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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation explores alternative models of the valuing process, and the role of 

satisfaction in the delivery of value, in a service context. Delivering value and satisfaction 

to the customer is an important concern for firms who recognize the importance of a 

customer focus. To accomplish this goal, marketers must learn how to deliver and 

measure both value and satisfaction. 

This dissertation explores enhancing value and/or satisfaction by focusing on a 

broad array of costs and benefits in a consumption context. The importance of three types 

of benefits (fiinctional, symbolic, and experiential) and various costs (i.e. monetary and 

time) consumers consider while determining value and satisfaction are explored. The 

dissertation also explores the relationship between perceived value and consumer 

satisfaction. Three alternative models that offer rival explanations of how consumers 

determine value and satisfaction over time are proposed to increase understanding of how 

to deliver value and satisfaction to consumers. 

Longitudinal data was collected fi"om guests attending an internationally renowned 

destination resort by gathering surveys fi-om consumers before, during, and after their 

vacation experience; this context presented a unique opportunity to study the valuing 

process, including the role of satisfaction, over time. 
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CHAFFER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 

American consumers today say they want value. Consequently, firms are being 

told to be "high value" marketers and provide satisfaction if they want to remain 

profitable. To accomplish these goals, marketers must learn how to deliver value. But the 

mechanism through which consumers evaluate value is only vaguely understood; it is 

thought to be what consumers get (benefits) for what they give up (costs). Current 

marketing trade literature typically emphasizes lowering price as the way to deliver value. 

Marketers have heeded this advice, resulting in the promotional emphasis on "value 

pricing" we now see. But by definition value can also be delivered by increasing benefits. 

Enhancing value, however, by focusing on benefits, or decreasing costs other than price, 

has received less attention fi-om either scholars or managers. With the current emphasis on 

maintaining a long-term relationship with the customer, understanding how consumers 

determine value and satisfaction, and the link between the two concepts is a crucial topic 

for today's marketer. 

1.2 OBJECTIVES 

The general objective of this research is to study how consumers determine value 

and satisfaction in a service context. A longitudinal study of resort guests to an all-

inclusive upscale health and fitness resort, in the Southwestern United States, was 

conducted to realistically study how consumers determine value and satisfaction. Our 
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context allowed us to realistically examine the complete post-consumption evaluation 

process. This research examines the role of expectations of benefits and costs, the range 

and importance of benefits and costs to consumers when determining value and 

satisfaction, as well as how these perceptions are combined to form an overall impression 

of value and satisfaction. The impact of extraneous factors (i.e., factors outside the 

marketer's control) on consumers' evaluations of value and satisfaction is also studied. 

The longitudinal nature of the study also allows for the exploration of the link between 

satisfaction and its consequences (i.e. loyalty, repeat purchase, word-of-mouth). Drawing 

fi-om the value, pricing and satisfaction literature, competing conceptual fi^ameworks 

incorporating the impact of expectations and outcomes of a broad range of costs and 

benefits on evaluations of value and satisfaction are proposed. 

This research makes several major contributions. First, a new perspective on the 

meaning of value and satisfaction to consumers is proposed. We identify three types of 

benefits consumers may seek; functional, symbolic, experiential. The study examines how 

each of these types of benefits impact value and satisfaction judgments to determine how 

value and satisfaction differ in the minds of consumers. Understanding the fiill range of 

benefits and costs consumers consider when determining value and satisfaction is 

important to both the manager and scholar. The knowledge gained fi'om testing the 

broadened range of inputs contributes to the marketing field in two significant ways. First, 

by examining benefit types the importance of experiential and symbolic benefits becomes 

apparent. Prior value research had limited it's focus to functional product or service 

attributes. This study reveals that consumers, in a real context, utilize a much broader 
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range of benefits to assess value and satisfaction than has previously been explored. To 

sustain long-term relationships with customers, marketers must be able to measure 

customer's perceptions of value and satisfaction. This research aids that goal by 

identifying the importance of a broad range of benefits to the customer. 

Examining the broadened range of benefits makes a second major contribution to 

the marketing field. How, or if, value and satisfaction are perceived as different concepts 

to consumers has recently become an important research question. By broadening the 

range of benefits across four benefit types, this research provides novel insight into how 

value and satisfaction differ by their respective benefit inputs to value and satisfaction. 

A second contribution of the research is that value and satisfaction is explored 

fi-om the perspective of its consequences, i.e., word of mouth activity, customer loyalty, 

and repeat purchases. The marketing manager is ultimately concerned with fijture 

business and referrals fi'om the consumer. By exploring value and satisfaction fi-om the 

perspective of their consequences we are able to understand the complete post-

consumption evaluation process and make recommendations about what Marketing 

Managers need to provide their consumers to ensure fiiture business. 

The third major contribution, based on decision making and marketing literature, is 

the development of several alternative conceptual process models of how consumers 

integrate expectations, perceived benefits, and perceived time and monetary costs to form 

an overall impression of value and satisfaction. Important managerial implications include 

insight into how consumers determine value and satisfaction, and the impact of over-
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promising benefits, or mis-identifying relevant benefits or costs on consumers perception 

of value and/or satisfaction. 

1.3 OVERVIEW OF DISSERTATION 

This dissertation explores how consumers determine value and satisfaction in a 

service context. A broadened perspective of value and satisfaction is proposed. Chapter 

Two presents the conceptual background. A discussion of three types of benefits 

(functional, symbolic, experiential) and how these benefits can be delivered through the 

marketing mix is followed by a discussion of two types of costs (monetary and non

monetary) consumers might use when determining value and/or satisfaction. 

Incorporating the role of expectations, exploring the Imk between value and satisfaction, 

and how costs and benefits are compared when determining value and satisfaction leads to 

the development, discussed in Chapter Three, of three proposed conceptual models and 

related hypotheses. The study consisted of a total of seven stages conducted over a ten 

month period; preliminary participant observation, pilot of pre-visit survey, pre-visit 

survey, pilot of post-visit survey, post-visit survey, participant observation and a follow-up 

survey. Chapter Four discusses the research context and provides explanations on each 

stage of the research. Chapter Five presents the analysis and results of the conceptual 

fi-ameworks. A summary and implications of the results, future research avenues and 

limitations of the study are presented in Chapter Six. 
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CHAPTER 2 

CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND 

2.1 OVERVIEW 

With the recent emphasis on delivering value and satisfaction to the customer, 

understanding what value and satisfaction means to the customer and how these concepts 

translate into repeat purchases, positive word-of-mouth activity and brand loyalty is a 

major concern for today's marketers. This research makes several major contributions. 

The first contribution is to identify, and determine the role of, a broad range of costs and 

benefits as inputs to consumers' perceptions of value and satisfaction. Second, the role of 

expectations of costs on post-consumption evaluation of value and/or satisfaction is 

explored. Third, expectation measures are gathered prior to a 'real' consumption 

experience to establish actual expectations instead of recalled or artificially generated 

expectations. Fourth, to understand satisfaction and value as it relates to a firm's 

profitability it is crucial to explore the outcomes (i.e., loyalty, repeat purchase, and word 

of mouth) of satisfaction and value and their relationship with satisfaction and value. 

Utilizing a longitudinal study, this research will explore the relationship of loyalty, repeat 

purchase, and word of mouth with satisfaction and value 

First, a review of value is presented. Then, drawing fi-om a diverse range of 

marketing literature, a wide array of potential costs and benefits consumers might utilize 

when judging value or satisfaction is discussed. Next, a review of satisfaction is presented 

followed by a discussion of the link between value and satisfaction. Next, the role of 
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expectations to perceptions of value and satisfaction is examined. The chapter concludes 

with a discussion of the outcomes (consequences) of value/and or satisfaction to gain an 

understanding of the whole post-consumption evaluation process. 

2.2 VALUE 

Both the product and service literature recognize that value represents a trade-ofiF 

between benefits (typically operationalized as quality) and costs, but what costs and what 

benefits consumers use when determining value has not been fijlly examined. Although 

there are many benefits and costs associated with the acquisition and use of a product or 

service, past research has often focused on tangible product attributes as benefits 

(Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982) and price as costs. For example, best value has been 

defined as choosing the brand with the least overall cost in terms of price and highest 

expected quality (Tellis and Gaeth, 1990). Similarly, Lichtenstein et al. (1990) define 

value consciousness as a concern for paying lower prices subject to a quality constraint. 

These definitions focus solely on price as the cost element and quality as the benefit 

element when determining value. There are, however, other potential costs and benefits 

consumers might consider when determining value. 

Bolton and Drew (1991) have suggested that value for services is more complex 

than a simple trade-ofif between quality and "price. They operationalize value using 

multiple service dimensions that represent functional benefits. Likewise, drawing fi-om 

focus group discussion, Zeithaml (1988) proposes that value might be more than a simple 



22 

trade-ofif between a holistic measure of quality to represent benefits and price to represent 

costs. Building fi-om the prior discussion a broader understanding of inputs to value 

and/or satisfaction is proposed. 

2.3 INPUTS TO VALUE AND SATISFACTION 

2.3.1 Costs 

There can be various costs associated with the purchase and consumption of a 

product or service. Costs have typically been operationaiized as price. Other costs, 

however, can be relevant to the consumer. Time and psychic costs have been identified in 

prior literature. Time can be a cost in regard to opportunities, decision-making costs, or 

waiting. Becker (1965) recognized the importance of time as a cost by proposing a theory 

that likens time costs to the cost of goods. Shugan (1980) further explores the cost of 

time by proposing a methodology to measure the cost of thinking (time utilized to make a 

decision). More recently, Leclerc, Schmitt and Dube (1995) empirically investigate 

whether waiting time as a cost is treated the same as monetary costs. While they find that 

consumers do not always treat waiting time the same as money, it is nevertheless a cost 

associated with the acquisition of a product or service that could impact a consumer's 

perception of value. 

These streams of research recognize that costs can be more than monetary. Time 

and psychic costs are especially important to service marketers. From time spent waiting 

in line, to vacationers choosing a tour package to minimize decision making effort, the 

importance that consumers place on time and its associated effort and hassle costs are 

notable. The service quality literature has recognized the importance of these potential 

costs. SERV-QUAL dimensions address these issues as potential benefits if the service 
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marketer provides service that minimizes or eliminates these costs. Within the service 

quality literature, Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988) have developed SERV-

QUAL. They identify reliability (dependability and accuracy), responsiveness (willingness 

and/or readiness of employees to perform the service), assurance (knowledge, courtesy, 

inspiration of trust and confidence), empathy (caring, individualized attention), and 

tangibles (physical elements: facilities, equipment, employees' appearance) as determinants 

of quality. Beyond these potential costs (or benefits), there are other benefits for both 

products and services that might be used when determining value and/or satisfaction. 

2.3.2 Benefits 

Two literature streams were examined to develop a comprehensive range of 

potential benefits. The literature on brand management and value typologies was 

explored. First, to gain an understanding of what benefits consumers consider when 

evaluating value or satisfaction, it is necessary to understand what needs consumers have 

that they try to fiilfiU. The brand management literature suggests consumers try to fill 

three types of needs. Park, Jaworski and Maclnnis (1986) define these three types of 

needs; fiinctional, symbolic, and experiential. Functional needs are externally generated 

needs that solve a consumption-related problem. For example, a refiigerator solves the 

need for cold storage of perishables. Within a service context, safe room accommodations 

solves the externally generated need for physical security. In contrast to functional needs, 

symbolic needs are internally generated. Social meaning, rather than fiinctional utility, 

motivates the need (Solomon, 1983). Self-Enhancement, role position, group membership 
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or ego-identification represent symbolic needs (Park et al., 1986). A symbolic need can be 

for a product or service that says something about the consumer as an individual as well as 

a member of a group (Hoyer and Maclnnis, 1995). A product or service that carries 

symbolic meaning conveys that meaning to both the individual and to others. For 

example, an individual buying a luxury car, or taking an extravagant vacation, is conveying 

to herself, and others, that she has achieved a certain financial status, and also rewarding 

herself for that goal. 

Experiential needs represent the third type of needs. Like symbolic needs, they 

are internally generated. Experiential needs;include the need for pleasure, variety and 

cognitive stimulation (Park et al., 1986). Similarly, Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) have 

suggested fiin and enjoyment as experiential benefits of consumption. The three types of 

needs are not mutually exclusive. That is, products or services can fulfill multiple needs. 

For example, a stay in a luxurious hotel could fiilfill the functional need for hospice, and 

the experiential need for pampering while also providing symbolic benefits, such as self 

reward, to the consumer. When marketers meet consumer's functional, symbolic, and 

experiential needs, benefits are created that can be delivered to the consumer to create 

value or satisfaction. 

To ensure that all benefits that consumers might consider when determining value 

and/or satisfaction were identified, typologies of types of value were examined. The 

marketing literature reveals that several authors have proposed typologies of types of 

value. Holbrook (1994), for example, proposes a three dimensional typology of value that 
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focuses on the various benefits consumers may derive through consumption. The 

typology combines three dimensions, extrinsic/intrinsic value, self-oriented/other-oriented 

value and active/reactive value to illustrate eight types of value: convenience, quality, 

success, reputation, fun, beauty, virtue, and faith. Extrinsic value is defined as providing a 

means to a fiiture end. Intrinsic value, on the other hand, reflects appreciation of the 

experience for its own sake. The extrinsic/intrinsic value dimension mirrors the distinction 

between internal (experiential, symbolic) and external (functional) benefits. The second 

dimension Holbrook identifies is self-oriented/other oriented. Self-oriented value 

represents preferences from self-interest whereas other-oriented value considers the 

preferences or opinions of others. This dimension reflects the distinction between 

symbolic for oneself and symbolic benefits in relation to others. The active/reactive 

dimension reflects the experiential relationship a consumer has with a product. Active 

value occurs when there is active manipulation of a product or service. Holbrook gives 

the example of playing a video game. In contrast, reactive value, occurs when one 

appreciates or views, the object or service. Review of Holbrook's value dimensions 

confirms that the value dimensions he proposes can be captured through the experiential, 

symbolic, and functional benefit typology. 

A second typology of value has been proposed by Sheth, Newman and Gross 

(1991). They propose five types of value that leads to market choice behavior. Although 

the present study focuses on consumption evaluation, not choice, the Sheth et. al. value 

typology is examined to ensure comprehensiveness of the proposed typology of benefit 
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dimensions. Like Holbrook, the authors propose there are different types of value for 

products. Sheth et. al. propose five types of value: functional value, social value, 

emotional value, epistemic value, and conditional value. The first value the authors identify 

is fiinctional value. It represents the ability of a product to perform its utilitarian purpose; 

the value is based on salient product attributes. Functional value maps onto fiinctional 

benefits. Social value, in contrast, exists when a product becomes associated with a social 

group; social value would provide symbolic benefits. Emotional value exists when 

product decisions are driven by emotions or feelings. Emotional value would provide 

experiential benefits if utilized in post-consumption evaluation. Epistemic value represents 

choices driven by curiosity, knowledge, or variety seeking and, like emotional value, 

epistemic value would provide experiential benefits. Conditional value represents product 

choice driven by the situation. For example, a Christmas tree has value when purchased 

for the Christmas season. Conditional value could fill fianctional or experiential needs for 

a product or service. For example, the Christmas tree fills experiential needs whereas a 

snow blower, needed only during snow storms, would fill functional needs. 

Both Holbrook and Sheth et al. utilize the premise that a product or service 

provides a type of value. In contrast, this research asserts that many types of benefits feed 

into value. The different types of value, in fact, represent potential benefits consumers are 

seeking fi-om consumption. These benefits are not mutually exclusive; all types of benefits 

might contribute to a consumer's perception of value and/or satisfaction associated with a 

product or service. Building from Holbrook's value dimensions and Sheth et al.'s types of 
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value, a typology of benefits that can be delivered to the consumer that can ultimately 

lead to value and/or satisfaction is proposed. The types of value that both typologies 

proposed was mapped onto the potential benefits consumers seek i.e., experiential, 

functional and symbolic to arrive at a typology of benefits consumers might consider when 

determining value and/or satisfaction. 

From a managerial perspective, functional, symbolic, and experiential benefits of 

both products and services can be delivered through all elements of the marketing mix 

(price/price promotion, promotion, product/service and place). The following discussion 

highlights some examples of ways that marketers can meet the needs of consumers by 

delivering benefits (functional, symbolic, experiential) through elements of the marketing 

mix. These examples represent a diverse range of potential benefits that might contribute 

to a consumer's assessment of value and/or satisfaction. 

Price/price promotion. Functional, symbolic, and experiential benefits can be 

delivered through price and price promotion efforts of the marketer. An illustration of a 

functional benefit delivered through price/price promotions is increased products or 

features through mechanisms such as bundling or coupons. There are numerous examples 

of bundling as a form of price promotion in services; kids stay, eat, or fly fi-ee, fiiends fly 

free, or free mileage on rental cars are common price promotions marketers offer to 

consumers. At the resort used in the study, children over age 14 pay half price when 

staying in the same room as the parent. Off-season adult daughter/mother or son/father 

discounts are also offered. 
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Symbolic benefits can also be delivered through price. For example, Veblen's 

conspicuous consumption suggests that consumer feels pride in telling others about a very 

high price they have paid because it reflects their social status. A high price could also 

provide self-symbolic benefits because the high price reflects a sense of rewarding oneself 

At the resort used in the study, the sense of self reward fi'om being able to afford a high 

priced resort was evident firom the participant observation. 

Consumers can also receive experiential benefits through price and price 

promotional efforts. A consumer, for instance, who purchases a product or service just 

for the sake of spending money or getting a bargain is receiving experiential benefits 

through the purchase. Compulsive buyers who are seeking gratification through the 

purchase experience (O'Guinn and Faber, 1989), receive experiential benefits delivered 

through price or price promotional efforts. The primary motivation of the purchase is to 

buy, or spend money, not to obtain a product or service. The enjoyment of receiving a 

'bargain' was evident during our first visit to the resort (in the off-season). California 

guests received a 10% discount of off the already reduced summer rates. Several guests 

who had not realized they would be receiving this discount, prior to arrival, were ecstatic 

about the savings and even extended their stay to increase their savings. 

Promotion: Promotional efforts such as advertising and personal selling offer the 

functional benefit of providing information that can lead to greater product or service 

knowledge and a shortened search effort for the consumer. The resort used in the study 

advertises in the New York Times and several upscale magazines such as Architectural 
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Digest and Conde Nast Traveler. The advertisements feature the functional benefits of 

improving one's lifestyle in a fun (experiential) enwonment. Direct mailings to previous 

customers also emphasizes the fiinctional and experiential benefits. 

Marketers regularly attempt to show the experiential benefits of products, or 

services, in their advertising. For example, services, especially travel contexts, rely heavily 

on promotmg experiential benefits to the consumer. Disney's commercials showing the 

excitement of rides and meeting Disney characters illustrate the importance Disney places 

on promoting experiential benefits to the young consumer. Transformational advertising 

theory proposes that ads such as these actually enhance the perceived experience of 

consumption (Puto and Wells, 1984). The resort promotes experiential benefits through 

their advertising and promotional video. The video is offered to all individuals who make 

telephone inquiries and is sent to all guests prior to their visit. Like the resorts advertising, 

the video emphasizes the resorts philosophy of catering to the guests' mind, body and 

soul. Functional and experiential benefits of the resort are illustrated through the portrayal 

of content, peaceful guests making lifestyle improvements. 

Promotional efforts can also highlight significant symbolic benefits of a product or 

service. From L'Oreal's "I'm worth it" self-reward pitch to Pepsi's reference group 

commercial featuring Pepsi drinkers as vivacious and Coke drinkers as lethargic, 

marketers try to meet symbolic needs by addressing symbolic benefits of the product. 

Symbolic benefits are conveyed at the resort through promotional and publicity 

efforts. A recent resort newsletter gives "writing postcards to jealous fiiends" as one of a 
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101 ways to enjoy visiting the resort. Having the consumption experience, and sharing it 

with envious friends, represent a potential symbolic benefit for guests. The resort also 

takes fijll advantage of publicity opportunities. It is often host to writers from major US 

and European magazines, or newspapers, who wish to write about the resort. The 

exclusivity of the resort and a list of what celebrities have been known to visit the resort 

are usually mentioned in published articles. In fact, the 'who's who' at the resort is often 

given precedence over discussion of other benefits one could receive at the resort. 

Product/Service: The marketer delivers functional benefits by oflfering a product, 

or service, that provides perceived objective quality to the consumer. Within the service 

quality literature, Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry's quality (benefit) dimensions focus 

on the fiinctional benefits consumers seek in a service encounter. Experiential and 

symbolic benefits, however, are also present within a product or service. 

There are several ways that marketers can deliver symbolic benefits to the 

consumer through the product or service. One example is purchases as self-gifts as a 

reward for a mark of achievement or for therapeutic reasons (Mick and DeMoss, 1990). 

Going to a nice restaurant after a promotion, touring Europe to celebrate an important 

aimiversary or attending the resort to escape the stresses of everyday life, represent 

examples of symbolic needs being met m a service context. 

Experiential benefits can be delivered through variety and sensory pleasure. Fun, 

enjoyment, and pleasure are all experiential consequences of consumption of a product or 

service (Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982). At the resort, experiential benefits abound. 
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From the variety of fitness classes, spiritual classes, personal services and entertainment 

activities enjoyment and pleasure are emphasized. 

Place: There are many ways that marketers can deliver functional benefits through 

the final element of the marketing mix, place. Two service quality determinants suggest 

flinctional benefits to the consumer that are delivered through place, assurance and 

tangibles. Assurance benefits address the need for a consumer's physical safety. Whereas, 

physical tangible benefits provide information to the consumer about the physical facilities. 

Consumers, however, also receive symbolic benefits through the image of the retail, or 

service, environment. Within a service context, staying at an upscale hotel or resort, 

vacationing in an exotic location, or flying first-class represent both experiential and 

symbolic benefits. For example, the decor and ambiance of a restaurant or resort 

contribute to meeting the consumers need for an enjoyable experience. Along with the 

experiential benefits, the consumer can feel both a sense of reward and enjoy sharing their 

resort or restaurant experience with others:. 

Through the examination of the different types of benefits marketers can deliver, 

we assert that there is a wide range of fianctional, experiential and symbolic benefits that 

consumers could incorporate when assessing value and/or satisfaction. The role of these 

benefits to perceptions of satisfaction and value is explored in the next chapter. In the 

following section an overview of satisfaction is presented to gain insight into the inputs to 

satisfaction and how it had been operationalized for aid in development of a model of the 

post-consumption evaluation process. 
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2.4 SATISFACTION 

Satisfaction is a topic that has received a great deal of attention in the marketing 

literature. What customer satisfaction represents, however, is not clearly understood. 

Although it would be agreed that marketers must provide satisfaction to gain fiiture 

business, just what satisfaction means and its antecedents and consequences are not plainly 

established. 

2.4.1 Conceptualization of Satisfaction 

Several issues contribute to the confusion about satisfaction. First, Yi (1990) 

notes that the conceptualization of satisfaction is not consistent across researchers. Some 

researchers have defined satisfaction purely in relation to assessment of benefits or 

performance. Tse and Wilton (1988), for example, state that satisfaction can be defined as 

'the consumer's response to the evaluation of the perceived discrepancy between prior 

expectations (or some other norm of performance) and the actual performance of the 

product'. Other definitions have focused on both benefits and costs as inputs to 

satisfaction. Howard and Sheth (1969), for example, define satisfaction as 'a buyers 

cognitive state of being adequately or inadequately rewarded for the sacrifices he has 

undergone'. Howard and Sheth's definition of satisfaction closely resembles the current 

understanding of value. From their definition, the question arises whether value and 

satisfaction are distinct concepts to the consumer. 
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Another variation in conceptualization has been whether satisfaction is a process or 

outcome. Satisfaction has been treated as both a process and an outcome. The process 

approach encompasses the whole consumption experience in contrast to the outcome 

approach which limits its examination to the satisfaction strictly as an outcome. The goal 

of this study is to explore the whole consumption process, from prior consumption to post 

consumption; satisfaction is treated as an outcome of the consumption process. 

Another conceptualization issue raised by Anderson and Fomell (1994) is whether 

satisfaction represents a 'global' or 'local' assessment. Bitner and Hubbart (1994) confirm 

that satisfaction with one particular service encounter, defined as a discrete event 

occurring over a definable period of time, is distinct from overall service satisfaction. 

Overall satisfaction is defined as fiinction of satisfaction with multiple experiences or 

encounters with the organization. For the purposes of this study it is not clear whether 

satisfaction with the consumption experience represents service encounter satisfaction or 

overall satisfaction because during an average seven day visit, the respondent would have 

experienced numerous service encounters during meals, fitness/education classes, or 

pampering services. Conceptually, it appears that the satisfaction with the consumption 

experience is closet to overall satisfaction because the consumer must aggregate the 

process and outcomes of many different experiences as they form opinions and feelings 

about the spa experience. Because approximately half the guests had prior experience 

with the resort while the other half did not, we me were interested in obtaining a measure 

of satisfaction based on the respondent's overall experience of their most recent visit. 
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Thus, it was decided to collect data about overall satisfaction with the respondent's resort 

visit during the winter of 1995/1996. 

Another variation in the conceptualization of satisfaction concerns the inputs to 

satisfaction. There appears to be little consensus about what are the antecedents to 

satisfaction. As the prior definitions illustrated, the inclusion of costs, benefits, 

expectations, and the importance of costs, benefits and expectations in the evaluation of 

satisfaction varies amongst researchers. Definitions have varied across several dimensions. 

The prior definitions varied by the inclusion of costs as inputs to satisfaction. Other 

conceptualizations vary by whether expectations should be included. For example, Oliver 

(1980) suggests that satisfaction is a function of expectations and any disconfirmation that 

results if expectations are not met. In contrast, Cronin and Taylor (1992) and Bolton and 

Drew (1991) suggest perceived performance is the best measure of satisfaction. The role 

of expectations to satisfaction and value is explored in more detail later in the chapter. 

Other conceptualizations of satisfaction vary by what costs and benefits are 

included. Currently, in the marketing literature, fixnctional attributes of both products and 

services are fi^equently used as inputs (cf Parasuraman, Berry, Zeithaml, 1988, Cronin and 

Taylor, 1992). Other researchers have relied on a holistic measure of quality as an 

antecedent to satisfaction (Anderson and Sullivan, 1993 Anderson, Fomell, Lehmann, 

1993). While most researchers have focused solely on the benefits (quality) side, a few 

researchers have incorporated cost (Anderson and Sullivan, 1993). Woodruff, Cadotte, 

Jenkins, (1983) have proposed a broadened array of benefits and the incorporation of cost. 
0 

They suggest a multi-attribute post-purchase evaluation that includes attributes, costs, 

effort and social approval, but offer no measures or empirical testing of their proposal. 
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Because a goal of this study is to examine the inputs to satisfaction and value to gain 

understanding of the similarities and differences of the two concepts, the broadened 

definition of satisfaction proposed by Woodruff et. al. is applied to determine the role of 

both costs and benefits to satisfaction. 

2.5 VALUE AND SATISFACTION 

Review of the satisfaction literature suggests there might be few differences 

between the concepts of value and satisfaction. If both costs and benefits are inputs to 

satisfaction and value, the question arises as to whether the two concepts are different, 

and if they are different, what the differences are. Since understanding the difference 

between value and satisfaction is an important concern for today's marketer (Zifko-Baliga 

1995), it is important to explore the difference and relationship between value and 

satisfaction. 

Within the marketing literature several recent papers have addressed the link 

between value and satisfaction, although no consensus appears to have emerged. 

Anderson, Fomell, and Lehmann (1993) specifically address the question of how overall 

satisfaction differs fi'om quality. The authors, however, operationalize quality as a two-

item value measure i.e., quality given price and price given quality. Thus, their 'quality' 

measure is consistent with the current literature's conceptualization of value. The 

relationship between quality and value is typically understood as quality represents benefits 

to the consumer, when costs are incorporated into the evaluation as an offset of benefits, 

value is being determined. 

Anderson et. al. raise two significant points about value and satisfaction. First, 

they proposed, and found support for the idea, that price will have a direct impact on 
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satisfaction. If overall satisfaction is to be understood from the perspective of its outcomes 

(i.e., repeat purchase, loyalty, word of mouth) the inclusion of costs in the post-

consumption evaluation process is crucial. Second, the authors assert that quality 

(operationalized as value) is an antecedent of satisfaction and found empirical support for 

their assertion. In contrast to this second assertion, Bolton and Drew (1991, 1993) assert 

quality and value are consequences of satisfaction; they model value as an outcome of 

quality, sacrifice, customer characteristics, performance, expectations, and 

disconfirmation. Bolton and Drew, however, are utilizing encounter satisfaction. Bitner 

and Hubbart (1994) find that encounter satisfaction and overall satisfaction are two 

distinct, yet related, constructs. Thus, the difference in the value/satisfaction link found in 

Anderson et. al. and BoUon and Drew's study could be a reflection of the different 

satisfaction measures. Encounter satisfaction is part of a process whereas overall 

satisfaction is the outcome of a process. 

Another difference between the studies could account for the different findings. 

The two studies also vary by the inputs to satisfaction. Anderson, Fomell, and Lehmann 

(1993) propose that costs impact satisfaction, whereas Bolton and Drew (1991) do not 

propose a link between cost and satisfaction; they model value as a fimction of cost. The 

question arises whether the link between satisfaction and value varies depending on 

whether cost is treated as an input to value versus satisfaction and what satisfaction 

measure is used. 

With increased competition in the marketplace, marketers need to learn all they can 

about their consumers to increase repeat sales, loyalty, and positive word of mouth 

activity. For this reason, whether value is a consequence or antecedent of satisfaction is 
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an important concern to the marketer. The results of studies looking at this link have 

varied. Several reasons are proposed for these disparities. One reason for the disparities, 

discussed above, could be the differences in how satisfaction is defined (i.e., overall 

versus encounter) across authors. A second explanation, discussed previously, is that 

inputs to value and satisfaction are not consistent across studies. The variation across 

studies of the conceptualization and inputs to value and satisfaction has resulted in the lack 

of a clear distinction and causality between the two concepts. 

Another reason for the disparities among studies of value and satisfaction involves 

the role of expectations to satisfaction and value. The question arises whether 

expectations contribute to perceptions of satisfaction and/or value or whether satisfaction 

and/or value is determined strictly fi-om consumption outcome. In the following section, 

the role of expectations to satisfaction and value is examined. 

2.6 EXPECTATIONS 

There are several crucial issues related to the understanding of the role of 

expectations in the assessment of satisfaction and/or value. First, there is debate whether 

expectations impact evaluation of satisfaction and if so, how they impact satisfaction. 

Second, if expectations impact evaluation, there is the question of how expectations are 

determined. Third, given that expectations impact post-consumption evaluation, the 

question arises whether expectations directly impact satisfaction versus value. A 

discussion of these issues ensues. 
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2.6.1 Role of Expectations to Perceptions of Satisfaction 

The first issue addresses whether benefit expectations help determine satisfaction. 

Whether expectations of benefits contribute to satisfaction has been debated within both 

the service and product literature. Within the product literature, Churchill and Suprenant 

(1982) utilizing subjective disconfirmation found mixed results across two product 

categories. Subjective disconfirmation represents a subjective evaluation of the 

discrepancy between outcome (performance) and expectations. The authors found that 

actual performance was the only significant measure for satisfaction with a video disk 

player. For house plants, on the other hand, disconfirmation and expectations were also 

significant. Tse and Wilton (1988) test Churchill and Suprenant's model and conclude that 

satisfaction is best determined using expectations, performance and subjective 

disconfirmation as direct links to satisfaction. Similarly, Oliver and DeSarbo (1988) find 

that expectations, disconfirmation and outcome (i.e., performance) have the greatest 

impact on satisfaction. Although there is some disparity across studies, the majority of 

product studies have supported the notion that expectations directly, or indirectly through 

disconfirmation, impact perceptions of satisfaction. 

Within the service literature there have also been mixed findings about whether 

expectations contribute to satisfaction. Cronin and Taylor (1992) raise concern about 

inclusion of expectations when assessing service quality and satisfaction with a service 

provider. They propose that performance alone is the best measure of service quality as 

an antecedent to satisfaction when contrasted against an expectation measure. In 
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contrast, Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml (1991) propose expectations serve as a means 

by which consumers evaluate service quality and satisfaction. Their model utilizes 

subtractive disconfirmation. Subtractive disconfirmation is defined as a function of the 

algebraic difference between product performance and expectations (Tse and Wilton, 

1988). Parasuraman et. al. (1988) propose consumers compare expectations with 

performance. The 'gaps' between expectations and performance are then the basis for 

service quality and satisfaction assessments. 

Others have pointed out that a problem with utilizing expectations as a measure of 

satisfaction occurs when expectations are low (e.g., Tse and Wilton, 1988). When low 

expectations are met with low performance it is questionable whether satisfaction would in 

fact occur. This concern, however, can be addressed. Incorporating a weighted 

performance measure along with the disconfirmation measure addresses this issue. Thus, 

if expectations are low, and these low expectations are met, the 'gap' or disconfirmation 

measure is zero leaving the low performance measure to explain satisfaction. 

These examples illustrate that within both the service and product literature there 

is disagreement about the impact of expectations on satisfaction. The majority of studies, 

however, have found that expectations impact satisfaction. The Cronin and Taylor 

(1992) study is an exception. Although, the difference in theu" results could be based on a 

related issue of how expectations are determined. In the next section this issue and other 

issues regarding how expectations are determined and the implications for this research is 

discussed. 



40 

2.6.2 Determination of Expectations 

Within the service literature the issue of how expectations are determined centers 

on the use of what a consumer should receive versus what a consumer would expect to 

receive. Within the SERV-QUAL perspective, expectations are a measure of what a 

service provider should provide contrasted against what a consumer actually receives. In 

contrast, within the satisfaction literature, expectations are defined fi^om the perspective of 

what the consumer expects to (would) receive (e.g., Oliver, 1981). Parasuraman, Zeithaml 

and Berry (1988) argue that expectations based on what should be expected is correct for 

service quality judgments whereas what consumers would expect to receive is a different 

expectation measure utilized in the satisfaction literature. The authors defend their 

decision to use should versus would expectations for service quality based on the results 

of extensive focus groups and prior research by other authors (e.g.,??). In a later study, 

however, Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman (1991) propose should expectations are 

appropriate for service quality and would expectations for satisfaction. 

The Cronin and Taylor (1992) study, discussed in the prior section, drew fi-om the 

Parasuraman et. al. (1988) study to utilize should expectations to explore the link between 

satisfaction and service quality despite the fact almost all prior studies involving 

satisfaction have utilized the would expectation measure. Cronin and Taylor's (1992) 

findings that outcome measures outperformed should expectations does not present the 

complete picture because they did not test expectations measured as what consumers 
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would expect from a service experience when determining satisfaction. Thus, their study 

results can not be used to assert that expectations do not contribute to satisfaction. All 

that can be concluded from their study is that expectations measured as what consumers 

should expect do not contribute to satisfaction. 

In this study we argue that any issue with the use of expectations lies not in the 

inclusion of expectations but in the perspective of expectations utilized. Given the 

limitations of the Cronin and Taylor study and the results of other studies that have 

concluded expectations impact satisfaction, we assert including expectations measured as 

what consumers expect to (would) receive will help determine satisfaction. 

2.6.2 Measurement of Disconfirmation 

Given that expectations based on what consumers would expect contribute to 

satisfaction, how expectations are measured when linked through disconfirmation becomes 

an issue to resolve. Within the marketing literature, two types of disconfirmation 

measures have been identified: subjective and subtractive. Subjective disconfirmation was 

defined previously as a subjective evaluation of the discrepancy between outcome and 

expectations. In contrast, subtractive disconfirmation was defined as the sum of the 

differences between performance and expectation measures. 

Tse and Wilton (1988) test whether subtractive or subjective disconfirmation 

contributes more to satisfaction. They conclude that utilizing a subjective disconfirmation 

measure outperformed subtractive disconfirmation. This could, in fact, be a measurement 
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artifact. People may remember their expectations in such a way as to be more consistent 

with performance. Managerially, what is important is what the expectations actually were, 

not how they seem in retrospect. Within the service literature, however, utilizing 

subtractive disconfirmation has been the norm (e.g., Bolton and Drew, Parasuraman et. 

al, 1988). Likewise, for this study, subtractive disconfirmation will be utilized. There are 

two reasons for wanting to utilize subtractive disconfirmation. First, a goal of the study is 

to determine what benefit types, and their deviations, impact satisfaction and/or value. To 

accomplish this goal, individual outcome and expectation measures, instead of a holistic 

measure, must be collected. Another reason for using subtractive disconfirmation relates 

to the next issue presented. 

A second issue concerning the measurement of disconfirmation focuses on whether 

one, or two, disconfirmation measures should be used. Disconfirmation has typically been 

operationalized as one measure. Both negative and positive deviations formed firom the 

difference between expectations and outcome have been combined. Prospect Theory 

(Kahneman and Tversky (1979), however, suggests that outcomes coded as losses have a 

greater impact on overall evaluation than outcomes coded as gains. Drawing fi^om 

Prospect Theory, the notion of separating one summed disconfirmation measure into 

negative and positive deviations suggests more explanatory information could be gained. 

To separately test the impact of individual's negative and positive deviations subtractive 

disconfirmation must be utilized. 
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Support for separating deviations comes from Anderson and Sullivan (1993). 

Utilizing individual's negative or positive deviations of quality (operationalized as a 

holistic measure of value) as inputs to satisfaction the authors find that both negative and 

positive deviations have a direct impact on satisfaction. They conclude that expectations 

operate through negative and positive disconfirmation to impact satisfaction. Building 

from this research, we propose that expectations operationalized through negative and 

positive deviations of both benefits and costs impact perceptions of satisfaction and/or 

value. Given that we have chosen to utilize subtractive disconfirmation to determine 

negative and positive benefit and cost deviations, a third issue is raised concerning the use 

of importance measures. 

Typically when utilizing subtractive disconfirmation the difference between 

expectation and outcome has been multiplied by an importance weight (e.g., Parasuraman 

et al, 1988, LaTour and Peat, 1988). The issue exists, however, of whether 

disconfirmation is strictly a measure of the difference between likelihood of an event and 

the outcome or should include an evaluation of the attribute that is being estimated. There 

has been mixed support for including importance measures. The majority of studies 

support the inclusion of importance weights. Bolton and Drew (1991) and Parasuraman 

et al. (1988), for example, utilize importance weights. In contrast, Cronin and Taylor 

(1992) in their study utilizing should expectations contrasted to performance find 

including importance weights of attributes used in a choice decision does not help 

determine service quality or subsequent satisfaction. 
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There are several possible explanations for this contrasting result. First, 

importance weights are measured as a pre-purchase choice variable. Results could vary by 

whether importance is a reflection of the importance of the attribute to the consumer 

versus how important the attribute is for choice. Second, given the previous discussion of 

the limitations of Cronin and Taylor's use of should expectations and performance 

measures only does not address whether outcome importance could be significant if 

utilized with a would expectation. Based on the depth of research that has successfiilly 

utilized importance weights, we contend that incorporating expectations formed fi-om both 

negative and positive deviations between what benefits guests expected prior to their 

resort stay and what benefits they received weighted by their importance improves 

understanding of satisfaction and possibly value. 

In this section several issues relating to expectations were discussed. First, it was 

asserted that expectations when operationalized through disconfirmation as a measure of 

what a consumer expects to receive, will impact satisfaction. Next, two measures of 

disconfirmation were presented. Subtractive disconfirmation will be utilized in this 

research for three reasons. First, because a goal of the study is to determine what benefit 

types, and their deviations, impact satisfaction and/or value individual outcome and 

expectation measures, instead of a holistic measure, must be collected. A second reason 

for utilizing subtractive disconfirmation relates to the managerial implications. Marketing 

managers would be interested in what consumers actually expected prior to consumption. 

A final reason for using subtractive disconfirmation is to accomplish the goal of dividing 
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disconfirmation into two separate measures, negative and positive deviations. It is 

proposed that when expectations are a measure of what subjects expect to receive, 

measured prior to the consumption experience, expectations will indirectly impact 

satisfaction or value through negative and positive deviations. These deviations are 

formed when expectations of benefits are contrasted against received benefits and then 

weighted by an importance measure. 

Building fi-om Prospect Theory, negative deviations are expected to have a larger 

impact on evaluation than positive deviations. Using deviations offers an important 

advantage because they overcome the difBculty of determining what is perceived as a cost 

versus a benefit. For example, time spent waiting in a line could possibly be viewed as a 

time cost or a negative fiinctional benefit. Comparing individual deviations eliminates the 

need for making this distinction since all deviations are either negative or positive relative 

to expectations regardless of whether they are costs or benefits. 

2.6.4 Role of Expectations to Perceptions of Value 

An other issue concerns whether expectations of costs, along with benefits, feed 

directly into value or satisfaction. Prior research has focused on the role of expectations 

of benefits to satisfaction. The role of expectations of benefits and costs to post-

consumption evaluations of value, has received little attention. In the following section, a 

review of the role of expectations to value is presented. 
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The role of expectations to the perceptions of costs when determining value has 

been investigated by Thaler (1985). He identifies two types of value associated with a 

purchase: acquisition and transaction value. Acquisition value represents perceived 

benefits less perceived costs, whereas transaction value represents the perceived merits of 

the offer or deal. For example, if a consumer goes to a store expecting to pay $100 

dollars for a coat and discovers it is on sale for $75, transaction value would represent the 

perceived merits of the deal, i.e., the happiness associated with the $25 savings. Thaler 

(1985) found support, over a wide range of circumstances, that when monetary costs are 

less than expected consumers report happiness, suggesting that satisfaction increases as a 

consequence of transaction value. 

Monroe and Rao (1987) extend Thaler's transaction value concept by proposing 

that transaction value impacts perceived value when operationalized as a pre-purchase 

evaluation. They propose that the reference price is compared to actual costs to 

determine perceived value. Their model of value proposes that expectations of monetary 

costs impact perceived value. Monroe and Rao's work suggests that expectations of cost 

could impact value, while Thaler's work suggests that monetary deviations could impact 

satisfaction with the transaction. Given the disparity, in our analysis both relationships will 

be explored. 

The role of expectations of benefits on perceptions of value has received almost no 

attention. Little research exists that explores the role of expectations of benefits on 

perceptions of value. Tellis and Gaeth (1990), utilizing best value as a choice strategy. 
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suggest expectation of quality impacts best value. In this context expectations reflect the 

probability of product repair. The greatest majority of research, however, explores the 

impact of expectations of benefits and costs, in the post-consumption evaluation process 

fi-om the perspective of satisfaction. The role of expectations of benefits to assessment of 

value has not been empirically tested. Therefore, it is difficult to draw conclusions about 

the role of benefit expectations on value. 

From a review of the literature, the difference between value and satisfaction and 

the role of benefits and costs and their expectations on post-consumption evaluation 

process is not clearly understood. Although research has focused on satisfaction, there is 

support that both benefits and costs and their expectations could impact either value or 

satisfaction. A final concern with the post-consumption evaluation process, addressed in 

the next section, is the validation of the outcomes of satisfaction and value. 

2.7 OUTCOMES OF SATISFACTION AND VALUE 

The ideal outcome for most marketers is to establish loyalty with the consumer to 

gain repeat business. Another important concern to marketers is word-of-mouth activity. 

This study explores the link between outcomes of value and satisfaction, i.e., repeat 

purchase intentions, loyalty and word-of-mouth activity and perceptions of value and 

satisfaction. Our inclusion of these outcomes was to validate the importance of value and 

satisfaction. A brief discussion of loyalty and word-of-mouth activity follows. 
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Loyalty is a difficult concept to operationalize. It is generally understood to 

represent the strength of the relationship a consumer has with a product or service. The 

more loyal the consumer, the less likely she will purchase a competing product or service. 

Two methods are utilized to measure loyalty. First, repeat purchase probability measures 

are used to assess loyalty (cf Kahn, Kalwani, and Morrison, 1986). This method has 

three major limitations. It is not practical for larger ticket items in which a purchase 

pattern would be difBcult to establish. This concern is very relevant to the resort. 

Because of the high cost of the resort, there are many guests who are limited in how often 

they can visit. A second concern with repeat purchase as a loyalty measure lies in the fact 

that it does not distinguish between loyalty and habit. Third, a family with different 

individual loyalties results in a purchase string that might look random when in reality it 

reflects purchases for different household members each with their own loyalties. For 

example, a wife might prefer the resort in this study while her husband might prefer La 

Costa for its golfing. If they took turns visiting their preferred resort, a pattern that 

appeared disloyal actually reflects the compromise of two loyal people. 

To overcome these difficulties, a second method is often used to test loyalty. 

Measurement of the monetary discount level at which the consumer would be willing to 

switch to a competing product or service is utilized. Because of the limitations of the first 

method, we utilize the second method for our study. Loyalty is measured as a function of 

the size of incentive necessary to induce brand switching. 
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Another outcome of satisfaction and/or value is word-of-mouth activity. Word-of-

mouth activity refers to informal communications directed at other consumers about the 

usage of particular products or services parties concerning evaluations of goods and 

services (Dichter, 1966, Westbrook, 1995). Anderson (1995) suggests word-of-mouth 

activity is either neutral, positive or negative. Positive word-of-mouth includes relating 

pleasant experiences, making recommendations or conspicuous display. Negative word-

of-mouth mcludes product or service denigration and relating unpleasant experiences. 

Measures of the number of people guests talked to about their resort experience, the 

amount of positive and negative word-of-mouth activity will be included to explore the 

relationship between word-of-mouth activity and satisfaction and value. In the next 

chapter, hypotheses and alternative conceptual models of the post-consumption evaluation 

process are proposed. 
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CHAPTERS 

HYPOTHESES AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

3.1 OVERVIEW 

As we have seen from the literature, the role of outcome benefits and costs, and 

their negative and positive deviations from expectations, on the post-consumption 

evaluation process is not clearly understood. Support can be found from the current 

literature that suggests; 

(1) Value could be an antecedent or consequence of satisfaction, or both . 

(2) Both benefits and costs could impact either value or satisfaction, or both. 

(3) Deviations of benefits from expectations could impact either value or satisfaction, 

or both. 

(4) Deviations of costs from expectations could impact either value or satisfaction. 

Based on the lack of clarity about the inputs to, and relationship between, value 

and satisfaction, the idea that outcome benefits and costs, and their negative and positive 

deviations from expectations could impact either value or satisfaction is important to 

clarify. To address the inputs to, and relationship between, value and satisfaction, three 

alternative conceptual models are proposed. All three models explore the links between 

expectations of costs and benefits, actual costs and benefits, perceived value, satisfaction 

and the consequences of satisfaction/value, i.e., word of mouth activity, consumer loyalty, 
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repeat purchase intent. The models also explore whether extraneous factors (defined as 

non-marketer controlled events such as weather) impact value and/or satisfaction and its 

consequences. In the next section, hypotheses are proposed followed by a discussion of 

the alternative conceptual models. 

The following hypotheses address the inputs to value and/or satisfaction. The 

research will proceed by first determining benefit and cost inputs to both value and 

satisfaction. Once the inputs of value and satisfaction are examined, the relationship 

between value and satisfaction will be assessed. Next three alternative proposed 

conceptual models are investigated. 

3.2 HYPOTHESES 

3.2.1 The Link between Value and Satisfaction 

Whether value is an antecedent or consequence of satisfaction is not firmly 

established. Prior research suggests that when overall satisfaction, versus service 

encounter satisfaction is the measure, value is an antecedent to satisfaction (Johnson, 

Anderson and Fomell, 1995). It should be noted, however, value within this research is 

treated as a holistic comparison of monetary cost against quality. When Bolton and Drew 

(1991) measure service encounter satisfaction and treat value as a multi-attribute measure 

of various functional benefits and monetary cost they obtain opposite results; value is a 

consequence of satisfaction. It is not apparent whether the difference in the satisfaction 

measure or value measure drives the different results. Given our service context and 
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multi-attribute measures we build our hypotheses from the perspective that satisfaction 

leads to value. We will also test the alternative, that value leads to satisfaction, or a 

double link occurs between value and satisfaction. The first hypothesis proposes: 

HI: Satisfaction leads to value. 

Once the relationship between value and satisfaction is confirmed, individual inputs 

to value and satisfaction can be tested. The following hypotheses reflect the issues 

discussed in the conceptual chapter. First, a broadened array of benefits are assessed. 

Second, the role of benefit expectations are explored. Next, the impact of monetary cost 

on satisfaction is examined followed by hypotheses relating to the role of monetary 

deviations. The final three hypotheses reflect proposed conceptual models of the post-

consumption evaluation process. 

3.2.2 Benefit Inputs to Value and Satisfaction 

Marketers can deliver functional, symbolic and experiential benefits to the 

consumer. The question arises whether all three of these benefit types contribute to 

consumers' perceptions of value and/or satisfaction. As discussed in the literature review, 

the role of internal benefits (i.e., symbolic and experiential) on consumers' perceptions of 

value and satisfaction has not previously been directly explored. There is research, 

however, that suggests symbolic and experiential benefits could influence value and 

satisfaction perceptions. Brucks, Zeithaml, and Naylor (1996), for example, identify the 

importance of prestige, a symbolic benefit, to consumers' perceptions of automobile 
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quality. Their result is supported by Solomon's (1983) finding that symbolic qualities of 

products are often determinants of product evaluation. This example suggests benefits 

utilized to assess value and/or satisfaction extend beyond fimctional benefits. Building 

from the discussion of the wide range of potential benefits and costs, it is proposed that 

incorporating experiential and symbolic benefits will improve the understanding of 

perceived satisfaction that will then lead to value. Hypothesis Two proposes: 

H2: If symbolic and experiential benefits are included, the fit of satisfaction will be 
better than if just functional benefits are inputs to satisfaction, assuming that value 
is a consequence of satisfaction. 

3.2.3 The Role of Benefit Deviations on Perceptions of Satisfaction and Value 

Review of literature revealed that the use of expectations to form benefit 

deviations to determine satisfaction has been contested within the marketing literature. 

From an analysis of the literature, we asserted that utilizing positive and negative benefit 

deviations formed from a comparison of would expectations and outcome, weighted by 

importance, will help determine satisfaction or value. Further, we propose that negative 

benefit deviations will impact satisfaction and/or value more than positive benefit 

deviations. Two hypotheses are proposed; 

H3: Incorporating negative and positive benefit deviations, along with outcome 
measures, improves the fit of satisfaction, assuming that value is a consequence of 
satisfaction. And, 

H4: Negative benefit deviations will have a greater impact than positive benefit 
deviations on perceptions of satisfaction. 
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3.2.4 Monetary Inputs to Satisfaction 

Review of the current literature reveals that it tends to focus on benefits as inputs 

to satisfaction. Support exists, however, for including cost as a direct input to 

satisfaction. Anderson and Sullivan (1993), for example, find cost operationalized 

through value has a direct link to satisfaction which then links directly to repurchase 

intention. We propose: 

H5; If monetary costs are included, satisfaction will be modeled better than if just 
benefits are inputs to satisfaction, assuming that value is a consequence of 
satisfaction. 

3.2.5 The Role of Expectations of Costs on Perceptions of Value and Satisfaction 

Building fi-om prior value and satisfaction research, it is proposed that deviations 

fi-om expectations of monetary costs could impact perceptions of post-consumption value 

or satisfaction. Although prior work has focused strictly on monetary deviations in 

relation to value. Thaler's findmg that happiness increases when outcome costs are lower 

than expected costs suggests that deviations might in fact impact satisfaction. Again, 

negative deviations fi-om expectations are predicted to result in a larger impact on 

perceived value or satisfaction than positive deviations. Two hypotheses are proposed: 

H6: Incorporating expectation of costs to form deviations by comparison with 
perceived monetary costs improves the fit of satisfaction, assuming that value is a 
consequence of satisfaction. 
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H7: Negative cost deviations will have a greater impact than positive cost 
deviations on perceptions of satisfaction. 

3.3 CONCEPTUAL MODELS 

Building from the above hypotheses of a broadened range of benefits and costs, 

deviations of these benefits and costs, and exploration of the link between value and 

satisfaction, three conceptual models are proposed. Each model portrays value as a 

consequence of satisfaction. We will test, however, a double link and the possibility that 

value leads to satisfaction. All three models propose that perceptions of value or 

satisfaction are formed from actual costs and benefits and their deviations. They are similar 

in that they propose experiential, symbolic and two types of fiinctional benefits (service 

delivery and practical) along with monetary outcome and negative and positive monetary 

and benefit deviations impact the post-consumption evaluation process. The models differ, 

however, by what inputs impact perceived" value and satisfaction. 

Model I. Utilizing the broadened range of inputs we developed. Model I 

proposes that consumers determine satisfaction by evaluating the outcomes of relevant 

benefits (symbolic, experiential functional/service delivery and fiinctional/practical) and 

monetary costs and contrasting the deviations between all expected and actual benefits and 

monetary costs. All benefits and monetary costs and their deviations feed into satisfaction 

which then leads to perceptions of value. Support for this model comes from our 
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typology of benefits derived fi'om the brand management and value literature and 

WoodruflPs at. al. (1983) proposed model of satisfaction. 

To address how value and satisfaction might differ, the second and third models 

propose a unique perspective that has not previously been explored within the marketing 

field. Consider a situation such as a restaurant that has low prices, fast service and good 

food, but the restaurant is noisy to the point that enjoyment is diminished. It is not clear 

whether a consumer would judge that this restaurant provides low satisfaction and value 

(low experiential benefits overwhelm the low cost and high functional benefits, see Figure 

3.1) or low satisfaction with the experience because of the noise level but high value (high 

functional service benefits for a low price, see Figure 3.2). This scenario reflects two 

possibilities. The first possibility mirrors Model I, proposing all benefits and costs lead to 

satisfaction. In comparison, the second possibility reflects the idea that some costs and 

benefits could feed into satisfaction, while others feed into value. The second possibility 

was developed fi-om how value and satisfaction have typically been operationalized. Value 

has a history of research based on 'functional' benefits. Satisfaction, in contrast, is more 

affectively based. Drawing from these differences in how value and satisfaction have 

typically been conceptualized. Models II and DI were developed. Models n and HI 

explore the idea that a diflference between value and satisfaction lies in what benefits feed 

into each concept. 
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Model H. Support for Model II comes from the current operationalization of 

value. As we saw from the literature, current research relies on functional product or 

service benefits and monetary costs as inputs to value. In contrast to Model I, experiential 

and symbolic benefits, and their deviations impact satisfaction. The second model 

proposes that consumers determine satisfaction by evaluating the outcomes and deviations 

between actual and expected experiential and symbolic benefits; outcomes of functional 

benefits and monetary costs and contrasting the deviations between actual and expected 

functional benefits and monetary costs impact value. Figure 3.2 illustrates the input model 

with satisfaction leading to value. Within the resort context, service delivery and practical 

benefits represent functional benefits. These benefits are hypothesized to feed dh-ectly into 

value while symbolic and experiential benefits, and their deviations, are proposed to feed 

directly into satisfaction. 

Model III. The third model proposes that consumers determine value by 

evaluating the outcomes of practical and symbolic benefits and contrasting the deviations 

between these actual and expected benefits; outcomes and deviations between actual and 

expected experiential and service delivery benefits impact satisfaction (Figure 3.3). 

Like Model H, Model HI explores the possibility that not all costs and benefits feed 

into satisfaction or value. Drawing from Bitner and Hubbart's (1994) finding that 
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suggests encounter satisfaction differs from overall satisfaction by the fact that encounter 

satisfaction is short-ranged while overall satisfaction is long-ranged. Model HI explores 

the possibility that value and satisfaction also differ based on the time-range of the 

evaluation. Overall satisfaction is proposed to be an evaluation of the consumption 

experience that included multiple service encounters. Thus, benefits that contribute to 

overall satisfaction would be those received during the consumption experience. Within 

this resort context, service delivery/functional benefits and experiential benefits occur 

during the guests' resort stay. These benefits would then be used by consumers to 

evaluate satisfaction. 

Value, on the other hand, is proposed to be an outcome of satisfaction and 

represents a longer range assessment of the consumption experience. Benefits that occur, 

or continue, after consumption are proposed to impact value. In the case of the resort 

practical/fijnctional benefits such as making a lifestyle change are long range. These 

benefits continue long after the consumption experience. Similarly, symbolic benefits are 

present during the consumption experience but also have lasting effects. Telling fiiends 

about the resort and its famous guests is experienced after leaving the resort. Therefore, 

the third model proposes that benefits experienced during consumption impact overall 

satisfaction while benefits that are experienced post-consumption impact value. Model III 

differs from Model II by what benefits feed into value versus satisfaction. 
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Based on the proposed competing models, several alternative hypotheses relating 

how various types of benefits feed into satisfaction and value are proposed; 

H8a; Model I will provide the best model fit, or 

H8b; Model II will provide the best model fit, or 

H8c: Model En will provide the best model fit. 

3.4 OVERVIEW OF THE EMPIRICAL WORK 

The hypotheses and models presented above were tested with data collected fi-om 

a longitudinal study of guests who attended an upscale health and fitness resort during the 

winter of 1995/1996. Three surveys were conducted over a six month period. Details of 

the study are provided in next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4 

METHOD 

4.1 RESEARCH CONTEXT 

The longitudinal study was conducted using guests from a renowned, up-scale, 

full-service, destination health and fitness resort in the Southwest. The resort is located in 

a lush desert valley; facilities are sprawled over acres of beautifully landscaped grounds. 

The resort is booked to capacity during its peak months of October through April. During 

the off-season, the resort averages a 90% occupancy rate. Discounts and special 

promotions are offered during these off-peak months. 

Guests attend the resort for a large variety of reasons ranging from fiin, rest or 

relaxation to more health related reasons such as stress reduction, improved fitness or diet, 

smoke cessation, or injury recovery. The resort's promotions emphasize that even if a 

guest's motivation for a visit is to meet a life enhancement goal (lose weight, quit smoking 

etc..), it can be accomplished in an environment that provides pampering, relaxation, and 

fun. To promote healthful living, meals at the resort are low fat and no alcohol or soda is 

served. Recently, due to a high number of requests, coffee was added to the menu. 

Healthfiil living is promoted in an environment that also can provide luxury. 

Accommodations at the resort range from a standard room containing a bedroom and 

bathroom to luxurious fiilly self-contained haciendas. The overall ambiance reflects the 

resort's emphasis on fitness for the mind, body and spirit. 
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The resort represents an ideal context for the study for several reasons. First, 

whether the consumer views the experience as a vacation or 'life enhancement' 

experience, the trip is fiieled by expectations; consumers anticipate both costs and benefits 

prior to taking the vacation. Second, individual's expectations can be measured prior to 

any exposure to the resort; expectations will not be tainted by exposure to the resort 

unless the individual has visited before. Third, the resort offers a wide range of functional, 

experiential, and symbolic benefits. For example, fiinctional benefits including medical 

evaluations and preventive health services, behavioral and self-management counseling, 

nutrition education, spiritual growth, movement therapy, exercise physiology, massage 

and body therapies are offered at the resort along with experiential benefits such as skin 

care and beauty services. Symbolic benefits also abound at the resort. For example, the 

resort is frequently host to both celebrities and the very affluent; guests are provided the 

opportunity to mingle with the 'rich and famous' in an exclusive atmosphere. The 

prevalence of a wide range of available fiinctional, symbolic, and experiential benefits at 

this resort provides the opportunity to study the importance of different benefits to 

different consumer segments. Another advantage of this resort is that it is all inclusive; 

everything the guest needs is available right on site. It is rare for guests to leave the resort 

site during their stay. This environment limits the noise introduced by extraneous factors. 

Along with the wide range of benefits, there are a wide range of costs associated 

with the resort visit. The resort offers a 4, 7 or 10-day package rate that is considered all 

inclusive. All meals and a broad array of activities are included in the set package fee. In 
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addition to the package fee there is an 18% service surcharge plus a 5% sales tax. Along 

with the basic activities, consuhations on a wide range of medical and behavioral subjects, 

and services such as massages and beauty services are available at an extra charge. The 

cost, and description, of all services are provided to guests prior to their arrival at the 

resort. Non-monetary costs exist in the abundance of service decisions consumers must 

make while at the resort. To minimize these costs, the resort employs program directors 

to aid guests in their decision making task of choosing what services they wish to use. 

Other non-monetary costs include potential delays for services and availability of services 

when desired by the guest. 

The study was conducted over a ten month period. It consisted of a total of seven 

stages: preliminary participant observation, pUot of pre-visit survey, pre-visit survey, pilot 

of post-visit survey, post-visit survey, participant observation and a follow-up survey. 

Each stage is discussed in detail in the following sections. 

4.2 STAGE 1: PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION 

4.2.1 Overview 

Stage 1 was a preliminary participant observation of the resort. The purpose of 

Stage 1 was to gain knowledge into guests' motivation for visiting the resort and insight 

into perceived benefits and costs of resort guests. Information gained fi^om the participant 

observation aided development of the pre-visit survey and general understanding of the 

resort and its guests. 
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4.2.2 Method 

4.2.2.1 Subjects 

Subjects for Stage 1 were guests staying at the resort during the time of our visit in 

mid-July of 1995. Resort guests are typically upper-middle to upper-upper income. 

Resort sources state that there is no typical guest. Guests represent a wide range of 

professions and attend the resort for a variety of reasons. The typical age of guests ranges 

from 25 to 75. According to resort sources, at any given time, approximately 30% of the 

resort guests are males and 70% females. Most men who attend the resort come with a 

wife or significant other. Guests come from all continents, however, Toronto, Chicago, 

New York, California, Texas, and Florida are the primary markets. 

4.2.2.2 Procedure 

Prior to the resort stay, depth interviews were conducted with three employees, 

the Vice President of Marketing and two program directors. The purpose of the interviews 

was to increase our knowledge of the resort and resort guests. Several days after the 

interviews, both myself and my advisor, Merrie Brucks conducted our participant 

observation during a three day, two night stay at the resort. Guests usually start their day 

at the resort with a hike, followed by breakfast. They then can participate in a full range 

of fitness activities, workshops, or personal services. In the evenings, after dinner, there 

are opportunities to attend seminars on topics such as antioxidants, lasting happiness, 

desert fauna and flora or take classes such as pottery or watercolors. On Friday nights, a 
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popular feature is 'bingo with Bemie'. Guests play for small promotional prizes such as 

Canyon Ranch water bottles, hats or tee-shirts and a grand prize of a free massage. 

We planned our schedules to attend a variety of hikes, fitness classes and evening 

features to maximize the range of people we could meet. Our goal was to talk to as many 

guests as possible about why they attend the resort, what benefits and costs they associate 

with their visit, their expectations of their visit and their perceptions of the value and 

satisfaction. We met regularly during our stay to compare findings. 

4.2.2.3 Discussion 

A great deal of insight was gained from the employees and guests. Guests readily 

shared their motivations for a visit to the resort, the benefits they sought, their perceptions 

of the costs associated with the visit, their satisfaction with both individual services and 

the overall experience, and their recalled expectations. From our informal discussions 

with numerous guests, we learned that value is very salient to them. Without any probing, 

many guests brought up the worth, or value, of the experience. The monetary cost was 

often mentioned. It should be noted, however, that we conducted our participant 

observation during the 'ofi-season'. It possible that people who are monetarily cost 

conscious would attend the resort during discount periods. 

Comments about benefits were also numerous. Specifically, guests commented on 

the value of functional service benefits such as the responsiveness and knowledge of 

employees, symbolic benefits associated with the reputation of the resort and the self-

reward visiting the spa represented. Experiential benefits such as the fiin and pampering 
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the guests were receiving was also frequently mentioned. We were also fortunate to view 

the symbolic benefits associated with celebrities bemg present. During our stay, Tony 

Danza, a television star, was visiting the resort. The importance of seeing celebrities was 

evidenced by the fact that celebrity viewing was a primary topic of conversation during 

hikes, exercise classes, and other activities both Merrie and I attended. Numerous 

conversations started with 'Did you know Tony Danza and his wife were here?'. A 

conversation Merrie was a part of with a mother and daughter illustrates the importance of 

this symbolic benefit to value. The daughter saw Tony Danza and made the comment that 

the man looked like Tony Danza. Merrie confirmed that, in fact, the man was Tony 

Danza. With this confirmation that a celebrity was at the resort, the daughter turned to 

the mother and said 'Mom, now your trip is worth it!' 

From the information gleaned from the participant observation and meetings with 

resort employees, the pre-visit survey was developed. 

4.3 STAGE 2: PRE-VISIT PILOT SURVEY 

4.3.1 Overview 

Stage 2 was a pilot of the pre-visit survey that was sent to resort guests prior to 

their visit at the resort. Specifically, the goal of the survey was to develop and validate 

fiinctional, experiential, and symbolic benefit and non-monetary cost scales for use in the 

pre-visit survey. 
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4.3.2 METHOD 

4.3.2.1 Subjects 

The pre- visit pilot survey was sent to 225 guests visiting the resort during the last 

two weeks of October. Eighty five surveys were returned prior to the guests' visit 

representing a response rate of 38%. Ten percent of the respondents were males, the 

remaining 90% were females. Age of the respondents ranged from 24 to 75; the mean age 

was 49. Forty percent of the respondents had never been to resort before. Guests with 

prior resort experience had visited the resort an average of 2.6 times before. 

4.3.2.2 Survey Development 

The pre-visit pilot survey that was sent to guests was five pages in length. 

Appendix 1 contains a version of the pilot survey. The survey in Appendix 1 has been 

modified to protect the identity of the resort and to conform to margin publishing 

standards. The front page of the survey included a letter explaining that the survey was 

being conducted as part of a dissertation project. The impression was given that 

responses were being sought from several resorts in Arizona. The surveys were mailed 

from and surveys were returned to the University of Arizona. The pre-visit pilot survey 

consisted of four parts: Expectation of costs and benefits, lifestyle segmentation 

questions, perception of value, and demographic information. The first section of the 

survey included measures of the expectation and importance of symbolic, experiential, 

and fiinctional benefits along with monetary costs. The benefits and costs utilized in the 

survey were guided by the proposed typology and developed from guest comments made 
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to both Merrie Brucks and myself during the participant observation, input from the Vice 

President of Marketing, and the resort's promotional materials. 

Within the resort context, there were numerous functional, experiential and 

symbolic benefits. Functional benefits the resort tries to provide include service delivery 

issues that map onto SERV-QUAL's dimensions. The resort attempts to provide prompt 

service (responsiveness), services that are available when guests request them (reliability), 

caring and individualized attention (empathy), 'five-star' service (assurance) and extensive 

facilities and luxurious accommodations (tangibles). 

Another type of functional benefits also exist at the resort. The resort offers a 

wide variety of services that address both mental and physical well-being. Services the 

resort offers include low-fat cooking classes, stress management workshops, art therapy, 

yoga, fitness consults, counseling and physical therapy. These services address guests' 

practical needs to make lifestyles changes, educate themselves about their mind or body, 

improve a mental or physical problem, get started on a fitness regimen, or explore 

alternative healing methods. These services fulfill a different type of functional needs than 

service delivery. The service delivery benefits relate to the experience of the consumer at 

the time of the consumption experience. Practical benefits, in contrast, are long range; 

guests take these benefits with them when they leave resort. 

A wide range of experiential benefits also exist at the resort. These benefits, like 

service delivery benefits, are experienced while at the resort. Enjoying oneself and the 
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natural surroundings, feeling pampered and/or inspired, or trying out the variety of 

personal and fitness services fulfill internally generated experiential needs. 

Two types of symbolic needs can be fulfilled by the resort experience. Symbolic 

benefits can happen during and after the resort visit. For example, seeing a celebrity 

during the resort stay can add to the perception of being in an exclusive environment and 

can also be included in the information shared with others about the resort stay. Symbolic 

benefits at the resort include the self-symbolic benefits of being around other interesting 

guests and the exclusivity of the resort. Symbolic benefits in relation to others also exist. 

These benefits represent the 'post-consumption' benefits of telling fiiends and associates 

about the resort experience. Thirty one items were included that represented potential 

symbolic, experiential, and functional benefits.; 

The respondents were asked to rate, on a one to five scale, how likely they 

expected to receive a certain benefit or cost and how important that benefit or cost was to 

the respondent. Respondents were also asked to supply any costs or benefits that were 

important to them that were not included in the survey. Monetary costs were assessed by 

asking the respondent what they anticipated spending on the package cost of the trip, plus 

any additional spending they anticipated. 

The second section of the survey contained items about respondents' priorities and 

beliefs. The goal of the priority section was to develop a holistic measure of benefits and 

costs. The seven priorities were designed to represent a holistic measure of functional, 

experiential, and symbolic benefits and monetary and non-monetary costs. The purpose of 
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the belief items was to develop a lifestyle scale to segment consumers on the importance 

of status seeking, experience seeking and practicality. The experience seeking and 

practicality items were developed from a preliminary experiential scale currently being 

developed by R. Lutz and R. Smith. Status seeking items had to be generated as no scale 

existed that captured what was needed for the purposes of this study. 

The third section asked the respondent to rank different aspects of what value 

means to them in a vacation context. This section was included to provide some insight 

into what the consumers considered to be important when determining value. 

Respondents were asked to rank eight items representing holistic symbolic, functional, and 

symbolic benefits and monetary and non-monetary costs. A ninth item, enjoy good 

weather, was included to get preliminary information on whether an extraneous factor 

could influence perception of value. 

The final section asked the respondent to provide information about themselves 

and their upcoming stay at the resort. Respondents were asked their age, gender, number 

of prior visits to the resort, amount of prior resort experience, date of their impending 

stay, number of days of the visit, type of room acconmiodations, knowledge of the resort, 

and sources of resort knowledge. Exposure to advertising and word of mouth activity 

were also measured for a future study on the impact of these antecedents on expectations, 

perceived value and satisfaction. 

Prior to sending the survey to resort guests, the pilot survey was pre-tested on 

individuals that fit the resort demographics. Respondents were asked to comment on the 
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survey's clarity, appearance, and appropriateness of items. After revisions, the final 

version was sent to resort guests approximately two weeks prior to their stay. 

Respondents were asked to fill out and mail the survey backs before they left for their 

vacation. As an incentive to return the survey, respondents were told that the resort was 

providing prizes by lottery. Approximately one in twenty guests received a resort tee-shirt 

as a gift. 

4.3.2.4 Analysis 

The goal of the analysis was to develop and validate scales for use in the pre-visit 

survey. Analyses were performed on the benefit and cost items, priorities and beliefs. 

Frequencies, correlations and a factor analysis were performed on the importance 

measures of the 31 benefits and cost items along with the priorities and belief measures. 

Frequencies were used to determine the importance of the various items and identify items 

that did not vary across guests. An exploratory factor analysis was performed to identify 

what benefits and costs loaded together. Because it was anticipated that the factors 

(benefit types) would correlate, an oblique rotation with a delta of -. 1 was used in the 

factor analysis. The small delta allowed for just a slight amount of correlation between the 

factors. The belief items were included in the factor analysis to be able to identify those 

items that factored with experiential and symbolic benefits. The goal was to identify belief 

items that mapped onto experiential and symbolic benefits because the lifestyle scale 

should reflect that a respondent who rates experiential benefits as very important also rates 

experience seeking item responses highly. Likewise a respondent that rated symbolic 
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benefits as very important should rate status seeking beliefs as important. After the factor 

analysis, correlations were then utilized to identify the items that were highly correlated 

for possible elimination. 

4.3.2.5 Results 

From the resuhs of the analysis and comments on the surveys fi^om guests, items 

were re-worded, added, combined or deleted. Table 4.1 identifies the pilot survey cost, 

benefit and priority items, the type of benefit or cost they loaded with, their importance 

rating, and the revisions made to the item. Several items that rated both low in importance 

and had very low variances; were eliminated. For example, 'seeing a celebrity during my 

stay' was eliminated because respondents consistently rated it as unimportant. Another 

item in the belief section stated 'Seeing a celebrity during my stay increases my confidence 

that I will enjoy myself during my stay'. This item loaded with other symbolic benefits and 

thus was left in the belief section of the survey for segmentation purposes and to provide 

some insight into the importance of celebrities' presence to the guests. 

Other items were combined based on their correlation and the factor analytic 

resuhs. For example, 'have fiin during my stay' was highly correlated and loaded together 

with 'I will feel good and enjoy myself and 'become refreshed and renewed' as 

experiential benefits. For the pre-visit survey, these items were combined into 'enjoy 

myself. Two additional changes were made to the pilot survey. First, an item was added. 

Several guests complained about the difficulty of getting appointments for various services 

when they desired them. 'Getting appointments for the for desired services at the times I 
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TABLE 4.1 

Pilot Survey Items 

Item: Type Importance Retained Changes 

11. Participate in a wide range of fitness activities. - 4.61 Y 
12. E.xperience a variety of personal services 
(e.g.. as massages, bo^ wraps, or facials). - 4.53 Y 

13. Participate in oflF-site excursions 
(trip to Mexico etc..) - 1.94 N 
14. Become refi^hed and renewed. - 4.82 Y 
With 17. P4 
15. Be pampered. E 4.07 Y 
16. Escape the stresses of my every day life. - 4.58 Y 
17. Have flm dming my stay. E 4.72 Y With 14. P4 
18. Not have to think hard about plarming 
my schedule of activities. E 3.90 Y 

19. Have an experience that I want to tell my 
friends about. S 2.96 Y 

110. Have almost all of the cost of my stay covered 
by my package price. c 3.61 Y 

111. Have an e.\perience my friends will envy. s 1.96 Y 
112. Not experience delays (e.g.. check-in meal 
service. 
or airport pick-up). c 4.13 Y 

113. Enjoy delicious meals. s 4.49 Y 
114. Be around other guests who are interesting. s 3.27 Y 
115. See a celebrity during my stay. - 1.25 N 
116. Get a start on a new fitness routine. F 3.48 Y 
117. Recover from an injiuy or illness. F 1.78 Y With 121.122 
118. Discover more about myself E 3.31 Y 
119. E.\-plore alternative healing methods. P 3.22 Y 
120. M^e a lifestyle change (e.g.. manage stress. 
quit smoking, or change my eating habits). P 3.46 Y Within. 121 

121. Greatly improve a medical condition as requeste I 
by my doctor (e.g.. lower cholesterol) P 2.23 Y Within. 120 

122. Work through a personal problem 
(e.g.. emotional, mental issue). P 2.47 Y 

123. Educate myself about taking care of my body 
(e.g.. healthy eating or reducing stress). P 4.07 Y 

124. Lose a lot of weight. P 2.60 Y Re-worded 
125. Receive caring individualized attention. E 4.07 Y 
126. Be in beautiM natural surroundings. E 4.65 Y 
127. Feel like I am treated royally. S 3.47 N Cor. w/125 
128. Have a selection of dining facilities. S 3.25 Y 
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TABLE 4.1, Continued 

Pilot Survey Items 

Item: Type Importance Retained Changes 

129. Be in surroundings tliat inspire or motivate me. E 4.42 Y 
130. Have room accommodations tbat are luxiuious. S 3.66 Y Re-worded 
131. Eiave 5-star hotel service (e.g.. room service. -

concierge, business center). 3.08 Y 

PI. I don't want to put efifort into deciding what 
activities or services I want to use. F 2.68 Y Moved 
P2.1 will return from Canyon Ranch 
with an improved lifestyle. P 4.06 N Cor./20 
P3.1 am concerned about the costs of a 
vacation like this. C 3.07 Y Moved 

P4.1 will feel good and enjoy myself E 4.69 Y With 14,17 
P5. It is hard for me to arrange my schedule to 
make a trip like this. F 2.79 Y Moved 
P6.1 will feel like I am in an e.\clusive 
environment. S 3.76 Y Moved 
P7.1 will feel like I have rewarded myself S 4.29 Y Moved 
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want' was added as an item to the pre-visit survey. Second, the question on how much 

guests anticipated spending was changed. Approximately 20% of the respondents did not 

answer that question on the pilot survey. The question was re-worded asking guests to 

provide an estimate if they were not sure of the exact cost. 

From the factor analysis, experiential, functional, and symbolic benefit scales were 

developed. An additional, internally generated benefit emerged. Practical benefits such as 

improving lifestyle, losing weight and solving a personal problem loaded together. These 

benefits fiilfill internally generated needs, yet are very distinct fi-om the other more 

'pleasure oriented' experiential benefits. A fourth benefit type representing these practical 

experiential benefits was included in the analysis. Next, a reliability analysis was 

performed on the proposed scales. Several functional service benefits did not load where 

expected. Service delays and eflfort in making decisions loaded with experiential benefits 

and thus were included in the experiential scale. Table 4. 1 identifies with which scale the 

specific items loaded. Some items that did not clearly load with the identified benefit and 

cost types were kept if they appeared to be important to guests. Table 4.2 shows the 

results of the reliability analysis of the of the proposed scales. 

Correlations of the proposed scales were developed to test the discriminant validity 

of the scales. The proposed scales show very little correlation with the exception of 

experiential and symbolic benefits. This is not surprising considering that many of the 

benefits contain elements that are symbolic and experiential. For example, 'feel like I am 

in an exclusive environment' could provide both symbolic benefits of exclusivity plus the 



TABLE 4.2 

Reliability Scores for Benefit Scales 

Experiential a = .8094 

Symbolic a = .7605 

Practical a = .7830 

Functional a = .6327 



TABLE 4.3 

Correlations of Benefit Scales 

Practical Symbolic Experiential Functional 

Practical 1.000 

Symbolic .1295 1.000 

Experiential .2052 .5043 1.000 

Functional .2139 .2094 .3037 1.0000 
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experiential benefits associated with exclusivity such as a less crowded environment. 

Table 4.3 shows the correlations among the proposed scales. 

The next step of the analysis was to analyze the belief items (Table 4.4). The belief 

items were presented as agree/disagree five-point scales. They were included in the 

survey for segmentation purposes. The experience seeking belief items that loaded with 

experiential benefits were kept as well as the status seeking belief items that loaded with 

symbolic benefits. 'Concern about the cost of a vacation' and 'spending on things that 

were not practical' did not load with other items, but were kept as indicators of monetary 

cost consciousness. Items that had low importance, little variation or did not load with an 

identified segment were dropped. Belief 9 'I do not measure my success through the 

experiences I have' was dropped due to the ambiguity of the wording. From the 

knowledge gained fi-om these results, the final version of the pre-visit survey was 

developed. 
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TABLE 4.4 

Analysis of Belief Measures 

Belief: Type Agree = 5 Retained Changes 

Bl. Canyon Ranch offers all-inclusive pricing package 3.59 Y Moved 
B2. Knowing that Canyon Ranch has famous guests 
increases my confidence that 1 will enjoy my stay. S 1.58 Y 
B3. While on vacation I enjoy having as many 
different experiences as possible. E 3.93 Y 
B4. My vacations are a reflection of how well I 
am doing in life. S 2.63 Y 
B5. Hearing about Canyon Ranch from people I trust 
increases my confidence that I will enjoy my stay. - 3.76 N 
B6. Experiencing as many new things in life as 
I possibly can. E 4.03 Y 
B7. Sometimes I enjoy spending money on e.xperiences 
that aren't practical. - 3.54 Y 
B8. fCnowing that Canyon Ranch has been written aboi It 
in many prestigious magazines increase my 
confidence that I will enjoy my stay. - 2.87 Y 
89.1 do not measure my success through the - 3.13 N Badly 
experiences 1 have. worded 
810. The more e.\periences 1 have, the happier I am. E 3.51 Y 
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4.4 STAGE 3: PRE-VISIT SURVEY 

4.4.1 Overview 

The pre-visit survey was sent to resort guests approximately two weeks prior to 

their visit at the resort. The survey was designed to provide the unique opportunity of 

capturing guests' expectations prior to the consumption experience. Specifically, the goal 

of Stage 3 was to collect guests' expectations of costs and benefits and segmentation 

measures for use in the value models. Analysis of the surveys for use in the value models 

is discussed in Chapter 5. 

4.4.2 Method 

4.4.2.1 Subjects 

Subjects of the study were guests staying at resort during the months of December 

and January. A total of 825 surveys were sent out over the two months. Two hundred 

sixty seven surveys were returned, representing a 32% response rate. Eighty five percent 

of the respondents were females, the remaining 15% were males. Age of the respondents 

ranged fi-om 23 to 86; the mean age was 50. Forty percent of the respondents had never 

been to the resort before; guests with prior experience at the resort, had visited an average 

of 3.8 times before. 
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4.4.2.2 Procedure 

The pre-visit survey was four pages in length (See Appendix 2). The first page of 

the survey included a letter explaining that the subjects would be asked to complete a total 

of three surveys; before their visit, immediately following their visit, and a follow-up 

survey several months after their visit. Pre-visit surveys were sent out to guests every 

two-weeks over the two month period. Guests were asked to fill out the survey and 

return it prior to their visit to the resort. As an incentive to return the survey, respondents 

were told that the resort was providing prizes by lottery. Guests were also told that if they 

returned all three surveys a lottery with a grand prize of a selection of resort services or a 

cash award would be held. Approximately one in twenty guests received a resort tee-shirt 

as a gift for returning the completed survey. About one week after the survey was 

received, a post-visit survey was sent. 

4.5 STAGE 4: POST-VISIT PILOT SURVEY 

4.5.1 Overview 

The post-visit pilot survey served two primary goals. The first goal was to test the 

format of the post-visit survey. A second, and equally important goal, was to receive 

responses firom guests who had not filled out a pre-visit survey. These responses could 

then be compared with responses fi"om guests that had filled out both surveys to test for 

any priming bias between the two groups of respondents. 
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4.5.2 Method 

4.5.2.1 Subjects 

The pilot post-visit survey was sent to 155 guests that visited the resort during the 

first two weeks of October. Fifty one surveys were returned prior to the guests' visit 

representing a response rate of 33%. 

4.5.2.2 Survey Development 

The post-visit pilot survey was four pages in length (Appendix 3). It consisted of 

two parts. The first section included measures of satisfaction, value and extraneous 

factors. The second section addressed the importance and outcome of the various benefits 

and costs. 

Three measures of satisfaction were used. First the guest was asked to rate their 

overall satisfaction on a 1 to 7 scale. Second, they were asked to rate their experience in 

comparison to other vacations or travel experiences. These measures were drawn fi-om 

Bitner and Hubbart (1994). The third measure, drawn fi^om the American Customer 

Satisfaction Index (1994) asked respondents whether their experience matched their 

expectations. 

Next, there were three measures of value. The first two measures were derived 

fi-om the American Customer Satisfaction Index (1994). Respondents were first asked to 

rate costs of the experience given the benefits they received. Second, they were asked to 

rate the benefits of the expense given the costs. A third measure asked respondents to rate 

the value of their resort experience on a seven point scale fi-om high to low. 
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Two potential extraneous factors were identified. The first asked the respondent 

to rate their travel experience fi-om their home to the airport and fi-om the airport back 

home (the resort handles transportation between the airport and the resort). Second, 

respondents were asked to rate the weather during their resort stay. Both these factors 

represent things that could affect the respondents overall evaluation of their vacation 

experience, but are not controlled by the resort in any way. 

The next section of the survey contained the benefits and costs established by the 

pre-visit pilot survey. Respondents were asked to rate, on a one to five scale, both the 

outcome and importance of each benefit and cost. Next, the respondents were asked how 

much they actually spent on the basic package price, and extras, during their stay at the 

resort. At the end of the survey respondents were asked to provide any comments or 

suggestions. 

Prior to sending the survey to resort guests, the pilot survey was pre-tested on 

individuals that fit the resort demographics. Respondents were asked to comment on the 

survey's clarity, and appearance. After revisions, the final version was sent to resort 

guests. Respondents were asked to fill out and mail the survey back as soon as possible. 

As an incentive to return the survey, respondents were told that the resort was providing 

prizes by lottery. Approximately one in twenty quests received a resort tee-shirt as a gift. 
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4.5.2.3 Analysis 

Frequencies were performed on the responses to the satisfaction and value 

questions. From this analysis it was decided to stretch the range of responses from 1 to 7 

to 1 to 9 to capture more variation. No other changes were made between the post-visit 

pilot survey and the post visit survey. 

4.6 STAGE 5: POST-VISIT SURVEY 

4.6.1 Overview 

The post-visit survey was sent to resort guests approximately one week after their 

return from the resort. Specifically, the goal of Stage 5 was to collect guests' perceptions 

of satisfaction, value, extraneous factors, actual costs and benefits, and the importance of 

these costs and benefit for use in the value models. 

4.6.2 Method 

4.6.2.1 Subjects 

The survey was sent to 261 resort guests that returned the pre-visit survey prior to 

their stay. Six of the pre-visit surveys were not included in the study due to the fact the 

postmark on the envelope was after the date the respondent arrived at the resort. The 

post-visit survey was sent approximately one week after the guests' visit to the resort. A 

total of 188 responses were received in response to the first mailing of the post-visit 

survey. If the second survey was not received within six weeks, a second copy of the 
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survey was sent with a note thanking the guest for returning the first survey and asking 

them to return the second survey. An additional 30 surveys were received after the 

second copy of the post-visit survey was sent for a total of 218 responses, representing an 

84% return rate. 

4.6.2.2 Analysis 

Data analysis of the post-visit survey served two main purposes. First, the data 

was used in the value models. The analysis and results of the value models are discussed 

in Chapter 5. Second, several analyses were performed on data from the post-visit survey 

for purposes of validating the data collection. For example, t-tests were performed on the 

means of the outcome variables of the guests who returned the post-visit survey without 

prompting, versus those who received a second copy as a prompt. The goal of this 

analysis was to test for potential response differences between these response segments. 

An analysis was also performed to compare the responses of the guests that responded to 

the pilot of the post-visit survey and the respondents that had completed the first survey 

along with the post-visit survey. Because the scales had different ranges the 1 to 7 point 

scale was multiplied by 1.2857 to bring the scales into comparable ranges. Once the scale 

were comparable, t-tests were performed to detect any priming biases that may have 

occurred. Results of the t-test analyses are discussed in the next section. 

4.6.2.3 Results 

Table 4.5 identifies the means and minimum and maximum responses the two 

groups: respondents without prompting and respondents with prompting. There were 
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significant diflferences between the two groups. The means were higher across all 

variables for the reminded respondent group. T-test reveal that these diflferences were all 

significant at the .05 level. The minimum response also varied across the two groups. 

From the results it appears that those who were dissatisfied responded promptly to the 

survey. Those responding to a second survey were all relatively satisfied. It is likely that 

the fifteen percent that did not respond to the second survey were satisfied. 

T-tests were also performed on the value and satisfaction measures between 

respondents of the pilot of the post-visit survey and the post-visit survey to test for any 

potential priming eflfects. Table 4.6 shows the results; there was no significant difference 

between any of the measures across the two respondent groups. Thus, exposure to the 

pre-visit survey did not result in any diflferences in the evaluation of value and/or 

satisfaction on the post-visit survey. 



89 

TABLE 4.5 

Outcome Responses of Prompted Versus Non-prompted Respondents 

Prompt Respondents Reminded Respondents 
Mean Min. Max. Mean Min. Max. 

Overall Satisfaction 8.18 1 9 8.53 7 9 
Compared to Other Experiences 7.96 1 9 8.22 6 9 
Meet Expectations 7.59 1 9 8.13 5 9 
Benefits given Costs 6.41 1 9 7.03 3 9 
Costs given Benefits 7.12 1 9 7.87 3 9 
Value 7.79 

•* 

1 9 8.16 6 9 
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TABLE 4.6 

Outcome Responses of Pilot Post-visit versus Post-visit Survey Respondents 

Pilot Post-visit survey Post-visit survey 
Respondents Respondents 

Overall Satisfaction 8.24 8.15 
Compared to Other Experiences 8.16 7.89 
Meet Expectations 7.75 7.56 
Benefits given Costs 6.28 6.27 
Costs given Benefits 7.25 7.02 
Value 7.78 7.68 
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4.7 STAGE 6: POST-SURVEY PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION 

4.7.1 Overview 

Stage 6 was post-survey participant observation of the resort. The purpose of 

Stage 6 was to seek confirmation and understanding of the survey results. Information 

gained fi-om the participant observation aided understanding of the model and general 

understanding of resort guests. 

4.7.2 Method 

4.7.2.1 Subjects 

Subjects for Stage 6 were guests staymg at the resort on June 7-8, 1996. Guests 

attending the resort were paying peak season rates. The discount season began the 

following weekend. 

4.7.2.2 Procedure 

The second participant observation was conducted for two reasons. First, it was 

important to learn whether guests attending the resort during peak season were different 

fi-om 'off-season' guests. Second, insight into survey findmgs was sought. As with our 

first visit, Merrie Brucks and myself acted as resort guests. We participated in different 

resort activities and spent time talking with guests about their experiences at the resort, 

their reasons for coming to the resort, and their perceptions of value and satisfaction. 
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4.7.2.3 Discussion 

Several distinct differences between guests that attend the resort during 'peak-

season' and 'off-season' were noted. First, 'off-season' guests seemed more pre-occupied 

with the monetary cost of the experience. During our 'off-season' visit, Merrie and I had 

frequently been asked whether we had received a discount since we resided in the same 

state as the resort. This question arose only once during our 'peak-season' stay. 

We attempted to find out more about guests perceptions of value by asking why 

they came to the resort a week before rates dropped at least 25%. Some guests felt they 

had no choice because they were coordinating their schedules around a number of people. 

Several others noted that the beginning of the 'off-season' brings large crowds which was 

undesirable. Our overall feeling was that monetary cost was not as important as other 

factors to these guests. A second difference emerged in the way 'peak-season' guests 

talked about value. From our conversations with "peak-season' guests, the focus of value 

appeared to be on benefits. In contrast, tlie 'off-season' crowd focused on cost. It was 

interesting to note that value appeared to be of equal concern to both groups. Value was 

spontaneously brought up in many conversations during both stays. The difference, 

however, centered on the importance of costs versus benefits. 

Another difference that emerged was the motivation for the visit. From our 

observations it appeared that 'off-season' guests had treated their visit to the resort as a 

vacation. In contrast, more of the 'peak season' guests we talked to appeared to be at the 

resort to work on a specific practical issue. Several guests mentioned the need to escape 
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to a less stressful environment to mentally re-group while other guests were working on 

specific health issues. This difference was confirmed by resort employees who schedule 

services. A third difference that emerged was the reaction to celebrities. During our first 

visit, Tony Danza was at the resort; conversation about him was rampant. During our 

second visit two celebrities were present, Elle MacPherson and Mickey Rooney. In 

contrast to our first visit, the celebrities were not discussed by other guests. A discussion 

with the Vice President of Marketing revealed his that he believes 'celebrity seekers' are 

present in equal numbers year round. He felt the differences we observed were a 

reflection of the celebrities. Tony Danza, a regular guest, is very gregarious and interacts 

a lot with other guests whereas Elle MacPherson and Mickey Rooney stick more to 

themselves. Another interesting piece of information learned was that during our second 

stay, guests that were parts of groups were receiving discounts. Upon arrival at the resort 

these guests attended a group orientation during which they were specifically told not to 

discuss the discount they were receiving. Our Second visit during 'peak-season' proved to 

be very informative and useful in our understanding of the data. 
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4.8 STAGE 7: FOLLOW-SURVEY 

4.8.1 Overview 

The follow-up survey was sent to resort guests approximately six months after 

their return from the resort. Specifically, the goal of Stage 7 was to collect information on 

guests' future purchase intentions, loyalty, and word-of-mouth activity. 

4.8.2 Method 

4.8.2.1 Subjects 

The survey was sent to the 218 resort guests that returned the post-visit survey 

after their resort stay. Surveys were sent to guests whether or not they had completely 

filled out the prior surveys since the only information needed from prior surveys was the 

outcome measures from the post-visit survey. One hundred seventeen surveys were 

returned within three weeks of the survey mailing. Due to time constraints, a time limit 

for the grand prize lottery was imposed to encourage prompt return of the survey. 

4.8.2.2 Survey 

The follow-up survey was three pages in length (Appendix 4). It consisted of 

three parts. The first section repeated from the second survey, measures of satisfaction, 

and value. The second section addressed the future vacation intentions and word-of-

mouth activity. Respondents were probed about their loyalty to the resort. Multiple 

measures of word-of-mouth activity were included. Respondents were asked with how 
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many people they had discussed the resort, categorize who were these people, the valence 

of the word-of-mouth, the valence of the positive and negative word-of-mouth. 

Respondents were also asked whether they had recommended others to visit or not visit 

the resort and the number of people they had recommended to visit or not visit the resort. 

A measure of complaint behavior was also included in this section. These measures were 

gathered for a future study. The loyalty question and the valence of word-of-mouth 

question were utilized for this project. In the third part of the survey, recalled 

expectations were measured for a future study. In the next chapter, analysis of the 

hypotheses and conceptual models are discussed. 
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CHAPTERS 

5.1 OVERVIEW 

Hypotheses that explored the links between expectations of costs and benefits, 

actual costs and benefits, perceived value, satisfaction and three competing models were 

proposed. Measures of expectations of benefits and costs collected prior to the visit to the 

resort, benefits and costs outcomes, satisfaction, value and extraneous factors were 

utilized to test input hypotheses and the competing models. In this chapter, analyses of 

the hypotheses and alternative conceptual models developed fi-om the hypotheses are 

presented. The chapter concludes with an analysis of the potential outcomes of value and 

satisfaction. 

5.2 ANALYSIS 

Pre-visit and post-visit surveys were returned by 221 individuals. Approximately 

fifteen percent of the surveys were not utilized. Subjects were eliminated for a variety of 

reasons. First, roughly ten percent of the respondents did not provide both pre and post-

monetary cost measures. This group included respondents that were not paying for their 

stay. Adult children were often guests of their parents, or vice versa. There were also 

incidences in which the wives were given the trip as a gift fi-om their husbands or children 

were giving the trip as a gift for an elderly mother or father. Three surveys were not 

included because of the low amounts subjects reported for the monetary cost. Several 
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subjects estimated the total cost of their stay at several hundred dollars when in fact the 

cost of the resort averaged over $500 per day. These individuals either misunderstood the 

question or perhaps were not paying for the trip themselves. Finally, about 3% of the 

surveys were eliminated if there was a large amount of missing information. Data from a 

total of 187 subjects was used for the analysis. 

5.2.1 Data Preparation. 

The first step in the analysis was to try to determine missing values. This 

procedure was only used if only a few items were missing. Surveys were eliminated if 

there were large sections of missing information. To eliminate missing information, 

correlations were run for each group of data; expectations of costs and benefits, 

importance of cost and benefits, outcome of costs and benefits, importance of outcome of 

costs and benefits, segmentation measures, and value and satisfaction measures. When an 

item was missing, the three items with the highest correlations to the missing item were 

included into a regression equation. If the was greater than .20, the regression 

equation was used to compute the value of the missing item. In some situations, one or 

more of the three items with the highest correlation was also missing. When this occurred, 

the survey was eliminated from fiirther analysis. If the was less than 20%, missing 

values were computed using the item mean. 

Once the data was cleaned up, variables were created for use in the model. Benefit 

outcome, monetary outcome, positive and negative benefit deviations, positive and 
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negative monetary deviations, satisfaction, extraneous factor and value measures were 

developed. Negative and positive deviation scales were developed over several stages. 

Drawing from prior empirical studies of service quality (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and 

Berry, 1988, Carman, 1990), deviations were conceptualized as: 

k 

D =I Wi (Oi -E~) 
i=l 

D = Deviation of benefit i. 
k = Number of benefits. 
Wi = Importance weighting of benefit. 
Oi =Outcome ofbenefit i. 
Ei =Expectation ofbenefit i, where expectations represent what one 'would' expect 

versus 'should' expect. 

Once the deviations were calculated, they were separated into either a negative or 

positive deviation. If a value was negative, the value was entered as a negative deviation 

and as zero in the positive deviation variable for that particular measure. For example, if a 

guest reported a 5 for the expectation of receiving caring individualized attention , 

reported a 4 on outcome and a 5 for importance a -5 would appear in the negative 

deviation for that indicator and a 0 for the positive deviation as no positive deviation 

existed. In cases where there were no deviations, zeroes were recorded for both negative 

and positive deviations. Negative deviations and positive deviations were summed to form 

a positive and negative deviation scales for use in the model. The original intent had been 

to factor the negative and positive deviations into benefit types. A factor analysis 
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revealed, however, that the deviations did not divide into meaningful factors. Thus, scales 

were used instead of individual benefit deviations factors. 

Next, outcome benefit and monetary cost measures were developed for inclusion 

in the models. They were determined by multiplying outcome of the measures by their 

reported importance. Table 5.1 lists each variable and the corresponding survey measure 

as worded on the Post-Visit Survey. Table 5.2 reports the mean, standard deviation, and 

range of the outcomes, importance and weighted outcome measures. The table reveals 

that experiential (enjoy, natural, inspire, reward, wide, pamper, caring, and variety) and 

service delivery benefits (delay, appointments and fivestar) had the highest weighted 

outcomes while practical (problem, alternative healing, lifestyle, and weight) and symbolic 

benefits (envy, guest, tell and exclusive) had the lowest weighted outcomes. 



100 

TABLE 5.1 

Outcome Survey Variables 

ENJOY; Enjoyed myself. 
INSPIRE; Was in surroundings that inspired or motivated me. 
DISCOVER; Discovered more about myself 
WIDE; Participated in a wide range of fitness activities. 
EXCLUSIVE; Felt that I was in an exclusive environment. 
GUESTS; Was around other guests who were interesting. 
ENVY: Had an experience my friends will envy. 
EFFORT: Did not have to put effort into deciding what activities or services I wanted to use. 
TELL: Had an experience that I want to tell my friends about. 
VARIETY: Experienced a variety of personal services (e.g., as massages, body wraps, or 

fecials). 
FITNESS: Got a start on a new fitness routine. 
HEALING: Explored altemative healing methods. 
LIFESTYLE: Made a lifestyle change (e.g., manage stress, quit smoking, or 

change my eating habits). 
WEIGHT; Lost some weight. 
PROBLEM: Worked through a physical or personal problem (e.g., injury recovery. 

lower cholesterol, emotional or mental issue). 
EDUCATE: Educated myself about taking care of my body (e.g., healthy eating or 

reducing stress). 
DINING: Had a selection of dining fecilities. 
COST: Had almost all of the cost of my stay covered by my package price. 
CARING: Received caring individualized attention. 
NATURAL: Was in beautiful natural surroundings. 
APPT: Got appointments for desired services at the times I wanted. 
LUXURY: Had room accommodations and facilities that were luxurious. 
DELAYS: Did not experience delays (e.g., check-in meal service, or airport pick-up). 
FIVESTAR: Had 5-star hotel service (e.g., room service, concierge, business center). 
PAMPER: Felt pampered. 
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TABLE 5.2 

Outcome, Importance and Outcome x Importance of Benefit Measures 

Outcome Importance Outcome x Importance 

Variable Mean Std Dev. Range Mean Std Dev. Range Mean Std Dev. Range 

Envy 3.54 1.30 1-5 2.05 1.29 0-5 7.67 6.36 0-25 
Problem 2.51 1.47 0-5 2.69 1.56 0-5 8.63 8.06 0-25 
EEFort 2.98 1.21 0-5 3.27 L17 0-5 10.02 6.15 0-25 
Healing 2.87 1.49 0-5 2.84 1.51 0-5 10.09 8.60 0-25 
Lifestyle 2.91 1.40 0-5 3.15 1.51 0-5 10.59 8.19 0-25 
Weight 2.96 1.48 0-5 3.31 1.47 0-5 11.06 8.17 0-25 
TeU 4.03 1.02 1-5 2.93 1.29 1-5 12.18 6.70 1-25 
Guest 3.71 1.02 1-5 3.29 1.15 1-5 12.65 6.36 1-25 
Exclusive 4.02 0.95 1-5 3.39 1.24 1-5 13.83 6.54 1-25 
Discover 3.68 1.14 1-5 3.58 1.14 1-5 14.11 7.36 1-25 
Luxury 3.53 1.06 1-5 3.96 0.90 1-5 14.16 6.17 2-25 
Educate 3.47 1.35 0-5 3.66 1.40 0-5 14.17 8.43 0-25 
Cost 3.65 1.30 0-5 3.92 1.12 0-5 14.82 7.16 0-25 
Fitness 3.66 1.30 1-5 3.85 1.28 1-5 15.26 8.35 1-25 
Fivestar 3.76 1.19 0-5 3.90 1.15 0-5 15.27 7.41 0-25 
Appt. 3.69 1.22 0-5 4.35 0.87 0-5 16.09 6.55 0-25 
Variety 4.10 1.08 1-5 4.04 1.13 1-5 17.30 7.40 1-25 
Caring 4.10 1.03 1-5 4.33 0.84 1-5 18.01 6.59 1-25 
Pamper 4.20 0.87 1-5 4.26 0.87 1-5 18.27 6.11 1-25 
Wide 4.27 0.86 1-5 4.24 0.92 1-5 18.62 6.32 1-25 
Reward 4.35 0.93 1-5 4.15 1.11 1-5 18.76 7.06 1-25 
Inspire 4.52 0.74 0-5 4.54 0.71 1-5 20.80 5.44 0-25 
Natural 4.60 0.74 1-5 4.64 0.60 1-5 21.63 4.70 1-25 
Enjoy 4.68 0.76 0-5 4.74 0.51 3-5 22.37 4.75 0-25 
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S.2.2 Scale Development 

Once the outcome measures were developed, a factor analysis was performed. 

The goal of the factor analysis was to identify the variables for the various benefit scales 

for use in the LISREL models. Table 5.3 shows the results of the outcome measures 

factor analysis. Four factors emerged. 

5.2.2.1 Benefit Scales 

Functional/Practical benefits. The first factor represented practical benefits. 

These benefits related to mental and physical health. They mclude: making lifestyle 

changes, educating themselves about their mind or body, improving a mental or physical 

problem Worked through a physical or personal problem (e.g., injury recovery, lower 

cholesterol, emotional or mental issue), getting started on a fitness regimen, discovering 

more about themselves and exploring alternative healing methods. Losing some weight 

had originally been expected to load on this factor. Results of the pre-visit survey had 

already suggested it would not load with other practical benefits. Because the item did 

not load well with any factor, and was least important to guests, it was considered for 

elimination fi-om the analysis. A regression of the weight item on value and satisfaction 

confirmed it was not a significant indicator of value or satisfaction. Consequently, the 

item was removed fi-om the analysis. 

Experiential Benefits. The second factor represented experiential benefits. These 

benefits reflect the experience the guest had during their stay. Nine benefits loaded onto 

this factor. These benefits include: Enjoyed myself, was in surroundings that inspired or 
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motivated me, participated in a wide range of fitness activities, felt like I rewarded myself, 

experienced a variety of personal services (e.g., as massages, body wraps, or facials), 

received caring individualized attention, was in beautiful natural surroundings, had almost 

all of the cost of my stay covered by my package price, and felt pampered. Eight of these 

benefits were expected to load with experiential benefits. Two measures went against 

expectations. First, receive caring individualized attention represents a SERV-QUAL 

dimension. It had been anticipated that this measure would load with other service 

delivery benefits. All inclusive pricing was a measure included at the request of the resort. 

It had been anticipated that this item would also load as a service delivery measure. Both 

measures, however, loaded with experiential benefits and thus were included in the 

experiential scale. Experiencing a variety of personal services did not cleanly load on any 

one factor and therefore was eliminated. 

Symbolic Benefits. The third factor represented symbolic benefits. All the items 

within this factor related to symbolic benefits that guests could receive both during and 

post consumption. 'Felt that I was in an exclusive envirormient' and 'was around other 

guests who were interesting' occur during the consumption experience. The other two 

items occur after the guest returns fi"om the resort; they include 'had an experience my 

fiiends v/ill envy' and 'had an experience that I want to tell my fiiends about'. The first 

two benefits could drive the second two. The fact that the resort is exclusive and has 
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TABLE 5.3 

Results of Factor Analysis 

Weighted Outcome Practical Experiential Symbolic Service delivery 

Problem .72419 -.03553 .08183 .23711 
Lifestyle .77248 .04099 .17872 -.00997 
Healing .65206 .04942 .03107 -.04308 
Discover .62114 .16209 .14159 .01768 
Educate .67017 .30743 -.04120 .09441 
Fitness .59174 .21927 .25367 .00377 
Caring .25424 .48950 .02208 .23070 
Cost -.10463 .46157 .01895 .04599 
Enjoy -.10632 .65406 .11550 .16171 
Wide .11060 .46988 .22962 -.25282 
Natural .17503 .66551 -.09146 .15165 
Pamper .24412 .51559 .20181 .34248 
Reward .19938 .56242 .45782 .00652 
Inspire .19995 .54822 -.06878 .21130 
Envy .17458 .00755 .78892 .10891 
Exclusive .12966 .08280 .62746 .25241 
Guest .11133 .12756 .60021 .01223 
Tell .08292 .06643 .67669 .21844 
Luxury .04104 .10680 .07381 .72989 
Fivestar .19967 .18516 .00533 .54347 
Appt. -.10546 .23137 .26015 .47800 
Delay -.14515 .18782 .09637 .65024 
Effort .12697 -.12558 .19021 .50507 
Variety .23994 .34056 .17275 -.14931 
Weight -.17258 .06042 -.13546 .00682 
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interesting guests such as celebrities contributes to the idea that visiting the resort is 

something friends could envy and an experience a guest would want to tell friends about. 

Functional/Service Delivery. The fourth factor represented items that related to 

the service the resort provided. This factor was named service delivery benefits because 

the presence of these items would result in better service delivery to the guest. Five items 

loaded on this factor. These items included: got appointments for desired services at the 

times I wanted, had room accommodations and facilities that were luxurious, did not 

experience delays (e.g., check-in meal service, or airport pick-up), had 5-star hotel service 

(e.g., room service, concierge, business center) and did not have to put effort into deciding 

what activities or services I wanted to use. 

Scales for the various benefit types-were developed by summing the items 

multiplied by their factor loading. Table 5.*4 reports the results of the reliability analysis of 

the proposed scales. Next, scales were developed for value, satisfaction and extraneous 

factors. 
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TABLE 5.4 

Reliability Scales for Exogenous and Endogenous Constructs 

Scales Number of Items Alpha 

Benefit (Exogenous); 
Experiential 8 a = .7967 
Symbolic 4 

00 00 II d
 

Functional/Practical 6 a =.7999 
Functional/Service 5 a =.6328 

Outcome (Endogenous): 

Value; 
-CGB, Value 2 a = .7849 
-BGC, CGB, Value 3 a = .7872 

Satisfaction; 
-Osat, Compare, Expect 3 a = .9038 
-Osat, Compare 2 a = .9077 
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5.2.2.1 Outcome Scales 

Extraneous Factors. Two extraneous measures were collected, travel to and from 

the home town to the local airport and weather during the resort stay. A difiBculty 

emerged with the travel measure. Over ten percent of the respondents utilized private 

travel such as automobiles or private planes. Because it was not desirable to eliminate an 

additional ten percent of the respondents, it was decided to use just weather as an 

extraneous factor. 

Value Scale. Three measures of value were collected: benefits given costs, costs 

given benefits and value. To determine which measures should be included in the value 

scale, a reliability analysis was performed. The reliability analysis reveal that costs given 

benefits contributes very little to the value scale. This result is consistent with what we 

found during our second participant observation; guests talked about value in terms of 

benefits but not in terms of cost. Because of the small difference between the value scale 

with costs given benefits as a measure versus the scale without costs given benefits as a 

measure in the scale, both scales were developed for testing in the LISREL model. 

Satisfaction Scale. Three measures of satisfaction were collected: overall 

satisfaction, satisfaction compared to other vacation/travel experiences and the extent the 

resort met expectations. Utilizing overall satisfaction and compared to other 

vacation/travel experiences produced the scale with the highest alpha. Including a 

measure of expectations brought the alpha down slightly, from .9077 to .9038. This result 

was not surprising given the anchoring points for the expectation question were 'fell short 
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of my expectations' at the low end (1) and 'exceeded my expectations' at the high end 

(9). Individuals with prior experience at the resort often gave high scores to 'overall 

satisfaction' and 'compared to other vacation/travel experience' and a mid-range score for 

expectations. Their prior experience allowed them to accurately know what to expect. 

Thus, they could be very satisfied and even with a five on the third (expectation) 

satisfaction measure. Because the alphas for the two satisfaction scales (with and without 

the expectation measure) were very close, both scales were tested in the LISREL model. 

5.2.2.3 Confirmation of Value and Satisfaction Scales 

Once the value and satisfaction scales were developed, analyses were performed to 

confirm that value and satisfaction were, in fact, unique constructs. First, the three value 

and satisfaction scale items were factor analyzed. Table 5.5 reports the results of the 

factor analysis. The factor analysis reveals that the value and satisfaction items distinctly 

factor into the two proposed constructs of value and satisfaction. 

Next discriminant and convergent validity were assessed. First, within and 

between the value and satisfaction correlation measures were developed. Table 5.6 

reports the results of the analysis. The high correlation values within both the value and 

satisfaction measures confirm convergent validity within value and satisfaction. A 

comparison of the correlations between the value and satisfaction measures and the within 

value and satisfaction measures confirms discriminant validity of value and satisfaction. 



TABLE 5.5 

Factor Analysis (Varimax Rotation) of Value and Satisfaction Measures 

Satisfaction Measures; 

Comparison Satisfaction .86841 .31829 
Compared to Expectations .82838 .30078 
Overall Satisfaction .92129 .21843 

Value Measures: 

Benefits Given Costs .13493 .88314 
Cost Given Benefits .39638 .76492 
Overall Value .39624 .89292 
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TABLE 5.6 

Correlations Within and Between Value and Satisfaction Measures 

BGC CGB Value Compare Expect Osatis. 

BGC 
CGB 0.5232 
Value 0.7913 0.8536 
Compare 0.4128 0.5689 0.6218 
Expect 0.4271 0.4967 0.5811 0.7117 
Osatis. 0.3396 0.5819 0.5624 0.8351 0.7516 

Average correlation within Value measures; 0.7661 
Average correlation within Satisfaction measures: 0.7227 
Average correlation between Value and Satisfaction measures: 0.5102 
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Further analysis was performed to confirm convergent and discriminant validity of 

value and satisfaction. Fomell and Larcker (1981) provide calculations for determining 

the average variance extracted that incorporates the amount of variance captured by each 

construct in relation to the amount of variance due to measurement error. Both the 

satisfaction and value constructs items capture a larger degree of the variance than their 

respective measurement error. Thus, convergent validity is established. Next, to establish 

discriminant validity, the average variance extracted for the two constructs was compared 

to the squared correlation between value and satisfaction. The average variance extracted 

was greater than the squared correlation between value and satisfaction. Therefore, 

discriminant validity is established. Table 5.7 reports the results of this analysis. 

Once the value and satisfaction scales were developed and confirmed, a correlation 

matrix was developed in PRELIS for use in the structural equation model. The correlation 

matrix included the benefit outcome measure scales, monetary outcome, positive and 

negative benefit deviation scales, positive and negative monetary deviations, a satisfaction 

scale, extraneous factor and a value scale. Table 5.8 illustrates the cortelation matrix. 

This correlation matrix is then an input into LISREL for analysis of the hypotheses and 

models. 
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TABLE 5.7 

Convergent and Discriminant Validity of Value and Satisfaction Measures 

p Convergence: p >.50 Discrimination: p > 

Value .57 yes .66^=.43 yes 

Satisfaction .77 yes .66^=.43 yes 
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TABLE 5.8 

Correlation Matrix of Exogenous and Endogenous Variables 

Satis. Value Exp. Pract. Symb. Service OScost PScost Ndev NScost Pdev E.\tra. 

Satis 1.00 

Value 0.66 1.00 

Exp. 0.61 0.48 1.00 

PracL 0.28 0.31 0.42 1.00 

Symb. 0.28 0.26 0J9 0.32 1.00 

Serv. 0.36 0.26 0.35 0.17 0.30 1.00 

OSCost -0.05 -0.12 0.09 0.06 0.03 0.07 1.00 

PSCost 0.05 0.03 -0.01 -0.04 0.08 -0.04 -0.10 1.00 

Ndev 0.58 0.50 0.33 0.13 0.22 0.28 -0.13 -0.01 1.00 

NScost -0.05 -0.01 -0.10 -0.08 0.00 -0.01 -0.50 0.28 0.04 1.00 

Pdev 0.26 0.20 0.28 0.19 0.22 0.32 -0.01 -0.04 0.37 -0.05 1.00 

E.\tra. 0.22 0.21 0.20 0.15 0.08 0.17 -0.01 -0.01 0.16 0.05 0.11 I.OO 
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5.3 HYPOTHESES 

The following hypotheses address the inputs to value and/or satisfaction. The 

analysis proceeds by &st determining benefit and cost inputs to value and/or satisfaction. 

For example, given value is the consequence of satisfaction, the broadened range of 

benefits will feed directly into satisfaction. Inversely, if some benefit types feed into value 

while other benefit types feed into satisfaction, the broadened inputs will be tested for fit 

into value and satisfaction. Once the inputs of value and satisfaction are determined, the 

relationship between value and satisfaction will then be assessed followed by analysis of 

the three competing models. Thus, the hypotheses will be analyzed in the following order: 

Hypothesis 2, Hypothesis 3, Hypothesis 4, Hypothesis 5, Hypothesis 6, Hypothesis 7, 

Hypothesis 1, and Hypothesis 8a, 8b, and 8c. 

5.3.1 Hypotheses 2 

The second hypothesis proposed that utilizing a broadened array of benefits, in 

contrast to just functional benefits as inputs, will improve the fit of perceived satisfaction, 

given value is a consequence of satisfaction. Hypotheses 2 was tested by regressing 

symbolic, experiential and functional benefits on both the value and satisfaction scales. 

Two proposed scales for both value and satisfaction were tested. The satisfaction scale 

that utilized overall satisfaction, compared to other vacation experiences, and compared to 

expectations measures provided a higher than when the expectation measure was not 

included in the scale. Similarly for value, the was highest when all three measures of 
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value were utilized in the scale. The regression equation reveals that experiential, service 

delivery and practical benefits significantly contribute to value. Symbolic benefits, 

however, did not significantly contribute to value. In contrast, service delivery and 

experiential benefits significantly contribute to satisfaction, but practical benefits do not. 

This difference lends support to the idea conceptualized in Models n and m that different 

benefits feed into value and satisfaction. Table 5.9 reports the regression results. Next, 

the role of benefit deviations was explored. 

5.3.2 Hypotheses 3 and 4 

The tWrd hypothesis explored the role of negative and positive benefit deviations 

on value and satisfaction. Hypothesis 4 proposed that negative benefit deviations would 

have a greater impact on satisfaction (given value is a consequence of satisfaction) than 

positive benefit deviations. Hypotheses 3 and 4 were tested by regressing negative and 

positive deviation benefit scales on value and satisfaction. The regression equation reveals 

that negative deviations significantly contribute to both value and satisfaction, while 

positive deviations do not significantly contribute to either value or satisfaction. 
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TABLE 5.9 

Regression Equations of Benefit Inputs to Satisfaction and Value 

Value = 0.34*exp + 0.14*pract + 0.024*symb + 0.14*serv = 0.25 
(t-value) 4.50 1.93 0.33 1.99 

Satisfaction = 0.54*exp + 0.024*pract + 0.017*symb + 0.16*serv = 0.40 
(t-value) 7.81 0.37 0.27 2.56 

'Significant at 0.05 
^Significant at 0.10 
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It had been anticipated that both negative and positive deviations would have a 

significant impact. Inspection of the data revealed, however, that many respondents had 

zero or very few positive deviations and were still highly satisfied. These individuals had 

prior experience with the resort. Their prior experience gave them the knowledge to set 

realistic expectations, leading to few positive deviations. Negative deviations, on the 

other hand, significantly detracted fi-om satisfaction and value whether or not the 

respondent had prior experience. Table 5.10 illustrates the average negative deviation of 

each benefit. The deviations varied considerably over the range of benefits. Table 5.11 

reports the significance of the negative deviations on satisfaction and value. The 

reveals that negative deviations contribute more to satisfaction than value lending support 

to the idea of linking benefit deviations to satisfaction instead of value in the fiill models. 

Next, the role of monetary costs to perceptions of value and satisfaction was examined. 

5.3.3 Hypothesis 5 

The fifth hypothesis proposed that including outcome costs as an input to 

satisfaction will improve the fit of satisfaction more than if just benefits are inputs to 

satisfaction. The significance of outcome costs to satisfaction was tested by regressing 

both benefits and monetary cost in satisfaction. Table 5.12 reports the results of the 
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TABLE 5.10 
Average Negative Deviations by Benefit Type 

Benefit Average Negative Deviation Benefit Tvpe 

Incl. Cost -2.71 Experiential 
Reward -2.55 Experiential 
Caring -2.02 Experiential 
Pamper -1.75 Experiential 
Wide -1.41 Experiential 
Natural -1.29 Experiential 
Inspire -1.24 Experiential 
Enjoy -1.07 Experiential 
Effort -3.51 Service 
Delay -3.30 Service 
Five -2.75 Service 
Appointment -2.69 Service 
Luxurious -1.65 Service 
Problem -3.28 Practical 
Discover -2.19 Practical 
Fitness -2.04 Practical 
Healing -2.01 Practical 
Educate -1.58 Practical 
Lifestyle -1.42 Practical 
Envy -4.84 Symbolic 
Guests -3.04 Symbolic 
Tell -1.10 Symbolic 
Exclusive -.79 Symbolic 
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TABLE 5.11 
Regression Equations of Benefit Deviations to Satisfaction and Value 

% 

Value = 0.48*ndev + 0.039*pdev, = 0.24 
(t-value) 6.94 0.57 

Satisfaction = 0.55*ndev + 0.058*pdev, R^ = 0.33 
(t-value) 8.57 0.90 

TABLE 5.12 
Regression Equations of Outcome Cost to Satisfaction and Value 

Satisfaction = 0.54*exp + 0.027*pract + 0.015*symb + 0.17*serv - 0.1l*oicost, 
(t-value) 7.96 0.42 0.24 2.65 -1.89 

R2 = 0.41 

Value = 0.35*exp + 0.14*pract + 0.021*symb + 0.14*serv - 0.12*oicost, 
(t-value) 4.64 2.00 0.30 2.08 -1.95 

R2 = 0.26 

^Significant at 0.05 
^Significant at 0.10 
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regression. Outcome costs are significant at the ten percent level. The role of outcome 

costs to perceptions of value was also tested. Similarly, outcome costs are significant at 

the ten percent level when they feed into value. Given the results, this analysis did not 

provide an indication as to whether monetary costs should feed into satisfaction as 

proposed in Model I or value as proposed in Models n and HI to obtain the best fit. Thus, 

both links will be tested in the fiill models. Next, the role of cost deviations were 

examined. 

5.3.4 Hypotheses 6 and 7 

The sixth hypothesis addressed whether negative and positive monetary deviations 

improves the fit of perceived satisfaction while the seventh hypothesis asserted that 

negative monetary deviations would impact satisfaction more than positive monetary 

deviations, given that satisfaction is an antecedent to value. The significance of the 

deviations were tested by regressing negative and positive monetary deviations and 

outcome costs on satisfaction. Neither negative nor positive monetary deviations 

significantly impacted perceptions of satisfaction. They also were not significant 

indicators of value. Consequently, support was not found for either hypothesis 6 or 7. 

Table 5.13 illustrates the regression results. Once all the inputs to satisfaction were tested, 

the link between value and satisfaction was explored. Three possibilities were tested; 
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TABLE 5.13 

Regression Equations of Negative and Positive Monetary 
Deviations to Value and Satisfaction 

Value = 0.35*exp + 0.14*pract + 0.018*symb + O.I5*serv - 0.16*oicost 
(t-vaiue) 4.54 2.00 0.25 2.18 -2.19 

+ 0.063*p$cost - 0.088*n$cost, = 0.27 
0.94 -1.14 

Satisfaction = 0.54*exp + 0.029*pract + 0.010*symb + 0.17*serv - 0.15*oicost 
(t-value) 7.86 0.45 0.16 2.78 -2.21 

+ 0.075*p$cost - 0.090*n$cost, R^ = 0.42 
1.25 -1.31 

'Significant at 0.05 
^Significant at 0.10 
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satisfaction leads to value (Hypothesis 1), or value leads to satisfaction or a double link 

occurs. 

5.3.4 Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis addressed whether value is a consequence of satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 1 proposed that satisfaction leads to value. Inversely, value is possibly an 

antecedent of satisfaction, or a double link exists between value and satisfaction, i.e., value 

leads to satisfaction and satisfaction leads to value. Hypothesis I was tested, along with 

the two potential competing explanations, across all three proposed competing models of 

the inputs to value and satisfaction. Simultaneous regressions were run in LISREL to test 

the three models each with the three possible links between value and satisfaction. Table 

5.14 reports the Chi-squared and Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) of the three models. 

AIC was calculated as; 

AIC = X^/2-number of estimated coeflBcients 

The AIC reflects the model with the best fit and greatest parsimony. In the three 

models, however, the number of constructs is constant across models. Thus, AIC reflects 

just the fit of the models. AIC was lowest for all three models under the single link 

condition that satisfaction leads to value. Chi-squared was also lowest, across the three 

models, when value leads to satisfaction. Thus Hypothesis 1 was supported, satisfaction 
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TABLE 5.14 

Test of the Value Satisfaction Link - AIC* and Chi Squared Values 

Hypothesis la 

Value -̂ Satisfaction 

Hypothesis lb 

Satirfaction -̂ ydlue 

Hypothesis Ic 

Value -̂̂ Satisfaction 

AIC Chi AIC Chi AIC Chi 

Model L- 156 17 147 9 217 77 

Model 11: 206 68 149 11 158 18 

Model ni; 206 68 143 5 144 5 

* AIC = X^/2 - number of estimated coefficients 



124 

leads to value across all three competing input models. 

5.3.5 Hypotheses Discussion 

Results of the hypotheses revealed that utilizing a broadened range of benefits, 

and benefit deviations increases fit of both value and satisfaction. Hypothesis 2 was 

partially supported. Service delivery and experiential benefits significantly contributed to 

satisfaction, but symbolic and practical benefits did not. Analysis of the benefits as inputs 

to value revealed the results of the significance of the different benefit types varied for 

satisfaction and value. Practical benefits significantly contributed to value. 

This finding supports the possibility that the inputs to value and satisfaction might 

vary across benefits types, lending support to Model n and IE. Hypothesis 3 was also 

partially supported. Negative benefit deviation scales significantly contributed to 

satisfaction, while positive deviations did not. Thus Hypothesis 4 which proposed that 

the impact of negative deviations would be greater than positive deviations was supported. 

A comparison of the impact of benefit deviations on value versus satisfaction revealed no 

differences. Thus whether benefit deviations should feed into satisfaction versus value 

could not be determined fi-om the regression analysis. The answer would be obtained 

through analysis of the fiall model. 

The fifl;h hypothesis predicted that outcome cost would significantly impact 

satisfaction; support was found at the ten percent level. It should be noted, however, that 

outcome cost showed a greater level of significance for value than for satisfaction. This 
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result, again finds support for the idea that value and satisfaction might vary by their 

respective inputs, lending support to Model H and HI. 

Support was not found for Hypothesis 6 and 7. Including negative and positive 

monetary deviations did not significantly improve the fit of perceived value or satisfaction. 

This sample, however, represented very affluent people; guests spent an average of $563 

per day. With a less affluent population both significance of outcome costs and positive 

and negative monetary deviations might be greater. Both negative and positive deviations 

will be tested in the three competing models, as they might prove significant in the full 

models. 

Hypothesis 1 addressed the whether value is a consequence of satisfaction. 

Support was found, across the three proposed models, that value is, in fact, a 

consequence of satisfaction. Next, the three proposed models, utilizing the wide range of 

benefits, monetary costs, negative and positive benefit deviations, negative and positive 

cost deviations were analyzed. 

5.4 CONCEPTUAL MODELS 

5.4.1 Hypotheses 8a 

Model I reflects Hypothesis 8a. It proposed that consumers determine satisfaction 

by evaluating the outcomes of relevant benefits and monetary costs and contrasting the 

deviations between all expected and actual benefits and monetary costs (Figure 5.1). 
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5.4.2 Hypotheses 8b 

Model n mirrors Hypothesis 8b. It proposed that consumers determine value by 

evaluating the outcomes of functional benefits and monetary costs and contrasting the 

deviations between actual and expected functional benefits and monetary costs; outcomes 

and deviations between actual and expected experiential and symbolic benefits impact 

satisfaction. 

Origmally the intent had been to subdivide negative and positive deviations by 

benefit type. This, however, was not possible. The benefit deviations did not factor in any 

meaningful manner. Instead, negative and positive benefit deviation scales were 

developed. Figure 5.2 illustrates Model II with negative and positive benefit deviations 

leading to satisfaction. The possibility also existed that benefit deviations lead to value. 

This alternative possibility will be tested once the best fitting model is determined. 

5.4.1 Hypotheses 8c 

Model in represents Hypothesis 8c. It proposed that consumers determine value 

by evaluating the outcomes of functional/practical and symbolic benefits and monetary 

costs and contrasting the deviations between these actual and expected benefits and 

monetary costs; outcomes and deviations between actual and expected experiential and 

functional/service delivery benefits impact satisfaction. Figure 5.3 illustrates Model III 

with the modification of holistic negative and positive deviation scales. 
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All three models were tested with two potential value and satisfaction scales. The 

satisfaction scale that utilized overall satisfaction, compared to other vacation experiences, 

and compared to expectations measures provided a higher overall fit and for value and 

satisfaction than when the expectations measure was not included in the scale. Similarly 

for value, the overall model fit and for value and satisfaction was highest when ail three 

measures of value were utilized in the scale. Thus, the satisfaction and value scales with 

three items each were utilized in model testing. 

5.4.2 Overall Model Fit 

In all, four models were tested, the three proposed models, representing 

hypotheses 8a, 8b and 8c, and a fourth model that explored the links between cost and 

benefit deviations and value, instead of satisfaction. Given that the testing of Hypotheses 

3 and 6 did not reveal whether cost and benefit deviations contribute more to satisfaction 

or value it was necessary to test whether feeding negative and positive benefit and cost 

deviations into value or satisfaction resulted in the best model fit. Regression results of 

Hypotheses 3 found support that negative benefit deviations improved the fit of both value 

and satisfaction. Therefore, it was not clear whether benefit deviations should input into 

value or satisfaction to optimize fiill model fit. 

Another unresolved issue was the role of monetary deviations. Hypothesis 6 was 

not supported; negative and positive cost deviations did not improve the fit of value. 

Likewise, they did not significantly improve the fit of satisfaction. Consequently, it was 
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necessary to determine whether the inclusion of monetary deviations improved overall 

model fit. If the inclusion of monetary deviations improved overall model fit, it was also 

imperative to determine if the cost deviations should feed into value or satisfaction. 

Model IV was designed to be a test of these links between cost and benefit deviations and 

value and satisfaction within the model with the best overall fit. 

Model land Model H Six measures were used to assess the fit of the three 

proposed models. R-squared of value and. satisfaction, Chi-squared, Akaike Information 

Criterion (AIC), Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) and the root mean square 

residual (RMSR). Model's I and n provided an acceptable fit of the data. The Chi-square 

. and AGFI indicate that Model's I and n provide a relatively good fit. The Chi-square is 

low for both models. According to Joreskog and Sorbom, a low Chi-square represents 

good model fit. For Model I, Chi-square with 9 degrees of fireedom equaled 9.17 (p = 

0.42). The Chi-square with 9 degrees of fi-eedom equaled 10.46 (p = 0.31) for Model H. 

Another indication that both models fit the data well is the AGFI. The AGFI 

represents the overall degree of fit adjusted for degrees of fi-eedom; zero represents a poor 

fit and one represents a perfect fit. The AGFI for Model I is .93 and .92 for Model n. 

Thus, the AGFI for both models is above the minimum acceptance level of .90 (Hair, 

Anderson, Tatham and Black, 1992). The RMSR was low for both models (.017). The R-

squares were also similar across models. R-squared for value is .41 in Model I and .42 in 

Model n. -For satisfaction, the R-squared is .56 for model I and .54 for Model n. Model 
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I provides a slightly better overall fit than Model n, but neither model is the best fitting. 

Table 5.15 reports the results of the model testing. 

Model III. The idea that different benefit types feed into value versus satisfaction 

was valid. Model HI provides the best fit for the data. In Model HI experiential benefits, 

service benefits, self-symbolic benefits, negative and positive benefit deviations and 

extraneous factors (weather) feed into satisfaction. Practical benefits, other-symbolic 

benefits, outcome costs, satisfaction and negative and positive monetary deviations feed 

into value. The Chi-square and AGFI indicate that Model HI provides an excellent fit. The 

Chi-square is very low; the Chi-square with 9 degrees of fi-eedom equaled 4.73 (p = 0.86). 
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TABLE 5.15 

Comparison of Competing Models 

Overa 1 Model Fit 

AIC AGFI ElMSR Revalue R^Sal 

Model I; Satisfaction *' Value 9 147 .93 .017 .41 .56 

Model 11: Satisfaction ^ Value 10 148 .92 .017 .42 .54 

Model ni: Satisfaction ^ Value 5 143 .96 .012 .44 .55 
-benefit and cost deviations to 
satisfaction 

Model IV; Satisfaction —*' Value 
- no cost deviations 8 142' .95 .014 .44 .55 
- cost deviations to value 8 146 .94 .014 .44 .55 
- benefit deviations to value 55 193 .64 .050 .44 .41 
- benefit and cost deviations to value 57 195 .64 .051 .44 .41 

' Model is more parsimonious due to elimination of negative and positive deviations. 
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Another indication of the excellent fit of the model is the .96 AGFI. The RMSR was very 

low with a value of .012. R-squared for value is .44 and .55 for satisfaction. The overall 

fit of Model in was superior to Model's I and n across all fit indicators. 

Model IV Given that Model in provided the best fit, the fourth model was tested 

that linked benefit and cost deviations to value instead of satisfaction. From the results of 

the hypothesis testing, it was discovered that negative benefit deviations significantly 

contributed to both value and satisfaction. This result made it necessary to test whether 

the overall model fit would be higher if benefit deviations feed into value versus 

satisfaction. In contrast, negative and positive monetary cost deviations were not 

significant to either value or satisfaction. They could, however, be significant in the full 

model. Because negative and positive deviations were not significant contributors to 

value or satisfaction it was necessary to determine whether monetary deviations 

contributed to overall model fit. If monetary deviations belong in the model, it is not 

clear fi-om the results of Hypothesis 6 whether monetary deviations should feed into value 

or satisfaction. 

Thus, the fourth model was developed. There were four variations to Model IV 

that tested the links between negative and positive benefit deviations and value, negative 

and positive benefit deviations and satisfaction, negative and positive monetary deviations 

and value, and negative and positive monetary deviations and satisfaction. Table 5.15 

reports the results of the comparison of the three competing models and variations to 

Model IV. 
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Model IV, no Cost Deviations. The results reveal that Model IV, without cost 

deviations, provides a good fit. The Chi-square with 11 degrees of freedom equaled 7.52 

(p = 0.76). The AIC was 142; this is lower than the other models because there are two 

less exogenous constructs, negative cost deviations and positive cost deviations. The 

AGFI reveals, however, that the same model (Model HI) with cost deviations feeding into 

satisfaction is higher (.95 versus .96). Thus, including cost deviations in the model 

improves overall model fit. Given the knowledge that including cost deviations improves 

overall model fit, three more variations of Model IV were tested (cost deviations into 

value, benefit deviations into value, and cost and benefit deviations into value). 

Model IV, Cost Deviations to Value. The difference between cost deviations 

feeding into value versus satisfaction is not substantial. The AGFI for Model FV with cost 

deviations feeding into value is .94, well above the minimum acceptance level. The Chi-

square with 9 degrees of fi-eedom equaled 7.57 (P = 0.58). This variation of Model IV 

provides an acceptable fit but is not as high as Model in that links cost deviations to 

satisfaction. Consequently, Model HI outperforms this variation of Model FV. 

Model IV, Benefit Deviations to Value. When benefit deviations feed into value 

instead of satisfaction the AGFI drops to .64, well below the .90 minimum standard. A 

considerably better fit occurs when negative and positive benefit deviations feed into 

satisfaction. 
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Model IV, Benefit and Cost Deviations to Value. This final variation of Model 

IV provides a poor model fit. Negative and positive benefit deviations clearly belong as 

inputs to satisfaction. Although, the difference between the cost benefits is not as 

distinct, monetary deviations feeding into satisfaction provides the best model fit. 

In sum, seven fiiU models were tested. The first model represented Model I; all 

benefit types, monetary cost, benefit deviations, cost deviations and extraneous factors 

fed into satisfaction which then lead to value. The second Model tested was Model U. In 

this model, fiinctional (practical and service) benefits fed into value, while symbolic and 

experiential and symbolic benefits fed into satisfaction. Next, Model HI was tested. In 

Model ni experiential and service benefits fed in to satisfaction while practical and 

symbolic benefits lead to value. Of these three Models, Model UI provided the best fit. 

Next, because the results of testing of Hypotheses 3 and 6 had left some 

unanswered questions, four variations of Model HI were tested. These variations 

included: leaving out cost deviations, feeding cost deviations into value, feeding benefit 

deviations into value, and feeding both benefit and cost deviations into value. These four 

variations were then compared to Model EH. 

Model m with cost and benefit deviations feeding into satisfaction provides the 

best overall model fit (Figure 5.4). Given that Model HI provided the best overall fit, the 

structural model fit of Model EH was assessed. The structural model represents the 



Expected 

Practical Benefits 

Actual 
Practical Benefits 

Expected 
Symbolic Benefits 

Actual 
Symbolic Benefits 

Expected 
Service Benefits 

Actual 
Service Benefits 

Actual 
Experiential Benefits 

Expected 
Experiential Benefits 

Actual 
$Costs 

Expected 
$Costs 

1 Deviations are multiplied by importance weights 

FIGURE: 5.4 
H8c: Practical and Symbolic Benefits and Monetary 
Costs feed directly to Value, Cost Deviations to Satisfaction 

(-) Deviation1 

(-) $ Deviation1 

Extraneous 
Factors 

W-0-M 

Consumer Loyalty 

Repeat Sales 

~ 

w 
-......] 



138 

dependence relationships that link the model constructs. The most common assessment of 

structural model fit is to determine the significance of the estimated coefficients (Hair et 

al., 1992). 

5.4.5 Structural Model Fit 

Table 5.16 reports the regression equations for value and satisfaction developed 

fi-om Model HI. The regression equations reveal that experiential benefits (t-value 8.06) 

and negative deviations (t-value 7.75) significantly contribute to satisfaction. Service 

delivery benefits are significant at the ten percent level (t-value 1.84). Thus, experiential 

and service delivery benefits and negative deviations are the only inputs that substantively 

impact satisfaction. Positive deviations and extraneous factors do not significantly 

contribute to satisfaction. Positive and negative monetary deviations are also not 

significant. Positive monetary deviations, with a t-value of 1.58, is close, however, to the 

ten percent significance level. The R-squared value for satisfaction is .55; fifty five 

percent of variance in satisfaction is captured with this model. 
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TABLE 5.16 
Model ni; Inputs to Value and Satisfaction 

Satisfaction = 0.44*exp + 0.098*service + 0.42*ndev - 0.052*n$dev -
(t-value) 8.06^ 1.84^ 7.75 -1.03 

0.054*pdev + 0.079*p$dev + 0.063*extra, = 0.55 
-I.Ol 1.58 1.29 

Value = 0.77*sat + 0.10*pract + 0.015*symb - 0.090*ocost, R^ = 0.44 
(t-value) 9.25' 1.73^ 0.25 -1.68^ 

'Significant at 0.05 
^Significant at 0.10 
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For value, satisfaction (t-value 9.25), practical benefits (t-value 1.73) and outcome 

cost (t-value 1.68) contribute significantly. Satisfaction has the largest impact on 

perceptions of value. Whereas, outcome costs and practical benefits are only significant at 

the ten percent significance level. The R-squared for value is .44. The next step in 

assessing the structural model fit was to examine the correlations between the constructs. 

Table 5.17 reveals that value and satisfaction are highly correlated (.66), but below 

a level that would suggest any corrective action. Hair et al. (1992) suggest correlations 

above .80 can be indicative of problems. There are also several moderately high 

correlations amongst the four exogenous constructs; experiential, service delivery, 

symbolic and practical benefits. The four benefit types are not totally independent 

constructs; the correlations reveal that all four constructs are intertwined. A correlation 

analysis across and within benefit types, however, confirms the discriminant validity of the 

scales. The correlations of the individual benefit items is far greater within each scale than 

across. Table 5.18 reports the across and within scale correlations. It is important to note 

that symbolic benefits are highly correlated with practical benefits. This correlation 

reveals that although symbolic benefits did not significantiy impact value, the constructs 

are intertwined and the importance of symbolic benefits to value should not be 

overlooked. 



141 

TABLE 5.17 

Correlations Amongst Endogenous and Exogenous Constructs 

Satis. Value Exp. Pract. Symb. Serv. Weather 
Satis. 1.00 
Value 0.66 1.00 
Exp. 0.61 0.48 1.00 
Pract. 0.28 0.31 0.42 1.00 
Symb. 0.28 0.26 0.39 0.32 1.00 
Serv. 0.36 0.26 0.35 0.17 0.30 1.00 
Weather 0.22 0.21 0.20 0.15 0.08 0.17 1.00 

TABLE 5.18 

Correlations Within and Across Benefit Scales 

Scale; Within Across 

Experiential 0.25 0.12 

Practical 0.40 0.15 

Symbolic 0.39 0.15 

Service 0.26 0.14 
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S.4.6 Discussion 

Results of the model testing supports the idea, expressed by Hypotheses 8a, 8b and 

8c, that a difference between value and satisfaction lies in what benefits consumers use to 

determine value and satisfaction. Model DI provided the best overall fit. This finding 

suggests that, benefits occurring during the consumption experience impact perceptions of 

satisfaction. Long range benefits, in contrast, impact perceptions of value. Utilizing a 

broadened array of benefits, in contrast to just fimctional benefits as inputs, improved the 

fit of perceived value or satisfaction. The results reveal that experiential, service delivery 

and practical benefits significantly contributed to value. Symbolic benefits, on the other 

hand, did not significantly contribute to value. 

A regression was performed testing how much of the variation in symbolic benefits 

could be explained by the variation in experiential, service, and practical benefits. Twenty 

one percent of the variation in symbolic benefits can be explained by the other three 

benefit types. Table 5.19 illustrates the regression equation. The analysis reveals that 

although symbolic benefits did not significantly impact value, the constructs are related 

and the importance of symbolic benefits to value should not be overlooked by the 

marketer. 

Contrary to what was proposed, monetary deviations did not significantly impact 

value or satisfaction. Monetary deviations as inputs to satisfaction did, however, 

contribute to overall model fit. The results from the model suggests both cost and benefit 
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TABLE 5.19 

Regression Equation of Service, Experiential and Practical 
Benefits to Symbolic Benefits 

Symbolic = 0.24*ExperientiaI + 0.19*Practical + 0.19*Service, = 0.21 
3.16 2.60 2.68 (t-value) 
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deviations and 'immediacy' benefits impact satisfaction which then, along with outcome 

costs and 'long-range' benefits, leads to perceptions of value. Next, outcome measures of 

value and satisfaction were analyzed to confirm discriminant validity between the two 

constructs and to validate their importance. 

5.5 OUTCOMES OF VALUE AND SATISFACTION 

5.5.1 Analyses 

Outcomes measures were included to validate the importance of value and 

satisfaction. Regression analyses were performed to confirm the significance of the link of 

value and satisfaction to word-of-mouth activity, loyalty, and repeat purchase intent. 

Word-of-mouth activity was measured by the question 'How would you describe what 

you have told others about the resort?'. The question was measured on a five-point scale 

anchored by ail negative (1) and all positive (5). Loyalty was measured with the question 

'Imagine in the future that you are planning a resort/spa visit to Arizona. If a resort/spa 

facility that offered sunilar services to Canyon Ranch opened in Arizona what monetary 

incentive would be necessary for you to try a visit at the competing facility? (Please check 

the one that most accurately reflects your opinion)' The response options were: no 

incentive (I would seriously consider visiting the other facility even if the cost was the 

same), 10-20% less expensive, 30% less expensive and I would not choose to visit a 

facility other than the resort. Intention to repeat purchase was measured with both a long 

range and short range question. Respondents were asked how likely it was that they 
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would visit the resort with in the next year and within the next five years. Regressions 

with value and satisfaction scales as the independent variables and word-of-mouth, loyalty, 

and long and short range repeat intentions as dependent measures were tested. 

5.5.2 Results 

The goal of the regression results were to validate that loyalty, word-of-mouth 

activity and repeat purchase intentions were consequences of satisfaction and/or value. 

The regression analyses reveals that the valence of word-of-mouth activity is significant as 

an outcome of both value and satisfaaion. The R-squared value of .365 indicates that 

36.5% of the variance in the word-of-mouth measure can be explained by the value and 

satisfaction scales. Thus, utilizing a measure of the valence of word-of-mouth activity is 

appropriate as a consequence of value and satisfaction. The degree of negative versus 

positive information guests share with others is a good reflection of both their perceived 

value and satisfaction. Table 5.20 reports the t-values of the independent variables and 

adjusted R-squares for the equations. 

Loyalty, on the other hand, was not a significant consequence of value and only 

significant at the ten percent level for satisfaction. The R-squared value of .063 indicates 

that only 6.3% of the variance in the loyalty measure can be explained by the value and 

satisfaction scales. The problem could lie with the measure used; monetary incentive was 

used as the measure of loyalty. Given that outcome cost was only significant at the ten 
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percent level for perceptions of value within this sample, a loyalty measure that offered 

increased benefits at a competing facility might have produced better results. 

The repeat intention questions provided some interesting results. Intent to re-visit 

the resort m the short run is significant as an outcome of both value (10% level) and 

satisfaction (5% level). The R-squared value of .267 indicates that 26.7% of the variance 

in the intention to re-visit the resort withm the next year can be explained by the value and 

satisfaction scales. In contrast, the value scale provides the only significant measure of 

long-range intentions to re-visit the resort; the satisfaction scale does not significantly 

contribute to long-range repeat visit intentions. The R-squared value reveals that eighteen 

percent of the variance in long-range repeat visit intentions is explained by the value and 

satisfaction scales. 

The results of the outcome analyses suggests that value and satisfaction uniquely 

contribute to the various consequences. Both value and satisfaction scales contribute 

significantly to negative/positive vaianced word-of-mouth activity. In comparison, neither 

value nor satisfaction contributes to loyalty scales conceptualized as a fiinction of cost 

savings. For repeat intentions, the results varied whether short-range repeat intentions or 

long-range repeat intentions were measured. In the short run, satisfaction and value both 

were significant indicators of repeat intentions. Whereas in the long run, only value was 

significant. 
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TABLE 5.20 

Regression Results of the Consequences of Value and Satisfaction 

Outcome: Value Satisfaction Adj. R-square 

Word-of-mouth 3.569' 2.919' 0.365 

Loyalty 0.771 1.621^ 0.063 

Repeat-short range 1.921^ 3.248' 0.267 

Repeat-long range 2.667' 1.369 0.179 

'significant at 0.05 
^Significant at 0.10 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

6.1 SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

In this dissertation we explored how consumers determine value and satisfaction in 

a service context. A longitudinal study of resort guests was conducted to realistically 

study how consumers determine value and satisfaaion. This research examined: 

1) The role of a broadened range of inputs consumers might utilize when determining 

value and satisfaction. 

2) The importance of negative and positive cost and benefit deviations to perceptions 

of value and satisfaction. 

3) The link between value and satisfaction. 

4) Competing conceptual fi-ameworks incorporating the impact of expectations and 

outcomes of a broad range of costs and benefits on evaluations of value and 

satisfaction. 

5) The link between value, satisfaction and their consequences (i.e. loyalty, repeat 

purchase, word-of-mouth). 

6.LI Summary of Results, Inputs 

The first goal of the study was to explore the role of a broadened range of inputs. 

We proposed that utilizing a broadened array of benefits, in contrast to just fiinctional 

benefits as inputs, would improve the fit of perceived value or satisfaction. The results 

revealed that experiential, service delivery and practical benefits significantly contributed 
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to value. Symbolic benefits, on the other hand, did not significantly contribute to value. 

The analysis reveals that although symbolic benefits did not significantly impact value, the 

constructs are intertwined and the importance of symbolic benefits to value should not be 

overlooked by the marketer. The four benefit types were also tested as inputs to 

satisfaction. Service delivery and experiential benefits significantly contributed to 
t • 

satisfaction, but practical benefits did not. 

The knowledge gained fi-om testing the broadened range of inputs contributes to 

the marketing field in two significant ways. Fu-st, by examining benefit types the 

importance of experiential and symbolic benefits becomes apparent. Prior value research 

had limited it's focus to fijnctional product or service attributes. This study reveals that 

consumers, in a real context, utilize a much broader range of benefits to assess value and 

satisfaction than has previously been explored. To sustain long-term relationships with 

customers, marketers must be able to measure customer's perceptions of value and 

satisfaction. This research aids that goal by identifying the importance of a broad range of 

benefits to the customer. 

Examining the broadened range of benefits makes a second major contribution to 

the marketing field. How, or if, value and satisfaction are perceived as different concepts 

to consumers has recently become an important research question. By broadening the 

range of benefits across four benefit types, this research provides novel insight into how 

value and satisfaction differ by their respective benefit inputs of value and satisfaction. 

Current thought had not addressed the possibility that value and satisfaction differ by their 
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benefit inputs. Our finding that service and experiential benefits impact perceptions of 

satisfaction, while long range (practical and symbolic) benefits impact perceptions of value 

provides a new avenue for fixture research. 

Along with exploring a broadened range of benefit inputs, the role of monetary 

costs as inputs to perceptions of value and satisfaction were also examined. We had 

anticipated that cost would be a highly significant indicator of value. The contribution of 

outcome costs as inputs to satisfaction and value, however, were only significant at the ten 

percent level for satisfaction and value. A study by Voss and Parasuraman (1995) lends 

understanding to our results. They found that price is the primary driver of initial 

preference formation, while benefits impact post-consumption satisfaction. Their results 

suggest price will impact whether an individual chooses to attend the resort but price is 

less likely to significantly impact post-consumption evaluation. Our finding has important 

ramifications for the marketer. The results suggest that, within our context, to ensure 

delivering satisfaction and value that leads to positive outcomes such as repeat business, 

marketers should focus on promoting and delivering benefits instead of focusing on 

monetary cost. 

6.1.2 Summary of Results, Negative and Positive Benefit Deviations 

Next, the role of negative and positive benefit deviations on value and satisfaction 

was examined. A holistic measure of negative and positive deviations was used. We had 

proposed that negative and positive deviations would impact value and/or satisfaction by 
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benefit type. The deviations, however, did not factor in a meaningful way. Thus, all 

negative and all positive deviations were summed. We proposed that negative benefit 

deviations would have a greater impact on value or satisfaction than positive benefit 

deviations. Although negative deviations significantly contributed to value and 

satisfaction, positive deviations did not. The results revealed that negative deviations 

contributed more to satisfaction than value, lending support to the idea of linking benefit 

deviations to satisfaction instead of value in the fijll models. 

Our study finds support for the utilization of pre-consumption expectations, 

operationalized as positive and negative deviations, to measure satisfaction. Our finding 

that negative deviations significantly contributed to the overall model fit, while positive 

deviations did not, expands our current understanding of the importance and utilization of 

expectations to measure satisfaction and understand the post-consumption evaluation 

process. By separately measuring negative and positive deviations our research confirms 

the significance of expectations, utilizing deviations, while addressing the concern of the 

impact of prior experience on expectations. Our results indicate that negative deviations 

will impact satisfaction whether, or not, the consumer has prior experience. Positive 

deviations, on the other hand, tend to be low and have little impact on satisfaction 

especially amongst guests with prior experience. 

Our study breaks new ground by testing the impact of real expectations that are 

measured prior to consumption. Our finding that negative deviations formed fi"om 'real' 

expectations impact perceptions of satisfaction has important implications. First, our 
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results contribute to the marketing field by confirming the importance of expectations to 

consumers' assessment of satisfaction. Second, the results also provide important insight 

for the marketing manager. Our findings suggest that to ensure customers are satisfied, 

marketers should emphasize meeting existing expectations rather than focusing on 

providing new benefits. Within our context, our results suggests that providing new 

benefits might provide positive deviations from expectations but are not likely to impact 

perceptions of satisfaction or value. 

6.1.3 Summary of Results, Negative and Positive Cost Deviations 

Next, the role of negative and positive cost deviations on perceptions of value and 

satisfaction was examined. The results of the analysis revealed that neither negative nor 

positive deviations significantly impacted perceptions of value or satisfaction. This result 

had not been anticipated. We had expected deviations fi-om anticipated price to impact 

perceptions of value and/or satisfaction. There could be several reasons for our result. 

First, the subjects utilized in this study are affluent. Thus, they might be less concerned 

with variations of cost. Second, given this was a vacation context individuals might 

expect, or not be concerned, that they will spend more than anticipated. Future testing of 

the model should be conducted in alternative contexts, with less affluent subjects, before 

the notion that monetary cost deviations cost do not impact perceptions of satisfaction is 

asserted. 
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6.1.4 Summary of Results, Link between Value and Satisfaction 

An important issue this research addressed was whether value and satisfaction are 

distinct concepts in the minds of consumers. Given they were found distinct, the issue 

arose as to whether value leads to satisfaction, or satisfaction leads to value. Prior 

research has raised the possibility that value and satisfaction might not be distinct 

concepts. This issue, however, has not been empirically tested. Our research clearly 

indicates that value and satisfaction are correlated, but unique concepts in the minds of 

consumers. 

Prior work on the link between the suggested has produced mixed findings. 

Utilizing the broad range of benefits and an overall satisfaction measure, we tested the 

path between value and satisfaction across all three proposed models. Along with testing 

the link fi-om value to satisfaction and satisfaction to value, a double link was tested, i.e., 

value leads to satisfaction and satisfaction leads to value. Our results, across all three 

models, clearly indicated that satisfaction lead to value within our context. Our results 

lend support to Bolton and Drew's (1991) findings that satisfaction leads to value. It does 

not, however, provide support for the idea-that satisfaction will always lead to value. 

Prior research that has addressed this link has varied on several dimensions. Our findings 

indicate that when satisfaction is viewed as a process and individual benefit dunensions are 

measured, satisfaction leads to value. Future research should address under what 

conditions satisfaction leads to value versus value leading to satisfaction. 
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6.1.5 Summary of Results, Competing Conceptual Frameworks 

Three models were proposed for testing of the post-cx>nsumption evaluation 

process. The first model proposed that consumers determine value by evaluating the 

outcomes of relevant benefits and monetary costs and contrasting the deviations between 

all expected and actual benefits and monetary costs. In contrast. Model n, proposed that 

consumers determine value by evaluating the outcomes of fiinctional benefits and 

monetary costs and contrasting the deviations between actual and expected fiinctional 

benefits and monetary costs; outcomes and deviations between actual and expected 

experiential and symbolic benefits impact satisfaction. The third model proposed that 

consumers determine value by evaluating the outcomes of fiinctional/practical and 

symbolic benefits and monetary costs and contrasting the deviations between these actual 

and expected benefits and monetary costs; outcomes and deviations between actual and 

expected experiential and fiinctional/service delivery benefits impact satisfaction. 

Results of the model testing support the idea that a difference between value and 

satisfaction lies in what benefits consumers use to determine value and satisfaction. Our 

findings suggest that consumers evaluate satisfaction based on their consumption 

experience and deviations from expectations. Value, on the other hand, follows 

satisfaction and appears to represent a longer range evaluation of the consumption 

experience. Our findings provide insight to managers about what types of benefits 

marketers must provide to improve perceptions of value and satisfaction. 
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6.1.6 Summary of Results, Outcomes of Value and Satisfaction 

Outcomes measures were included to validate the importance of value and 

satisfaction. Four measures were analyzed: valance of word-of-mouth activity, loyalty, 

intent to repeat visit in the short run and intent to repeat visit in the long run. Results of 

the analyses reveal that the valence of word-of-mouth activity is significant as an outcome 

of both value and satisfaction. Thus, the degree of negative versus positive information 

guests share with others is a good reflection of both their perceived value and satisfaction. 

Loyalty, on the other hand, was not a significant consequence of value and only significant 

at the ten percent level for satisfaction. Intent to re-visit the resort in the short run was 

significant as an outcome of both value and satisfaction. In contrast, the value scale 

provides the only significant measure of long-range intentions to re-visit the resort; the 

satisfaction scale does not significantly contribute to long-range repeat visit intentions. 

These findings have important implications for both the marketing manager and 

academician. The marketing manager is ultimately concerned with fixture business fi^om 

the consumer. Recognizing that a measure of perceived value, but not satisfaction, might 

best predict fiiture purchasing behavior is important knowledge for the marketing manager 

and the academician. 
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6.2 DISCUSSION AND LIMITATIONS 

Marketing academicians have given a lot of attention to understanding satisfaction 

and value. Despite the importance of this research to marketing, the literature has not 

arrived at a clear understanding of the role of value and satisfaction in the post-

consumption evaluation process. Several issues have not been addressed that could 

improve our understanding of the post-consumption evaluation process. First, existing 

work in the area has typically relied on laboratory studies or surveys that require 

individuals to recall their expectations. Second, studies have utilized limited benefits 

(functional product features or service elements), or a holistic benefit measure, as inputs to 

quality, value, or satisfaction. 

This dissertation attempts to clarify our understanding of the post-consumption 

evaluation process by exploring inputs, outputs and the relationship between value and 

satisfaction in a real-life context. The empirical work comprised three surveys sent to 

guests of an upscale health and fitness resort. The surveys were designed to learn 

consumer's expectations and importance of various benefits and costs prior to their resort 

stay. A second survey, sent immediately after their visit, measured the guests perceptions 

of value, satisfaction, benefits received and importance of the benefits. Approximately five 

months later, a third survey that measured outcomes of value and satisfaction was sent. 

These surveys provided the unique opportunity of gaining actual pre-visit expectations 

that were not clouded by outcome. 
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Data from the surveys were utilized to test the three proposed models. Negative 

and positive deviation measures were developed by subtracting benefit expectations from 

outcome. The sum was then multiplied by an outcome importance measure of each 

benefit. Importance measures were also collected prior to the resort visit. Typically, in 

the services marketing literature, outcome importance measured after consumption has 

been utilized. Spreng, MacKenzie and Olshavsky (1996), recently suggested that 'desires' 

along with expectations impact satisfaction. They propose 'desire' as a separate 

construct, measured prior to consumption, that impacts satisfaction. Desires are defined 

as the evaluation of the extent to which benefits will lead to the attainment of one's 

values. Their theory suggests an alternative model that would have likelihood (pre-visit 

expectation), pre-visit importance benefit and outcome measures feeding directly into 

satisfaction. This model, though, would not account for the possibility that consumption 

experience changes importance. For example, prior to attending the resort an individual 

might think losing weight is very important. Upon reflection of their resort visit, however, 

they might not have lost weight but because they enjoyed themselves and received other 

benefits these individuals could still be highly satisfied despite the fact that highly weighted 

pre-visit importance benefits were not met. Because of this concern, in our study, we 

have utilized post-consumption importance measures. A fixture study could compare the 

effects of utilizing pre-visit versus post-visit importance measures. 

In general, all three models performed suflBciently. Our proposed models did not, 

however, correctly predict the role of negative and positive benefit and cost deviations. 



158 

We had proposed that negative and positive benefit deviations would impact value or 

satisfaction by benefit type. Instead, it appears that consumers form a holistic measure of 

negative and positive deviations that impact satisfaction. This result is consistent with Tse 

and Wilton's (1988) finding that subjective disconfirmation (a holistic measure) 

outperforms subtractive disconfirmation. Given this result, our model fit might have been 

even better if a holistic negative or positive disconfirmation benefit question had been 

included. 

Interestmgly, in our study, only negative benefit deviations were significant. This 

result addresses a criticism raised in the marketing literature of utilizing expectations in 

post-consumption evaluation research. The issue of how to deal with individuals with 

prior experience when measuring expectations has lead some researcher to suggest 

expectation measures should not be utilized. Our study, though, reveals that breaking 

benefit deviations down into negative and positive deviations addresses the problem. Our 

data shows that while positive deviations are lower for people with prior experience than 

for individuals with no experience, they did not impact satisfaction. Negative benefit 

deviations, on the other hand, were significant whether the respondent had prior 

experience or not. Thus, prior experience'does not significantly influence the results if 

deviations are broken into negative and positive benefit deviations. 

Negative and positive cost deviations were another area in which our model did 

not perform as expected. We had expected that outcome costs and any corresponding 

negative and positive cost deviations would impact perceptions of value and or 
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satisfaction. Support was not found for this proposition. Outcome costs were only 

significant at the ten percent level while negative and positive deviations were not even 

significant at that level. Before asserting, however, that negative and positive monetary 

deviations do not impact perceptions of value and/or satisfaction, the model should be 

tested on a population that might be more cost conscious than the sample utilized in this 

study. A more cost conscious segment might weight outcome costs and their deviations 

higher than this segment. 

Support for the notion that consumers might apply differential weight to different 

benefits and costs can be found in Zeithaml (1988). She proposed four different value 

mechanisms. Drawing fi^om focus group discussion, Zeithaml (1988) proposes that value 

might be more than a simple trade-off between a holistic measure of quality to represent 

benefits and price to represent costs. She suggests there are multiple mechanisms that 

consumers use when describing their perception of value. Zeithaml propose that the 

mechanism consumers use to determine value differs among individuals. Using a non

durable product context, she identifies four different mechanisms. The first mechanism 

focuses strictly on cost to determine value. The subjects using this mechanism speak of 

price or price promotions equaling value. Product benefits are not mentioned. The 

second mechanism Zeithaml identifies also focuses on just one element of the equation. In 

contrast to the first mechanism, benefits received are the most salient component of the 

value equation. These subjects infer value strictly by the benefits they obtain. The third 

group, recognizes a trade-off between costs and benefits, but limit this trade-off to price as 
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the cost of what is given up versus one gestalt benefit, identified as quality. The fourth 

mechanism reflects a greater complexity, all relevant costs and benefits are utilized to 

determine value. 

The different mechanisms reflect different importance weightings or salience of 

costs and benefits consumers use when assessing value. For example, fi^om our participant 

observation of'peak-season' guests value was talked about strictly in terms of benefits, 

whereas 'off-season' guests focused on the cost aspect. Our results might be a reflection 

of the low weight our sample placed on costs. A more cost conscious segment might 

weight outcome costs and their deviations higher than this segment, resulting in a greater 

impact on perceptions of value and satisfaction. 

A related limitation was the ineffectiveness of our loyalty measure. We measured 

loyalty as a reflection of price discounts offered by an alternative resort. Given that 

perceptions of value varies across consumers our loyalty measure might be effective with a 

group that highly weights cost in their evaluation of value. In contrast, to measure loyalty 

in a group that highly weights benefits, the alternative resort should vary by the selection 
t 

of benefits offered. From our study, we can not conclude that loyalty is not an outcome 

of value or satisfaction; we can only conclude that our measure of loyalty is not an 

outcome of satisfaction or value. 
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6.3 CONCLUSION 

Despite some limitations with the deviation measures, overall, the study produced 

some interesting results. This research reveals that the range of benefits consumers use 

during the post-consumption evaluation process is broader than what previously had been 

tested. We proposed and tested several models, incorporating a wide range of benefits, 

that attempt to clarify how value and satisfaction differ. We conclude they diflFer by what 

benefits consumers utilize when determining value versus satisfaction. Within our 

context, we find support for the idea that different benefit types impact perceptions of 

satisfaction than value. We find that experiential and service delivery benefits and negative 

benefit deviations significantly contribute to perceptions of satisfaction while practical 

benefits and outcome cost significantly contribute to value. Including negative and 

positive cost deviations, positive benefit deviations and weather, as an extraneous factor, 

as inputs to satisfaction and symbolic benefits as an input to value improved the overall 

model fit. These results imply that value and satisfaction represent unique constructs to 

this consumer segment and that the difference between the concepts lies in what benefits 

feed into value versus satisfaction. 
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APPENDIX 1: PILOT, PRE-VISIT SURVEY 

Dear Resort/spa Guest, 

·sincerely, 

PARTl 
INSTRUCTIONS: This section of the survey deals with your expectations about your upcoming visit to 
Resort/spa. The following is a list of things that guests might expect while at Resort/spa. Please indicate 
how likely and how important you think each outcome is. A 1 means you do not expect this outcome and 
a 5 means you definitely expect it to happen; 1 means it is not at all important to you and a 5 means it is 
extremely important. Be sure to circle both how likely and how important each outcome is to you. 
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While at Resort/spa I will: 
How Important: How Likely: 

Not at all Extremely Do not expect Definitely expect 
Important Important to happen to happen 

Participate in a wide range of fitness activities. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Experience a variety of personal services (e.g., 
as massages, body wraps, or facials). 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 

Participate in off-site excursions (e.g. , trip 
to Mexico, Sonoran Desert Museum). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Be pampered. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Become refreshed and renewed. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Escape the stresses of my every day life. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Have fun during my stay. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Not have to think hard about planning my 
schedule of activities. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Have an experience that I want 
to tell my friends about. 1 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 

Have almost all of the cost of my stay 
covered by my package price. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Have an experience my friends will envy. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Not experience delays (e.g. , check-in meal 
service, or airport pick -up). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Enjoy delicious meals. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Be around other guests who are interesting. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

See a celebrity during my stay. 1 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 

Other: 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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While at Resort/spa I will: 

How Important: How Likely: 

Not at all Extremely Do not expect Definitely expect 
Important Important to happen to happen 

Get a start on a new fitness routine. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Recover from an injury or illness. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Discover more about myself. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Explore alternative healing methods. 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Make a lifestyle change (e.g., manage 
stress, quit smoking, or change 
my eating habits). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Greatly improve a medical condition 
as requested by my doctor 
(e.g., lower cholesterol). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Work through a personal problem 
(e.g. , emotional, mental issue). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Educate myself about taking care 
of my body( e.g. , healthy eating 
or reducing stress). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Lose a lot of weight. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Other: 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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While at Resort/spa I will: 

How Important: How Likely: 

Not at all Extremely Do not expect Definitely expect 
Important Important to happen to happen 

Receive caring individualized attention. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Be in beautiful natural surroundings. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Feel like I am treated royally. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Have a selection of dining facilities. 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Be in surroundings that inspire 
or motivate me. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Have room accommodations 
that are luxurious. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Have 5-star hotel service (e.g. , room 
service, concierge, business center). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

PART IT 
INSTRUCTIONS: The purpose of this section is learn about your priorities and beliefs about taking a 
vacation such as one at Resort/spa. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each 
statement by circling the appropriate number on the scale. 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

I am concerned about putting a lot of effort into deciding 
what activities or services I want to use. 1 2 3 4 5 

I will return from Resort/spa with an improved lifestyle. 1 2 3 4 5 
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I am concerned about the costs of a vacation like this. 1 2 3 4 5 

I will feel good and enjoy myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

I am concerned about how hard it is to arrange 
my schedule to make a trip like this. 1 2 3 4 5 

I will feel like I am in an exclusive environment. 1 2 3 4 5 

I will feel like I have rewarded myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

Resort/spa offers all-inclusive pricing packages. 1 2 3 4 5 

Knowing that Resort/spa has famous guests increases my 
confidence that I will enjoy my stay. 1 2 3 4 5 

While on vacation I enjoy having as many different 
experiences as possible. 1 2 3 4 5 

My vacations are a reflection of how well I am doing in life. 1 2 3 4 5 

Hearing about Resort/spa from people I 
trust increases my confidence that I will enjoy my stay. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experiencing as many new things in life as 
I possibly can is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

Sometimes I enjoy spending money on 
experiences that aren't practical. 1 2 3 4 5 

Knowing that Resort/spa has been written about in many 
prestigious magazines increase my confidence 
that I will enjoy my stay. 1 2 3 4 5 

I do not measure my success through 
the experiences I have. 1 2 3 4 5 

The more experiences I have the happier I am. 1 2 3 4 5 



___ It is low in price 

___ It is enjoyable 

___ It provides an exclusive environment 

It includes minimal hassles 

___ It requires little thinking or planning 

___ It was worth making time for 

---.It feels rewarding 

___ It improves my outlook on life 

___ The weather is good 

Your age _____ years 

Your sex Male Female 

• Is this your first visit to Resort/spa? __ Yes No 

• If you answered no, how many times have you been to Resort/spa? ___ _ 

• When was your last visit to Resort/spa? _____________ _ 

• Have you been to other spas or resorts spas? __ Yes __ No 
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• If you answered yes, how many other spas or resorts with spas have you been to? __ _ 

• Approximately how often do you visit a spa? __ _ 

• How many days do you intend to stay at Resort/spa during your upcoming visit? ____ _ 
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What type of room have you reserved for your stay at Resort/spa? 

Standard or Executive Delate (Posada) Luxury (Hacienda 
orCasita) 

How much do you expect to spend on the package cost for your stay at Resort/spa? $ 

Beyond the package price, how much do you expect to spend during your stay at Resort/spa? $_ 

How did you first hear about Resort/spa? 

« For this visit, did someone or something prompt you to select Resort/spa rather than another 
destination? 

How have you learned about what Resort/spa has to offer? (Please check all that apply) 

(I) Advertisement or brochure (2) Friends, family, or business associates 

(3) Travel agent (4) Previous visit 

(5) Magazine articles (6) Other, please explain 

Which source was most helpful? 

• Do you have any comments or suggestions?. 

• Thank you for help, Your input will make Arizona vacations more meaningful in the future 
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APPENDIX 2: PRE-VISIT SURVEY 

PART I 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate how likely and how important you think each outcome is. A 1 means 
you do not expect this outcome and a 5 means you definitely expect it to happen~ 1 means it is not at all 
important to you and a 5 means it is extremely important. Be sure to circle both how likely and how 
important each outcome is to you. 



While at Canyon Ranch I will: 

Enjoy myself. 

Be in surroundings that inspire 
or motivate me. 

Discover more about myself. 

Participate in a wide range of fitness activities. 

Feel that I have rewarded myself. 

Not have to put effort into deciding what 
activities or services I want to use. 

Be around other guests who are interesting. 

Have an experience that I want 
to tell my friends about. 

Feel that I am in an exclusive environment. 

Experience a variety of personal services 
(e.g. , as massages, body wraps, or facials) . 

Have an experience my friends will envy. 

While at Canyon Ranch I will: 

Get a start on a new fitness routine. 

How Important: 

Not at all Extremely 
Important Important 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

How Important: 

Not at all Extremely 
Important Important 

1 2 3 4 5 
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How Likely: 

Do not expect Definitely expect 
to happen to happen 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

How Likely: 

Do not expect Defmitely expect 
to happen to happen 

1 2 3 4 5 



Explore alternative healing methods. 

Make a lifestyle change (e.g. , manage stress, 
quit smoking, or change my eating habits). 

Work through a physical or personal problem 
(e.g. , injury recovery, lower cholesterol, 
emotional or mental issue). 

Lose some weight. 

Educate myself about taking care of my body 
(e.g. , healthy eating or reducing stress). 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 
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1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

, --~·-···· ·· ···················· i~tWt! u r:··••:_•• 
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While at Canyon Ranch I will: 
How Important: How Likely: 

Not at all Extremely Do not expect Definitely expect 
Important Important to happen to happen 

Have a selection of dining facilities. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Have almost all of the cost of my stay 
covered by my package price. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Receive caring individualized attention. 1 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 

Be in beautiful natural surroundings. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Get appointments for desired services at 
the time I want. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Have room accommodations and 
facilities that are luxurious. 1 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 

Not experience delays (e.g. , check-in meal 
service, or airport pick-up). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Have 5-star hotel service (e.g. , room service, 
concierge, business center). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Be pampered. 1 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 



172 

PART IT 
INSTRUCTIONS: The purpose of this section is learn about your priorities and beliefs about taking a 
vacation such as one at Canyon Ranch. Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each 
statement by circling the appropriate number on the scale. 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

While on vacation I enjoy having as many different experiences as possible. 1 2 3 4 5 

My vacations are a reflection of how well I am doing in life. 1 2 3 4 5 

I am concerned about the costs of a vacation like this. 1 2 3 4 5 

Knowing that Canyon Ranch has famous guests increases my 
confidence that I will enjoy my stay. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experiencing as many new things in life as I possibly can is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

Sometimes I enjoy spending money on experiences that aren' t practical. 1 2 3 4 5 

My experiences are a measure of my success. 1 2 3 4 5 

The more experiences I have the happier I am. 1 2 3 4 5 

I
. . ................................................................................................. ........... .... ............................. .................... ... ........................ ... .............. .. ........ ..... .... ... ....................... ! 

. · Pl¢~s¢ t,~~ ij~ ~~9qt y()U,r$,~~~ ~~4 :Y9~r :f$~py9~ ~~~~ #~:YV : > = · ..... · / 

Your age ____ years 

Your sex ___ Male Female 

• Have you been to Canyon Ranch before? __ Yes No 

• If you answered yes, how many times have you been to Canyon Ranch? 

• When was your last visit to Canyon Ranch? _____________ _ 

• Have you been to other spas or resorts with spas? __ Yes __ No 

• If you answered yes, approximately how many times have you 
• been to a spa or a resort with a spa? (not including Canyon Ranch) 

• What is the arrival date for your upcoming visit to Canyon Ranch? ________ _ 
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• How many days do you intend to stay at Canyon Ranch during your upcoming visit? 

Please turn to the back page for a few more questions 

• What type of room have you reserved for your stay at Canyon Ranch? 

Standard or Executive Deluxe (Posada) Luxury (Hacienda 
or Casita) 

• How much is the comprehensive package price for your stay at Canyon 
Ranch? (If you are not sure of the exact cost please provide an estimate) $ 

Beyond the quoted package price, how much do you expect to spend on optional services, purchases 

or additional charges during your stay at Canyon Ranch? $ 

• How did you first hear about Canyon Ranch? 

• For this visit did someone or something prompt you to choose Canyon Ranch rather than another 
destination? 

• How have you learned about what about Canyon Ranch has to offer? (Please check all that apply) 

(1) Magazine or Newspaper advertisement (2) Friends, family, or business associates 

(3) Travel agent (4) Previous visit 

(5) Magazine articles (6) Canyon Ranch 
brochures, videos, or phone contact 

(7) Other, please explain 

• Which source was most helpful? 

• Have you ever seen a Canyon Ranch advertisement? 

• If you have seen a Canyon Ranch advertisement did you learn anything about what Canyon 
Ranch has to offer that you did not already know? If yes. please explain. 
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• AND. did you call Canyon Ranch for more information, or to make a reservation, within 30 
days of seeing the ad? 

• Did you view a Canyon Ranch promotional video prior to this visit? 

Thank you for your help, your input will help make Arizona vacations more 
meaningful in the future. 
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APPENDIX 3: SURVEY ll, PILOT POST-VISIT SURVEY 

PART I 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle the number that best reflects your impression of your Canyon Ranch experience. 

How satisfied overall were you with Very Very 

your recent experience at Canyon Ranch? Dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Satisfied 

Compared to other vacation or travel experiences, how Very Very 

would you rate your satisfaction with Canyon Ranch? Dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Satisfied 

To what extent did your recent experience at Fell short of Exceeded my 

Canyon Ranch meet your expectations? my Expectations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 my Expectations 
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Given the benefits you received from your experience Very Unreasonable Very Reasonable 

at Canyon Ranch, how would you rate the costs? given the Benefits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 given the Benefits 

Given what you gave up to visit Canyon Ranch, 
how would you rate the benefits you received Very Low Benefits Very High Benefits 

from your experience? given the Costs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 given the Costs 

How would you rate the overall value of your 
recent experience at Canyon Ranch how? Poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Excellent 

How would you rate the weather 
during your recent stay at Canyon Ranch,? Poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Excellent 

Please rate your travel experience from 
your home town to arrival at the Tucson Airport. Poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Excellent 

How would you rate the overall quality of 
your recent experience at Canyon Ranch? Low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High 

PART IT 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle the number that reflects both the importance and agreement with each of 
the following statements. 

While at Canyon Ranch 1: 
Outcome: Importance: 

Strongly Strongly Not at all Extremely 
Agree Disagree Important Important 

Enjoyed myself. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Was in surroundings that inspired or motivated me. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Discovered more about myself. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Participated in a wide range of fitness activities. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Felt like I had rewarded myself. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Felt that I was in an exclusive environment. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Was around other guests who were interesting. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Had an experience my friends will envy. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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While at Canyon Ranch I: 
Outcome: Importance: 

Strongly Strongly Not at all Extremely 
Agree Disagree Important Important 

Did not have to put effort into deciding what 
activities or services I wanted to use. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Had an experience that I want to 
tell my friends about. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Experienced a variety of personal services 
(e.g. , as massages, body wraps, or facials) . 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Got a start on a new fitness routine. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Explored alternative healing methods. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Made a lifestyle change (e.g. , manage stress, 
quit smoking, or change my eating habits) . 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Lost some weight. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Worked through a physical or personal problem 
(e.g., injury recovery, lower cholesterol, 
emotional or mental issue). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Educated myself about taking care of my body 
(e.g. , healthy eating or reducing stress). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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While at Canyon Ranch I: 
Outcome: Importance: 

Strongly Strongly Not at all Extremely 
Agree Disagree Important Important 

Had a selection of dining facilities. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Had almost all of the cost of my stay 
covered by my package price. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Received caring individualized attention. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Was in beautiful natural surroundings. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Got appointments for desired services at 
the times I wanted. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Had room accommodations and 
facilities that were luxurious. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Did not experience delays (e.g. , check-in meal 
service, or airport pick-up). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Had 5-star hotel service (e.g. , room service, 
concierge, business center). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Felt pampered. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

PART ill 
INSTRUCTIONS: In the previous section you described your experience. Now we would like you to 
reflect on your expectations prior to your visit. Please circle the number that best describes your 
impression of whether your expectations were met. 

To what extent were your expectations ~bout the following things met while at 
Canyon Ranch?: 

Much worse Much better 
than Expected than Expected 

Enjoying myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

Participating in a wide range of fitness activities. 1 2 3 4 5 

Discovering more about myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

Being in surroundings that inspired or motivated me. 1 2 3 4 5 

Feeling like I had I rewarded myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

Feeling that I was in an exclusive environment. 1 2 3 4 5 

Being around other guests who were interesting. 1 2 3 4 5 

Having an experience my friends will envy. 1 2 3 4 5 

Not having to put effort into deciding what activities 
or services I want to use. 1 2 3 4 5 



Having an experience that I want to tell my friends about. 

Experiencing a variety of personal services 
(e.g. , as massages, body wraps, or facials). 
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1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

To what extent were your expectations about the following things while at Canyon 
Ranch? 

Much worse 
Than Expected 

Much better 
than Expected 

Getting a start on a new fitness routine. 

Exploring alternative healing methods. 

Making a lifestyle change (e.g., manage stress, quit smoking, 
or change my eating habits). 

Working through a physical or personal problem (e.g. , injury recovery, 
lower cholesterol, emotional or mental issue). 

Losing some weight. 

Educating myself about taking care of my body 
(e.g., healthy eating or reducing stress). 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

'

· .. ·.·.·.·.·•·•·.· ... ·.·.·.·.·.-.-.·.-.-.- .·.-.·.·,·.·,· .. ·.·.·.·.·.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.·.·.·.·.·.·.· ... -... ·.· ..... -.... ·.-.·.··.-.·.·.-.·.····-·.·.·.·.·.·.·.··.·.·.·.·.· :.·.·.·.·.·.········· ··-·.-.-........ -..... · .. ·.·.· ... ·.·.···:-:-:-::::;:;:;:;:::;:;:-·· .·.·.·.·,·.·.-.-.-... ·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.-... -... -... -... -............. -.. · :.·.-.-:.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.-.-... ·.·:.·.-.-.·.·.·.·,·.·.······-·: .·.-.-.. -.-.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·:::: .-.-............... ·.·•· ....... -.-.- ................ ·.·.-.-....... -.·.· .. ·.·.· ............... ·•·.·.· ............ , 

To what extent were your expectations about the following things met while at 
Canyon Ranch? 

Much worse Much better 
than Expected than Expected 

Having a selection of dining facilities . 1 2 3 4 5 

Having almost all of the cost of my stay covered by my package price. 1 2 3 4 5 

Receiving caring individualized attention. 1 2 3 4 5 

Being in beautiful natural surroundings. 1 2 3 4 5 

Getting appointments for desired services at the times I wanted. 2 3 4 5 

Having room accommodations and facilities that were luxurious. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Not experiencing delays (e.g., check-in meal service, or airport pick-up). 1 2 3 4 5 

Having 5-star hotel service (e.g.. room service, concierge, business center). 1 2 3 4 5 

Feeling pampered. 1 2 3 4 5 

How much did you end up spending on the package price for your stay at 
Canyon Ranch? (If you are not sure of the e.xact cost, please provide an estimate) $ 

Beyond the package price, how much did you spend on purchases, 
optional services or additional charges during your stay at Canyon Ranch? $ 

Thank you for your help. Your input will help make Arizona vacations more 
meaningful in the future. 
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APPENDIX 4: SURVEY II, POST-VISIT SURVEY 

PART I 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle the number that best reflects your impression of your Canyon 
Ranch experience. 

How satisfied overall were you 
with your recent experience at 
Canyon Ranch? 

Compared to other vacation or 
travel experiences, how would 
you rate your satisfaction 
with Canyon Ranch? 

Very 
Dissatisfied 

Very 
Dissatisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

12 3 4 5 678 9 

Very 
Satisfied 

Very 
Satisfied 
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To what extent did your recent 
experience at Canyon Ranch Fell short of Exceeded 
meet your expectations? my Expectations 123456789 my Expectations 

Given the benefits you received 
from your experience at Canyon, 
Ranch how would you rate Very Unreasonable Very Reasonable 
the costs? given the Benefits 1234S678 9 given the Benefits 

Given what you gave up to visit 
Canyon Ranch, how would Very Low Benefits Very High Benefits 
you rate the benefits you given the Costs 123436789 given the Costs 
received from your experience? 

How would you rate the value of 
your recent experience at Canyon Ranch? Low 123456789 High 

How would you rate the weather 
during your recent stay at Canyon Ranch? Poor 

Please rate your travel experience from 
your home town to arrival at the 
Tucson Airport. Poor 

How would you rate the overall quality of 
your recent e.\perience at Canyon Ranch? Low 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  E x c e l l e n t  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  E x c e l l e n t  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 High 

PART II 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle the number that reflects both the importance and agreement with 
each of the following outcomes. For importance, a 5 means that the stated outcome was extremely 
important to you and a 1 means it was not at all important. For outcome, a 5 means that while at 
Canyon Ranch you experienced the outcome and a 1 means you did not experience that outcome. 
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While at Canyon Ranch I: 

Outcome: Importance: 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly Not at all 
Agree Important 

Extremely 
Important 

Enjoyed myself 1 2 3 4 5 

Was in surroundings that inspired 
or motivated me. 1 2 3 4 5 

Discovered more about myself 1 2 3 4 5 

Participated in a wide range 
offitness activities. 1 2 3 4 5 

Felt like I had rewarded myself 1 2 3 4 5 

Felt that I was in an exclusive environment. 1 2 3 4 5 

Was around other guests 
who were interesting. 1 2 3 4 5 

Had an experience my friends will envy. 1 2 3 4 5 

While at Canyon Ranch I: 
Outcome: 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

Importance: 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly Not at all Extremely 
Important Agree Important 

Did not have to put effort into deciding 
what activities or services I wanted to use. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Had an experience that I want to 
tell my friends about. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Experienced a variety of personal services 
(e.g., as massages, body wraps, or facials). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Got a start on a new fitness routine. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Explored alternative healing methods. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Made a lifestyle change (e.g., manage stress, 
quit smoking, or change my eating habits). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Lost some weight. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Worked through a physical or personal 
problem (e.g., injury recovery, lower 
cholesterol, emotional or mental issue). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Educated myself about taking care 
of my body (e.g., healthy eating or 
reducing stress). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

While at Canyon Ranch 1: 

Outcome: Importance: 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly Not at all Extremely 
Important 

Had a selection of dining facilities . 

Had almost all ofthe cost of my stay 
covered by my package price. 

Received caring individualized attention. 

Was in beautiful natural surroundings. 

Got appointments for desired services at 
the times I wanted. 

Agree Important 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 



185 

Had room accommodations and 
facilities that were luxurious. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Did not experience delays (e.g., check-in 
meal service, or airport pick-up). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Had 5-star hotel service (e.g., room service, 
concierge, busmess center). 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Felt pampered. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Enjoyed delicious meals. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

How much did you end up spending on the package price for your stay at 
Canyon Ranch? (If you are not sure of the exact cost, please provide an estimate) 

Beyond the package price, how much did you spend on purchases, 
optional services or additional charges during your stay at Canyon Ranch? 

$ 

Do you have any comments or suggestions for Canyon Ranch? 

Thank you for your help. I appreciate your effort to complete both surveys. The 
final survey about your future vacation plans will be mailed in a few months. 

$ 
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APPENDIX 5: FOLLOW-UP SURVEY 

Dear Canyon Ranch G~e~t, . H ... ; ) ··:·;:.,:: .;.,f ::i:; j :;; : : . : . . .:;; :;!i[li.::;. :: i.;;:. :; : . , < 
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Gillian Naylor 

PART I 
INSTRUCTIONS: This section of the survey deals with your overall impression the Canyon Ranch 
experience you had this past winter. Thinking only of that visit, please answer the following questions. 

Overall, how satisfied were you? 

Compared to other vacation/travel 
experiences, how would you 
rate your satisfaction? 

To what extent did Canyon 
Ranch meet your expectations? 

How would you rate the value of your 
Canyon Ranch experience? 

Very Very 

Dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Satisfied 

~ry ~ry 

Dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Satisfied 

Fell short of Exceeded 

my Expectations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 My Expectations 

Low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 High 
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PARTH 
INSTRUCTIONS: This section of the survey deals with your vacation experiences, what you have told 
others about your recent Canyon Ranch experience and your future vacation intentions. 

Imagine, in the future, that you are planning a resort/spa trip to Arizona. If a resort/spa facility that 
offered similar services to Canyon Ranch opened in Arizona what monetary incentive would be necessary 
for you to try a visit at the competing facility? CPlease check the one that most accurately reflects your 
opinion) 

No incentive (I would seriously consider visiting 30% less e.xpensive 
the other facility even if the cost was the same) 

10 to 20% less e.\pensive I would not choose to visit a 

Since returning home, with how many people would you estimate you have discussed Canyon Ranch? 

With whom have you discussed your recent visit to Canyon Ranch? (Please estimate the niunber of people 
in each category) 

facility other than Canyon 
Ranch 

Family members Friends 

Business associates Others, please explain 

Some Positive 
& Negative 

How would you describe what you 
have told others about Canyon Ranch? AU Negative 1 2 3 4 5 Ail Positive 

If you have shared any positive information about 
Canyon Ranch with others, how positive 
would you rate the information? Barely Positive 1 2 3 4 5 Very Positive 

If you have shared any negative information about 
Canyon Ranch with others, how negative 
would you rate the information? Barely Negative 1 2 3 4 5 Very Negative 

Have you recommended Canyon Ranch to others? Yes No: If yes, about how many 
people? 

Have you recommended others not to go to Canyon Ranch? Yes No; If yes, about how many 
people? 

During your recent stay at Canyon Ranch did you have any complaints? Yes No 
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If you answered yes, did you express your complaint to a Canyon Ranch employee? __ Yes __ No 

AND, were you satisfied with how your complaint was handled? __ Yes __ No __ Somewhat 
satisfied 

I H 
. . . . . . . . . . ....................................... - ....................... ... ........................................................... ....... .. . 

· Future vaca.th.)n/fravellnteU.tions 

• How likely is it that you will visit a spa/resort 
within the next year? 

• If you were to visit a spa/resort, how likely is it 
that you would choose Canyon Ranch? 

• How likely is it that you will visit 
Canyon Ranch within 5 years? 

Very Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 Very Likely 

Very Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 Very Likely 

Very Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 Very Likely 

• If you do not visit Canyon Ranch within the next year, what are the likely reasons (check all that 
apply)? 

__ ( 1) Monetary cost __ (2) Lack of time 

___ (3) Family/business obligations ___ ( 4) Not satisfied with previous visit 

___ (5) Would like to try other resorts or spas __ (6) Other: ________ _ 

• If you checked more than one reason, which reason is most important? __________ _ 

PART ill 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please reflect on your expectations prior to your visit to Canyon Ranch. Please circle 
the number that best describes your impression of whether your expectations were met. 

To what extent were your expectations about the following things met while at 
Canyon Ranch? 

Much worse Just as Much better 
than Expected Expected than Expected 

Enjoying myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

Being in surroundings that inspired or motivated me. 1 2 3 4 5 

Discovering more about myself. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Participating in a wide range of fitness activities. 1 2 3 4 5 

Feeling that I had rewarded myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

Being around other guests who were interesting. 1 2 3 4 5 

Not having to put effort into deciding what activities 
or services I wanted to use. 1 2 3 4 5 

Having an experience that I wanted to tell my friends about. 1 2 3 4 5 

Feeling that I was in an exclusive environment. 1 2 3 4 5 

Experiencing a variety of personal services 
(e.g., massages, body wraps, or facials). 1 2 3 4 5 

Having an experience my friends would envy. 1 2 3 4 5 

To what extent were your expectations about the following things met while at 
Canyon Ranch? 

Much worse Just as Much better 
than Expected Expected than Expected 

Getting a start on a new fitness routine. 1 2 3 4 5 

Exploring alternative healing methods. 1 2 3 4 5 

Making a lifestyle change (e.g., manage stress, quit smoking, 
or change my eating habits). 1 2 3 4 5 

Working through a physical or personal problem (e.g. , injury recovery, 
lower cholesterol, emotional or mental issue). 1 2 3 4 5 

Losing some weight. 1 2 3 4 5 

. Educating myself about taking care of my body 
(e.g., healthy eating or reducing stress). 1 2 3 4 5 
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To what extent were your expectations about the following things met while at 
Canyon Ranch? 

Much worse Just as Much better 
than Expected Expected than Expected 

Having a selection of dining facilities. 1 2 3 4 5 

Having almost all of the cost of my stay covered by my package price. 1 2 3 4 5 

Receiving caring individualized attention. 1 2 3 4 5 

Being in beautiful natural surroundings. 1 2 3 4 5 

Getting appointments for desired services at the times I wanted. 1 2 3 4 5 

Having room accommodations and facilities that were luxurious. 1 2 3 4 5 

Not experiencing delays (e.g., check-in meal service, 
or airport pick-up). 1 2 3 4 5 

Having 5-star hotel service (e.g., room service, 
concierge, business center). 1 2 3 4 5 

Feeling pampered. 1 2 3 4 5 

Thank you for your help. We appreciate your effort to complete all three surveys. 
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