or other public space.If the respondent refuses to participate in the
interview, he or she is thanked, dismimd,an-d the next respondent is approached. If
respondent agrees to participate i the intér\:/:i’:éw, he or she will be explained the
structure of the questionnaire and to be infok_rhéd that interviewers will fill the form
for him or her. The thterviewing process will take about™5-10 minutes to complete.
After the completion, the interviewers will give a nice stationary to the respondent and

thank you for his or her-cooperation.

4.6 Prdiminary Questionnairesand'M eaSur ements

The preliminary questionnaire in this study is divided into two parts. It is
expected that respondents will finish this questionnaire in less than 10 minutes. The
first part, respondents will be asked about their personal demographic data. The
second part, respondents will be asked about various effects of customer experience

antecedents on customer experience value and various effect of customer experience
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value on an overall customer satisfaction. The detail of the questionnaires regarding
the effect of each customer experience antecedents, customer experience value and an

overall customer satisfaction is shown in the following paragraph.

4.6.1 Physical Environment

The measurement contains 9 items that are adapted from various studies.
These studies include Wakefield and Blodgett (1996), Brady and Cronin (2001) and
Ekinci (2001). All items.are measured an 5-point Likert scales anchored by “strongly
disagree” (1) to “strongly agreg” (5). The q:_etai |s of the 3 dimensions and 12 items are
shown below. -
1. Thefecility painted in alttr.agtive colors.
2. Thefacilityis decorated‘i-:h-ar) attractive fashion.
3. The facility layout mak&s lteasy to get to the kind of service |

want. | Ll

4. Overdl, thisfacility is kept clean.
5. Atthisfacility, you can rely on there being a good atmosphere.
6. Thisfacility's ambience is whatI’ m lookingfor
7. Thisfacility understands that itSatmosphere is important to me

8. Thistacility layout serves my purposes.

9. Thefacility equipments are useful for making my visit pleasant.
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4.6.2 Staff characteristic

The measurement contains 20 items that are adapted from various studies.
These studies include Brady and Cronin (2001), Bettencourt and Brown (1997), Mittal
and Lassar (1996) and Ekinci (2001). All items are measured on 5-point Likert scales
anchored by “strongly disagree” (1) te “strongly agree” (5). The details of the items

are shown below.

1. | would say thattheQuality of my interaction with staffsis
excellent.

2. 'You can count on the staffs at fhis_ firm as belng friendly.

3. Theattitude'of staffs demonstrates their willingness to help me.

4. The attitude of staffs shows methat they understand my need.

5. | can count on staffs taking actioﬁs té address my needs.

6. Staffsrespond quickly to my need; ‘

7. You can count on staffs knowing their jobs

8. Staffsare ableto answer my question quickly.

9. Voluntarily assists me evenif it means going beyond job requirement.

10. Helps me with problems'beyond whatis-expected or reguired.

11. Performs al those tasks for customers that are required of .

12. Meet formal performance as | expected from their services.

13. Staffs are polite and courteous.

14. Staffs display personal warmth in their behavior.

15. Staffs are friendly and pleasant.

16. Staffs take the time to know you personaly.
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17. Staffs recognize me.
18. Staffs seem to anticipate what | wanted.
19. Staffslisten to me.

20. Staffs make me feel special.

4.6.3 Social Environment

The measurement contains 8 items that are adapted from various studies.
These studies include Brady and Cronin (2001), Ekinei (2001) and Moore and Moore
(2005). All items are measured on 5-,p9int Likert scales anchored by “strongly

disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). The details of the items are shown below.

1. | find that other customers consistently leave me with agood impression.

i

2. Other customers do net affect tﬁe-éervice abilities to provide me with a
good service. | il

3. Firm understands that other patrons affect my-perception of its service.

4. Other customers are the sort of pegple | liked to meet.

5. Other customers.are the sort of people quite like me.

6. | feel satisfied by spending time with ether customers here.

7. Other customers make my time here more enjoyable.

8. Other customers behavior does not affect the objective that | spend time

here.



4.6.4 Utilitarian Value

The measurement contains 7 items that are adapted from various studies. There
studies include Babin, Darden and Griffin (1994), Petrick (2002) and Ekinci (2001).
All items are measured on 5-point Likert scales anchored by “strongly disagree” (1) to

“strongly agree” (5). The details of theitems are shown below.

1. | accomplished just'what I'wantéd to on this service consumption.
2. The service has anoutstanding quality.

3. Theserviceiswvery reliable.

4. Theserviceisvery dependable.

5. Theserviceisvery gonvenient.

6. | received what | want from this serviee quickly.

7. This place always delivered exactly Whai it promised.

4.6.5 Hedonic Value

The measurement centains 7 items that are adapted from various studies. There
studies include Babin,-Chebat and Michon (2004), Petrick’ (2002), Sweeney and
Soutar (2001) and.-Babin-Darden, and Griffin-(1994) . All  items-are measured on 5-
point Likert scales anchored by “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). The

details of the items are shown below.

1. Thisserviceistheonethat | would enjoy.
2. Thisservice makes mefeel like an escape.

3. The service gives me happiness.
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4. The service makes me feel good.
5. | want to use this service again.
6. Thisserviceistheonethat | would feel relaxed about using.

7. Thisservice brings good memory to me.

4.6.6 Social Value

The measurement contains 4 items that are adapted from Sweeney and Soutar
(2001). All items are_imeasured on 5-point Likert scales anchored by “strongly
disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). The details of the items are shown below.

1. Thisservicewould help me to feel acceptaple.

2. Thisservice would impreve theway | am perceived.

i

3. Thisservice would make a good’:__“m'p');r on o other people.

4. Thisservice would give its owner social approval.

4.6.7 Overall Customer.Satisfaction

The measurement contains-1'item and'is created fromithis study. The item is
measured on.5-point Likert scales anchored by “strongly disagree’, (1) to “strongly
agree” (5). The details of the items are shown below.

1. Overadll, | fed truly satisfied by the offering service.



Chapter V

Resear ch Results

In this chapter, reliability, vaidity;” measurement and structural model
assessment and hypotheses tesiing arezexamined. Result of hypotheses testing and
estimated model are summagized: The fQIIIowi ngs are the summary of each section and
their detail are shown'in dgpthdaier in thi‘§ chapter.

The initial observed variables in tfq.;e study are fifty-six. These variables can be
classified into two groups: exoegenous vaﬁ@bL_e congists of thirty seven variables and

o
endogenous variable consists of nificteen variables,

#e i A

For exogenous variables, there @;t‘hree constructs including physica
environment  (nine varigbles), staff characteristic (twenty variables) and customer
environment (eight \:/arriables). For endogenous variableé, there are four constructs
including utilitarian vél ue (seven variables), hedonic vél ue (seven variables), social
value (four variables)'.andoveral..customer ‘satisfaction (one variable). All of the
abbreviate for al constructs and ebservedvariables in this study are presented in table

5.1
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Table5.1: Abbreviations of Exogenous and Endogenous Construct and Variables

Abbreviation
Constructs construct | Observed | Represent concept
Physical Environment | PE P1 Attractiveness
P2 Modernity
P3 Layout

Staff Characteristic

Social Env.ronr’r@t IJ
A8

eanliness

mbi ent
/:';.- er's expectation

Perception of owner

| Knowledgeable

,': B eyondiRasbonsibility

‘ysimi ré;

ember
Anticipate need

NS

mpr from othefs on service
Effect on serviceability Y,

TS0U1a Y

he same group
Satisfy to share with
Joyfulness

Others' behavior
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Table 5.1: Abbreviations of Exogenous and Endogenous Construct and Variables

Continue
Abbreviation

Constructs construct | Observed | Represent concept
Utilitarian Value u Ui Receive What | want

u2 Quiality

U3 Reliability

u4 Tiust

us Convenient

U6 Speediness

U7 Promise Delivery
Hedonic Value H H1 Fun

H2 1 Escape

H3 -, . | Happiness

B4 =" Feeling Good

[ o Return

HE .3 | Relax

Hi7 - Good Memory
Social Value S e St - | Feel Acceptance

o . /.| Sdlfilmage

S3  [.GoodImpression

A | Social Acceptance

gl T

5.1 Data Preparaﬁon

In this first stage,“the missing value of the respondents’ questionnaires is
examined and replaced it necessary by an appropriate method. Later, a normality test
is conductéed on aldatavariables byl comparingithe skewfiess and kurtasis value of the

data with'the specified critical vaue.

5.1.1 Missing value replacement

In this research, atotal of 800 usable questionnaires are sampled from different

hotels at major tourist cities across the countries. Total samples are classified into two
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groups: the first group consists of 1-3 star-rating hotel and the second group consists
of 4-5 dtar-rating hotel. Upon the completion of the sampling, we have 730
guestionnaires with complete data and 70 questionnaires which have some missing
data in different items. In each questionnaire, less than 10% of data is missing.
According to Hair et a., (1998), if the missing data is less than 10%, any of the
imputation method of missing value can be applied. Therefore, the missing values in
these 70 questionnaires are-replaced by a imean-substitution method. All complete
guestionnaires will be prececded further for testing an assumption of normality
distribution which is an important assu_mption of structural equation modeling

technique. The detail oi'normality distri bUti on is shown in the next paragraph.

5.1.2 Normality test of data

In this section, the questichnaire’s iterﬁé are subjected to a normality test for
any deviation from normal distribution by cormiparing the z score of the skewness and
kurtosis value with the specified critical value which is£1.96 (correspond to a 95%
significance level) and £2.58 (correspond to a 99% significance level). Skewnessis a
measure of the symmetry of a distribution around a mean of an item. An item will
have a normal distribution if it has'value of skewness range within two times of the
standard-error. If the skewness value of the item exceeds two times of its standard
error, the item is said to have non-normality distribution with significance degree.
Kurtosisis a measure of the peakedness or flatness of a distribution when compared to
anormal distribution shape. An item will have a normal distribution if it has value of
kurtosis within two times of its standard error. If the kurtosis value of the item

exceeds two times of its standard error, the item is said to have non-normality
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distribution with significance degree. The statistical value (z) for the skewness value
is calculated as Zskewness = skewness/(V6/N) and Zkurtosis = kurtosis/(N24/N),
where N is the sample size (Hair et al., 2006). In this study, 56 observed variables are
subjected to normality test. Table 5.2 shows the skewness and kurtosis of data in this

study.

Tableb.2: Skewness andKurtosis Statistic of All-Variable

Std.
Mean Deviation | Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic . |, Stetistic Statistic Z-score Statistic Z-score
U1: Receive What | want 35424 -~66593 .296 3.395 -.294 -1.687
U2: Quality 3.6679 65218 .163 1.880 -.407 -2.345
U3: Reliability 36704 ;.67981 -.033 -.382 -.225 -1.300
U4: Trust 3.6463 68680 -.130 -1.503 .128 .739
U5: Convenient 3.6241 5741 -.191 -2.201 -172 -.991
U6: Speediness 3.4273 75248 -.035 -.402 .017 .100
U7: Promise Delivery 34574 .69006, -.060 -677 310 1.762
H1: Fun 34711 76753° | -212 -2.446 .033 190
H2: Escape 3:6116 79485 -.233 -2.681 -126 -723
H3: Happiness 35082 77541 =231 -2.656 .209 1.203
H4: Feeling Good 3.6483 16432 =237 -2.740 112 .644
H5: Return SESILILES .82875 -.301 -3.473 .305 1.761
H6: Relax 3.6053 .75196 =113 -1.305 -.109 -.631
H7: Good Memory 3.5789 .75352 -.085 -.977 -.035 -.201
S1: Feel Acceptance 3.3377 .76514 -.150 -1.705 437 2.473
S2: Self Image 3.2396 .78958 .023 .264 178 1.009
S3: Good Impression 3.3550 .78842 -.109 -1.246 .061 351
S4: Social Acceptance 3.1704 77785 -.073 -.825 312 1.768
SA1: Satisfaction 3.5364 .77048 -.147 -1.695 -.096 -.550
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Std.
Mean Deviation | Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic | Statistic Statistic | Z-score Statistic | Z-score
P1: Attractiveness 3.3342 | .66583 292 3.365 .666 3.842
P2: Modernity 3.4705 | .73887 -.086 -.987 192 1.108
P3: Layout 3.4868 | 1176440 -.353 -4.070 324 1.869
P4: Cleanliness 3.6078 #F #1893 -.114 -1.309 .023 134
P5: Ambient 3.6454 | /3336 -.291 -3.361 202 1.167
P6: Customer's expectation 3.3690 |~73712 -.158 -1.812 578 3.322
P7: Perception of owner 3.4381 | (2474 -.157 -1.793 337 1.925
P8 :Meet Customer's Objective 34257 .| .70676 -.090 -1.035 .075 429
P9: Appliance 3.501|3 .70087 -.180 -2.074 143 .826
ST1: Overdl Interaction 3.4493 | 67138 .098 1.134 109 .632
ST2: Nonformality 3.4875 +| .66963 -.193 -2.225 -.080 -.461
ST3: Willingness 3.483L .68639 -.056 -.643 .183 1.056
ST4: Understand Need | 3.3846 [.67578 142 1.629 157 .905
ST5: React to Need 33854 | .66061 151 1.737 .038 216
ST6: Speediness _3.2679:_?__. .74097 -.101 -1.168 223 1.281
ST7: Trust 3.3758 | .65522 129 1.479 .033 192
ST8: Knowledgeable 113:283974 71448 .021 .243 012 .068
ST9: Beyond Responsibility 3.2 (26553931 .017 195 522 3.009
ST10: Higher than Expect 3.1950—(77977 -.019 -.223 .323 1.859
ST11: Professional 34176 - |:66899 .189 2.180 -.129 =742
ST12: Meet Expect 3.3852 | .69704 .180 2.080 -.007 -.038
ST13: Politeness —— | 3.5847 | .69555 =471 -1.975 -.037 =211
ST14: Warmness 3.4485 | .70834 =105 -1.206 323 1.860
ST15: Friendliness 3.5496 | .70648 -.047 -.547 -112 -.646
ST16: Personal 2.8934 | 1.00383 =201 -2.301 -.505 -2.893
ST17: Remember me 2.7865 4 96513 -.158 -1.811 -.507 -2.903
ST18: Anticipate need 2.9683.4) .81094 -.185 -2.126 .294 1.688
ST19: Listening 3.1803 ¢ .74164 .000 .002 .206 1.174
ST20: Specia 3.1474 | .88547 -.227 -2.606 -.120 -.690
SO1: Impression from others on service |"3.1520 | .73887 113 1.293 792 4,526
S02: Effect on serviceability 3.1317 | .71515 012 1135 .705 4.024
SO3: Owner Perception 3.2050" |1.71637 -.088 -.987 102 574
SO4: Wish to Mest 3.0356 | .77788 -.176 -2.012 234 1.337
SO5: The same group 29477 | 77875 -.104 -1.190 .282 1611
SO6: Satisfy to share with 3.0928 | .71358 -.137 -1.568 .987 5.654
SO7: Joyfulness 29936 | .78712 -.114 -1.310 455 2.603
S08: Others' behavior 3.1014 | .78525 .245 2.814 318 1.826
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In the normality test, not all data in this sample has a normal distribution. Data
item which skewness Z-score value or Kurtosis Z-score value exceeds 1.96 will have
non-normal distribution. For items represent customer experience value construct,
items ul,u2,u5,hl, h2,h3,h4,h5,s1 shows sign of non-norma distribution. And for
items  represent  customer  experience  antecedents  construct, items
p1,p3,p5,p6,p9,st2,st9,st11,st12,st13,st16, §t17,st18,st20,s01,502,504,506,507,508
shows sign of non-normal.distributi on.-The sample data either shows sign of kurtosis
which refers to the peakness of.the distribution compared with the normal distribution
or skewness which used tosdescribe the balance of the distribution. However, the
effect of sample size isimpertant and sho'uldrbring Into consideration when discussion
the non-normality of the data (Hair et al., 2006). In large sample sizes (more than
200), the effect of sample Size itself can feduce the detrimental effects of non-
normality. Therefore, in this stUdy- even though the sample data shows some sign of

non-normality, no remedy for non-normality is éppl ied.

5.2 Respondents' Profile

In thisistudy; respondents are collected from two groups of hotels. The first
group of hotel consists of 1-3 star-rating hotel. The second group'ef hotel consists of
4-5 start-rating hotel. All the hotels in' this study are officialy ‘accredited by Thai
Hotels Association. The first group of respondents consists of 400 respondents which
are sampled from 1-3 star-rating hotel that consists of 8 hotels across major tourist
cities. They consist of Best Western Hotel, Mercure Hotel, St. James Hotel, Viengtai
hotel, Pung-Wann Resort, Baan Talau Dao, Grand Ville Hotel and Hua Hin Grand

Hotel. The second group of respondents consists of 400 respondents which are
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sampled from 4-5 star-rating hotel that consists of 8 hotels across major tourist cities.
They consist of Long Beach Garden & Spa, Novotel Bangkok, Siam Bayshore, Dusit
Thani Hua Hin, Royal Cliff Long Beach, Pathumwan Princess, Charoen Thani
Princess, Cape Panwa Hotel. The completed list of hotels and sample size are shown

intable5.3

Table5.3: The Completed Lisi of Hotel Sampling

no. List of the hotél Rating | Location Samples
1 Best Western Hotel % Pattaya,Chonburi 50
2 Mercure Hotel 3 Pattaya,Chonburi 50
3 St. James Hotel 3 Bangkok 50
4 Viengtai hotel 3 Bangkok 50
5 Pung-Wann Resort i 3 Kanchanaburi 50
6 Baan Talau Dao 3 Huahin, Prachuab Khiri Khan 50
7 Grand Ville Hotel 3 Bangkok 50
8 HuaHin Grand +2] Huahin, Prachuab Khiri Khan 50
9 Long Beach Garden& Spa 4 Pattaya,Chonburi 50
10 Novotel Bangkok on Siam Square -4 Bangkok 50
11 Siam Bayshare 4 Pattaya,Chonburi 50
12 Dusit Thani-HuertHm 5 Huahin, Prachuab Khiri Khan 50
13 Royal Cliff'ong Beach 5 Pattaya,Chonburi 50
14 Pathumwan Princess 4 Bangkok 50
15 Charoen Thani Princess 4 Khoakaen 50
16 Cape Panwa 4 Phuket 50

The sample sizes of each hotel are 50 that are collected from hotel guests who
use any'services in that hotel. Research assistants willintercept hotel guests from
locations inside the hotel to ask whether they are willing to participate in the
guestionnaire survey. After the completion of the questionnaire, a nice stationary is
given to the respondents upon receiving the filled questionnaires. Respondents' profile

in each dimension will be shown in the next paragraph.
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5.2.1 Respondents’ Demographic Data

The respondents data are collected from various hotels previously stated in
table 5.3. To prevent any cultural effect that may interfere the result of the study, only
Thai citizens whose age is over 18 are sampling. Because the researcher believes that
respondents from different groups of hotel may yield different findings, this study
divides respondents into two group according.io the hotels that they visited that are 1
to 3 star-rating hotel and 4-5 star-rating hotel. Upon the receiving of the questionnaire,
respondents rate the questionnalre related to various antecedents and dimensions of
customer experience valte using a five-point Likert scalefrom 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree) te 56/ questions in: the questionnaire. The characteristics of
respondents including respondents - demographic data, the reason for choosing the

hotel, duration and frequency of using the hotel are shown as the following.

5.2.1.1 Data from-1-3 Star Rating Hotel.

The data sampling from 1-3 star-rating hotel shows that the percentage of
women in this group is larger than that of men which is 52.1% comparing to 47.9 %.
The magjority of therespondentsithat is 40.7% has-age in range 26 — 35 while 24.8%
has age-in.range 36-45. For.the-marriage status;-the percentage, of, single person is
larger than a married person that is 55.6% comparing to 41.7 %. The majority of
respondents in this group that is 62.1% has at least Bachelor degree while 28.5% of
respondent in this group has a Master degree in education. For the career of the
respondents, 48.5% of respondents works in private company while 21 % of
respondent works in hisher own company. The largest percentage of respondent that

accounts for 44.1% has saary in range of 25,001-50,000 baht/month while 30 % of
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respondent has salary in range of 10,001-25,000 baht/month. Table 5.4 shows the

detail of the respondentsin this group.

Table 54: Sex, Marriage Status, Education, Career, Age and Salary for

Respondentsin the 1-3 Star-Rating Hotel.

Frequency ["Valid Per cent
Gender male 190 479
female 207 2.
age 18-25 /3 4 18.4
26-35 1614 & 40.7
36-45 g8—= 24.8
46-55 7y | 11.8
55+ 3 %3
Status single 220 /e 4} 55.6
married 465 A | 41%
widow 8 =3 11.0
divorce 7 T 1.8
Education lower than _ Bachelor | 35 488
degree
Bachel or/eguivalent 246 62.1
M aster/equivial ent 113 285
Doctoral/equivalent 2 5
Career Private employee 189 48.5
Entrepreneur 82 210
Household 23 5.9
Student 49 12.6
Government 42 10:8
Freelance 4 10
General worker 1 3
income less than 10000 34 10.3
10001-25000 99 30.0
25001-50000 146 44.1
50001-75000 27 8.2
75001-100000 21 6.4
>100000 4 1.0
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5.2.1.2 Data from 4-5 Star-Rating Hotel.

The data sampling from 4-5 star-rating hotel shows that the percentage of
women in this group islarger than that of men that is 61.6% comparing to 38.4 %. The
majority of the respondent that is 48.2% has age in range 26—35 while 19.1% has age
in range 36-45. For the marriage status, the percentage of single person islarger than a
married person that is 63.3% comparing to 32.9%. The majority of respondents in this
group which is 47% hasat least Bachelor degree while 43% of respondent in this
group has Master degreein edueafion. For the career of the respondents, 67.5% of
respondents works in.privaie company while 15.9 % of respondents works in his’her
own company. The largest percentage 6f respondent that accounts for 40.2% has
salary in range of 25,001-50,000 baht/month while 18.9 % of sample has sdary in

range of 10,001-25,000 baht/month: Table 5,5 shows the detail of the respondents in

this group.
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Table 55: Sex, Marriage Status, Education, Career, Age and Salary for

Respondentsin the 4-5 Star-Rating Hotel

Frequency | Valid Percent
Gender male 153 38.4
female 245 61.6
age 18-25 g 15.2
26-35 187 48.2
36-45 74 19.1
46-55 43+ 1
55+ 25 44
Status single 252 63.3
married 1274 32.0
widow 8 2.0
divorce e ZN
Education lower than Bachelor | 85 8.8
degree \
Bachel or/equival ent 188 14, 47.0
Master/equivalent 172 “| 43.0
Doctoral/equivalent 2 } 1.2
Career Private employee 263, O /e
Entrepreneur 62— —F159
Household 13 3.3
Student 32 82
Government.- 17z 4.3
Freelance & .8
income less than 10000 40 10.6
10001-25000 71 189
25001-50000 151 40.2
50001-75000 38 10.1
75001-100000 411 109
>100000 35 9.3
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5.2.2 Respondents’ Expectation Data

5.2.2.1 Data from 1-3 Star-Rating Hotel.

The majority of respondents in this group that is 60.7 % chooses the hotel by
his or her own decision while another 39.3 %4 states that someone has made a decision
for them. The majority of respondents that1S.51.3% chooses the hotel based on the
expectation of staying or.expectaiion from using the hotel facilities while another 32.2
% states that someone has.€hoose the hotel for them. Another 12.4% of respondent
states that he or she choases the'hotel based on attractive promotion. The majority of
respondents that is 47.4% spendsdess th(;n 2,500 baht per visit while another 41.6%
spends between 2,501-5,000 haht per visit.r Most of the respondents that are 54.9% are
first time customers while another 13.4 %haspeen here 1-2 years ago. The mgjority
of respondents that is 79.7% visiis the hote;:-gnce a year while another 15.2 % visits

the hotel every 6 manths:
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Table 5.6: Type of Payment, Expense per Visit, Reason of Visit and Frequency of

Visit for Respondentsin 1-3 Star-Rating Hotel

Valid
Frequency | Percent
payment mysel f 232 60.7
Others 150 39.3
expense less than 2500 156 474
2501-5000 187, 41.6
5001-7500 iF 3.3
7501-10000 18 55
10001+ 7 2.2
Reason expectation 199 51.3
Attractive promgtion 48 12.4
not decide by myself 125 32.2
Nice breakfast 5 w3
Recommend by someone H 1.8
Near tourist attraction 4 1.0
Last visit First time 217 54.9
less than 6 manths 32 8.1
between 6-12 mahths 34 8.6
between 1-2year B3 134
between 2-3 year o= 7.1
between 3-4 year a2y 4.8
more than 4 year 12 3.0
Freguency onceayear 3E5 79.7
once every.6 month 60 152
once every.8 months 11 28
every month 2 .5
2 times a month 4 1.0
3 times a month 3 8

5.2.2.2 Data from 4-5 Star Rating Hotel.

The majority of respondents in this group that is 53.3 % chooses the hotel by
his or her own decision while another 46.7 % states that someone has made a decision
for them. The majority of respondents that is 36.8% chooses the hotel based on the
expectation of staying or using the hotel facilities while another 48.6 % states that

someone has choose the hotel for them. Another 11% states that they chooses the
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hotel based on attractive promotion. The majority of respondents that is 42.3% spends
between 2,501-5,000 baht per visit while another 28.8% spends less than 2,500 baht
per time. Most of the respondents that are 52% is first time customers while another
14.8 % has been here 1-2 years ago. The majority of respondents that is 72.6% visits

the hotel once a year while another 15

visits the hotel every 6 months.

U
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Table 5.7: Type of Payment, Expense per Visit, Reason of Visit and Frequency of

Visit for Respondentsin 4-5 Star-Rating Hotel

Valid
Frequency | Percent
payment mysel f 184 46.7
others 210 53.3
expense less than 2500 20 28.8
2501-5000 132 42.3
5001-7500 20 6.4
7501-10000 50 16.0
10001+ 20 6.4
Reason expectation \| 247 36.8
Attractive pr@motion 1 44 NG
not decide by myself 104 48.6
Nice breakfast il 3
Recommend by gomeone - ,,6 % 1.5
Nearby hotel isfull 2 ™
Become membership 3 .3
Near tourist attraction 4, 1.0
Last vist  Firsttime 208 - 52.0
less than 6 months 3= 9.0
between 6-12 months. 267 - 6.5
between 3-2year 59 w148
between 2-3 vear 32 S0l
between 3-4 year 23 LA
more than 4Vear 16 40
Frequency onceayear- 289 72:6
once every 6 month 60 151
once every 3imonths 15 38
every moenth 14 2.8
2 times a month 2 5
3 times a month 6 15
IVMore than 43 times a month 15 3.8
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5.3 Measurement Model Assessment, Construct Reliability and
Validity

Structural equation modeling is a statistical technique that seeks to explain the
relationships among interesting constructs. The most obvious difference from other
multivariate techniques is the use of ‘sgparate relationships for each dependent
construct (Hair et al., 1998). Structural eguaticn-modeling comprises of two parts:
measurement model and structural madel. Before conducting a structural equation
modeling, the testing-ef thepropoesed structural model; the measurement model and
construct validity should™ be /addressed (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). The
measurement model represents the specifiCation of the measurement theory that shows
how constructs are operationalized by sets of measured variables while structura
model represents one or more dependmcé relationships that link the hypothesized
model’s construct. As a result, the measurement model provides a confirmatory
assessment of convergent validity and discriminant validity (Campbell and Fiske,
1959) while the test ©f structural model constitutes a confirmatory assessment of
nomological validity. This-study adopts the two stage approach by Anderson and
Gerbing (1988) 'in“which Confirmatory: factor ‘ahaysis' will“be examined prior to
structure equation modeling.

By doing a confirmatory factor analysis, validity tests will be examined prior
to ensure the validity of the result that includes measurement model fit, construct
validity and construct reliability. Measurement model fit refers to how well the
specified model reproduces the covariance matrix among the indicators items.
Construct validity refers to the extent that a set of measured items actually reflects the

theoretical latent construct those items are designed to measure. To ensure construct
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validity, four important validity tests need to be confirmed including convergent
validity, discriminant validity, nomological validity and face validity. Construct
reliability refers to the internal consistency among items. It means that al
measurement items represent the same construct. In this section, the assessment of the

model will be assessed. The detail isin the following section.

5.3.1: Measurement Meodel of Antecedents

Following Hair_et" alg (1998) \recommendation on the assessment of the
measurement model, .€onsiruct validity. and reliability, the goodness of fit of the
model, convergent validity, discriminaht validity and Cronbach’s apha will be
examined in detail in next paragraph.

There are 37 items in the.guestionnaire distributed to the respondents in both
group of hotels which represent three mnéruéis that act as antecedents to customer
experience value construct. These conﬂfuc‘:ts are physica environment, staff
characteristic and social environment. For customer experience value side, there are
19 items in the questionnaire that represent three underlying constructs of customer
experience value. [These constructs are utilitarian value, hedonic value and social
value. This section examines confirmatory factor-analysis for each’construct in order
to refine the measurement items before conducting structural” equation model. Items
that have low factor loading will be deleted prior to structural equation model. The

result for each construct will be discussed in length separately in the next section.



5.3.1.1 Physical Environment

Physical environment construct is measured using 9 items (pl1-p9). Before
conducting CFA (Confirmatory Factor Analysis), correlation matrix and Bartlett’s test
of Sphericity will be conducted first to check whether these items are correlated to
each other that mean they measure the same construct. Table 5.8 shows correlation
matrix, and the result of KMO and Barliett's test of Sphericity of physica

environment items.

Table 5.8 IntercorrelationdM atrix for Physical Envirenment Items

“Correlations

pl p2 p3. | p4 | p5s | p6 | p7 | p8 | po
pl | Attractiveness 1 651 3497, | 439 457 .366 A47 372 .365
p2 Modernity 651" 2 3597 |/ 511 478 426 464 451 406
p3 Layout 3497 | 359 1 | .463" | 337 323 2760 | .328 302
p4 Cleanliness +| 439" | 511" | .463 | 1 8027 | 4747 | 4547 | 495" | .48%3
p5 Ambient T =457 478 337 602 1 554 528 475 534
p6 Customer's |- .366 | .426 323" | 4747 | 554 1 501" | 504 467
Expectation
p7 Owner's 447" | 464 276 4547 |[+528 501 1 562 473
Perception
p8 Custonier’s | [9.872% | 451 1328° 1| 14957 1y 475, 504 562" 1 561
Objective]
P9 Appliance 365 | .406° | .302 483" | 534 467 473 561 1
KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adeguacy. .90
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 3008.56
Df 190

Sig. .000
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The result shows that correlations of al pairs of items are different from zero
at significance level 0.01. The lowest correlation is 0.276 that is the correlation
between layout (p3) and owner’s perception (p7) and the highest correlation is 0.65
that is the correlation between attractiveness (pl) and modernity (p2). Bartlett’s test of
Sphericity Chi-Square is 3008.56 at alevel of significance 0.05, KMO is 0.90, and all
items have MSA between 0.851 and 0.932° As.a result, it can be concluded that the
correlation matrix of items that represent physical environment is considered
correlated. . Moreover, the'preferred construct reliability estimate should be higher
than 0.7 (Hair et al., 1998) which in this case 1S 0.88. Therefore, physical environment
measurement model has an acceptable rel i:abi_lity.

The finding of €FA‘Is'shown infigure 5.1 and table 5.9. In figure 5.1, the
parameter estimate between layout (p3) and pﬁysical environment has been fixed into
1 because layout (p3) has the lowest factor Ioadl ng comparing to other items in the
model. Table 5.9 shows the factor loading 6f‘ éll items/in the model. Standardized
factor loading of items has ranged from 0.46 — 0.81. Al of the factor loadings show
sign of significance at alevel of significance 0.05. R* has ranged from 0.21-0.65. The
chi-sguare test of the model is 31.50 with degree of freedom = 18 and p-value = 0.025.
All the indicators show sign of madel fit which.includes CMIN/DF = 1.75, CFl =
0.99, NRI =70.99,"RMSEA =/0.031. ‘These vaues imply.the goodness of fit of the
model between observed and estimated covariance matrix. Even though p-vaue less
than 0.05 which implies the rgject of the assumption that estimated covariance matrix
isequal to observed covariance matrix, but because chi-sgquare value does not depends
only on the difference of covariance matrix but on the sample size as well. Therefore,

various goodness of fit will be used to consider the acceptance of measurement model.
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As aresult, it can be concluded that this measurement model is fit and can be used in
further analysis. However Hair et al., (1998) suggests that items should be deleted
from the measurement model if the factor loading is less than 0.7, therefore items
attractiveness, modernity, layout, customer’s expectation, owner’s perception and
appliance (p1,p2,p3,p6,p7,p9) will be delete from further analysis due to low factor
loading. Therefore, only cleanliness, ambient.and customer’s objective (p4,p5,and p8)

are proceeded to further analysis.

Figure5.1: The Resuliwof CFAf Physical Envirenment M easurement Model

layout ‘

cleanliness

Ambient Physical

JuE-

Customer's
expectation

Owner's
Perception

Chi-sguare = 31.505
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Customer's
Objective

Applicance
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Table 5.9: Standardized Factor loading, t-value, and composite reliability of

Physical Environment Model

Factor Loading Standard | t-
. . error vaue | Pvalve
Unstandardized | Standardized

Physica  --->  Attractiveness 1.079 0.57 0.096 11.242 | ***
Physical -—-> Modernity 1.409 0.66 0.123 11.473 | ***
Physical -—-> Layout 1 0.46

Physicalk  ---> Cleanliness 1.497 0.73 0.112 13.309 | ***
Physical --->  Ambient 1.707 0.81 0.138 12.361 | ***
Physical -—-> Customer's Expeetation || 1.438 0.68 0.122 11.757 | ***
Physical -—-> Owner's Pereeption 1.369 0.66 0.118 11.558
Physical -—-> Customer's @bjective 1.418 0.70 0.122 11.58 | ***
Physica --->  Appliance 1.334 0.66 0.115 11.572 | ***

5.3.1.2 Staff Charagteristic

Staff characteristic construct is measured using 20 items (st1-st20). Before

conducting CFA, correlation mairix and Barﬂéti"s test of Sphericity will be conducted
first to check whether'these items are correlated to each other that mean they measure
the same construct. Table 5.10 shows correlation metrix, and the result of KMO and

Bartlett’ stest of Sphericity of staff characteristic items.




Table5.10: Intercorrelation Matrix for Staff Characteristic ltems

Correlations
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stl | st2 | st3 | st4 |osiS5 | st6 | st7 | sit8 | -st9 | st10 | st1ll | st12 | st13 | st14 | st15 | stl6 | st17 | st18 | st19 | st20
stl Overall Interaction U 639"| 566 | 4721803 473" | 416 "| 447 | 458" 451" 490 | 487" 4737|5107 5317|259 21577 .300°"| .3397"| 428"
st2 Nonformality 639" U 6107 | s2u | 531 484" | 475 | 441 417 | 47277 4987 5137 4907 52877 5337 2677 2257 .3397"| .3687| 455
St3  willingness 566" 610" U 646 4605|545 7| 569 | 493 | 501" | 464" 545 7| 533|495 "| 543|577 7| 271|257 7] 3617|4107 01"
st4 Understand Need 4727 5217 646 6287 612 | 545 | 488 | 481" | 504" "| 497" | 527 7| 475" 5067|466 | 2837|305 | .3957] .436"| 507
St5  React to Need 5037|5317 .605 7| .628" U 6205387 573 539 | 494 5317 | 5347 5017 | 50577 5047 29377 307 7| 3797 464 7| 473
st6 Speediness 473 7| 4847|5457 6127 ) 620 U 5337 585" | 540 | 574 "| 511077 5417|460 499 7| 401" 3867|4177 .439"| 456" | 505
St/ Trust 476" 4757] 5697| 545 | 588 | 533 1 5337] 499 "| 505| 559" | 536|490 "| 5377|485 | 274 | .266'"| 363" .404°"| 487"
St8  Knowledgeable 4477 4417| 4937| 4887|573 | 585 | 533 1) 5847 541" 5557|5437 4887|485 | 4907|374 | 347" 4317|4847 48T
st9 Beyond Responsibility | 458" .417""] 501""| .481"| 539 "|.540 | 499 | 5847 U 508""| 526|536 | 466 | 487 | 495 | .309"| .420""| 476" 453" 502"
St10  Higher than Bxpect 451" 4727|4647 524|494 574 | 505 | 541 | 5987 U 5637| .560"| 485"| 532" | 473|493 | 492" 527 | 4427|608
stll  professional 490"| 498" "] 545 "] 497 "] 531|511 | 559 | 555 | 526 7| 563" U 601"| .610""| 556" 559" 7| 281" .293""| .388""| .450""| 540
St12 Meet Bxpect 4877|5137 5337|527 | 534 | 541 536 | 543 | 536 | 560 601 U 582""| 585" 5157 .305"| 315 | 442" 465 | 499"
St13  politeness A4737| 4907|495 | 475 | 501 | 460 | 490 | 488 | 466 | 485 | .6107| 582 U 6297 .657"| .272""| .226""| 316" .424""| 483"
stl4  warmess 510 | .528""| 5437|506 | 505 | 499 | 537 | 485 | .487 | 532|556 | 585 | 629 U 6737| .382""| .331"| .382""| 433""| 544"
StI5  Friendliness 5317| 5337|5777 466 | 504 7] 491" 7| 485 7| .490"| 495|473 559 7| 515 7| 657 7| 673 U 304" 264"| 327"| 404"| 516
st16  persona 259 | .267 7| .271°}) 283 | 298'1) .386. ) 274 "}.374. | 399 }.493 | .281"| .305 7| .272°7| .382°7| 324" 1l 682""| 5447|389 480"
Stl7 Remember me 215" | 225" 257 |305 | 307" | 417|266 " |3a7 | 4207|492 | 2937|315 | 22677| .331°| 2647|682 U 6607|4457 455"
stl8  Anticipate need 3007 .339°| .361° "] .395"| .379°"] .4397") 363" | 4317|476 | 527 "] 388" 442" 7] 31677] .382""| 327 7| 54477 660" U 5777| 562"
St19  Listening 339 14368 | 411 4436|464 456 7 | 404|484, 453 1442 450 465 7| 424 7| 4337|404 7] 3897 445 57T 1l 519
St20  gpecial 428 7| 455 | 5007 507 | 4737 505 | asr | 487 | B02T | 608" | 5407 | 499 7| 483 7| 54477| 516 ) 480" 455 56277 519 1

88
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KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adeguacy. .960
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 9995.300
Df 190
Sig. .000

The result shows thai the correlations of all parrs of items are different from
zero at significance levgl?0.01. The lowest correlation is 0.215 that is the correlation
between overall interaciion (st1) and rahéﬁba me (st17) and the highest correlation
is 0.68 that is the correlation between r_ehemba me (stl7) and persona (st16).
Bartlett’s test of Sphericity Chi-Square isr 9595.300 a alevel of significance 0.05
while KMO is 0.969. All items have MSA between 0.877 and 0.983. As a result, it
can be concluded that the correlation miatrix of itemsthat represent staff characteristic
is considered correlated. Moreover, the preferred construct reliability estimate should
be higher than 0.7 (Hair et al., 1998) which in this Case is 0.944. Therefore, staff
characteristic environment’ measurement model has an'acceptabl e reliability.

The finding of CFA is shown in figure 5.2 and table 5.11. In figure 5.2, the
parameter between friendliness/(st15).and staff (charactefisticihas been fixed to 1
because friendliness (st15) has the lowest factor loading comparing to other items in
the model. Table 5.11 shows the factor loading of all items in the model. Standardized
factor loading of items has ranged from 0.485 to 0.744. All factor loadings show sign
of significance at alevel of significance 0.05. R? has ranged from 0.23-0.55. The Chi-

square test of the model is 578.8 with degree of freedom = 152 and p-value = 0.00.
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Even though p-value is less than 0.05 that implies the rgjection of the assumption that
estimated covariance matrix is equal to observed covariance matrix, but because Chi-
square vaue does not depend only on the difference of covariance matrix but on the
sample size as well. Therefore, various goodness of fit will be used to consider the
acceptance of measurement model. All, the indicators show sign of model fit which
include CMIN/DF = 3.808, CFl = 0.96, NFI+=.0.94, RMSEA = 0.059. Even though
CMIN/DF is higher than.the recommended value (2.0) but other fit indices show a
good sign of fit for the measurement model and imply a good fit between observed
and estimated covariance .matrix. AS a result, it can be concluded that this
measurement model isfit and/can be uséd in further analysis. However Hair et dl.,
(1998) suggests that items snould be deleted from the measurement model if the factor
loading is less than 0.7, thergfore 8 items WI|| be deleted from the analysis including
overall interaction, nonformality; politmés,.';"riendlin%s, personal, remember me,
anticipate and listening (stL.82.5013 5115 5116, 87t 18:st19). Only  willingness,
understand need, ‘réact to need, speediness, ftrust,” knowledgeable, beyond
responsibility, higher than expect, professional, meet expect, warmness and specia

(st3,st4,st5,5t6,8t7,5t8,519,st 10,511 st12 st14;st20) are proceeded to further analysis.



Figure5.2: The Result of CFA of Staff Characteristic Measurement Model
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Table 5.11: Standardized Factor loading, t-value, and composite reliability of

Staff Characteristic Modél

Factor Loading Standard t-value p-
_ i error value
Unstandardized | Standardized
staff --->  Overall Interaction 0.875 0.639 0.051 17.123 | ***
staff -—-> N()nf()rma]ity 0.895 0.656 0.051 17.558 | ***
staff -=-> Willingness 1.02 0.732 0.052 10.454 | ***
staff --->  Understand Need 0.963 0.704 0.051 18.752 | ***
staff --->  React to Need 0.979 0.729 0.05 19.423 | ***
staff --->  Speediness 1111 O3l 0.057 19.633 | ***
staff --->  Trust 0.948 0.712 0.05 19.027 | ***
staff --->  Knowledgeable 1.062 0.731 0.054 19.498 | ***
staff --->  Beyond Responsibility | 1.088 0.727 0.056 19.407 | ***
staff  -—->  Higher than ExXpect NR0L 0.757 0.06 20.135 | ***
staff --->  Professional 1.043=% 0.747 0.051 10.883 | ***
staff > Meet Expect 1.057 0.744 0.053 19.827 | ***
staff --->  Politeness 0:964 0.678 0.043 22.346 | ***
staff -—-->  \Warmness 1.041 0.722 0.044 23.854 | ***
staff ~ -->  Friendliness 1 S | 0695 .
staff --->  Personal 1.001 ~ ) 0492 0.075 13.312 | ***
staff --->  Remember me 0:946 = 0.485 0.072 13.109 | ***
staff --->  Anticipate need 0.956 170597 0.06 16.038 | ***
staff > Listening 0.926 0.619 0.056 16.64 | ***
staff --->  Special 1.295 0.72 0.067 19.22 | ***

5.3.1.3 Social Environment

Socia' environment' construct 1S measured using-8 items' (So1-so8).

Before

conducting CFA, correlation matrix and Bartlett’s test of Sphericity will be conducted

first to check whether these items are correlated to each other that mean they measure

the same construct. Because of large number of missing value for items owner's

perception on the effect of other customers (so3), item so3 will be omitted from the

analysis. Therefore, only items sol, s02, so4, so5, so6, so7 and so8 are proceeded to
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further analysis. Table 5.12 shows correlation matrix, and the result of KMO and

Bartlett’ stest of Sphericity of customer environment items.

Table5.12: Intercorreation Matrix for Social Environment |tems

sol S02 so4 so5 s06 so7 so8

sol Impression from Others -1 ,,400° (=365 | 2597 |[.3317 |.337" | .267
s02 Effect on Serviceability 400" | 1 303" | 256" | 4017 | 330" | .4317
so04 Wish to Meet 865 (13937 |1 5527 | 476" | 487 | 327"
05 Same Group 1259 " [ogp| | \5520, [T 468" | 4227 | 268"
S06 Satisfy to ShareWith 331, .4bf 476" 468" |1 6127 | 338"
so7 Joyfulness 337" .ésdrﬁ _ 4877 14227 [ 6127 |1 365
s08 Others' behavior 267 4@* 3277 | 2687 | .3387 |.365 |1

KM O and Bartlett's Test

Df

Sig.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Meastre of Sampling Adeguacy.

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity ' Approx; Chi-Square

832

1640.739

190

.000

The result shows that correlations of all pairs of items are different from zero

a significance level 0.01. The lowest correlation is 0.256 which is the correlation

between effect on serviceability (so2) and same group (so05) and the highest

correlation is 0.612 which is the correlation between satisfy to share with (so6) and
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joyfulness (so7). Bartlett’s test of Sphericity Chi-Square is 1640.739 at a level of
significance 0.05 while KMO is 0.832. All items have MSA between 0.81 and 0.88.
As a result, it can be concluded that the correlation matrix of items that represent
social environment is considered correlated. Moreover, the preferred construct
reliability estimate should be higher than 0.7 (Hair et a., 1998) which in this case is
0.814. Therefore, social environment @ measurement model has an acceptable
reliability.

The finding of CEA"is.shown in figure 5.3 and table 5.13. In figure 5.3, the
parameter between impression from others_ (s0l1) and customer environment has been
fixed to 1 because impression from oihers (sol) has the lowest factor loading
comparing to other items in the model. Table 5.18 shows the factor loading of all
items in the model. Standardized factor |oadi n-g of items has ranged from 0.46 to 0.77.
All of the factor loadings show sigi of signifiéénce at alevel of significance 0.05. R?
has ranged from 0.21:0.59. The chi-square fés;t-of the model is 33.49 with degree of
freedom = 10 and p-value = 0.00. Even though p-value isless than 0.05 that implies
the rgection of the assumption that estimated covariance matrix is equal to observed
covariance matrix; but ' becalse chi-square value does not depend only on the
difference of covariance matrix but' on the sample size as wellg Therefore, various
goodness of fit will' be used to'cansiderthe acceptance of measurement model. All the
indicators show sign of model fit which includes CMIN/DF = 3.349, CFl = 0.986, NFI
= 0.980, RMSEA = 0.054. Even though CMIN/DF is higher than the recommended
value (2.0) but other fit indices show good sign of fit for the measurement model that
imply a good fit between observed and estimated covariance matrix. As aresult, it can

be concluded that this measurement model is fit and can be used in further analysis.
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However Hair et a., (1998) suggests that items should be deleted from the
measurement model if the factor loading is less than 0.7, therefore 5 items will be
deleted from the analysis including impression form others, effect on serviceahility,
wish to meet, same group and others' behavior (sol,s02,s04,s05,st8). Therefore only,

satisfaction to share time with oth stomers (so6) and joyfulness with other
customers (so7) are proceeded: %

t Measurement M odel

>
729\
F -

05

m Chi-square = 33.49
Degrees of freedom =10

@I NEY jwaqﬂﬁﬂbablhtylevel 0.00
amaﬂnimwnwmaa




96

Table 5.13: Standardized Factor loading, t-value, and composite reliability of

Customer Environment M odd

Factor Loading Standard | t- p-

Unstandardized | Standardized | error vaue | value
Social  ---> Impression from Others | 0.919 0.463 0.098 9421 | ***
Social ---> Effect on serviceability | 1.029 0.537 0.09 11.396 | ***
Social  ---> Wishto Meset 1.357 0.648 0.12 11.33 | ***
Social  ---> Samegroup 1.18 0.564 0.112 10.541 | ***
Social  ---> Satisfy to share 1481 0:77 0.122 12,117 | ***
Social  ---> Joyfulness 1.638 0.772 0.136 12.081 | ***
Social ---> Others behavior 1 0.472

5.3.1.4 Utilitarian Value

Utilitarian value construct is measUréd using /7 items (ul-u7). Before

conducting CFA, correlation matrix and Bartlett’s test of Sphericity will be conducted

first to check whether these items are correlated to each other that mean they measure

the same construct. ' Table 5.14  shows (correlation 'matrix; the result of KMO and

Bartlett’ stest of Sphericity of utilitarian value items.
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Table5.14: Intercorreation Matrix for Utilitarian Value ltems

ul u2 _ u3 _ ud _ u5 _ u6 _ u7 _
Ul Receive What | want | L 666 | 5927 | 503" | .454" | 495 | .456
U2 Quality 666 |1 6627 | 561 | 434" | 513" | 472"
U3 Reliability 5927 | 6627 | 1 6187 | 465" | 4727 | 476"
W T 503" | 5617 | 6187 [ 1 486" | 485 | 4647
US  convenient 4547 | 434|465 fl486 | 1 4887 | 4127
UB  Speediness 4957 | 513" | 47271 485" | 4887 |1 539"
U7 promise Delivery 456|472 | 476 |64 (412" | 5397 | 1

KM O and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .898

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 0 |os05.486
Di == |A
Sig. - 1.000

The result shows'that. correlation ofal pairs of items is different from zero at
significance level '0.01+ The'lowest “correlation™is 0.412 which is the correlation
between:cenvenient«(ub) .and4promisedel ivery<(u7) and the highest eorrelation is 0.66
which isithe correlation between receive what | want (ul) and quality (u2). Bartlett’s
test of Sphericity Chi-Square is 2505.486 at alevel of significance 0.05 while KMO is
0.898. All items have MSA between 0.872 and 0.923. As aresult, it can be concluded
that the correlation matrix of items that represent utilitarian value is considered

correlated. Moreover, the preferred construct reliability estimate should be higher than
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0.7 (Hair et al., 1998) which in this case is 0.877. Therefore, utilitarian value
measurement model has an acceptable reliability.

All of the factor loadings show sign of significance at a level of significance
0.05. R? has ranged from 0.37-0.65. The chi-square test of the model is 30.168 with
degree of freedom = 10 and p-value = 0.001. The result shows that p-value is less than
0.05 that implies the rejection of the assumption that estimated covariance matrix is
egual to the observed covariance matrix. However-chi-square value does not depend
only on the difference of cevariance matrix but on the sample size as well. Therefore,
various goodness of fitwill be usedto conei_der the acceptance of measurement model.

All the indicators shiow sign of rﬁodel fit which includes CMIN/DF = 3.017,
CFl = 0.99, NFI = 0.98.and RMSEA = 0.05. Even though CMIN/DF is higher than the
recommended value (2.0) but others fit;.-j edices show good sign of fit for the
measurement model and imply ‘a-geed fit between observed and estimated covariance
matrix. As aresult, it\can be concluded that t:k‘lils- measurement model is fit and can be
used in further analysis. However Hair et al., (1998) suggests that items should be
deleted from the measurement model if the factor loading is less than 0.7, therefore 3
items will be @eleted from further anaysis including convenient, speediness and
promise delivery (u5,u6,u7). Therefore, receive what | want, quality, reliability and

trust will be proceeded for further analysis.
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e | { .
**k %k
Quality 1.245 0.794 0.074 16.896
Reliability 1.32 0.808 0.076 17.355 | ***
**k %k
Trust 1.225 0.741 0.075 16.426
c ) 1.13 0.62 0.08 14.2 *okk
onvenient
Speediness 1.149 0.636 0.068 16.828
Promise Delivery L 0.612
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5.3.1.5 Hedonic Value

Hedonic value construct is measured using 7 items (h1-h7). Before examing
CFA, correlation matrix and Bartlett’'s test of Sphericity will be conducted first to
check whether these items are correlated to each other which implies that they

measure the same construct. Table 5.16 shows correlation matrix, means and standard

deviation of the items.

Table5.16: Intercorrelation atrix far Hedonic VValue I tems

ht h2 h38 . | h4 h5 hé h7
hi  Fun 1 522" 587" 512" 530" 503" ATT
h2  Escape 52" £14 ., ... | 625 4 |53 | 490" | 5697 | 519"
h3  Happiness 537 " 625 1A ) 618" 592" 601" 549
h4  FeelingGood | 512" 5357 6187 iyl 1 625" 605" 595"
h5  Return 530" 490~ 5927 | 6257 1 631" 621"
h6  Relax 503" B89 - |.6047 <1605 | 6317 |1 632"
h7  Good Memory {477 519 549" 505" 621" 632" 1

KM O and Bartlett! sTest

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adeguacy. 0.924
Bartlett'sTest'of Sphericity, . Approx. Chi-Sguare 2932.936
Df 12
Sig. .000

The result shows that correlations of al pairs of items are different from zero

at significance level 0.01. The lowest correlation is 0.477 that is the correlation
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between fun (hl) and memory (h7) and the highest correlation is 0.632 that is the
correlation between relax (h6) and good memory (h7). Bartlett's test of Sphericity
Chi-Square is 2932.936 at a level of significance 0.05 while KMO is 0.921. All items
have MSA between 0.911 and 0.943. As a result, it can be concluded that the
correlation matrix of items that represent hedonic value is considered correlated.
Moreover, the preferred construct reliability estimate should be higher than 0.7 (Hair
et al., 1998) which in this.case is 0.90-Thereiore;-hedonic value measurement model

has an acceptabl e reliabil ity

All of the factor loadings shew si'gn rof significance at a level of significance
0.05. R? has ranged from 0.43 0.64. - The Chi-Square test of the model is 31.386 with
degree of freedom = 12 and p-value = 0.002. fhe result shows that p-valueis less than
0.05 that implies the rejection of the assumption that estimated covariance matrix is
equal to the observed, covariance matrix. HoWé/er chi-sguare value does not depend
only on the difference of covariance matrix but on the sample size as well. Therefore,
various goodness of fit will be used to consider the acceptance of measurement model.
All the indicators show sign of medel fit which includes CMIN/DF = 2.616, CFl =
0.99, NFI = 0.99 and RMSEA = Q:045. Even though CMIN/DE .is higher than the
recommended valtie (2.0)' but “other™fit' indices show..goad?sign. of fit for the
measurement model and imply a good fit between observed and estimated covariance
matrix. As aresult, it can be concluded that this measurement model is fit and can be
used in further analysis. However Hair et a., (1998) suggests that items should be

deleted from the measurement model if the factor loading is less than 0.7, thus fun
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item will be deleted (h1l) from further analysis. Therefore, escape, happiness, feeling

good, return, relax and good memory are proceeded to the next analysis.

Figure5.5: The Result of CFA Hedonic Value M easurement M odel
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Chi-square = 31.386
Degrees of freedom =12
Probability level = 0.001

Table 5.17: Standardized Factor loading, t-value, and composite reliability of

Hedonic Value Model

Factor Loading Sandard e vt
Unstandardized' | Standardized /| ‘error
Hedonicvalue --->  Fun 1 0.666
Hedonicvalue --->  Escape 1.101 0.71 0.063 17.445 *xk
Hedonicvalue --->  Happiness 1.151 0.76 0.061 18.757 *xk
Hedonicvalue --->  Feeling Good 1.165 0.778 0.061 19.218 *xk
Hedonicvalue --->  Return 1.296 0.798 0.066 19.527 *xk
Hedonicvalue --->  Relax 1.169 0.793 0.06 19.538 *xk
Hedonicvalue ---> Good Memory 1121 0.759 0.059 18.841 *HE
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5.3.1.6 Social Value

Socia value construct is measured using 4 items (s1-s4). Before examing
CFA, correlation matrix and Bartlett’s test of Sphericity will be conducted first to
check whether these items are correlated to each other which implies that they
measure the same construct. Table 5.18 shows correlation matrix, means and standard

deviation of the items.

Table5.18: Intercorrelation atrix far Social Valueltems

SL 2. 3 A

sl Feel Acceptanee 1 614" 518~ 470"
2 Self Image 614 T - 628" 642"
s3 Good Impression 518" 628~ 1 583"
4 Social Acceptance {- 470" A= 583" 1
KM O and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of'Sampling Adeguacy. 0.803
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity== Approx. Chi=Square 1317.598

Df 12

Sig. .000

The result shows that correlations of al pairs of items are different from zero
at significance level 0.01. The lowest correlation is 0.47 which is the correlation

between feel acceptance (sl) and socia acceptance (s4) and the highest correlation is
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0.63 which is the correlation between self image (s2) and good impression (s3).
Bartlett's test of Sphericity Chi-Square is 1317.598 at a level of significance 0.05
while KMO is 0.803. All items have MSA between 0.759 and 0.83. As aresult, it can
be concluded that the correlation matrix of items that represent socia value is
considered correlated. . Moreover, the preferred construct reliability estimate should
be higher than 0.7 (Hair et al., 1998) whichin-this case is 0.845. Therefore, social
value measurement model-has an acceptébl e reliability.

All of the factor |gadings show sign of significance at a level of significance
0.05. R? has ranged from' 0.52 0.70. The_ chi-square test of the model is 1.839 with
degree of freedom = Land p-value = 0175 AII the indicators show sign of model fit
which includes CMIN/DF =1.839, CFI ='!0_.99, NFI'=0.99 and RMSEA =0.032. Asa
result, it can be concluded that thris meas_@r_ément model is fit and can be used in
further analysis. Factor loading of il iteméar"é':greater than 0.7 as suggested by Hair
et a., (1998), therefore al items indl udlng_g feel accteptance, self-image, good

impression and socia“acceptance will be proceeded for further analysis.

Figureb5.6: The Result of CFA Social' Value M easur ement M odel
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Table 5.19: Standardized Factor loading, t-value, and composite reliability of

Social Value M odel

Factor Loading Standard | t- p-
Unstandardized | Standardized | €rror vaue | value

Socid
value ™ Fedl Acceptance 1 0.717
Socid > 0.845 0062 | 19.499 | ***
value |
\?:I‘;':' > 0059 | 18.337 | ***
\?:I‘;':' > 0.06 1806 | ***
5.3.2 Descriptive S

Mean and corr ucts after deleting low factor

]

loading items will be exami necf ural equation modeling to ensure that

TR 2 e
the data pass the b@ asumptlon of tﬁe tatis

will be shown in table 20
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Table 5.20: Descriptive Statistic of an Antecedents to Customer Experience

Value Construct
Descriptive Statistics for 1-3 star-rating customers
Std.
Mean Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Std.
Statistic Error Statistic | Statistic | Z-score Statistic Z-score

Phy_score 3.40 .03 .56 22 181 -.07 -.28
Cleanliness 343 .04 a2 -.06 -47 7 .69
Ambient 3.52 .04 & -.22 -1.77 -.25 -1.03
Customer's expectation 3.25 .03 .66 A1 .88 -.08 -31
Staff _score 3.20 102 46 44 3.56 A7 191
Willingness 3.38 103 .63 A1 .92 -.16 -.65
Understand Need 827 .03 L \G2 40 3.28 40 1.65
React to Need 329 08/ 44 80 .06 48 39 1.61
Speediness 3.09 {07 : 67 .09 a7 .05 .20
Trust 327 P3 | 61 .26 212 18 .75
K nowledgeable 3.10 .03 ,a .67 18 1.45 -.05 -.20
Beyond Responsibility 3 .03 ,-,_69 -.05 -.39 48 194
Higher than Expect 3.03 04 4l 4 -.07 -.59 21 .88
Professiona 3.29 0?: ?3_‘ 18 1.46 .03 A3
Meet Expect 3250 03 64, | .28 2.29 22 .89
Warmness 335 | .03 64 | -.06 -51 .09 .36
Special 300 | .04 88 | -23 | 192 -.36 -1.47
Cus score } 3100 03 55 -18 | -1.46 .63 2.58
Satisfy to sharewith  [|=-2:97 .04 .70 =45~ -3.67 .62 251
Joyfulness =291 .04 72 157 -1.21 48 1.95
Uti_score 845 .03 o1 36 2.96 .15 .62
Receive What | want 3.34 .03 57 57 4.65 14 .59
Quality 3438 .03 .60 38 3.14 -31 -1.27
Reliability 3.47 .03 .66 105 43 -.20 -.80
Trust 351 .03 .68 -17 -1.40 37 151
Hed_score 3.42 .03 57 17 1.39 -.16 -.65
Escape 3.42 .04 J76 -.01 -.10 -.18 -73
Happiness 3.37 .04 .73 .08 .68 -.04 -.16
Feeling Good 3.52 .04 70 -.09 - 74 -.22 -.89
Return 3.38 .04 .76 -.01 -.10 -.01 -.06
Relax 341 .03 .69 -.07 -54 -.25 -1.04
Good Memory 3.44 .04 71 21 1.70 .06 .26
So_score 3.10 .03 .56 31 2.56 .56 231
Feel Acceptance 3.19 .03 .70 -.04 -35 .09 .36
Self Image 3.04 .03 .70 19 154 57 2.32
Good Impression 3.16 .04 72 A7 1.39 .00 .00
Special Acceptance 2.99 .04 72 19 157 .65 2.65
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Table 5.20: Descriptive Statistic of an Antecedents to Customer Experience
Value Construct Continue

Descriptive Statistics for 4-5 star-rating customers

Mean Desitgt.ion Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic ESrtr%r Statistic | Statistic | Z-score | Statistic Z-score
Phy_score 3.72 .03 .58 -.28 -2.32 1.18 4.83
Cleanliness 3.79 .03 166 -.05 -44 -.20 -.82
Ambient 3.77 .04 " -.38 -3.09 .87 3.54
Customer's expectation | 3-60 2 a2 =37 -3.02 71 2.92
Staff _score 3.48 .03 .59 -.08 -.65 1.16 4.74
Willingness 3.58 04 V3 =27 -2.24 50 2.04
Understand Need 3.50 .04 W -.14 -1.16 .28 1.14
React to Need 3485 .03 1 .67 .10 .85 -.23 -.05
Speediness .45 |f Jod, {4 g6 42 | 340 | 82 3.34
Trust 3.48 48 | 6/ -.04 -31 .09 .38
Knowledgeable 348 04 75.70, -18 -1.50 48 1.97
Beyond Responsibility 341 .04 | ,-3_75 -.02 -14 .62 2.54
Higher than Expect 3.34 H04 < w4 |\ - -.98 43 1.74
Professional 3.85 03 7 68 18 1.08 -.24 -.98
Meet Expect 3524\ LR 72J .01 .08 -.04 -15
Warmness 3.55 b =G Z6"| -25 -2.02 A7 1.93
Special 329 |04 86 -22 -1.83 17 69
Cus_score " 319 03 60 22, | 178 95 3.86
Satisfy to sharewith | |=-8:22 03 10 48— | 1.43 1.22 498
Joyfulness 207 04 83 17 " 136 49 2.00
Uti_score 3.81 .03 s 04 | .30 31 1.27
Receive What | want 3.74 03 69 -.07 -.53 -17 -.68
Quality 3.86 .03 .64 -.08 -.66 -11 -.46
Reliability 3187 .03 .64 -.06 - A7 -15 62
Trust 3.79 .03 67 -.08 -.66 -17 -.70
Hed_score 3.73 .03 .65 -.53 -4.36 1.15 4.70
Escape 3.80 .04 .78 -.92 -4.24 A7 1.90
Happiness 3.65 .04 79 -.58 -4.75 93 3.80
Feeling Good 3.78 .04 .80 -.46 -3.79 .52 214
Return 3.64 .04 .87 -.62 -5.03 .81 3.29
Relax 3.80 .04 .76 -.30 -2.48 .22 91
Good Memory 3.72 .04 .76 -.40 -3.30 .33 1.35
So_score 3.46 .03 .65 -.58 -4.71 1.99 8.11
Feel Acceptance 3.48 .04 .78 -.36 -2.91 1.16 4.72
Self Image 3.44 .04 .80 -.26 -2.16 54 2.19
Good Impression 3.55 .04 79 -.46 -3.80 82 3.35
Special Acceptance 3.35 04 76 -39 -3.17 .90 367
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For customer who stayed at 1-3 star-rating hotel, mean of all items range from
2.91 (joyfulness) to 3.52 (ambient and feeling good) and means of al constructs range
from 3.00 (Socia environment or Cus score) to 3.45 (Utilitarian value). Moreover,
for customers who stayed at 4-5 star-rating hotel, mean of all items range from 3.07
(joyfulness) to 3.87 (reliability) and means of all constructs range from 3.19 (Socid
environment or Cus_score) to 3.81 (Utilitarian.value). However, structure equation
model method requires that-all- variables should have normal distribution for a robust
result. Items will have normal_disiribution if they have skewness z-score and kurtosis
z-score between +1.96.Fromi'tabl e 5.20, nqt all items have a normal distribution. Asa
result the basic assumption ©f structurel équation model has not been met. However,
the effect of sample size is important and should be teken into consideration when
discussion the non-normélity of the data iﬂ_éir et ad., 1998). In large sample sizes
(more than 200), the sample sizeitsalf reduéétﬁé detrimental effects of non-normality.
Therefore, no remedy, for non-normality is riré(‘:ésary and all the data are proceed to

structural equation modeling technique.

5.3.2.1 Correlation"Analysis

A Correlation matrix“for-respondents is’shown fin tabl€. 5.21. A correlation
matrix represents the intercorrelation among constructs. It shows the direction and
relative linear relationship among constructs in this study. The means and standard

deviation of 6 constructs are aso included in the table 5.21.
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Table 5.21: Correlation Matrix of Constructs of Antecedents to Customer

Experience Value Framewor k

phy score  Staff score Cus score  Uti_score Hed score So_score
589" 360" 617" 612" 432"
phy_score
Staff_score .589 1 441 .587 .605 .526
360" 487 1 332 358" 362"
Cus_score
. 617" 587 3327 1 688" 494
Uti_score
Hed_score .612 .605 .358 .688 1 .584
432" 596 13627 494" 584" 1
So_score -
Mean 3.56 3.84 3.10 3.63 3.58 3.28
Std‘. . 0.59 0.54 0.58 0.56 0.63 0.63
Deviation J
KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adeguacy. .875
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity.: Approx. Chi-Square 2083.837
Df 15
Sig. .000

Mean of three exogenous construct range from 3.1 (socia environment) to

3.56 (Physical environment) while means of three endogenous constructs range from

3.28 (Socia value) to 3.63 (Utilitarian value). The result also shows that correlations

of al pairs of items are different from zero at significance level 0.01. The lowest

correlation is 0.332 which is the correlation between utilitarian value and social
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environment and the highest correlation is 0.688 which is the correlation between
utilitarian value and hedonic value. Bartlett's test of Sphericity Chi-Square is
2083.837 at a level of significance 0.05 while KMO is 0.875. All items have MSA
between 0.848 and 0.905. As a result, it can be concluded that the correlation matrix
of items that represent constructs in this study is considered correlated. Moreover, the
preferred construct reliability estimate should be higher than 0.7 (Hair et a., 1998)
which in this case is 0.859. Therefare, the overall measurement model has an
acceptable reliability and.ean e proceeded further for structural equation modeling

anaysis.

5.3.3 Measurement Madel Assessment:

In this section, researcher examines, the reliability and validity of a
measurement model of antecedenis to customer. experience value framework. The am
of measurement mociel-assessment s to-examine the reliability and validity of items
and constructs to ensure the reiability and vaidity of structural egquation modeling

techniques.

5.3.3.1 Reliability test

Reliahbility ‘of the measurement madel is the extent to which-a set of items is
consistent in what it is intended to measure. High reliability of a construct represents
the high opportunity of all items in the construct to measure the same thing. It differs
from validity in that it does not relate to what should be measured, but instead how it
is measured (Hair et al., 1998). Reliability is a necessary but not sufficient condition

to ensure the validity of the construct. Cronbach’s alpha is the most widely used
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measurement to represent the reliability of a set of items. The acceptable level of
Cronbach’s apha is 0.7 to represent a sufficient internal consistency (Nunnally and
Bernstein, 1994: 264-265). The result of areliability test for al constructsis shownin

table 5.22. The results show that all constructs have an acceptable level of reliability.

Table5.22: Cronbach’salpha of all six constructs

Construct Number of variables | Cronbach'salpha
Exogenous

Physical Environment 3 7 0.88

Staff Characteristic 12 0.94

Social Environment 2 - 0.81
Endogenous

Utilitarian Value 4 : 0.88

Hedonic Value 6 0.9

Socia Value 4 0.85

5.3.3.2 Validity test

Validity refers to the extentithat-an items ar a set'of items correctly represents
the interested construct. Unlike reliability, validity is concerned with how well the
construct is defined by the items. To test the validity of a measurement model,
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) will be examined. CFA is used to test how well a
set of items represent a smaller number of construct. The composite reliability R? is

used to test the reliability of each item in the measurement model. This measurement
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represents how well items serve as measurement items for construct. Hair et a.,
(1998) suggests that R? should be higher than 0.5 for every items to be considered
having a good reliability. The composite reliability has a value between 0-1 where 1
represents a perfect representation of the construct. In table 5.23, all items except
cleanliness, ambient, meet customer’ s objective, beyond responsibility, special, owner
perception, trust, escape and social acceptance (p4,p5,p8,st9,st20,s03,u4,h2,s4) have
R? greater than 0.5. The low-R® of these itefms indicates a low reliability. Therefore
these items should be ddeted from further anaysis. However, Har et a., (1998)
suggests that factor |oading beiween items_ and construets should be used as criteria
when deleting items fgom the anaysis. ;Cac_tor loading is a correlation between the
items and the construcis It represents the'!extent to which the item is explained by a
factor. Hair et a., (1998) suggests fhat if tﬂe_féctor loading for the item is lower than
0.7 then that item should be deleted from the fﬁéawrement model. The findings show
that only ambient, owner percepﬁon, trust andécape (p5,/s03, u4, and h2) have factor
loading lower than 0:70, therefore these items will be deleted from the measurement

model.
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Table 5.23: Factor loading, Standard Error, t-value and Composite Reliability of

a Measurement Model

Items Abbre. | Factor Standard
loading Error t-value R?
Physical Environment
Cleanliness p4 047 0.06 16.56 0.49
Ambient p5 064 0.06 16.05 0.45
Meet Customer's Objective p8 07 0.49
Staff Characteristic
Willingness Si3 95,745, 0.04 19.88 0.56
Understand Need st4 071, 0.04 189 0.50
React to Need st 0.74 0.04 19.71 0.55
Speediness st6 0.73 0.04 19.33 0.53
Trust /=L 0% 0.04 19.46 0.53
Knowledgeable si8 0.72 0.04 19.2 0.52
Beyond Responsibility st9 0.7 0.04 18.58 0.49
Higher than Expect st10 0:73 0.04 21.29 0.53
Professional st11 0:75 0.04 20.03 0.56
Meet Expect St12 0.75., 0.04 19.86 0.56
Warmness §i4 | 0737 004 195 0.53
Special §20 Offs- = 0.49
Social Environment :
Satisfy to share with S06 0.77 0:05 15.53 0.59
Joyfulness so/ 0.77 0.59
Utilitarian Value
Receive What | want ul 0.77 0.59
Quality u2 084 0.04 24.21 0.71
Reliability u3 0.78 0.04 22.23 0.61
Trust ud 0.68 0.04 19.08 0.46
Hedonic Value
Escape
h2 0.66 0.44
Happiness h3 0.74 0.05 21.48 0.55
Feeling Good h4 0.77 0.05 19.17 0.59
Return h5 0.79 0.05 19.46 0.62
Relax h6 0.8 0.05 19.69 0.64
Good Memory h7 0.78 0.05 19.2 0.61
Social Value
Feel Acceptance sl 0.73 0.53
Self Image 2 0.8 0.05 20.1 0.64
Good Impression s3 0.77 0.05 19.83 0.59
Social Acceptance A 0.7 0.05 17 0.49
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For construct Validity, various types of fit indices determine how well the fit
between estimated covariance matrix and observed covariance matrix. Severa
suggested indices to evaluate the fit of the model are Chi-square test, root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFl), normal fit index (NFI),
incremental fit index (IFI1) and relative fit index (RFI). Carmines and Mclver (1981)
suggests Chi-sguare to degree of freedom retiondower than 3 to 1 indicates a good fit
between estimated and.ebserved coveriance imairix. Bentler and Bonett (1980)
suggests a good fit if the medelhas NFI value higher than 0.90. Marsh, Balla and Hau
(1996: 318) suggests a.good.if the modéd hgs CFl, IFI"and RFI value higher than 0.90.
Browne and Cudeck (1993) suggests thé va_I ue of RMSEA to be lower than 0.1 to
represents a good fit of the measurement model.

Table 5.24 shows wvarious indic&s- for testing measurement model of
antecedents to customer experience value frérﬁeNork. The Chi-square to degree of
freedom value is 1.99 which suggests a gd(‘)d-fit between estimated and observed
covariance matrix Of‘the measurement model. The p-valle is lower than 0.05 that
suggests a rejection of a hypothesis that estimated covariance matrix is equal to the
observed covariance matrix. However, large sample sizes can increase the Chi-square
value of the measurement model even when the, difference between estimated and
observed covariance matrix ds'the same. Therefore, Forndl“and..Larcker (1981)
suggests that researchers should consider other fit indices. All other fit indices value,
NFI, CFI, IFI and RFI, are greater than 0.90 which suggests a good fit of the model.
RMSEA is lower than 0.1 which aso supports the good fit of the model. Therefore,
these fit indices demonstrate a good fit between an estimated and an observed

covariance matrix of the measurement mode! .
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Table 5.24: Fit Indices for Testing Measurement Model of Antecedents to

Customer Experience Value Framework

Parameter Value
Chi-Square 859.198
Degree of freedom 431
p-value 0
RMSEA 0.035
NFI 0.94
CFI 0.97

IFl 0.97
RFI 0.93

5.4 Hypothesis Testing

In this sectiony all hypotheses of the proposed framework are examined

together with the coefficient\ofdetermination and totaleffect.of endogenous variables.

To check the validity and robustness of the result, researcher further analyzes data

from two groups of respondents. The comparison of the result. from two groups of

respondents will help researcher gain more understanding of the relationships among

constructs in this study. The hypotheses of antecedents to customer experience value

framework are shown in table 5.25.
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Table 5.25: Hypotheses of Antecedents to Customer Experience Value

Framework

Hypotheses
Physical Environment (Antecedents)
Hla The higher customer favorable perception of physical environment cuesis, the higher
utilitarian value of customer experienceis
H1ib: The higher customer favorable percepiionof physical environment cuesis, the higher
hedonic value of customer experienceis
Hic: The higher customer favorable perception of physical environment cuesis, the higher

social value of customer experienceis

Staff Characteristics (Antecedents)

H2a: The higher customer favorable perception of staff characteristics, the higher
hedonic value of gustomer/experi enceis:

H2b: The higher customeifavorable percepfi on of steff characteristics, the higher
social value of cugtomer experience is’

Social Environment (Antecedents)

H3a The higher customer favorable percepti 6‘rj's‘qf social environment cuesis, the higher
hedonic value of customel-experience
H3b: The higher customer favorgble perceptions of social environment cuesis, the higher

socia value of, customer exberience

Utilitarian Value (Consequences)

H4a: The higher utilitarian value of customer experience is, the higher hedonic value of
customer experienceis
H4b: The higher social valtie of customer expérience is, the higher hedonic value of

custamer experience s

Overall Customer Satisfaction (Consequences)

H5a: The higher_tilitarianvalue'of| customer experience is, the higher level of
overalll customer satisfaction is

H5b: The higher hedonic value of customer experience is, the higher level of
overalll customer satisfaction is

H5c: The higher social value of customer experience s, the higher level of
overall customer satisfaction is
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5.4.1 Antecedents:

In order to examine the effects of antecedents to customer experience value,
researcher tests hypotheses Hla to H3b proposed earlier in chapter 2. Results are
shown in Figure 5.7 and table 5.26. In this study, antecedents to customer experience
value can be separated into 3 factors: physical environment, staff characteristics and
social Environment. For Physical environment;, Hla, H1lb and Hlc are tested. The
result shows that physica environment has a positive effect on utilitarian (H1a) and
socia vaue (H1c) while'physical environment does not have an effect on hedonic
value (H1b). Therefore Hla and/H1lc are fully supported and H1b is not supported.
For staff characteristics, H2a and H26 are tested. The result shows that staff
characteristic has an effect on both hedonie (H2a) and social vaue (H2b). Therefore,
H2a and H2b are fully supported. For sociral- environment, H3a and H3b are tested.
The result shows that social envirenment h;':\s a positive effect on socia vaue (H3b)

while socia value does not have any effect on hedonic value (H3a). Therefore H3b is

fully supported while H8a s not supported.

5.4.2 Consequences:

The effects of'utilitarian Value and social value on hedonic-value are tested
together with the effects of utilitarian, hedonic and social value on an overall customer
satisfaction. Results are shown in Figure 5.7 and table 5.26. The effects of utilitarian
value and socia value on hedonic value are tested. The results show that both
utilitarian value (H4a) and social value (H4b) have a significance positive effect on

hedonic value. Therefore, H4a and H4b are fully supported. The effects of utilitarian,
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hedonic and social value on an overall customer satisfaction are aso investigated. The
results show that al utilitarian value (H5a), hedonic value (H5b) and socia value
(H5¢) have significant effect on an overall customer satisfaction. Therefore, H5a, H5b
and H5c are fully supported.

A standardized structure parameter estimate demonstrates size and direction of
the effect between two constructs. It is used t@ compare the relative effect or the
importance among constiucts-in-the “model. A-standardized structural parameters
estimated of al paths are included in figure 5.7 and table 5.26. Figure 5.7 shows that
among the dimensions«of customer exber_ience value, hedonic value has the most
influential effect (0.401) onan overall cuetemer setisfaction while social value (0.229)
has the second most .influential effect "I:Urtilitarian value (0.193) has the lowest
influential effect on an overall customer sat.rsfactlon Physical environment (0.84) has
the most influential effect on utilitarian value Staff characteristic (0.214) has the most
influential effect on Social vaI ue. In concl u3|on hedonlc value is the most influential

factor to increase an overaII customer satisfaction of respondents.
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Figure5.7: Structural Model of Antecedentsto Customer Experience Value
Framework with Standardized Parameter Estimates and Statistical Significance
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Soc Env --> Hedonic 0.03*** 0.766
Social -—-> Hedonic 0.26*** 6.186
Staff - Hedonic 0.14*** 2.592
utilitarian -—-> Hedonic 0.35%** 4.445
utilitarian -—> Sat 0.19*** 3.79
Socia ---> Sat 0.23*** 5.46
Hedonic -—-> Sat 0.40*** 6.461
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Next, coefficient of determination (R?) is determined. R?is the measure of the
proportion of the variance of the dependent variable that is explained by the
independent variables. It ranges from O to 1. The closer value to 1, the greater the
explanatory power of the independent variable. For coefficient of determinants of
three dimension of customer experience value, 71% of utilitarian value, 74% of
hedonic value and 44% of social value is explained by three antecedents, physical
environment, staff characteristics and-social-enviFonment constructs. Additionally,
54% of an overall customersatisfaction is explained by three dimensions of customer

experience value.

Table 5.27: Coefficientof Deter minants of Endogenous Construct of Antecedents

to Customer Experience Value Framework

Construct Coefficiént of Determinants
Utilitarian Value 0.706
Hedonic Value 0.737
Socia Value 0.441
Overall CustomerSatisfaction 0.542

The standardized direct effects are the relationship linking two constructs with
asingle arrow while indirect effects are those relationships that involve a sequence of
relationships with at least one intervening construct involved. The standardized total
effect is the sum of the direct effect and indirect effect between two constructs. In

table 5.28, the total effects of three dimensions of customer experience vaue to
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overall customer satisfaction are shown. The total effect of utilitarian value, hedonic
value and socia value are 0.33, 0.40 and 0.334 respectively. It can be concluded that

hedonic value has a strongest impact on overall customer satisfaction.

Table 5.28: Standardized Total Effects of Endogenous Constructs of Antecedents

to Customer Experience Value Framework

Construct Over alifCustomer, Satisfaction

Direct effect I ndirect effect Total effect
Utilitarian Value 0.19 gy 0174 0.33
Hedonic Vaue 0.4 0 0.4
Social Vaue 0.28 ' 4 0404 0.334

5.4.3 The Result from Respondents in Different Hotel Class

Additionally, researcher wants to examine whether relationships among
constructs are different for respondents who stayed-at difference class of hotel.
Therefore, researcher (conducts furtheranalysis iy «dividing: respondents into two
groups according to the class of hotel that they visited. The hotels are divided into 1-3
star-rating hotel and 4+5 star-rating hotel. Expectation for customers who stayed at 1-3
star-rating hotel and 4-5 star-rating hotel is different between these 2 groups of hotel.
Therefore, the difference in expectation will affect relationships among customer
experience antecedents, customer experience value and an overall customer
satisfaction. As aresult, a separated analysis for each group of respondents is needed

in order to gain more understanding on the relationship among customer experience
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antecedents, customer experience value and an overall customer satisfaction. The
results for both respondents who stayed at 1-3 star-rating hotel and 4-5 star-rating

hotel are shown in figure 5.8 and 5.9 respectively.

Figure5.8: Structural Model of Ant
Framework with Standardiz
for 1-3 star-rating hotel
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Figure5.9: Structural Model of an Antecedentsto Customer Experience Value
Framework with Standardized Parameter Estimates and Statistical Significance
for 4-5 star-rating hotel
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5.4.3.1 Result from Respondents whe stayed at 1-3 Star-Rating Hotel

For Physica environment, H1la, H1b and'H1C aretested. The result shows that
physical envirenment, hasa positive effectonly-oncutilitarian value (H1a). Physica
environment does not have an effect on hedonic value or social value (H1b and H1c).
Therefore only Hla is fully supported. For staff characteristics, H2a and H2b are
tested. The result shows that staff characteristic has no effect on both hedonic (H2a)
and socia value (H2b). Therefore, H2a and H2b are not supported. For socid
environment, H3a and H3b are tested. The result shows that social environment has an

effect only on social vaue (H3b) but not on hedonic value (H3a). Therefore only H3b
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are not supported. The effects of utilitarian value and socia value on hedonic value
are tested. The results show that both utilitarian value (H44) and socia value (H4b)
have a significance positive effect on hedonic value. Therefore, H4a and H4b are
fully supported. The effects of utilitarian, hedonic and social value on an overall
customer satisfaction are also investigated. The results show that only hedonic value
and social value have a significant effect om an everall customer satisfaction. Hedonic
value has the strongest efiect-on overall cusiomer satisfaction (0.45) while social
value has the second sirongest effect on overall customer satisfaction (0.16).
Utilitarian value has the lowest €ffect on overall customer satisfaction and is not

significant. Therefore, @nly H5b and H5¢ ére supported.

5.4.3.2 Result from Respongdents who stayed at 4-5 Star-Rating Hotel

For Physical environment; Hia, H1b and H1c are tested. The result shows that
physical environmeni-hasa positive effect-on utiitarian val ue (H1a) and socia value
(H1c). Physical environment does not have an effect on hedonic vaue (H1b).
Therefore Hla and H1c aréfully supported. For staff characteristics, H2a and H2b are
tested. The result shows that staff characteristic has a positive effect on both hedonic
(H2a) and'socid value(H2b)--Therefore, H2a and H2b are fully Supparted. For social
environment, H3a and H3b are tested. The result shows that social environment does
not have a significant effect on either hedonic value or social value. Therefore, H3a
and H3b are not supported. The effects of utilitarian value and socia value on hedonic
value are tested. The results show that both utilitarian value (H4a) and socia value
(H4b) have a significance positive effect on hedonic value. Therefore, H4a and H4b

are fully supported. The effects of utilitarian, hedonic and social value on an overall
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customer satisfaction are also investigated. The results show that utilitarian value
(H5a), hedonic value (H5b) and socia value (H5c) have a significant effect on an
overall customer satisfaction. Therefore, al H5a, H5b and H5c are supported. A
standardized structure parameter estimate demonstrates size and direction of the effect
between two constructs. It is used to compare the relative effect or the importance
among constructs in the model. Standardized structural parameter estimates of all
paths are included in figure 5.8 and téble 5.30.-Figure 5.8 shows that among the
dimensions of customer experience value, hedonic is the most influential effect (0.39)
on an overall customer satisiaciion while gocial value has the second strongest effect
on an overal customer satisfaction (0;39)_. Utilitarian value has the lowest yet
significant effect on anoverall customer satisfaction (0.20). Therefore, H5a, H5b and
H5c are fully supported. |

Next, Coefficient of determination (sz is determined. R? is the measure of the
proportion of the variance of the dependent &/_za‘ri-able about its mean that is explained
by the independent variables. It has range from O to 1 The closer vaue to 1, the

greater the explanatory power of the independent variable.

5.4.3.3-Coefficient of Determinant for Respondents'who stayed at 1-3

Star-Rating Hotel

For coefficient of determinants of three dimension of customer experience
value, 71% of utilitarian value, 79% of hedonic value and 47% of social value are

explained by three antecedents; physical environment, staff characteristics and social
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environment. Additionally, 47% of overall customer satisfaction is explained by three

dimensions of customer experience value. Theresult is shown in table 5.29.

Table 5.29: Coefficient of Deter minants of Endogenous Construct of Antecedents

to Customer Experience Value Framewor k

Construct Coefficient of Deter minants
socia Vaue 0.472
Utilitarian Value 0.711
Hedonic Value o A\TES
Overall Customer Satisfaction 0.471

The standardized direct effects are the rel ationship linking two constructs with
asingle arrow while indirect effecis are those_r_él ationships that involve a sequence of
relationships with at teast-one-intervening-construct-iiavelved. The standardized total
effect is the sum of the direct effect and indirect effect between two constructs. In
table 5.30, the total effects, of three dimensions of customer experience vaue to
overall customer satisfaction are shown. The total-effect'of utilitarian value, hedonic
value and seeiah vatuerare 0.30,:0.45 ;and1:26y respectivel y.~1t ean be concluded that

hedonic value has a strongest impact on overall customer satisfaction.
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Table 5.30: Standardized Total Effects of Endogenous Constructs of Antecedents

to Customer Experience Value Framewor k

Construct Overall Customer Satisfaction
Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect
Utilitarian Value 0.14 0.16 0.30
Hedonic Vaue 0.45 0 0.45
Social Vaue 0.16 0.10 0.26

5.4.3.4 Coefficient.of Determinant for Respondents who stayed at 4-5

Star-Rating Hotel

For coefficient of determinants of"j'thrJe_e dimension of customer experience
value, 60% of utilitarian value, 69% of hed_qu-i_c value and 36% of social value are
explained by three antecedents, physical environment, siaff characteristics and socid
environment. Additionally, 56% of overall customer satisfaction is explained by three

dimensions of customer experience value. The result is shown in table 5.31.

Table 5:3L «Coefficient of\Determinantsof Endagenous Construct of Antecedents

to Customer Experience Value Framewor k

Construct Coefficient of Deter minants
social Vaue 0.357
Utilitarian Value 0.597
Hedonic Value 0.689

Overall Customer Satisfaction 0.559
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The standardized direct effects are the relationship linking two constructs with

asingle arrow while indirect effects are those relationships that involve a sequence of

relationships with at least one intervening construct involved. The standardized total

effect is the sum of the direct effect and indirect effect between two constructs. In

table 5.32, the total effects of three dimensions of customer experience vaue to

overall customer satisfaction are shown. Thetotal effect of utilitarian value, hedonic

value and social value are 0.34; 0.39 and 0.39 respeetively. It can be concluded that

hedonic value and social valtie nave anequal impact on overall customer satisfaction.

The summarize of hypathesizesfor both 'model sare shown in table 5.33

Table 5.32: Standardized Total Effects bf Endogenous Constructs of Antecedents

to Customer Experience Value Framework

dr i _]-_-

Construct Overall Customer Satisfaction
Direct effect I ndir ect effect Total effect
Utilitarian Value 0.20 0.14 0.34
Hedonic Value 0.39 0 0.39
Social Value 0.27, 0.42 0.39
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Table5.33: Summarize of Hypothesizesfor Both Group of Respondents

Result of Hypothesis

Hypotheses 1-3 Star 4-5 Star

Physical Environment (Antecedents)
Hla The higher customer favorable perception of physical environment cuesis, the higher support support
utilitarian value of customer experienceis
H1b: The higher customer favorable perception of physical environment cuesis, the higher not support | not support
hedonic value of customer experience is
Hlc: The higher customer favorable perception of physicalsenvironment cuesis, the higher not support support
social value of customer experienceis

Staff Characteristics (Antecedenis)

H2a: The higher customerfavorable perception of staff characteristics, the higher not support support
hedonic value of customer experienceis
H2b: The higher customer favarabl e perception of staff characteristics, the higher not support support

social value of customer experience is

Social Environment (Antecedents)

H3a: The higher customer favorabl e perceptions of somal environment cuesis, the higher not support | not support
hedonic value of customer experience
H3b: The higher customer favorable perceptions of sxfcral envirenment cues is, the higher support not support

social value of customer experience A

Utilitarian Value (Conseguences) d -

H4a: The higher utilitarian value of customer experience is, the higher‘hedonic value of support support
customer experienceis
H4b: The higher social vaitie of customer experience is, the higher hedonic value of support support

customer experienceis

Overall Customer=Satisfaction (€onseguences)

H5a  The higher utilitarian value-of customer experienceis, the higher level of not support support
overalll customer satisfaction is

H5b:  The higher hedonic value of customer‘experience is, thethigher level of support support
overdll customey isatisfactionis

H5c:  The higher socia 'val Ue of ‘customer experience is, the higher level-of support support

overall customer satisfactionis
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5.5 Summary of Hypothesizes Testing and the Estimated M odels.

Table 5.33 summarizes the result of the hypothesizes testing, Hypothesized
H1la, H1lb and Hlc proposes that physical environment positively affects utilitarian
value, hedonic value and social value respectively. Results show that only physical
environment has a positive effect across both groups of respondents. In 1-3 star-rating
hotel group, physical environment only has significant effect on utilitarian value while
in 4-5 star-rating hotel group, physical environment has a significant effect on both
utilitarian and social vawe. [hereiore Hla is fully supported, H1b is not supported
and H1cis partialy supported

Hypothesis 2 examines the effect :of staff characteristic on hedonic and social
value. Hypothesis H2a and H2b propose that staff characteristics positively affect
hedonic value and social val ue respectively: Result shows that for 1-3 star-rating hotel
group, staff characteristic does net have aﬁy égnificant effect on either hedonic or
social value. However, for 4-5 star-ratingrh;)tel group,. staff characteristic has a
significant effect on Both hedonic and social value. Therefore, H2a and H2b are
partially supported.

Hypothesis 3 examines the effect af customer environment on hedonic and
socia value. Result shows that for 1-3 star-rating-hotel group, customer environment
has a significant effect only “on socid” value while in"4-5 star-rating hotel group,
customer environment does not have any effect on hedonic or social value. Therefore,
H3ais not supported while H3b is partially supported.

Hypothesis 4 examines the effect of utilitarian value and social value on
hedonic value. Hypothesis H3a and H3b propose that customer environment

positively affects hedonic value and social value respectively. Result shows that for
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both groups, both utilitarian and social value have a significant effect on hedonic
value. Therefore, H4a and H4b are supported.

Hypothesis 5 examines the effect of utilitarian value, hedonic value and social
value on the overall customer satisfaction. Hypothesis H5a, H5b and H5c¢ propose that
utilitarian value, hedonic value and social value positively affect overall customer
satisfaction respectively. Result shows thatfor 13 star-rating hotel, only hedonic and
socia value affects overal. customer satistaction-while in 4-5 star-rating hotel,
utilitarian, hedonic and_social &l have a positive effect on overal customer
satisfaction. Thereforeg'H5a 18 partially _supported while H5b and H5c are fully

supported.

5.5.1 Summary of the EsStimated Viodels,

This section summarizes the statistics of the estimated models which includes
the goodness of fit indices-and-exptamed variances endogenous variables. These
indices help evaluating a model. Table 5.34 shows the statistics of the previously
analyzed model..While mast of the model has p-value less than 0.05, other goodness
of fit indices show a good sign of modd fit including RMSEA, CFl and NFI.
RM SEASs are betwean 0.04:and 0.052; which are'Very (¢lase tojzelo. INFIs are between
0.90 to 0.94 which are very close to 1, and CFl are between 0.95 to 0.97. All the
goodness of fit indices are higher than the recommended value by Hair et a., (2006).
Estimates of explained variance of utilitarian value and hedonic value across all
models are high: they are between 60% and 79%. The explained variance of overal

customer satisfaction is also high across all models.



Table5.34: Summary of Estimated Models.

132

Sub-model for different
group

Modé for both groups of 1-3 star 4-5 star
Goodness of Fit indices respondents rating rating
Chi-sguare 801.197 578.055 733.522
Df 352 352
p-value 0 0
RMSEA 0.04 0.052
NFI 0.9 0.91
CFl 0.96 0.95
Explained Variance R?
Utilitarian Value 0.711 0.597
Hedonic Value 0.786 0.689
Socia Value 0.472 0.357
Overall
Satisfaction 0.471 0.559
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Chapter VI
Discussion

This chapter discusses the result /and .conclusion of the paper “Factors
Influencing Customer Experience M anagement and Customer Experience Vaue’. The
topics will be included thessummary of result, discussion of result, managerial
contribution, academic centripution and limitation and further suggestion. Each topic

will be discussed in length in'the following paragraph.

6.1 Summary 2

This paper “Factors Influencing Customer Experience Management and
Customer Experience/alue” aims to study the relative effects of customer experience
antecedents on customer experience vaue along with the effect of each dimension of
customer experience value on-an overal customer satisfaction. The rationale behind
this current paper is that traditional marketing strategy is obsolete. Marketing
strategies such as better quality, superior functionality, lower price, wider availability
and accessibility, faster delivery or better customer support are no longer effective to
create a loyalty of customers. As a result, firms need to understand the importance of
creating customer experience because firms need to create an engaging and lasting
experience for the customers as this will become a better marketing strategy to create

a sustainable competitive advantage (Macmillan and McGrath, 1997; Carbone, 1998;
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Pine and Gilmore, 1998; Rowley, 1999; Wyner, 1999; Cahoun, 2001; Arussy, 2002;
Berry et a., 2002; Gilmore and Pine, 2002; Lamperes, 2002).

The research in customer experience construct is relatively new since it has
just emerged in 1982. As a result, many aspects of the customer experience construct
have not fully explained and some of these become the rationales of this paper. First,
most customer experience research have been‘done in retail context, none of them has
been conducted in the service context.'Hence, customer experience research that is
conducted in service coniext heips broadening and confirming the results of the
previous research. Second, past/research h?S proposed a possible effect of a group of
antecedents to customer experience vaiue._ None of them have been done in a
empirical research. Thus anempirical research is an important and needed to confirm
the findings. Third, social environment constfuct has been ignored from the study of
customer experience construct. Mast of the rééarch focuses on the interaction effect
between firms or their staffs with custome'r‘s‘ While ignoring the interacting effect
among customers. Including social environment in the fesearch may significantly
change the existing finding. Fourth, social value has been accepted as one of the
important values that customers consi ders when'making a purchase decision but it has
been ignored from the study of customer experience construct. dncluding the socia
value in: the'study! may 'significantly:'ehange the' previous understanding regarding
customer experience construct.

Delivering superior customer experience becomes one of the main objectives
of service firms in this current business environment. It is no longer sufficient to
deliver only superior utilitarian value to customers while neglecting hedonic and

socia value. By conducting this study, this research extends the current knowledge
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in the area of customer experience and fills the gap mentioned earlier. There are three
objectives of these current researches that are. First, to study the effect of customer
experience antecedents on each dimension of customer experience value. Second, to
study the effect of each dimension of customer experience value on the overadl
customer satisfaction. Third, to study the whether the relationship among antecedents
of customer experience, customer experience value and an overall customer
satisfaction is different among different group-oi-respondents who stayed at different
class of hotel (1-3 star-rating hotel vs. 4:5 star-rating hotel).

This research preposes the conceptu_al model to explain the relationship among
customer experience antecedents, variouécu_stomer experience value dimensions and
an overal customer satisfaction. While tﬁe anaysis of the result has been conducted
for different group of respondents, fhe result _shows thet the model can be used across
al groups of respondents with an acceptablié égodne& of fit. The differences in each
group of respondents are on thé effect 01; eaéh rantecedents and the effect of each
dimension of customer experience value on an overall Customer satisfaction. The

proposed model is shown in figure 6.1
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Figure 6.1: The Conceptual Model
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hotel. %ﬂl}c@tﬂl ﬂ‘j g&g;éltmfltgwnﬂn’lﬁﬂucts on factors
influencing customer experience management and customer experience value
framework are SPSS 17 and AMOS 16. SPSS 17 is used to conduct a descriptive
statistic and reliability analysis of the constructs while AMOS 16 is used to conduct a
preliminary analysis, validity of measurement and the structure modeling equation in

this study.
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The results show that physical environment has the strongest effect on creating
customer experience value for al groups of respondents. The effect of staff
characteristic and socia environment depends on whether the respondents are in 1-3
star-rating hotel or 4-5 star-rating hotel. For respondents in 1-3 star-rating hotel, socid
environment that is related to the satisfaction and joyfulness that other customers
bring into the environment significantly &ifect the customer experience value of
respondents. However, the effect of socia environment is limited to only on the social
value dimension of customer experience value. On the other hand, staff characteristic
has no significant effecion ereating customer experience value. For respondents in 4-
5 star-rating hotel, oaly staff characteﬁsti_c hes a significant effect on creating
customer experience value. It affects both hedonic vaue and socia value dimension
of customer experience vaue. Therefore, the antecedents of customer experience
value affects customer experience value différéﬁﬂy depending on the hotel class.

For the effect of customer expefi‘e‘r\-c:e valug' on an overall customer
satisfaction, the result shows that across all groups of respondents, hedonic value has
the strongest effect on creating an overall customer satisfaction. Socia value has the
second strongest effect and utilitarian 'value has the [owest effect on an overall
customer satisfaction. Even in the case of 1-3 star-rating hotel, utilitarian value has no
significant effect on'creating an overall customer satisfaction. Theserelative effects of
each dimensions of customer experience value on an overall customer satisfaction are
the same for all groups of respondents. The results also show that utilitarian value and
social value have an interacting effect on hedonic value. Utilitarian value show
stronger effect on hedonic value comparing to that of socia value. This interacting

effect is the same for both groups of respondents. Even though both groups share the
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same mode to explain their relationships among constructs, the hotel class does
significantly moderate the relationship between these two groups of respondents only

on the relationship between socia environment and socia value.

6.2 Discussion

It is the one of the objectives of thiSsesearch to study the effect of customer
experience antecedents on-customer experience-value. Even though this research
Separately respondents inte twe groups according to the hotel that they visited, there

are common finding ackess these two groups of respondent.

6.2.1 Common Finding ameng Groups of Respondent

First, results show ‘that, physical énVigpnment has the strongest significant
effect across two groups of -respondents. Only two characteristics of the physical
environment are of mportance to respondents: They are the cleanliness of the place
and the ability of the environment to meet respondents’ objective. In both groups of
respondents, physical .environment has, a-significant. strongest direct effect on an
utilitarian value; dimension of customer experience value. The results confirm
Shostack (1997) filding that ‘customers are!more attentive to usé.fangible aspects as a
cue of service result. The difference between these two groups of respondents is that
in 1-3 star-rating respondents, physical environment only has a significant effect on
utilitarian value while it has a significant effect on both utilitarian value and social
value in 4-5 star-rating respondents. It is because respondents who visit 4-5 star-rating

hotel pay more expense comparing to those who visit 1-3 star-rating hotel, as a result
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they expect more from the hotel they are visited. So the effect of physical environment
extends far beyond the utilitarian value but to social value as well. Moreover,
respondents who visit 4-5 star-rating hotel does not want the intended value from a
consumption of a service alone (both 1-3 star-rating and 4-5 star-rating hotel do not
vary in their offering on the utilitarian value) but respondents want to enhance social-
self-concept that they’ |l receive only by visiting.a 4-5 star-rating hotel as well.

Second, hedonic.wvalue has the strongest-effect on an overal customer
satisfaction across both gretps i respondents. It confirms the notion that tradition
marketing strategies aie nosonger effectir\_/e in creating customer loyalty. It is not
because the utilitarian” valtie/is ne Iohger_ significant to customers but because
competitors can do well'and can mateh the superiority in that dimension as well. The
hedonic value, on the other hand, represents ,-the immediate gratification provided by
consumption of the services. It Ismere subj:ecﬁ:i'/e and personal than that of utilitarian
value and socia value. Therefore, it is f_flé- most . difficult if not possible for
respondents to find Tdentical offering from other places: Results show that utilitarian
value has the lowest effect on creating an overall customer experience value. Even
socia vaue that is|lessintangible than that of hedonic value has a stronger significant
effect on an overall customer satisfaction than utilitarian value. However, comparing
socia value ‘and hedonic valte, respondents cantfind a.substitute ‘offering that can
offer the same level of social value easier than that of hedonic value. The difficulty of
finding a substitute offering may explain why hedonic value has been mostly valued
by respondents in both groups of respondents. Results show that the more intangible
characteristic of customer experience vaue, the more effect it has on an overal

customer satisfaction.
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Third, in both groups of respondents (1-3 star-rating hotel and 4-5 star-rating
hotel), socia environment has no significant direct effect on hedonic value. However,
social environment has an indirect effect on hedonic value via socia value for
respondents who visited 1-3 star-rating hotel. Even though previous researchers
emphasize the role of other customers as a potential source that will positively or
negatively affects other customers’ experience (Lkangeard et a., 1981; Grove and Fisk,
1983; Booms and Bitner,.1981; Baker,-1987), theresults show that it does not have a
direct effect on hedonic.wélue as hypothesized. Social environment has only an
indirect effect on hedoni€ valtieviasocia Q_nly for respondentsin 1-3 star-rating hotel.
However, when looking closely 1o the itéms_ that are significant to respondents, only
satisfaction and joyfulmess that other respondents bring into the environment are
significant. Only good side of customers ,béhavior IS considered important at |east
under Tha respondent. Therefore-this reﬁearch finds the important finding that the
value respondents received that result from thé fun and playfulness of a consumption
experience does not come from other customers who share the same environment but
will indirectly receive from the social value and utilitarian respondents’ received. This
research shows'some interesting result and further research i's needed to give more
understanding on the reason behind this.

Fourth, the'results showothat tutilitarian andi'social value have a significant
effect on hedonic value in 1-3 star-rating hotel and 4-5 star-rating hotel. The results
confirm Babin et al., (2004) that utilitarian value leads to hedonic value. Moreover,
the results confirm this research proposed hypothesized that social value leads to
hedonic value. It confirms the proposed logic in this research that, for customers,

belonging to some of their preferred particular socia group create hedonic value for
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them. The feeling of belonging to the preferred group creates hedonic value to that
person. As a result, this research contributes an important finding that there is a

significant relationship between socia value and hedonic value.

6.2.2 Difference Finding amoeng Groups of Respondents

6.2.2.1 For 1-3 Star-Rating Hotel

Effect of Customer ExpaimceAntecedgjts on Customer Experience Value

The result shows that physical en\)i ronment plays an important role in creating
customer experience value, The results show that it is the most important factor that
has a significant effect on utilitarian value: lts coefficient is 0.84 that is the highest
among customer experience antecedents. L:Jnlziilke the effect in 4-5 star-rating hotel,
physical environmentihas a positive effect oﬁl)‘/-on utilitarian value in 1-3 star-rating
hotel. Physical environment has no significant effect on both hedonic value and socia
value. From the result, physical environment does not affect the value respondents
received from'the fun and playfulness of consumption experience. It may be because
for 1-3 star-rating hotel, the physical environment.is less attractive comparing to that
of 4-5 star-rating hotel."The decorationy might be just enough to serve-the intent benefit
or utilitarian value of customers who visit hotel in this group. As a result physical
environment does not have a significant effect on hedonic value. Moreover, physica
environment does not have a significant effect on socia value as well. The
explanation might be the same as the case for hedonic value. That is, the physical

environment for 1-3 star-rating hotel is not designed to serve other benefit to
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customers rather than its direct intent benefit from consumption of the service
(utilitarian value). So the physical environment cannot enhance the social-self concept
of the customers. Therefore only Hla is supported. It confirms Bitner (1990) that
physical environment is, in general, more important in service settings because
customers often experience the firm’s facility. As aresult, for 1-3 star- rating hotel,
improving physical environment is the most effective way to create a better customer
experience value and thus.increase overall cusiomer satisfaction. Moreover, it is the
only way to create a hedenic walue to customers because hedonic value cannot be
created directly. To increasethe physica e_nvi ronment, hotel should focuses more on
the cleanliness and the ahility of the ehvi ronment (o serve or fulfill respondents
objective.

Staff characteristic does not play. a significant role to create customer
experience vaue to customers for 1-3 star:-ra:tt:i’:hg hotel. Both H2a and H2b are not
significant at 0.05. Result shows that reﬁpondérité In this group place an emphasis only
on the physical environment. As a result, hotel in this group should not spend too
many resources on staff characteristics, it is better to allocate those resources to
increase the quality of physical environment to create better customer experience
value to customers. The possible explanation may. come from the fact that most 1-3
star-rating hotel providesire ativelydower level of Service.quality'especially in term of
staff characteristic comparing to those for 4-5 star rating hotel. So customers who stay
at 1-3 star-rating hotel may get used to that level of service aready. As a result, they
do not expect much from staff characteristic comparing to that from physical
environment that has more direct utilitarian to them. Therefore, staff characteristic has

no significant effect on both hedonic value and socia value to respondents who



143

visited 1-3 star-rating hotel. As Bitner (1990) states that physical environment is more
important in service setting than others because customers often experience the firm’s
facility.

Unlike staff characteristic that does not have a significant effect on customer
experience value, social environment has a significant effect on social value. Only
satisfaction and joyfulness that other customers bring into the environment have a
significant effect on socialvalue. Thereare two-things that can be concluded from the
results. First, it can be coneluded from the finding that only the good side of other
customers are significaat to Fhai responden_ts. Further research should be conducted to
explore in depth aboutsthisfindings: Seéonq, other customers have an effect on the
socia-self concept thatfong customers will perceived or to be perceived by others
rather than on the ability t0 bring joyful n&ssaﬁd satisfaction to the environment. It can
be explained by the fact that Thai peciplé" are classified as collectivistic. As
collectivist, Thai people emphasizes the intekdébendence of other people in the same
collective group and'the position of oneself related to others in the group is important.

As aresult, social acceptance and social-self concept are important to Thai people.

Effect of Customer Experience Value on an Overall Customer Satisfaction

The effect'dn customer experience value on lan overall ‘customer satisfaction
for 1-3 star-rating hotel is the same as that of 4-5 star-rating hotel. Hedonic value has
the strongest significant effect on an overall customer satisfaction. Moreover, it is the
way that utilitarian value and social value assert their indirect effect on an overall
customer satisfaction. Social value has lower significant effect while utilitarian has no

significant effect on an overall customer satisfaction in 1-3 star-rating hotel. The result
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confirms that rational of the study that traditional marketing is no longer effective in
current business environment. Utilitarian value is the value that can be imitated easily
by competitors and has the lowest effect on creating an overall customer satisfaction.
Hedonic value that is hardest to imitate by competitors has the highest effect on
creating an overal customer satisfaction. As a result, hotels should focus on creating
the hedonic value to their customers. However it is not to say that utilitarian value
and socia value should beneglected by’ hotels. On-the other hand, utilitarian value is
the intended value that.eusiomers seek from consumption any services. The
insignificance of utilitarian value from re;epondents IS because all other hotels can
satisfy utilitarian valug'to their customers Sy it is no longer a significant factor that

affects their overall satisfaction.

6.2.2.2 For 4-5 Star-Rating Hotiel

Effect of Customer Experience Antecedents on Customer Experience Value

The effect_of physical, environment-on utilitarian value is confirmed on all
groups of respendents. However, it asserts its affect differently depending on the
groups_of ‘respondents.; For respondents ‘who visited 445 | star-reting  hotel, physical
environment has a positive effect on utilitarian value that is the same as respondents
who visited 1-3 star-rating hotel. And unlike respondents who visited 1-3 star-rating
hotel, physical environment has a positive effect on social value for respondents who
visited 4-5 star rating hotel. Physical environment does not have a significant effect on
hedonic value for respondents who visited 1-3 star-rating and 4-5 star-rating hotel. For

all groups of respondents, cleanliness and the ability to satisfy customers' objective of
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stay are two characteristics that respondents are looking for under the physical
environment antecedents. However, for 4-5 star-rating hotel, these characteristics
quality should be enough to satisfy most of the respondents so the insignificant effect
of physical environment on hedonic value of respondents cannot come from the
unattractiveness of the environment. It, is aso make a logic sense because the
cleanliness and the ability to satisfy customers’ abjective should not have an effect on
the fun and playfulness frem-the consumption of.services. The other difference for
respondents who visited 4«5 siar-rating hotel is the significance effect of physica
environment on social valueslt isbecalise the expectation of customers who visited 4-
5 star-rating hotel is higher than that whe \/isi_ted 1-3 star-rating hotel. Customer in 4-5
star-rating hotel not only expect the physical environment to meet their intended
benefit of consumption ‘the services but also expect the physical environment to
enhance their social-self-concept.—this may éipldn why the item the ability of the
physical environmeritito meet customers objr‘e(‘:t-ive are importance for customers. To
enhance their self-concept is one of the objectives customers seek when choosing
where they want to consume the services.

Staff chiaracteristics are important for customers who visited 4-5 star-rating
hotel. Unlike customers who visited 1-3 star-rating hotel, the effect of staff
characteristic is' significant for “beththedonic' value and  socia value. It confirms
Shostack (1977) that emphasizes the importance of staff’s behavior because staffs
represent the firm and define its product. It also confirms Hoffman and Ingram (1992)
that customer perceptions of firms are significantly affected by their staffs. However,
the results of this study further explain into which dimension that staff characteristic

asserts its effect on customer experience value. Results show that staff characteristic
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has a significant effect on both hedonic value and social value. The effect on hedonic
value and social value is amost identical (0.16 and 0.18 respectively). So the
characteristics of staffs significantly affect the fun and playfulness vaue that
customers' received from consumption of service. Moreover, customers feel that their
socia self- concept is enhanced or they may feel that they have a good self-image
because they received a good service froma.goed characteristic staff. Customers feel
good about themselves when they received good seiviees from firms' staffs.

On the other hand,.social environment does not have a significance effect on
socia value or hedonicwva ue: | other worq, other customers do not have a significant
effect on creating customer expetience vél ue_for customers who visited 4-5 star-rating
hotel. It contradicts thesesult of other studies thet find the significant effect of using
famous people to promote the usage of the;.ljg-tel. Further study should be done to see
whether these results are confiried for Thai éulfﬁre or across culture as well. However,
for the results of thisstudy, the use of famoug éérson to increase the self-image or the
socia self-concept of customers who visited 4-5 ster-rating hotel is not effective.
Moreover, sociad value does not have a significance effect on hedonic value for
customers who!visited- 1-3 star-rating 'and14-5, star-rating hotel. Therefore, we can
conclude from the result that other customers do-not have a significant effect on the
value that ‘customers received fromethe fun 'and playfulnessiaf ‘consumption the

services.

Effect of Customer Experience Value on an Overall Customer Satisfaction
For respondents who visited 4-5 star-rating hotel, al dimensions of customer

experience value have a significance effect on an overall customer satisfaction. It also
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confirms that fact that because customers who visited 4-5 star-rating hotel pay more,
they also expect more from the received services in return. As a result, every
dimensions of customer experience value has a significant effect on creating an
overall customer satisfaction. However, the relative effect of each dimension of
customer experience value on an overall customer satisfaction is the same for
customers in both groups (1-3 star-reting /hetel and 4-5 star-rating hotel). Hedonic
value has the strongest effect.on creating an overall-customer satisfaction to customers
while social vaue has thesecond strongest effect on creating an overal customer
satisfaction. Unlike thednsignificance effec_t of utilitarian value on creating an overall
customer satisfaction fer customers who Visi_ted 1-3 star-rating hotel, utilitarian value
has a significance effegt on creating an overal customer satisfaction for customers
who visited 4-5star-rating hotel as well. Therefore, hotels need to consider every
dimension of customer experience value begéuse they al significantly affect the
overall customer stisfaction. The results"alléo support the fact that traditional
marketing strategieSsuch as higher quality, lower price; and better service are no
longer effective to create an overall customer satisfaction as utilitarian value is till
significance but has'the lowest effect on an overall customer satisfaction. Hedonic
value and social value that are more difficult to imitate or offer by competitors have
more significance'@ffect on creating anvoverall' customer.seatisfaction. The results are
true across both groups of customers. Therefore, we can conclude from the finding
that customers place more importance on an intangible value (hedonic value and
social vaue) from consumption services more than the tangible value (utilitarian
value) and hence it is the marketing strategy that hotels should effectively

implemented.
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6.3 Academic Contribution

This study has successfully answered three research objectives that state earlier
in this chapter. Moreover, this study extends the literature on customer experience
value antecedents and on the dimensions of customer experience value constructs.

First, previous researches only, emphasize the importance of customer
experience as atool to create competitive advantage, however most of the research are
either conceptual-based or practitioner-oriented (Verhoef et al., 2009).This research
provides the first cognitive based model to explain to effect of customer experience
antecedents on an individual dimension of customer experience value and the overall
effect of each dimension/of customer :experience value on an overall customer
satisfaction. This study-also extends the knowledge rel ated to the underlying customer
experience antecedents and the campleted dimensions of customer experience value.
Second, the results aso provide an undersiaﬁdi ng on the effect of customer interaction
or socia environment in the overall contekt ‘of the effect of customer experience
antecedents on customer experience value. The results show the significance effect of
customer interaction on social value dimension only for customers who visited 1-3
star-rating hotél. The customer interaction effect ar social environment does not have
asignificant effect on customer expeérience valuedimension for customers who visited
4-5 star-rating hotel. The ‘results aso show that only the good side of customer
interaction is significant to respondents in this study. Only satisfaction and joyfulness
that other customers bring into the environment have a significant loading on social
environment. The effect of bad behavior customers or “Jay Customer” does not have a
significant loading in this study. This finding should be a potentia for a further study

to confirm the result of this study in different cultural context. Third, this study
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provides a cognitive based model to fully explain the effect of every dimension of
customer experience value on an overal customer satisfaction. It incorporates the
effect of social value that has been neglected in previous literatures. The result shows
that social value has a significance effect on creating an overal customer satisfaction
for al customers. For al customers, social value has stronger effect on creating an
overall customer satisfaction than that of utiliiarian value. It stresses the importance of
customer experience manageiment because it-confirms the ineffectiveness of
traditional marketing strategies that place more emphasis on utilitarian value.
Moreover, this study isthe firstsitdy to pr_ovi de an empirical evidence to support the
importance of social value and the resulté show that It has stronger effect on creating
an overall customer safisfaction than that of utilitarian value. This study answers
Verhoef et a., (2009) that “the next stage of research should be focused on a richer
conceptualization of customer “experience that goes beyond utilitarian and hedonic
values and should include socia and phj/siéal components’. Fourth, the study
incorporates the effect of hotel class to explain the effect of customer experience
antecedents on an overall customer satisfaction. The results show that customer
experience antecedents assert \their effect differently depending on the hotel class
customers visited. However, for al eustomers, physical environment has the strongest
effect on creating ‘customer experience value while'the effect of staff characteristic
and socia value is dependent upon hotel class. Staff characteristic has a significance
effect on creating customer experience value only for customers who visited 1-3 star-
rating hotel while social environment has a significance effect on creating customer

experience value only for customers who visited 1-3 star-rating hotel.
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The generdization of the result from this research is also an important
academic contribution. Even though this research has been done in hotel setting, the
result can be generalized beyond hotel setting to some area of service setting that are
either high in customer interaction or high in inseparability of service characteristic.
According to Lovelock (1983), the nature of service can be classified by asking whom
(or what) is the act directed and is this.act tangible or intangible in nature. The
classification shows that the service which the direct recipient of the service is people
and the nature of the senvice act is tangible actions has a nature of high customer
interaction. As a resultythe pesult'of this research is likely to be generalized to cover
the following service setting: health caré, passenger transportation, beauty salons,
exercise clinics, restaurantsiand haireutting (Lovelock, 1983). Future research should
be conducted to confirm the generalizaiion of fhis study in those recommended service

Ssetting.

6.4 Managerial Contribution

This research provides valuable insights for managers and practitioners in
service industry. The results show that the effective'marketing strategy that delivers an
overall customer satisfaction to customers is different between a lower end hotel (1-3
star-rating ‘hotel) ‘and “a'higher“end ‘hotel ' (4-5 star-rating hotdl).-Therefore, it is
essential for managers and practitioners to adopt different customer experience
management strategies to different kinds of hotel. The suggestions of the effective
customer experience management strategies for different level of hotel are further

described in detail.
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For lower end hotel (1-3 star-rating hotel)

The results show that customers who stay at lower end hotel (1-3 star-rating
hotel) have different expectation and different preference comparing to customers who
stay at higher end hotel (4-5 star-rating hotel). The results show that physical
environment has the strongest effect, while social environment has the second
strongest effect on creating customer expericace value. On the other hand, staff
characteristic does not -have a significant positive effect on creating customer
experience value to custemers: As a result, it is the objective of managers and
practitioners to enhanee the positive Ie\_/el of physieal environment and socid
environment because these factors delivér a positive customer experience vaue to
customers. For physical envirgnment, there are two factors that significantly affect
customer experience valte. These are “cleanliness’ and “meet customer objective’.
Cleanliness refers to the cleanliness of the o;/érall ambient and environment of the
service facilities. The results show that clé;';\hl-iness iS /onhe of the most important
criteria that customers judge when they try to evaluate the'customer experience value
they recelved. As a result, managers and practitioners must ensure that the service
facilities must“remain-clean and tidy al the'time. Another important factor that
customers place the highest importarice when they-eval uate customer experience value
is the ahility" of 'the service facility: toserve customers'.objective of' stay. Different
customers have different objectives of stay. Some customers may want to have fun
and excitement while other customers may want to relax during their stay. As aresult,
these two customers have different preferences on the physical environment of the
service facilities For example, customers who seek for fun and excitement during their

stay will prefer the physical environment that stimulated the interaction between
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customers such as game room, beach volley ball area or other service facilities that
stimulate fun activities such as pool dslider and foam party maker. However, other
customers who want to have relaxation may want quieter and more private
environment. They may not like the pool slider which may create a noisy environment
for them. As a result, managers and services practitioner must know about their
customer objective of stay in order to improve.their physical environment for better
customer experience value.-For social environment, there are two factors that
significantly improve custemeirexperience value. They are “satisfaction with other
customers’ and “joyfulness.wiih other cugtomer”. Satisfaction with other customers
refers to the satisfaction that customer félt when they share a pleasant moment with
other customers. The results show that satisfaction with other customers is the most
important criteria that eustomers; judge when they try to evaluate the customer
experience vaue they received. Therefore,: rﬁénagers and practitioners must ensure
that customers should feel satisfied with othé ‘cUstomers who share the same service
facilities. Another important and related factor that is significant importance when
customers evaluate customer experience value is the ability of other customers to
make one fed jayful. Fhis factor differs from the previous one in the sense that this
factor places more emphasis on the fun and joyfulness customer felt when sharing
time with other customers whilethe previous one’emphasizes on'just the satisfaction
feeling. There are many ways that managers and practitioners can achieve this
objective. For

example, Manager and practitioners may try to develop customer voluntary
performance (CVP) program. It refers to a program that develops helpful,

discretionary customers that support firms service performance and quality. For
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example, some customers are so knowledgeable in service facilities or service offering
that they are willing to assist other customers. These customers act as partial
employees that help create good experience to other customers. On the other hand, it
is the role of managers and practitioners to prevent some customers who act in a way
that destroy the experience of other customers that are caled “jay customers’. Jay
customers refer to customers who deliberately act in a thoughtless or in an abusive
manner and cause problems-to-the firms, employees and other customers. These
customers will destroy the goodexperience of other customers with their bad behavior
such as talk loudly, drunk or argue with cher customers in public area. Therefore,
managers and practitionersneed to attrabt g_ood behavior customers and manage the
service environment to foster: customer-to-customer interactions that will enhance
customer experience while control ‘and prevent the bad behavior customers into their
service facilities. :

Not al customer experience value haé an equal effect on an overall customer
satisfaction. For lower end customer (1-3 star-rating hotel), only hedonic value and
social value have a significant effect on an overall customer satisfaction. The results
show that hedenic value has the strongest effect while sacial value has the second
strongest effect on creating an overall customer satisfaction. As aresult, it is managers
and practitioners responsibility to enhance hedonic value.and sacial’value in order to
increase an overall customer satisfaction. However, it does not mean that utilitarian
value is not significant nor it should be neglected. Quite contrary, managers and
practitioners can only indirectly increase hedonic value by increasing utilitarian value
of customers. This can be done by improving the quality of the physical environment

that has already been discussed in length earlier. On the other hand, managers and
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practitioners can enhance the socia value customers received by improving the social
environment. By this way, managers and practitioners can improve and deliver the

highest possible level of satisfaction to their customers.

For higher end hotel (4-5 star-rating hotel)

The results show that unlike cusiomers who stay at 1-3 star-rating hotel,
customers who stay at 4-5.-stai-rating-hotel- place-a significance importance on the
quality of physical enviroameni-and staff characteristic but not on the quality of social
environment. To enhancesthe /level of_ physical environment, managers and
practitioners should follow the suggestioris that already discussed previously. For staff
characteristic, there areimany important characteristics that create a significant effect
on customer experience value and managérs and practitioners should constantly
monitor and improve. These characteristics :aré:"‘ willingness’, “understanding”, “react
to and speediness’, “knowledgeable and prréf‘onal”, “beyond responsibility and
exceed expectation™;“warm and friendly” and “special”. Staff willingness ability
refers to the behavior of staffs to show strong willingness to help customers solve their
problem or to serve their need. Understanding ability refersto the behavior of staffs to
show that they understand what customers need. Managers and jpractitioners must
ensure that their staffsimust expressin a way that they.know"and.understand what
customers really want from consumption of service. React to and speediness abilities
refer to the behavior of staffs to quickly react to what customers need. It is not enough
to react to customers request but staffs must response in a timely fashion in order to
deliver a good experience to their customers. Knowledgeable and professional

abilities refer to the characteristic of staffs that they make customers feel that they
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have proper knowledge in order to effectively serve customers in a professional way.
It is the responsibility of managers and practitioners to constantly monitor and train
their staffs with proper knowledge and skill so they can work confidently and
effectively. Beyond responsibility and exceed expectation abilities refer to the
behavior of staffs to go further in order to serve their customers beyond their
expectation even it is beyond their responsibility: Warm and friendly abilities refer to
the behavior or staffs to.show-ther pelite and warim behavior when they have any
interaction with customers+Lastly, special ability refers to the behavior of staffs to
make customers feel that they are specidl. F_or example, staffs that can remember their
customer name, remember that they Iiké or dislike what kind of foods or what is
customer favorite room fragrance meke customers feel that they are special. Staffs
make customers fedl that they are remembemd as individual persons and not just other
customers. The results show that these chéra&eristics are valued by customers and
they deliver memorable experience to cu;st‘dmers AS a result, managers and
practitioners must make sure that their staffs have developed these characteristics by
proper way of constant training. It is strongly important to let staffs know that these
characteristics are highly valued by customers and-it is their responsibility to behave
accordingly. Managers and practitioners must ensure that staffs realize that they
represent the firm, define the service customers received and play an.important part to
deliver amemorable experience to their customers.

For ahigher end customers (4-5 star-rating hotel), al utilitarian value, hedonic
vaue and socia value significantly affect an overal customer satisfaction of
customers. Among these three customer experience value, hedonic value has strongest

effect on creating an overall customer satisfaction while socia value has the second
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strongest effect on creating an overall customer satisfaction to customers. Utilitarian
value has the lowest but significant effect on creating an overall customer satisfaction
to customers. In order to enhance the hedonic value of customers, managers and
practitioners can directly improve the hedonic value by improving the quality of staff
characteristic that has been discussed earlier. Moreover, socia value of customer can
be enhanced by improving either the quality ef physical environment or the quality of
staff characteristic. And.imanagers and praciitioners can improve the quality of
utilitarian value by improwving the quality of physieal environment. In conclusion, for
customer in higher endotel (4«5 star-rati ng hotel), improving the quality of physical
environment and the guality of staff chérac_teristic have an effect on improving al
dimensions of customejexperience velueand thus result in a higher overall customer

satisfaction.

6.5 Limitations and Future Research

First, the custGmer experience antecedents consiruct scales are combined and
refined from numerous, related scales developed in developed countries.. The
difference in the countries where the scales have been developed and the developing
countries where the scales have heen used may, explain whyglets of items have
relatively low factor |oadings: Even though the pre-testresults'on ‘the measurement
model and construct validity are satisfactory, the more suitable scales for developing
countries that may have difference culture or preference may improve the factor
loadings and may yield a more thoroughly understanding on the items that customers

feel importance to create a customer experience value to them.
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Second, the previous literatures on the customer experience antecedents and
the customer experience value and conducted in either western or developed counties.
The preference of customers in those countries may yield a difference results on the
effect of each antecedents to customer experience and the effect of each dimensions of
customer experience value. It is the intention of this study to limit the population to
only Thai people to prevent any cultura effeci'that may interfere the results. However,
at the same time, the conseguence is it' limited-ability to extend the finding beyond
Thai cultural context.

Third, the majority of respondentsr_vvhose objective of stay at the hotel is for
leisure are 95% of total respondents-in this_study. The extremely low level of hotel
cooperation prevents interviewers to quota and sampling hotel respondents based on
their objective of stay. Only 5% of respondents whose objective of stay is for business
can be interviewed. As aresult, the lower pércéﬁtage of business customers comparing
to leisure customers prevents the use of strU(;tiJfaI equation modeling to anayze the

possible effect of customer objective in this research.

6.6 Future Resear ¢ch

First, future research shouldbe focused on-devel oping a measurement scale in
the context of developing couritries."Customers in developed and'developing countries
are likely to have difference in preference on customer experience antecedents and
customer experience value. Therefore, some important items for customers from
developing countries might not be covered by using scales developed from devel oped

or western countries. The scales that are devel oped especially for developing countries
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may probe more and better understanding in the factors that affect customer
experience value comparing to the scales developed for developed countries.

Second, this study is limited to study on Tha people to prevent any cultura
effect that may bias the results. As a result, the generalization ability of this study
might be limited to developing countries. Further study will enhance the
generalizability of this current study by condticiing the research in different cultura
context such as devel oped.countries and compare the findings with this current study.
Moreover, the findings _in*this siudy should be confirmed by another research
conducted in developing counties as wellr_to compare the finding and to confirm the
generalizability of the glrrent study.

Third, this studyis limited to-examine the effect of customer objective because
of low level of hotel cooperation. Asa result, ,-the possible effect of customer objective
on the relationship among customer experiehcéi’é\ntecedent, customer experience vaue
and an overall customer satisfaction Is Iimitéc‘i.- Further study should seek for more
hotel cooperation so”it will be able to examine the possible effect of customer

objective of stay on the relationship among constructs presented in this study.

6.7 Conclusion

This ‘chapter' includes”and“fully explains the 'summary," discussions of the
results, academic contribution, manageria contribution, limitation of the study and
further research suggestion. The results of the study for both 1-3 star-rating hotel and
4-5 dar-rating hotel and thoroughly discussed. Academic and manageridl

contributions are suggested. Finally, the researcher is aware of the limitations of the



159

study and suggests the further research to broaden the existing knowledge of the

study.
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