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Thesis Abstract

Hakan Uyanik, “Consumer Attitudes toward and ExperienddsAirline Companies”

The main purposes of this study can be summarized asmajeiigate consumers’
brand name and web address recall of airline companiés determine consumers’ overall
satisfaction level and to examine whether the threapgg of customers differ in their overall
satisfaction with the service provided by the currentr@rtiompany, c) to investigate
whether the groups differ in their loyalty behavior togvehe company, d) to investigate the
involvement of consumers in terms of interest duringptliiehase process and the importance
of the service to the individual, e) to investigate onpngacy concerns of consumers, f) to
determine consumers’ satisfaction from online bookingises of their primary airline
company and g) to make comparisons about online and tradliiooking systems.

Data collected from an online survey was analyzed by wssgriptive, factor,
correlation and ANOVA analyses. The results showtiathree customer groups
significantly differ in terms to their overall sa@stion, involvement with and loyalty towards
their current airline company. Further more theresgaificant difference among the three
customer groups about their attitude toward loyalty prograaisfaction from online
services of their primary airline companies. In additibe, three customer group respondents

make different comparisons about online and traditionaking systems.



Tez Ozeti

Hakan Uyanik, “Hava Yol§irketlerinde Tuketici Davraglari ve Deneyimleri”

Bu calsmanin genel amaglari a) tuketicilerin hava ygtketlerin marka ve web sitesi
animsamalarini agarmak, b) tiketicilerin genel memnuniyet diizeylerini velilgtici
grubunun kullanmakta olduklari hava ygltketi tarafindan sunulan hizmetten
memnuniyetlerinin farkh olup olmaginin belirlenmesi, c) gruplargirkete kasi
sadakatlerinin farkh olup olmaginin argtiriimasi, d) tiketicilerin satin almglemi
sirasindaki alakalari ve servisin bireyler icin 6neminfmakdan katilimlarinin asarilmasi, e)
tuketicilerin online guvenlik kaygilarinin gtailmasi, f) tiketicilerin temel hava yolu
sirketlerinin online rezervasyon servisinden memnuniyetleteiirlenmesi ve g) online ve
geleneksel rezervasyon sistemlerinigkagtiriimasidir.

Online bir anketle toplanan veri tanimlayici, faktor, kasytan ve ANOVA analizleri
ile analiz edilmgtir. Sonuclar gosterrtir ki U¢ tiketici grubu genel memnuniyetleri,
kullanmakta olduklari hava yokirketine katilimlari ve sadakatleri bakiminda dnegekilde
farklilasmaktadir. Bunun yaninda, g tuketici grubu arasinda sadakaapragma tavirlari,
temel hava yolgirketlerinin online servislerinden memnuniyetleri agisindamidnarklar
mevcuttur. Ek olarak ¢ tiketici grubu online ve gelenekservasyon sistemleri arasinda

farkl karilastirmalarda bulunmglardir.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This thesis is composed of the following chapters. Chdpitesludes the introduction stating
the importance of branding, benchmarking offline and onlma@ding in brief, giving top 10
offline brands and top 10 future online brands. Chapter 2we\tiee literature on brand,
branding and brand management concepts. Chapter 3 intradaaesearch methodology
and the hypotheses of the study. Chapter 4 includes thepdiescstatistics and multivariate
analyses, and the findings with the results of the aralyAnd finally chapter 5 includes the

conclusion and interpretation of the study.

Importance of Branding

The first impressions on customers play a crucial e company logo and corporate
identity will be seen by thousands even millions of pedplgending on business area, and is
marketing managers’ first chance to make a long lastipgession on company’s target
customers. The brand gives companies a chance to conatauthieir corporate vision and set
them apart from their competitors. It is really impatt have a perfect strategy behind the
company brand, which will allow the transition of manageleas to reality. Firms can stand
out over and stay above the competition instead ahgdtst in the crowd by the help of a
strong and memorable brand. According to branding expeRstehtial Difference, a brand
management consultancy firm, a strong brand is fitstlif on trust and reinforced over time
with every kind of communication channels which are digptaa clear and consistent
message, all contributing to its success in the marloetpla

In an increasingly complex world, individuals and businesse faced with more and

more choices, but seemingly have less and less timake those decisions. The ability of a



strong brand to simplify consumer decision making, rediskeand set expectations is thus
invaluable. Creating strong brands that deliver on that iseoand maintaining and enhancing
the strength of those brands over time is thus a geanant imperative (Keller, 2003).

According to Kapferer (2004, p 33) branding means much marejtist giving a brand
name and signalling to the outside word that such a prodservice has been stamped with
the mark and imprint of an organisation. It requires pa@te long-term involvement, a high
level of resources and skills.

Branding adds value to products and services. This valus &ase the experience
gained from using the brand; familiarity, reliability,dansk reductions; and from association
with others who use the brand (Palumbo and Herbig, 2000).

Generally, consumers really don’t think much aboutrni@ortance of branding in their
daily life. They just go and buy the brand, they tiiket most people do. But the name of a
brand comes crucial when the business point of viewdsudiscussion. For instance the
importance of a brand name can be expressed with thehalwell known brand “Nokia”,
when consumers hear Nokia; they think mobile phones ansldgan of Nokia: “Nokia,
connecting people.” came in their mind. A strong brandenand slogan has taken Nokia to
the top of its industry.

Choosing a brand name is not a process happening by chiae@well thought out
process which really needs to think about the analysismésand meanings. Creating a
simple name for the company is the starting point ahtding, so it can be said it is the most
important step of branding. Because usually consumersmbearesimple and short names,
there is a need to find a simple name which is assdomith a positive value or
characteristics (Kapferer, 2004, p. 155). An examplebeagiven from Turkey about the

shortness of a brand name; Dogus Group use “Garantiashstie‘Garanti Bankasi”.



Another vital point in choosing the brand name is thatiirand name must be different
and unique (Fuchs, 2005). It will result as revenue loseitbompany brand name is too close
to one of its competitors which will cause its customershix it up. Also companies can not
reach success by using a close name of a brand which canaeket before them.

In today’s global business world organisations need tdechmiportance of branding to
their internal customers (employees). Employees kvimw their jobs’ importance in their
brand’s success will contribute more than who doesn’'wkiiBelieve in your brand name,
what it means, and customers will follow.

Time, money and effort spent on branding come back mam@stover when the process
plays out intelligently. According to a privately h&dline publisher of home business and
small business informatidhowerhomebizbranding fattens companies’ bottom line for the
reasons stated below:

1. Memorability: It is much easier to remember a brandedymtahan a unknown, what
was its name? product.

2. Loyalty: People tend to buy brands that they trietthénpast and have positive
experience with those products. We can say consunefsyal to the brands they trust and
are pleasant to buy them.

3. Familiarity: Psychological studies have shown thatiliarity induces liking which
makes even non-customers more likely to recommend d binag know.

4. Premium image - premium price: Generally customersvdling to pay more for the
well-branded products or services.

5. Extensions: It is much easier to introduce a new ptaxuservice with the help of
your gained respect and success with your existing weWhkrmwand.

6. Greater company equity: Companies with more brand calstemore than the

companies with the same size but not well-branded wiesnare under sale.



7. Lower marketing expenses: You need to invest reallynbigey to create a strong
brand but once it is created you get big advantage owercgmpetitors in every kind of
marketing campaigns.
8. For consumers, less risk: When you afraid of theemprences of a mess-up you tend
to choose the brand-name seller instead of the no-naene o
Keller (2003) stated the roles of brands to consumetdians. According to Keller
(2003) there are seven roles of brands to consumersdBpaovide:
” identification of source of product

assignment of responsibility to product maker

risk reducer

symbolic device

signal of quality

search cost reducer

promise, bond or pact with maker of product.

Keller (2003) claimed six different roles of brands to firrthey provide:
”means of identification to simplify handling or tracing

signal of quality level to satisfied customers

source of competitive advantage

source of financial returns

means of legally protecting unique features

means of endowing products with unique associations

Offline — Online Branding
To brand a product or service, it is necessary to teaduorers ‘who’ the product / service is
— by giving it a name and using other brand elements to helpfidi — as well as ‘what’ the

product / service does and ‘why’ consumers should camhbr words, to brand a product or



service it is necessary to give consumers a labehéoptoduct and to provide meaning for
the brand to consumers (Keller, 2003).

According to Keller (2003), branding involves creating mesttaictures and helping
consumers organise their knowledge about the products ancksan a way that clarifies
their decision making and, in the process, provide valueetéirm. For branding strategies to
be successful, consumers must be convinced that tteerseaningful differences among
brands in the product or service category. The key to brgnslithat consumers must not
think that all brands in the category are the same.

Rowley (2004) claimed that online branding is at an interggtoint of development.
Many organisations recognise the need for integrated magksimmunications across
offline and online channels. This makes it difficult to eliintiate, both practically and
theoretically, between online and offline branding. @sather hand, branding in online
environment poses a sufficient range of challenges amariymties that it is important to
shine the spotlight on branding in digital environmentd, tarexplore some of the potential
impacts of online channels for branding strategy.

It is crucial to ensure the consistency of the bramibidost when the company’s brick-
and-mortar brand is coming online. The functionality @feb site can sometimes be
forgotten in place of look, feel and sound of the braha.rharketing manager wants the
company'’s brand to relay reliability, focus and dependgbility cramming a web site full of
Flash animations which will take considerable time tal laad isn't compatible for every
browser may not lend itself to his initial aim.

Websites arguably present more demands than any other breohdptoint. For some
web users, the site is the entire customer experi@usgness strategy, brand strategy,
communications strategy, product quality and customer sestraggy are transparent. The

site is a pressurized environment, since it exposes dimagnsion of the company.



Jackson (2006) argued that to delay updating or addressing sitenmsdigeause of
budget concerns is a false economy. Think of a customersagrepared to pay a substantial
premium for consumer electronics but who discovers, wgiting a company website, that
product images take interminably long time to build — or thatvded pages and unclear
navigation make it next to impossible to locate a prodwd#tailed technical specifications.
This situation would undermine this customer’s confidengbarbrand and his or her
motivation to purchase.

It's important to remember that the company website®fiecbetter understanding of
customer behavior than other traditional brand touahtpoReicheld and Schefter (2000)
mentioned that while the Internet may seem like am@mous space, in reality it is far easier
to track customers, their purchase histories, and theirrprefes online than in a traditional
business setting. Customers in bricks-and-mortar steaes Ino record of their behavior
unless they buy something — even then, the data arestftérhy. But in virtual stores, their
shopping patterns are transparent. Every move they oaakbe documented, click by click.
If a customer exits a website when the price screen appesa fair bet that he’s price
sensitive. If he jumps from page to page without eveainitg a transaction, he’s probably
frustrated at being unable to find what he wants.

According to Miniwatts Marketing Group data (2008), intewmsgrs all over the world
dispersed like the Figure 1 below. Not surprisingly Asmtha most users (530 millions) and

Australia has the least users (19 millions).
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March 2008
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Figure 1: Worldwide internet users by region
Source: World Internet Usage Statistics News and WrRoloulation Stats,
http://www.internetworldstats.com/stats.htm
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Table 1 displays the population, number of internet umetsusage growth from 2000

to 2008 statistics for every region. Table stats showsh®% of all world citizens are living

in Asia. Since the population of Asia is far more tbhémer regions most internet users are

living in Asia (37.6%). However, the internet penetratbdrsia is 14.0% which just higher

than that of Africa (5.3%) only. North America has biggest population penetration ratio to

internet (73.1), which means that every seven peopte fem can reach internet.


http://www.internetworldstats.com/stats.htm

Table 1: World Internet Usage and Population Statistics

_ Usage
) Population Internet % of Usage
World Population ) Growth
_ % of Usage, Latest Population | % of
Regions| (2008 Est.) ) 2000 -
World Data (Penetration), World
2008
Africa 955,206,348 14.3% 51,022,400 5.3% 3.6%0 1030.2%
Asia 3,776,181,949  56.6 % 529,701,704 14.09 37.6 % 3634 %
Europe 800,401,065 12.0 % 382,005,271 47.7 9 271 %  263|5 %
Middle
East 197,090,443 3.0% 41,939,200 21.3% 3.0% 1176.B %
as
North
_ 337,167,248 5.1% 246,402,574 21.3% 178% 127.9%
America
Latin
_ 576,091,673 8.6 % 137,300,309 23.8 % 9.8/% 659.9 %
America
Australia| 33,981,562 0.5 % 19,353,462 57.0 % 1.4% 154.0 %
WORLD
TOTAL 6,676,120,28§ 100.0 % 1,407,724,920 21.1 % 100.0 % 290.0 %

http://www.internetworldstats.com/stats.htm

Source: World Internet Usage Statistics News and WrRwoloulation Stats,

The figure and table above show the internet usage and papulation statistics by

regions. If the usage growth from year 2000 to today is figated it can be seen that

number of people who can reach internet nearly tripliéds is an important and clear

message about how important the online branding is.

Top 10 Offline Brands

The 10 top brands data has been taken from Interbraedniérbrand Foundation helps

deserving nonprofit organizations to create and manage wadd-orands. Interbrand has


http://www.internetworldstats.com/stats.htm

been chosen because it takes into account lots of iegtedihile ranking the world’s most

valuable brands. Each brand must earn about one thirsl edrihings outside its home

country, be recognisable outside of its base of custoametias publicly available marketing

and financial data to be qualified for the top brands liga\MVal-Mart, Mars and CNN are

eliminated because of one or more of these critBaaent companies like Procter & Gamble

are not ranked in the list. Because it is too hard to aep#reir brands’ impact on sales from

factors such as routes and schedules, airline compagriestaalso ranked in the list.

Table 2: Top 10 Brands of 2006

2006 | 2005 2006 Value 2005 Change in
Rank | Rank Name Country ($Mil) Value($Mil) | Value(%)
1 1| Coca-Cola U.S. 67,000 67,525 -1%
2 2| Microsoft U.S. 59,926 59,941 -5%
3 3/1BM U.S. 56,201 53,376 5%
4 4|GE U.S. 48,907 46,996 4%
5 5| Intel U.S. 32,319 35,588 -9%
6 6| Nokia Finland 30,131 26,452 14%
7 9| Toyota Japan 27,941 24,837 12%
8 7| Disney U.S. 27,848 26,441 5%
9 8| McDonalds U.S. 27,501 26,014 6%
10 11| Mercedes-Benz Germany 21,795 20,006 9%

Source: BusinessWeek Online: Top 100 Global Brands Intesatable,

http://bwnt.businessweek.com/brand/2006

Interbrand branding experts interpreted these 10 companigtbpe briefly in one

sentence as the following:

Coca-Cola:Flagging appetite for soda has cut demand for coke, but Vieedge giant has

a raft of new products in the pipeline that could revassecent value.




Microsoft: Threats from Google and Apple haven't yet offset thegravt its Windows
and Office monopolies.

IBM: Having off-loaded its low-profit PC business to LenovaVilB marketing on the
strategic level to corporate leaders.

GE: The brand Edison built has extended its reach from®t@ credit cards, and the
“Ecomagination” push its making GE look like a protectothef planet.

Intel: Profits and market share weren’t the only things slamoyeaval AMD. Intel's
brand value tumbled 9%, as it loss business from high-pafgeomers.

Nokia: Fashionable designs and low-cost models for the developond enabled the
mobile phone maker to regain ground against competitors.

Toyota: Toyota is closing in on GM to become the world’s biggestraaker. A slated
10% increase in U.S. sales this year will help even more

Disney: New CEO Robert Iger expanded the brand by buying animationdkier Pixar
and beefing up digital distribution of TV shows throughltiternet and ipods.

McDonalds:A new healthy-living marketing campaign- and the premipnted
sandwiches and salads that came with it- have ledaorth year of sales gains for

McDonalds.

Mercedes-Benzfhe new S-Class sedan and M-Class SUV are helping eepainished

quality reputation. High costs and weak margins will takeér to fix.

Future Online Brands

As seen from increase in the number of internet wensnd the world, people will buy
almost everything from meals to even cars or houses anlm@&ear future. And at that time

best online brands will dominate their sectors by udieg tapabilities and brand loyalty. To

10



decide on the future top 10 brands, Futurelab 100 was invedt@gadefound suitable and

logical to use.

The Futurelab 100 ranks the online relevance of thalisdrD0 most valuable brands

as listed by Business Week/Interbrand. Its objective lsgolight to senior executives the

importance of paying close attention to their brand’sgearénce in the online arena. The

ranking is based on the number of times the brandierappears in leading search

engines like Google, Baidu (leading Chinese search engidé)exmnorati (a search

engine for searching blogs), the number of links to thedsrarebsite, its reach and Page-

rank relevance, and the number of times people expressitve” or “hate” for the

brand.

Table 3: Future Online Brand (Futurelab 100)

%)

Futurelab Rank  Brand Interbrand Rank (200%)
1 Google 38
2 eBay 55
3 Apple 41
4 Amazon.com 68
5 Disney 7
6 Yahoo! 58
7 Microsoft 2
8 Canon 35
9 Nokia 6
10 Sony 28

Source: http://www.futurelab.net/blog/FUTURELAB100.pdf

The table above is obtained by a manual calculatioedoh brand in terms of the

following criteria (Futurelab, 2006):

- the number times a brand is mentioned in Google

11



- the number of times a brand is mentioned in Baidu

- the number of Technorati blogposts about the brand

- the number of links to the brand’s dot-com (.com) wel@#RL Trends)

- the google page rank for the brand’s dot-com (.com) website

- the relative reach of the brand’s website (as pex®&tanking)

- the number of times the wording “I love (brand)” agdrand) is great” appeared in
Google

- the number of times the wording “I hate (brand)” afltdnd) sucks” appeared in
Google (in spite of its crudeness, this word has substatdigstical significance within a
US context).

From the table it can be seen that Google is the wadisable online brand in
the future and only 3 of top 10 offline brands found a plat¢egriO online brands which
are Microsoft, Disney and Nokia. eBay and amazon.c@mexently known as the top
performing online brands and according to futurelab’s studywliégustain their success

in the future.

12



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

“A brand is a name, term, sign, symbol, design, orlmoation of these which is used to
identify the goods or services of one seller or grouldis and to differentiate them from
those of competitors.” (Kotler et al, 2002, p 16)

According to the definition of American Marketing Assat@n (A.M.A.) a brand is “a
name, term, design, symbol, or any other feature thatiigs one seller's good or service as
distinct from those of other sellers. The legal téwnbrand is trademark. A brand may
identify one item, a family of items, or all temstbat seller. If used for the firm as a whole,
the preferred term is trade name.” Technically spegkulnenever a marketer creates a new
name, logo, symbol, etc for a new product or servicerishe has created a brand (Keller,
2003).

A brand is both a physical and a perceptual entity. Theigdlyaspect of a brand can be
found located on a market shelf or in the delivery sévice. The perceptual aspect of a
brand exists in psychological space — in the minds of enessi (American Demographics,
1994).

In the 19" century with the advent of packaged products the term laraahdbranding came
into place in the field of marketing. With the help dustrialization the production of many
household items moved from local producers to centrafedries. When shipping their
ordered goods, the producers would literally brand their Gogthe barrels used, which is
where the term comes from.

Keller (2003) summarised the marketing advantages of stramgl® as:
v improved perceptions of product performance
v greater loyalty

v less vulnerability to marketing crises

13



v less vulnerability to competitive marketing actions

v/ more inelastic consumer response to price increases

v/ more elastic consumer response to price decreases

v larger margins

v/ greater trade cooperation and support

v increased marketing communication effectiveness

v possible licensing opportunities

v/ additional brand extension opportunities

A brand carries both physical and perceptual views. The gdiygew of a brand can
be found located on a supermarket shelf or in the delafesyservice. On the other hand, the
perceptual view of a brand exists in psychological spadérei minds of consumers.

The concept of brand management has some importans twpich need to be

explained in detail in the following part.

Brand Name
A strong brand name is one of a company's greatest dssgtables the company to earn
above average return by creating a loyal consumer witeqts the firm from competition.

A brand name is part reputation, part familiarity - twomention the unquantifiable /
psychological thrills that a consumer gets when hgherpurchases something that bears his
or her favourite brand name. The concept of the bnanake first arose with the advent of
advertising and mass media in the 1930s and further compoundee dgvent of the 40-
hour work week, which allowed consumers more time toyettje things that they bought. It
is not a coincidence that Disney was founded during this tias people were working too
much to watch cartoons prior to the 1930s and as its msget was its brand name. (To,

2005)
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American Marketing Association (A.M.A.) defined the tarame as: “The brand
name is that part of a brand that can be spoken.litdes letters, numbers, or words. The
term trademark covers all forms of brand (brand nanamdomark, etc.), but brand name is
the form most often meant when trademark is used.”

A brand name performs many key functions, according kanit® and Herbig
(2000):

v It identifies the product or service and allows the custaim specify, reject or
recommend.

v It communicates messages to the consumer. Informpt@snded could include
statements regarding their users’ style, modernity ottinea

v It functions as a piece of legal property in which thaer can invest and through
laws is protected from competitor trespass.

A study about the effect of brand names on consurnastes about brands shows
that a real brand name for a product has a powerfudtedfethe product’s total consumer
appeal, contributing 55% of its share of choice nearlipggh et al., 2005).

Haltner (2004) mentioned the importance of choosing aldeiteame for a bank.
While considering a name for a new bank there is a metidnk globally, and also online and
e-commerce activities of the bank. As online bankingeandmmerce continue to grow,
thinking about customers when deciding on a new name bscaangimportant step. Long
geographic names may be confusing and difficult for custotodnsd on the net. Customers
sometimes have difficulty with long, drawn out namBsey start searching using initials.
This won't help when trying to find out the new bank onlexgr tried doing an online search
and 500 sites pop up? Firms don’t want this to happen. Thetythencustomers to find
them preferably in the first 10 sites. Will this happetthéy use First or United? There are

lots of Firsts and Uniteds out there.
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When H.G. Sanders, founder of Espoma Company (is a leadingfacturer and
marketer of natural and organic based plant foods fdattie and garden industry), launched
an organic and specialty plant food company in Millville,famed the venture after his first
product, a proprietary blend called Espoma. The moniker appteavedate a commonly
held belief — pick a corporate name that describes yampany’s business — but 89 years
later The Espoma Co. is still growing (Daks, 2007).

Selecting the right name for a company can be trikgking one that ties into the
company'’s activities gives brand managers the abilitychatice to speed their brand
awareness. But that can turn into a liability if a flater decides to expand into other areas,
i.e. how many people would buy food from the Ford Motor, Goa car from a firm called
General Mills. “A name can be important in the sethse it’'s one more way to communicate
with customers,” says Chandrashekaran. His researktid@xlooking into ways that
marketing communications influence consumer behavior.dinescases, the name itself may
convey a fairly direct message about the company’s purposé does not necessarily have
to do that to be effective”. Chandrashekaran citesvwell-known watch companies to
illustrate his point.

“Consider Timex,” he says. “The name incorporates thagghttime”, which relates
to the company’s mission so there’s little doubt abdwtvit does. But you also have
companies like Rolex, which is successful despite thedfa direct connection between the

company’s activity and its name”. (Chandrashekaran, 1998)
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Brand Identity

While brands speak to the mind and heart of the constonzerg identity is tangible and
appeals to the senses. Brand identity can be defineé astial and verbal expression of a
brand (Wheeler, 2003, p 4). Supporting, expressing, commumgcatid visualising the brand
are the tasks brand identity has to do. It can be dkeéedhe shortest, fastest, most ubiquitous
form of communication available. You can se it, touchold it, hear it, and watch it move.
Brand identity begins with a brand name and brand mark aitaslexponentially into a

matrix of tools and communications. Brand identity insesaawareness and builds business
on applications from business cards to websites, &dwertising campaigns to fleets of
planes and signag@/heeler, 2003).

Good brand identity systems are memorable, authentigyinggal, differentiated,
sustainable, flexible and have vallBrand identity is a powerful and ubiquitous tool. A well

designed brand identity is the consistent remindereofrieaning of a brand. Brand identity is
an asset that needs to be managed and invested in.
Wheeler (2003, p 11), stated the features of brand identfoflaws:
v' Brand identity is a unique and sustainable symbol that egizis big ideas. It works
across media to build awareness and loyalty and spetelaend integrated program.
v Brand identity is flexible to encourage creative thinking arecution.
v' Brand identity engages the senses and understands dmeust
v" Brand identity communicates a unique vision for the future.
v' Brand identity is strategic, and supports brand architeeitness a global spectrum of
services.
v' Brand identity works across languages and cultures to buienfial brand.

v' Brand identity builds on customer passion and helps tae sdrastructure sell.
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v" Brand identity is an omnipresent point of view thatyisaimic and futuristic.

John Noel Kapferer (2004) defines brand identity as amiabk®ol of brand
management which specifies the facets of brands’ uniquanesgalue. While brand image
is on the receiver’s side, brand identity is on thele€s side. In terms of brand management,
identity precedes image. The identity and image figure belows that an image is a
synthesis made by the public of all the various brand agess An image results from

decoding a message, extracting meaning, interpreting signs.

Sender seges Rece

Brand Identity

Signals transmitted
v Products Brand Image

A

v People
Other sources of > v p|aclzs
Inspiration v/ Communication
v' Mimicry
v' Opportunism Competition and
v' Idealisn noise

Figure 2: Identity and image
Source: Kapferer, The New Strategic Brand Managem2o94( p 98)

Kapferer (2004) developed the Brand Identity Prism. Accgrtbrhim, brand personality
should be just a one key facet of brand identity. JenAd&er (1997) deserves credit for
having revitalized the human metaphor for a brand. Bugimg a number of dimensions of
brand identity into brand personality causes conceptudlision. At this point, Kapferer
(2004) recommends revitalising of the original terminologiraind identity as the overall

brand descriptor.
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Brand Identity Prism

Constructed Source

Thysical
Facet Personality
= ot
= =
= 3
R Culture =
= Eelationship (walues) :"—.‘
= N
] o
8] =
Eeflected Consumer
Consumer Mentalization

Constructed Becetver

Figure 3: Brand identity prism
Source: Kapferer, The New Strategic Brand Managem2o®4( p 107)
Kapferer (2004 described the dimensions of brand identgynpin the following way:
v Physical Facet (Physique) of Brand Identity:

First of all, a brand has specialities andiges— its physique. Physique is both the
brand’s backbone and its tangible added value. The tiegtis developing a brand is to
define its physical aspect: What is it concretely? \Woagts it do? What does it look like?

v Personality of Brand Identity:

The easiest way of creating instant brand personalitygive the brand a
spokesperson or a figurehead, whether real or symbolibelprism, brand identity is the
personality facet of the source. Thus brand personsldgscribed and measured by those
human personality traits that are relevant for bsand
v Culture of Brand Identity:

Every brand has its own culture, from which every prodecives. Culture means the

set of values feeding the brand’s inspiration. The basnciples governing the brand in its
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outward signs are referred by the cultural facet. Cguwftorigin is a great cultural reservoir
for a brand. Some brands represent countries and senmddwide brands. Brand culture
plays an important role in differentiating brands.

v Relationship of Brand ldentity:

Brands are often at the crux of transactionsexetianges between people. This is
particularly true for both service sector and retail Bsal he relationship is crucial for banks,
banking brands and services in general. Service is byitit@fi a relationship.

v Customer Reflection of Brand Identity:

A brand will always tend to build a reflectionasr image of the buyer or user which
it seems to be addressing. Target and reflection oftemiget. Brand’s potential purchasers
or users are described by the target. By the way refiethe customer is not describing the
target. The customer should be reflected as he/shesiislie seen as a result of using a
specific brand.

v Consumer Mentalisation (Self Image) of Brand Identity:

A brand speaks to our self image. If reflection is drget’'s outward mirror, self
image is the target’'s own internal mirror.

An easy to remember and immediately recognizable visualitigdelps building
awareness and recognition of a brand. That visual idénggers perceptions and unlocks
associations of the brand. Human brain recognizes arehnbars shapes first. While words
have to be decoded into meaning, visual images can be rememabdrescognized directly.
Reading is not necessary to be able to identify shapegldntifying shapes is necessary to
be able to read. After recognizing shapes human braimmbers colours. Colour can trigger
an emotion and evoke a brand association. Carefutlgezhand distinctive colours can also
help expressing differentiation, while building brand aweass. Third and last, content

comes, that means the brain takes more time to prdeetsnguage (Wheeler, 2003).
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Unlike advertising, which launches a new campaign eaah eand identity needs to
be long lasting. Brand building and sustaining process regraseajor investment for the
companies.

Wheeler (2003, p 13) stated three compelling reasons to invMarstnd identity:

v Brand identity makes it easy for the customer to buyn@tdentity plays an
important role in differentiation. And a smart systeomveys respect for the customer and
makes it easy to understand features and benefits of loetht i@nd future products and
services.

v Brand identity makes it easy for the sales force to Sehtegic brand identity works
across diverse audiences and cultures to build an avgarand understanding of a company
and its strengths.

v Brand identity makes it easy to build brand equity: Arggrbrand identity will help
build brand equity through increased awareness, recogatidrcustomer loyalty, which in
turn helps make an organization more successful.

Regardless of the size of the company or the natuaebasiness, there are certain
ideals that characterize the best brand identitiesorling to Wheeler (2003, p 16) brand
identity ideals can be investigated in nine different topics
X Vision

A compelling vision by an effective, articulate and passie leader is the aspiration
and foundation of most successful brands in generateSsful brand identity projects are
top-down initiatives which means top management hasreaddhe project. The support of
top management is critical because it sends a strongig®ess everyone involved that the

project is a priority that will affect the future sucsed the company.
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% Meaning
Top brands stand for something- a big idea, a strategitqpps defined set of values
or a voice that stands apart. Meaning is an idea tlcanigeyed through a symbol, a word or
an action and it inspires the creative process. MeasitigeiDNA of brand identity, where
form is imbued with rationale and assigned deeper meaning.
% Authenticity
The brand identity must be an authentic expressiorcofigany- its unique vision,

goals, values, voice and personality. The design and messagege from who it is and
anticipate what it will become. The design must be gpmate to the target market and
business sector of the company. Authentic identitiesgarfeom a process which is both
investigative and intuitive.
% Differentiation

The uniqueness and differentiation of brands determinegdbecess. All companies
want customers’ attention, loyalty and money so ahts compete with each other within
their business category. When a designer createmd bmark, his/her responsibility is to
create a unique symbol that is differentiated, haptiger to communicate within a second
and most of the time smaller than a dime.
% Sustainability

Sustainability is the inherent ability of an identity o/ longevity in an environment
that is in flux, characterized by future permutations tleabne can predict. Sustainability also
refers to an identity’s ability to transition throughaalging media, and models of
communication.
% Coherence

Coherence is the quality that implies that all the@sehold together in a way that feels

seamless to the customer.
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% Flexibility

An identity system must continuously demonstrate aerantt flexibility. With the help
of flexibility communications inside and outside staysfrand relevant. No one can say with
absolute certainty what new products and services a compaypffer in five or ten years.
However the brand identity designer needs to anticipateieate a flexible infrastructure to
accommodate the future.
% Commitment

A good identity itself does not guarantee successnliti€nough to create an effective
brand name or develop a sustainable and intelligent brard Mast successful companies
have a commitment to quality and to seizing every oppayttmigrow their brand. An
effective brand identity is tied inextricably to managet's desire to nurture it.
% Value

The indisputable goal of most organizations is creatingevalbe best companies
consistently demonstrate their value though the supguility of their products and services
and their unswerving dedication to meeting their customeeds. The best brand identities

are the most public and widely communicated symbols ofdae.

Brand Personality

Many of the world’s most powerful brands spend a gredtaléeme for putting personality

into their brands. How can a company create persoratitiys products or for itself? The
answer of this question lies in the choice and applicatigpersonality values and
characteristics. Based on the premise that brandsasampersonalities in much the same way
as humans, brand personality describes brands in termsyan characteristics. Brand

personality is seen as a valuable factor in increasiagdengagement and brand attachment,
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in much the same way as people relate and bind to othplep&tuch of the work in the area
of brand personality is based on translated theoriesmbBn personality and using similar
measures of personality attributes and factors. Brarsbpality is defined a%'he
psychological nature of a particular brand as intended by its sellers, thoughrgemn the
marketplace may see the brand otherwise (called brand image). Thgserspectives
compare to the personalities of individual humans: what we intend or dasdeyhat others
see or believelin the marketing terms dictionary of American Markgt/&ssociation
(A.MA.).

The concept of relationship between a person and a prandles a different
perspective on how brand personality can work. Aaker (1986jiomed about two elements
that affect an individual’s relationship with a bran@gsfFone is that there is a relationship
between the brand as person and the customer, whinhleggaus to the relationship between
two people. Second element is the brand personality viditie type of person the brand
represents (Aaker, 1996). The brand personality adds dettié telationship.

Human and brand personality differ in terms of howy thwe formed, although they
might share a similar conceptualization. Perceptidimiman personality traits are inferred
on the basis of an individual's behavior, physical cti@réstics, attitudes and beliefs, and
demographic characteristics. In contrast, perceptidmaofd personality traits can be formed
and influenced by any direct or indirect contact thactisomer has with the brand (Aaker,
1997).

After creating a personality for a brand, it will beser to attract consumers to the
brand. As brands grow, as do human relationships, it isrttegional dimension which tends
to become dominant in loyalty. Brand personality hehasith to grow by providing them

emotional difference and experience.
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People’s personalities are determined through their bedied values and other
personality characteristics they develop. Honesty iexample for a value or belief. And
confidence is an example for a characteristic. Therabout two hundred words that
describe personality characteristics and these can Heruseand personality creation
process (Temporal, 1999).

Aaker (1997) mentioned that in addition to personality atarestics, brand personality
includes demographic characteristics such as gender, agiaasdSimilar to personality
characteristics, these demographic characteristicsaadsimferred directly from the brand’s
user imagery, employees, or product endorsers and ifgifienn other brand associations.
For example, driven by distinct user imagery, VirgiSlans tends to be thought of as
feminine, whereas Marlboro tends to be perceived as nascAbple is considered to be
young, and IBM is considered to be older (Aaker, 1996). @mdasis of their different
pricing strategies, Saks Fifth Avenue is perceived as upss, eldnereas Kmart is perceived
as blue collar (Aaker, 1997).

Temporal (1999) mentioned about a consumer research, sdmape consumers were
asked to comment about how they feel about two companies

When asked the question: “If these two companies were pémplewould you

describe them?” their replies were:

Company A Company B
Sophisticated Easy going
Arrogant Modest
Efficient Helpful
Self-centered Caring
Distant Approachable
Disinterested Interested
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These two companies are actually competitors in a sandostry. Like 95% of the
sample consumers you would choose Company B as youd ffigou were asked to choose
one of them.

This research shows that consumers tend to prefed$®taat fit in with their self-
concept. Consumers tend to like personalities thadiardar to theirs or to those whom they
admire. An effective brand personality building strategy create the brand personality as
close as to the target consumers’ personalitiescliser the brand personality to consumer
personality, the greater will be the willingness to theybrand and the deeper the loyalty.

Blackston (2000) has argued that to understand brand-custdat@mhips, it is
necessary to consider what a brand thinks of you. Tanothtia information you need to think
about what the brand would say to you if it were a person.

Whether a brand is a product or a company, the compang kasitle what personality
traits the brand is to have. One commonly acceptedievagreating brand personality is
matching the brand personality as close as possiblettoftti®e consumers or to a personality
that they admire. Temporal (1999, p 39) defined brand perspoadation process with four
steps:

Step 1: Define the target audience

Step 2: Find out their needs, expectations and whatiiteey |

Step 3: Build a consumer personality profile

Step 4: Create the product personality as close asmengersonality profile

Aaker (1997) has created a framework to describe and mehsureahd personality in
five core dimensions, which is known as Brand Persgrnalmensions or Relationship Basis

Model.
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Dimensions of Brand Personality

Sinc ety

Excitement

BEAND
PERSOMNALITY

Competence

sophistication

— Euggedness

Figure 4: Brand personality framework
Source: Jennifer Aaker, Dimensions of Brand Personéli§97)
« Sincerity (Down-to-earth, family oriented, genuintl-tashioned):
« Excitement (Spirited, young, up-to-date, outgoing)
« CompetencéAccomplished, influential, competent)
« Sophisticatior(Pretentious, wealthy, condescending

+ RuggednesfAthletic and outdoorsy)

This framework can used to investigate the current statadaind and to describe the

desired future status of it.

Brand Equity

Branding is all about creating differences. These wffees in outcomes arise from the
‘added value’ endowed to a product as a result of past marlestingy for the brand. Brand
equity provides a common denominator for interpreting mangxetrategies and assessing the

value of a brand; and there are many different ways Bew the value of a brand can be
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manifested or exploited to benefit the firm — in terrhgreater proceeds and/or lower costs
(Keller, 2003).

Timacheff and Rand (2001, p 15) defined brand equity as “attexinthas been used in
traditional branding for decades, has come to mean the addtend has attained over time.
Alternatively brand equity is an intangible asset #@irues to a company as a result of its
successful efforts to establish a strong brand”. Thdipesixperiences consumers
accumulate about a particular brand makes that braatliable asset for the owner company.

Mitchell (2000) described brand equity as “the storehousetoifd profits which result
from past marketing activities”. The basis of brand gdigs in the relationship between a
customer and selling company.

In its web page American Marketing Association (A.Mdgfines brand equity aghe
value of a brand. From a consumer perspective, brand equity is based on coatiioues
about positive brand attributes and favourable consequences of brahd use

Building a strong brand requires the company to gain nanwgnition for its product or
service, get the consumers actually try its brand anddbevince the buyers that the brand is
acceptable and meeting their expectations. Name awalisrasimportant factor in reaching
success in brand building. But getting customers to recogrbsand name is only half the
work needed to done in building brand equity. Establishirang, positive associations with
the brand and its use in the minds of consumers isaalsmportant task for the companies to
perform.

Knapp (1999) stated that “To be a strong brand, a company mstisticlear,
unwavering consumer perception of the distinctive emotimntunctional benefits of its
products and services”.

Farquhar (1990) mentioned about three stages that are cetpuivaild a strong brand:
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1. Introduction: introduce a quality product with the stratepysing the brand a as a
platform for launching future products. A positive impact onscomers in vital in
introduction phase.

2. Elaborationmake the brand easy to remember and develop repeat usagenters
must easily remember their positive experiences abeuirdmd.

3. Fortification:the brand has to carry a consistent image over brmeinforce its
place in the consumer’s mind and develop a special ne$dtijo with the consumer.

Two critical steps in establishing brand equity can be imeed, first the company
needs to define itself and what it hopes to represeiisftarget costumers. Then next step
comes with making sure that all aspects of the compapgsations support this image, from
its product and service offerings to its marketing progranits ttustomer service policies.
When these two steps successfully completed that nileamsand equity of the company is
established.

Although it is not easy to measure the brand equibgntgive important information to
managers for their company’s future profitability. Measubrand equity is not as simple as
counting the number of people who recognise a brand natogarit is dangerous to assume
a company enjoys strong or growing brand equity because wéll-known brand. Company
missteps or inconsistent marketing activities can easgken the most powerful brands.

According to branding experts of NetMBA, an internattee for management and
business administration, brand equity can be viewed ftdeast three perspectives:

v" Financial: Brand equity can be measured in a way by detieigrthe price premium
that a brand commands over a generic product. If consuamewilling to pay $250
for a branded laptop over the same unbranded laptomrénsium provides important

information about the value of the brand.
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v' Brand ExtensionsA successful brand can be used as a platform to lanetetied new
products. The benefits of brand extensions are the ukgxjsting brand awareness
which will reduce advertising expenditures and a lowérfr@em consumer
perspective.

v' Consumer-Based: A strong brand increases the custoatftsle strength toward the
product or service associated with the brand. Attitudegthes built by experience
with a product or service.

Brand equity is not always positive in value. Some tsagot a bad reputation which
causes negative brand equity. Negative brand equity cae&suned by surveys in which
consumers indicate that a discount is needed to purdimabeand instead of its competitors.
Positive brand equity is created by past effective primmstand consistently meeting or
exceeding customers’ expectations. Mitchell (2000) noteditHaiand equity is falling,
you're storing up trouble for yourself.... If brand equityisgng, you're investing in future
performance, even if it's not showing through in prabtay. Real business performance
therefore equals short-term results plus shifts indeauity.”

Every action taken by management: introduction of new ptsdadvertising strategies,
the decisions to lay off employees or relocate afgcthould be assessed for its effect on
brand equity. Investments in brand equity are generaligned to work through the creation
of brand knowledge. This knowledge consists of two brapdas: brand image and brand
awareness. Brand image consists of the mental aseasiabnsumers make with the brand
and brand awareness is the strength of the brand inmmens’ minds.

In the late 1990’s, many companies attempted to extend tl@iddinto online business
environment. But doing business online proved difficult, efeenvell-known strong off-line

brands.
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Garner (2000) declared thaf;ifat's because B2B brands are built brick by independent
brick with customer service, support and quality and are cemented $gnpérelationships.
In the offline world, those relationships are forged by a sales tbatecalls on customers
face-to-face. Successful online brands must deliver those samatsleamel more, through
the use of technology

According to Garner (2000) there are four important stepeeating a successful online
brand:

. Decide on whether using or not using the same offlinecbimnew online venture.

. Develop an understanding of the benefits that you veadéliver through the online business
and assess how technology can help in this mission.

. Try to understand customers’ expectations for the onlineéss and the brand.

. Find ways to use Internet to create a rewarding shoppipgrohase experience for your
customers.

Strong brand equity provides the following benefits (NetMBBO07):

Facilitates a more predictable income stream

Increases cash flow by increasing market share, reducingppiomal expenses and allowing
premium pricing.

Brand equity itself is an asset that can be soldaseld.

Brand equity can be borrowed by extending the brand namdirte of products in the
same or another category. Brand equity also can be bbudicensing the use of a strong
brand for a new product.

Although various perspectives have been employed to studg bopiity, customer-
based approaches view brand equity from the perspectilie cbnsumer. The basic premise
of customer-based brand equity models is that the pdveebi@nd lies in what customers

have learned, felt, seen, heard, etc about the bramdessilt of their experiences over time.
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In other words, the power of a brand lies in the mofdsonsumers or customers and what
they have experienced and learned about the brandioee(Keller, 2003).

According to Keller (2003), the challenge for marketersuilding a strong brand is
therefore ensuring that consumers have the right tiypeprience with products and
services and their accompanying marketing programmes shé¢haesired thoughts, feelings,
images, beliefs, perceptions, opinions and so on bedokezllto the brand. Consumer
knowledge is what drives the differences that manifesnselves in terms of brand equity.

From a customer-based brand equity perspective, buildingragdbrand can be thought
of in terms of a sequential series of steps, where s@p is contingent upon successfully
achieving the previous step (Keller, 2003). All steps invols®amplishing certain objectives
with customers - both existing and potential customers.fift step is to ensure
identification of the brand with customers and an d@asioa of the brand in customers’ minds
with a specific product class or customer need. Accordir{etler (2003), the second step is
to establish firmly the totality of brand meaning in theads of customers, i.e. by
strategically linking a host of tangible and intangibiend associations with certain
properties. The third step is to elicit the proper custasgyonses to this brand identification
and brand meaning. The fourth and final step is to convandimesponse to create an intense,
active loyalty relationship between the brand and custdKeller, 2003).

Keller (2003) states a set of fundamental questions @r @these four steps that
customers ask about brands as follows:
v" Who are you? (Brand ldentity)
v' What are you? (Brand Meaning / Image)
v' What about you? What do I think or feel about you? (Brarsp&eses)
v" What about you and me? What kind of association and how ofitec connection

would I like to have with you? (Brand Relationships)
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There is an obvious ordering of the steps in this ‘branihdder’, from identity to
meaning to responses to relationships. In other words, ngeaannot be established unless
identity has been created; responses cannot occur umesglit meaning has been
developed; and a relationship cannot be forged unless ther pespenses have been elicited.
Enacting the four steps to create the right brand igeitnd meaning, brand responses and
brand relationship is a complicated and difficult proc&ssprovide some structure, it is
useful to think of sequentially establishing six ‘brand builditgrcks’ with customers. To
connote the sequencing involved, these brand building btackbe assembled in terms of a

brand pyramid (Keller, 2003).

4. Relationships = Resnnancs Intense,
What about you and me? activa lovalty
& I
Paositive,
3. Responsa = Judgments Feslings accessibla

" i .
What about you’s reactions

Strong, favourable
and unicue brand
association

1. ldentity = _ Deep, broad
Who are you? Salience brand awareness

Figure 5: Customer-based brand equity pyramid

2. Meaning =
What are you? Parformance Imagary

Source: Keller, (2003), “Understanding brands, branding eambbequity”.
Brand equity measurement becomes critical, for it defimeat a firm might be
willing to invest in a brand based on some type of expdutade return. “However the real

challenge is determining: What are those returns? GaghiPe value from continuing income
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flows? Shareholder value in terms of stock price? @uset loyalty that translates into
ongoing opportunities?” (Schultz, 2000).

Given that customer-based brand equity models define ety in terms of the
differences that arise in customers’ response t&ehag activity as a result of the knowledge
that customers have about the brand, there are tiod@soaches to measuring brand
equity.

“An ‘indirect’ approach could assess potential sources of customer-based brand
equity by identifying and tracking consumers’ brand knowledge structutesms of the
brand identity, meaning, responses and relationships dimensions. A ‘dippctach, on the
other hand, could measure customer-based brand equity more directly byrasessctual
impact of brand knowledge on consumer response to different elemémaswdrketing
programmé (Keller, 2003).

On the other hand, Schultz (2000) mentioned about thriseetif measurement
approaches. First is the one used if a brand itsedfbe tbought or sold. In this approach the
buyer and seller must agree on the price and thus, agtée brand equity’s financial value.
That is generally do through some estimated future cash factored to reflect the unique
strength and characteristics of the brand and themguthsed to determine net present value to
the brand owner. This approach is the one popularizedtesbrand Party L.C. and Brand
Finance.

In the second approach the buyer and seller use theiaihaalue the stock market
places on the firm, then calculates or estimatepdigon of that value accounted for by
brand equity. Today, the names and brands of Intenoetdat-com’ firms are good examples
of what investors believe the future value of the orgaimzanight be (Schultz, 2000).

The third and last approach attempts to measure how naludr the consumer places

on the brand. Attitudinal measures such as customerasaiasf, intent to repurchase and
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willingness to seek put the brand in the marketplacd@pdy a premium price are used here.
The problem with these measures is the difficultyamslating them into financial value

(Schultz, 2000).

Brand Valuation

A brand is a name or a symbol, and its associateddodergnd emotional attributes, that is
intended to identify the products or services of a speaifiepany in order to differentiate
them from its competitors. At the heart of a brandteéemark rights. The brand is a special
intangible that in many businesses is the most impbasset. Brands influence the choice of
customers, employees, investors and government autha@tiel an influence is vital for
commercial success and creation of shareholder value.

A rapid shift in the relative importance of the compuseof corporate value occurred in
the later part of the 30century. Shareholder value was largely explained byh#ngssets
such as land, buildings, machinery and stock in the pastety, more recently intangible
assets such as brands, patents and know-how have bdoarmant elements of company
value (Heberden, 2002).

The world’s most valuable brand Coca-Cola is more ft#nyears old and many well-
known brands are older than 60 years (Lindeman, 2003).Shearly three times the
average life time of a corporation. Brands provide arsgoof demand that the supplier
would not enjoy if they didn’t own the brand. And secuotyorand means a security of
future brand earnings and this is what lies at the heéraof valuation.

In the last quarter of the ®@entury, companies started to understand the shareholder

value creation process. For most of the century, Idegissets were seen as the main source
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of business value. They were aware of intangiblestHaut value remained unclear and
wasn'’t specifically quantified.

Senior management wants to know how significant an ecicresset their brand
represents and what causes the value of their braetlias®ase or decrease. Answers to
these two questions allow them make rational decisionst d&loav much to invest in a brand
versus a range of other investment alternatives. Thetfoeelear guidance in this area has
become increasingly acute as the sources of valueandatve shifted from physical to
intangible assets (Knowles, 2003).

Knowles (2003) stated that the last 20 years have witth@sdeamatic divergence
between the book value of companies and their markettsgtion. The aggregate market-
to-book ratio of the S&P 500 (a broad-based index of thdéz#@ling companies in the USA)
rose steadily from an average of around 1.4 at the begimiithe 1980s to around 3.5 in the
mid-1990s. It accelerated rapidly in the late 1990s to reachkagé€’.3 at the height of the
dot.com bubble in early 2000 before falling back to its cudesrl of around 4.0 (Knowles,
2003). A market-to-book ratio of 4.0 means that the tangisleta®f a business (land,
equipment, inventory, net working capital and so on) angount for 25% of the value that
investors are placing on a company. According to Knowles (20G8)gible assets such as
patents, trademarks, business systems, distributiorsyigtands, customer databases and the
guality of a company’s management and workforce accoumbhdéaremaining 75%.

It was the wave of brand acquisitions in the late 1938@%sexposed the hidden value in
highly branded companies and brought brand valuation t@tbaelh year 1988, Interbrand
conducted the first independent brand valuation for RanksHdcDougal, a leading UK
food conglomerate (Lindeman, 2004). RHM’s management watstbdand value
information to defend hostile takeover bid by GoodmardeieWattie (GFW). With the

brand value information, the RHM board was able to g& bmmvestors and argue that the
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bid was too low, and eventually repel it (Lindeman, 2004). Theuat being paid for the
acquisition of a strongly branded company was increasimgher than the value of the
company's net tangible assets.

According to a study conducted by Interbrand with assoaiatidP Morgan (see Table
4), on average brands account more than one third ddlsbider value. Another study of
Interbrand tells us that in 1981 net tangible assets \auexs 82% of the amount bided to
acquire another company, this percentage fallen to justi®@®88. It shows that companies
were being acquired less for their tangible assets and fmotheir intangible assets.

Table 4: Contribution of Brands to Shareholder Value

Brand contribution to market
2002 brand valug o 2001 brand valug
Company capitalization of parent company
($ bn) ($ bn)
(%)

Coca Cola 69.6 51 69.0
Microsoft 64.1 21 65.1
IBM 51.2 39 52.8
GE 41.3 14 42.4
Intel 30.9 22 34.7
Nokia 30.0 51 35.0
Disney 29.3 68 32.6
McDonald’'s 26.4 71 25.3
Marlboro 24.2 20 22.1
Mercedes Benz 21.0 47 21.7

Source: BusinessWeek, Interbrand / JP Morgan league 28002,
Table 4 shows the contribution of brands to companiesMidi@gonald’s brand value is

more than 70% of shareholder value. And the world’s famsbus brand Coca-Cola accounts
51% of the stock market value of the Coca-Cola Company.
A study conducted by Brand Finance (1999) revealed that at#neesd December

1998 only 28 percent of the Financial Times Stock Exchang8HElF350s market
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capitalization was explained by their net balance shesdts. Intangible assets are largely
responsible for the remaining 72% of value. In most ¢dwaads are the most significant
intangible asset (Heberden, 2002).
A wide range of approaches have been developed and usedsothssgerformance

and value of brands. They used to fall into two categori

I.  Research based brand equity evaluations

il.  Purely financially driven approaches

The approaches that are driven exclusively by brand eap@@sures or financial
measures lack either the financial or the marketingpoom@nt to provide a complete and
robust assessment of the economic value of brangsbtand employs an economic use
method which is the most widely accepted and has madérame a worldwide authority in
this field. This approach was developed in 1988 for Rank Hovi3ddgal (Lindeman,
2004). Economic use approach combines brand equity and finemeaslres and has been
used in more than 3500 brand valuations worldwide.

According to Lindeman (2004), the economic use approachl lsasthe following
fundamental marketing and financial principles:

v' The marketing principle relates to the commercial fimncthat brands perform.
Brands help to generate customer demand for productsvizeserCustomer demand
translates into revenues when sales occurred. Thed beanre customer demand for
the long term though repurchase and loyalty.

v" The financial principle relates to the net present vafifature expected earnings. The
brand’s future expected earnings are identified and tisouainted to a net present
value. A discount rate that reflects the risk of theamings being realised is used in

finding net present value.
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Lindeman (2004) mentioned abut five steps those should be'mexd to capture the
value creation of a brand:

1- Market Segmentation: The brand’s markets are splitnoteoverlapping and
homogenous groups of consumers. And then brand is valeattinsegment and the
sum of the segment valuations resulted as the tdtsd \d the brand.

2- Financial Analysis: Identifying and forecasting the reverad earnings from
intangibles generated by the brand for each segmeatedren market segmentation
step.

3- Demand Analysis: Assessing the role that the brand plagisving demand for
products and services. And then determine what portiontarigible earnings is
attributable to the brand measured by an indicator knowmeg$0le of Branding
Index”. The role of branding is the percentage of intalegearnings over total
earnings.

4- Competitive Benchmarkindgetermining the competitive strengths and weaknesses to
derive the specific Brand Discount Rate. Brand Discowaté Reflects the risk profile
of its expected future earnings.

5- Brand Value Calculation: Brand value is the net pregele of the forecast brand
earnings, discounted by the brand discount rate.

Today brand valuation finds application in most strategacketing and financial
decisions. There are two main categories of applicaflangeman, 2004):

v Strategic Brand Management: focuses mainly on interna¢aces by providing tools
and processes to manage and increase the economic vhtaeds.

v Financial Transactions: helps in variety of brandtesldransactions with external

parties.
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According to Heberden’s (2002) brand valuation methodolaoggrder to asses the
scale and nature of the risks attached to a brandategtenderstanding of the brand within
the business is required to illustrate the brand’s dartian to earnings. This makes an
‘economic use’ valuation, which is based on future besartings. There are typically five
work streams in this approach to valuation (Heberden, 2002):

1. Segmentation: One of the first and most critical tasks determine the nature of
the segmentation for valuation process. Next,imgortant to identify how internal financial
and marketing data, and external market and competitaradatdoe obtained in a way which
fits with the chosen segmentation. The principlesrztbkifective segmentation for brand
valuation purposes are:

» Homogeneous geographic, product and consumer groupings to drauretvaluations
are relevant to defined target markets

* Clearly definable set of discrete competitors in eagment

* Availability of market research data to match the elnosegmentation

* Availability of volumetric and value data for competito

2. Forecasting financial performance: As valuation is basethe net present value of
future earnings generated by the brand, it is essenttahéndéinancial forecasts are as
realistic as possible. The initial study is looking itfte trends within the sector or category
within which the brand operates by taking into accounirtipact of economic, technical,
legal and other macro factors on the market volumesrandins. It is also necessary to
review the cost structure of the brand, specificallyrétaionship between brand investment
and brand performance as well as production cost atetitfégvels of output (Heberden,
2002).

3. Brand value added (BV®) analysis: Brad value added process specifically

identifies the extent to which future earnings are deperadetite brand as opposed to other
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drivers of value. This can be achieved either by quantifyiedorand’s contribution to the
purchase decision or by a royalty relief calculation hBoethods are based on a study of
market research. Large sample trade-off research figsrttie relative importance of the
brand’s impact on the purchase decision. Economic mngedlia useful tool for isolating

and quantifying the impact of the brand and marketing acsvifidis technique is based on
statistical analysis of historic data, whereas tradeesttarch is based on market research into
consumer decision making.

4. Risk assessment: Risk assessment is used to determaggptiopriate discount rate
to use in the discounted cash flow (DCF) analysis. Mamgpanies already have weighted
average cost of capital (WACC) which can be applietha@sliscount rate. Where this is not
feasible, the discount rate was built from first pijle as follows:

Discount Rate = BrandBeta® adjusted cost of equity x @amtam of equity funding) + cost
of debt x (proportion of debt funding)

BrandBeta® adjusted cost of equity = risk free ratequig risk premium x sector beta x
BrandBeta®)

These formulas are derived from the capital asseingrimodel. This sector specific
discount rate is finessed to take account of the relatremgth of different brands in the
given market. Brand Finance calls this BrandBetaalysis and generally base it on the key
criteria, which represent the best indicators of msthat business area.

A score of zero means particularly weak brand, which doubéesquity risk
premium. A score of 50 means that the brand offersageeinvestment in the sector under
review. A score of 100 implies a theoretically risk fleand which would be discounted at

the risk free rate.
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5. Valuation and sensitivity analysis: The result offtine@going analysis is a branded
business value for each segment identified. The branda@tkbas/alue expresses the full net

present value of the business earnings in each segment.

Brand Associations

Consumers associate the value of the product withrdrelbThe underlying value of a brand
is often based upon specific association of a “useegtisuch as low fuel consumption can
provide a reason-to-buy which can attract customers. &uelssociation represents the
product’s meaning to customers.

Brand associations represent bases for purchase de@$icunstomers and for brand
loyalty. There are some possible associations thatnactn build in a brand. Not all
associations need to be built but rather those thedtttiror indirectly affect consumers’
buying behaviour. Product attributes are an important cfasssociations, but there are
others that can also be important in some contexts

Brand association is anything that is linked in memorylicaad. The association
reflect the fact products are used to express lifesiyheseas other associations reflect social
positions and professional roles. Others will alseeotfassociations involving product
applications, types of people who might use the prodimesthat carry the product, or
salespeople who handle the product or even the countmygar.

Keller (1998) defines brand associations as informatiooaés linked to the brand node
in memory that contains the meaning of the brand forwoaess. These associations include

perceptions of brand quality and attitudes towards the brand.
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According to Aaker (1991) there are at least eight braed@ations. The associations
explain either the concept, or the meaning of the produetrims of how it fulfils a
customer’s need. Aaker’s (1991) eight brand associatienssted below:

1. Customer Benefit: refers to the need that is gdiffy a product. Customer benefit
may be rational, psychological (emotional) benefitself- expressive benefit.

2. Product attributesefer to a product’s characteristics. Attributes aspaated with a
product’s rational benefit. For example, a Volvo catisibute is durability.

3. Use / ApplicationA marketer can associate a brand with a particulabuse
application.

4. User / CustomeAnother way of positioning a brand is to associatetih\a&itype of
user or customeflhis involves identifying the brand with its target segment

5. Celebrity:An individual who endorses a brand. Linking a brand arelebaty can
transfer associations such as reliability, strengtHppeance, and so on. The usefulness to
which the association can be linked to the celebrity depamdt®w credible the person is
perceived by the audience.

6. Lifestyle / PersonalityThe brand can be viewed as a person. Like a persoma bra
can be perceived as being competent, trustworthy, actiyeutinful. A brand personality
may help communicate a product’s attribute and thus corgrtbua functional benefit. It can
help create a self-expressive benefit that becomehkiclerdor the customer to express his or
her own personality.

7. CompetitorsCompanies position their brand using their business agslsuch as
innovation, a drive for quality, and a concern for theimnment. They can position their
brand with respect to a competitor. Sometimes it ismpbitant how good customers think a

firm is, but how they believe it is better than a gieempetitor.
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8. Country of OriginOne more strategic option that a marketer hasassociate a
brand with a country. The country of origin has anafta the market’s perception of a
product - either a positive or a negative perception. Ca{d®96) asserts that a company
competing in global markets may manufacture products wadd-and when the customer
becomes aware of the country of origin, there igbesibility that the place of manufacture
will affect product/brand image.

Brand associations are useful to marketers. Marketersrasd associations to
differentiate, position, and extend brands, to creastige attitudes and feelings towards
brands, and to suggest attributes or benefits of purchasumjngy a specific brand.

Brand associations help consumers judge the value oflagird-or example, country
of origin influences consumers in making judgements ashaiher a product is of value or

not.

Brand Positioning

Positioning is how a product / brand appears in relatiather products / brands in the
market. Kotler (1998) defines brand positioning as the “actsi§dang the company’s offer
and image so that it occupies a distinct and valued plaite itarget customers’ mind”.
According to American Marketing Association (A.M.Ayamd positioning is “the way
consumers, users, buyers, and others view competiavelbror types of products”.

For new products, product positioning means how the innoviatodécides to
compare the new item to its predecessors. For thetaaw the mental slates of persons in the
market place are blank; this is the only chance the mtioowill have to make a first
impression. Later, after the introduction is over,ehéier definition of positioning will take

over, as persons make their own positioning decisions.(\)M
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The goal of brand positioning is to locate the brandhénnhinds of customers such that
the potential benefit of the firm is maximized. Compegitibrand positioning is all about
creating brand superiority in the minds of consumers. Foadtally, positioning involves
convincing consumers of the advantages of a brand vis-&wipetitors, while at the same
time alleviating concerns about any possible disadvan{&gdier, 2003, p 45).

A good brand positioning helps to guide marketing strategyasifyshg what a brand is
all about, how it is unique and how it is similar to cotitpe brands and finally why
consumers should purchase and use the brand. Good paositwavides the what, the how
and the who of the firm’s total communications platicand allow the firm’s internal and
external marketing communications teams to develop ts meaningful and persuasive
copy, creative and related tactics for the organizatiordad (Robertson, 2005).

In general positioning involves a specification of the appatgprcore brand values and
brand mantra. Core brand values can be defined as tbkataibutes and benefits that
characterize a brand.

Keller (2003) mentioned about a customer-based brand equitylnfaccording to
Keller (2003) in Customer-Based Brand Equity (CCBE) modsdjding on positioning
requires determining on the target customers, main caoysetand similarities of the brand
with competitors and the differences of the brand ftbencompetitors.

Target Marketidentifying the target consumers is important becauser€ift

consumers may have different brand knowledge structdifésrent brand perceptions and
preferences. It may be difficult to be able to statéectv brand association should be strongly
held, favourable and unique, with out identifying the targasaemers (Keller, 2003).

A market can be defined as the set of all actual andhj@tbuyers who have sufficient

interest in a product with available income and acaebsiy. According to Keller (2003), a
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market consists of all consumers with sufficient wetion, ability and opportunity to
purchase a product.

The process of subdividing a market into distinct sulisfetastomers that behave in the
same way or have similar needs is called as market segtioa (A.M.A). Each of the
subsets may conceivably be chosen as a market targetdadied with a distinct marketing
strategy. The process begins with a basis of segn@ntaproduct-specific factor that
reflects differences in customers' requirements @oresveness to marketing variables
where the possibilities are purchase behavior, usage, tsesmight, intentions, preference,
or loyalty. Then based on their ability to identifygs@ents, segment descriptors are chosen to
account for variance in the segmentation basisf@sdggest competitive strategy
implications. Some examples of descriptors are demb@gspyeography, psychographics,
customer size, and industry.

Nature of CompetitionAmerican Marketing Association (A.M.A.) defines the

competitive brands as “the brands that are consider@tternatives by buyers in a particular
market segment; sometimes called the evoked set. Onedlyj it is used to mean a (smaller)
set of products which a particular seller wishes to lmepsding with; more rarely; it means
the full set of competitors in fact competing in a givearket”.

It is difficult to disentangle target market decisiorat decisions concerning the nature
of competition for the brand because they are ofteriosely related. In defining the nature
of competition and deciding which products and brands arélikely to be seen as close
substitutes some other issues need to be consideredargple the nature of the competition
may be depending on the type distribution channel (K&lg03).

The analysis of factors designed to answer the question; Well is a firm doing
compared to its competitors?" are defined as the competitiglysis. The analysis goes well

beyond sales and profit figures in assessing the firnirgsabn such factors as price, product,
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technical capabilities, quality, customer service, deliveng other important factors
compared to each of the major competitors (A.M.A.).

Points of Parity Association®.oints of parity associations are associationsateanot

necessarily unique to the brand but may be shared wigh odimpeting brands. These types
of associations have two basic forms: category angettive. “Category points of parity are
the associations that consumers view as being negdsedae a legitimate and credible
offering within a certain product or service category” (Kel2003, p 133).

“Competitive points of parity associations are thasgociations designed to negate
competitors’ points of difference” (Keller, 2003). Ibaand can reaches or exceeds break-
even while its competitors are trying to reach an avetfzagfaneans the associated brand will
catch a strong competitive advantage.

Points of DifferencePoints of differences are strong, favourable and unicamadbr

associations for a brand. Keller (2003) mentioned that P&d®attributes or benefits that
consumers strongly associate with a brand, positeredjuate, and believe that they could not

find the same features in a competitive brand.

Product and Brand Satisfaction

Customer satisfaction is an important issue for margananagers, particularly those in
services industries. The most frequent mentioned outcdthe onarketing process is a
satisfied customer, with many definitions of marketingpinporating this important marketing
concept. The marketing concept stipulates that in oocdachieve sustained success,
organizations should identify and satisfy customer naadsvants more effectively than
their competitors (Day, 1994). American Marketing Assoaiaf{A.M.A.) defines satisfaction

“as a positive negative reaction to a purchase deamipnoduct after purchase”.
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Customer satisfaction is the degree to which a conssiegrectations are fulfilled or
surpassed by a product. It can also be defined as the postgmrimlaluation of a consumer
action by the ultimate consumer or the decision makez.beliefs, attitudes, and future
purchase patterns; word-of-mouth communication; and leglindormal complaints have
been related to the post-purchase satisfaction/disation process. Whereas the evaluation
of a product or service after consumption is defined apdlepurchase evaluation. This may
involve remorse as well as the feeling of satisfaatiodissatisfaction (A.M.A., 2007).

Oliver (1980) defines satisfaction as “evaluation of thegged discrepancy between
prior expectations and the actual performance of the praduct”

Bloemer (1995) defines brand satisfaction as the outconfe alubjective evaluation
that the chosen brand meets or exceeds the expestafiua definition is in line with the
many definitions of satisfaction based on the discomfirom paradigm that can be found in
the literature. Expectation-disconfirmation model re@del that proposes that satisfaction
depends upon the consistency between expectations anchmerée. Dissatisfaction is
proposed to result when product performance is below exmeastawhereas satisfaction
arises when performance equals or exceeds expected pant@iBloemer, 1995). The
notion that stands out in almost every definitiosatisfaction is the notion of comparison,
meaning that a consumer is able to compare expectatmhgroduct) performance.
Consequently, a consumer must have the motivation anchfyacity to evaluate the brand
relative to his/her frame of reference. This meaascttinsumer must be able to elaborate
upon the evaluation to be consciously satisfied.

Bloemer (1995) then makes a distinction between maniheslaéent satisfaction. The
distinction basically rests on the degree of elalmmaf his, in turn, depends on the level of
motivation and capacity that a certain consumer niegisler to evaluate the product.

According to Bloemer (1995) manifest satisfaction is #seilt of a high degree of
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elaboration. Latent satisfaction is based on thetfeat "the consumer is not fully aware of
his/her satisfaction, because of a lack of motivatimai@ ability of the consumer to evaluate
his/her brand choice" (Bloemer, 1995).

To the extent that an explicit comparison can be matigden expectations and
performance, the consumer is likely to be aware e@btlitcome of his/her evaluation and
his/her satisfaction. To the extent that no explicinparisons can be made, because of a lack
of motivation or ability of the consumer to evalubt&®'her brand choice, the consumer is not
likely to be fully aware of his/her satisfaction. Ebis reason, it's considered that it is
necessary to make a distinction between manifest &t Isatisfaction. Manifest satisfaction
is the outcome of the explicit subjective evaluatibthe brand, which the consumer is well
aware of (a kind of central route). In the case w@asatisfaction, the consumer does not
realize his/her satisfaction and merely accepts thedofa kind of peripheral route).

The commitment concept makes the difference betweetwo definitions. Brand
commitment is a necessary condition for true brandilgyo occur. Brand commitment is
defined as a result of explicit and extensive decisionmggkrocesses, as well as evaluative
processes, a consumer becomes committed to the braed (mhbrand is positively
evaluated): he or she is pledged or bound to his/her bramceciBy definition, such a
committed consumer is truly brand loyal when he/she thgyparticular brand again. On the
other hand the non-committed consumer might just yethel brand without being bound to
that brand.

For instance, when you bought a tube of Colgate toothpadtgoa found it ok, you
will not have to spend any valuable time on looking for otbethpaste brands, because you
are already familiar with it. However, for a momaihd-loyalty-sensitive product class like
beer, the probability that a consumer will stick to orant (like Miller) is much higher.

Brand loyalty is based on the amount of brand commitnidre amount of commitment is
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not fixed, but can be considered as a continuum. The arobuammitment is based on the
type of brand satisfaction.

In terms of having customer, research shows that sequikty, relationship quality
and overall service satisfaction can improve custonateshsions to stay with a firm.
Keaveney (1995) asked the question “What actions of servms, for their employees, cause
customers to switch from one service provider to anoth8e?vice firm executives are
concerned about the negative effects of customer swigan market share and profitability
(Rust and Zahorik, 1993). In the simplest sense, switchingesahe loss of a service firm
from the customer’s future revenue stream. But theisosgen more damaging when other
effects are considered: First, because continuing cessoimcrease their spending at an
increasing rate, purchase at full-margin rather thasodist prices, and create operating
efficiencies for service firms, the loss of a conimguservice customer is a loss from the high-
margin sector of the firm’s customer base (Reichetti@asser, 1990). Second, costs
associated with acquiring new customers are incurredaceaunt setup, credit searches, and
advertising and promotional expenses can add up to five tihmest of efforts hat might
have enabled the firm to retain a customer (Peters, 199&)ating costs rise as the service
firms learns the needs of its new customer and the mestiearns the procedures of the firm.
Executives need research-based knowledge if they anetd the revenue-reducing and cost-
incurring impacts of customer switching.

Customer satisfaction is closely linked to many relatmgm marketing dimensions and
other marketing instruments, such as customer loyalgtiaral benefits or confidence, and
price or distribution (Consuegra et al., 2007).

If the central role of pricing in consumer behavionadl as cost effectiveness is

considered as one of the criteria that customers rab&iag particularly important when
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selecting a product or service, the fact that the prasereceived little attention when
analyzing customer satisfaction is astonishing (Hubel,e2G01).

In addition, service marketing is different from goodsketing, and is usually more
complex to manage. In service industries, the distindéigtures of services (intangibility,
inseparability, perishability and heterogeneity) require tstdading and satisfying customer
needs and expectations, creating, communicating and dedj\@rstomer value, and keeping
promises (Aksoy et al., 2003). This is particularly truthaacase of air travel.

In this sense, while price is an important determinapuirchasing and post purchasing
processes, the central role of price is especiallyneebgnized as an important variable in
services with complex pricing structures rather thagibtd@ products (Matzler et al., 2006).

By offering a range of fare options at different prigeels on the same flight, airlines
attempt to segment the total demand for air travel doapto the different sensitivities to
price and the need for travel flexibility of businesd &isure passengers. To ensure that low-
fare leisure passengers do not consume all of the@eaigh-demand flights, airlines
employ yield management (YM) systems that forecast ddraad calculate the number of
seats to be made available to each fare type, withaakof maximizing total flight revenues.
Yield management, also known as revenue managemenbrigamlly conceived and
implemented by the airline industry at the end of the 1978wmRAba and Wilson, 1997).

Belobaba and Wilson (1997) develop a simulation model tbhtdas both passenger
choice behavior and the actual functions of airlinedyrehnagement systems to study the
impacts of airline yield management under competitive maxdeditions. They have found
out that effective yield management results in revemcreases for the users of YM in
virtually all competitive situations. And there is grsficant ‘first mover’ advantage for the
airline that implements a YM system before its competind that this implementation can

actually lead to a decrease for the airline without YM.
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The marketing literature emphasizes price as an impdeetatr of consumer
satisfaction, because whenever consumers evaluataltieof an acquired product or
service, they usually think of the price (Cronin et al., 2088)for the relationship of price to
satisfaction, Zeithaml and Bitner (1996) indicated thatextent of satisfaction was subject to
the factors of service quality, product quality, price, $itua and personal factors.

Price acceptance is based on the assimilation-cotiesy (Sherif et al, 1958). This
theory suggests that a new stimulus encountered by msdunal is judged against a
background of previous experience in the category. Subseduneuli are judged in relation
to a reference scale and this provides the basis for cmmpa and evaluations. The level of
price acceptance can be defined as the maximum prica thater is prepared to pay for the
product or service (Monroe, 1980).

To what extent does improving customer satisfaction isereastomer price acceptance
and, consequently, decrease price sensitivity? Margdi8#80] indicates that the excess of
price that a customer would be willing to pay, rather g@amithout having a thing, over
what he actually pays is the economic measure of tisfagaion surplus.

Many related empirical studies reported that satisfeesemers demonstrate more loyal
behavior (Wong and Zhou, 2006). When consumers perceivehthptice of a service or
product is reasonable, it is possible for them to disthlayintention of repeat purchase
behavior. On the other hand, if consumers do not feekheir sacrifices are worthwhile, they
may not make the purchase again, even when they askeshtvith the product or service
(Bei and Chiao, 2001).

Brand satisfaction does positively affect brand lgyaftowever, it is important to
differentiate between the impact of manifest satigfacmn true brand loyalty and the impact
of latent satisfaction on true brand loyalty. The iotpzf manifest satisfaction on true brand

loyalty is larger than the impact of latent satistact
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Surprenant (1981) states that consumer satisfaction cadeas been divided into two
main streams; that focusing on the outcomes of ttisfaetion/dissatisfaction experience, and
that focusing on the determinants of satisfaction. W4alesral models relating to the
determinants of satisfaction have been proposed, thoseproductive of research relate
satisfaction to expectations and disconfirmation.

Basic questions remain regarding the relationship of ¢éapec and performance to
satisfaction. The independence of expectation and disow@tfon effects remains
guestionable. Further, the functional relationship of perdmea minus expectation to
satisfaction has not been demonstrated. The mosnoomassumption has been that of a
monotonic relationship, i.e. satisfaction increasehagpositive difference between
performance and expectation increases (Oliver, 1983).

Suprenant (1981) aims to test, experimentally, whethantiegted U function or the
monotonic discrepancy function better describes tlaioakhip of satisfaction to
disconfirmation. The research addresses four specifi¢cignesFirst, is satisfaction a
function of performance minus expectation and, if sotuwhthe form of the relationship?
Second, is the size of the purchase a factor in thaaes$hip? Third, does an "investment in
the product and in-home use alter the satisfaction measgimally, does the inclusion of
disconfirmation improve the explanation of satistac#

As a result of Suprenant’s (1981) study, it is found thasfction was a positive
function of the difference between performance andaagien within levels, and an inverted
U function was evident only for subjects with high expeate for the video disc. A third
finding concerns the influence of product type. ANOVA resdb not indicate a significant
product main effect when the satisfaction scores arelatdized.

In the past, much research has been done on eachtefalvencepts of brand loyalty

and consumer satisfaction separately. Howevek Hilention has been given to the
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relationship between the two. Studies on brand loyaltgeotrated on the conceptualization
and measurement of brand loyalty and the economic amth@isgical antecedents of brand

loyalty. Research on consumer satisfaction focusati@factors that cause satisfaction and
dissatisfaction as well as on the ways to expresgsédisfaction.

Lapre and Tsikriktsis (2006) explored whether customer di$setion follows a
learning-curve pattern. Do organizations learn to reduce cestdissatisfaction? Customer
dissatisfaction occurs when customers’ ex ante eapecs about a product or service exceed
ex post perceptions about the product or service. Becausenauistcan increase expectations
over time, customer dissatisfaction may not declirenavhen the product or service
improves. Authors found that customer dissatisfactidlovie a U-shaped operating
experience and the organizational learning curves fortditszion are heterogeneous across
airlines. However, Lapre and Tsikriktis (2006) could not 8ag@port for their thesis which
asserts that focused airlines learn faster to reducenseisttissatisfaction than full service

airlines.

Brand Loyalty

American Marketing Association (A.M.A) has two differedfinitions for brand loyalty.
First one is sales promotion definition, which defibesnd loyalty as the situation in which a
consumer generally buys the same manufacturer-origiqaiteluct or service repeatedly over
time rather than buying from multiple suppliers withie tategory. Secondly, according to
consumer behavior definition brand loyalty is the degoeghich a consumer consistently
purchases the same brand within a product class.

Brand loyalty has been proclaimed by some to beltmeate goal of marketing.

Brand loyalty consists of a consumer’s commitmemefmurchase the brand and can be
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demonstrated by repeated buying of a product or service orpmkbitive behaviours (Dick
and Basu, 1994).

Marketers have long been interested in the concept ndl bogalty because brand
loyalty is a measure of the attachment that a custbageto a brand (Aaker, 1991). Brand
loyalty brings firms many benefits, including repeat purelamnd recommendations of the
brand to friends and relatives.

Palumbo and Herbig (2000) defines brand loyalty as theyatulinake a consumer
repeatedly seek out and buy one brand over anotherwdaamothers offer coupons or lower
prices.

Customer satisfaction is a central element in thekating exchange process, because
it undoubtedly contributes to the success of service pnev({@arian et al., 2001). Oliver
(1997) defines loyalty as a deeply held commitment to rgpeahases of a preferred product
or service consistently in the future, despite situatiorilmences and marketing efforts (e.qg.
pricing policies) having the potential to bring out change. mbee consumers fulfill their
expectations during the purchase or service use, the highprobability those consumers
will repeat purchase in the same establishment (Wong @imal,22003).

High brand loyalty keeps the consumer more focuseti@bédnefits of the brand and
less focused on the price. In contrast, with lowendbdayalty customers are more focused on
the price than on a greater price acceptance the sepeditided by the brand. Hence,
consumers with higher average brand loyalty are hypatek$o have a greater price
acceptance than consumers with lower brand loyalyy@daram and Little, 1994).

Brand loyalty is a consumer’s preference to buy aqaar brand in a product
category. It occurs because consumers perceive thatand offers the right product
features, images or level of quality at the right pl8des perception becomes the foundation

for a new buying habit. Basically, consumers initiaiyl make a trial purchase of the brand
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and after satisfaction, tend to form habits and congrurehasing the same brand because the
product is safe and familiar (Giddens, 2002).

According to Giddens (2002) brand loyalty is important eolibttom line for three

main reasons:
v Higher Sales Volume
v" Premium Pricing Ability
v" Retain Rather than Seek

Over the past decade, researchers have recognized timaheuswitching behavior
can have deleterious effects on the probability and iabil firms in today’s marketplace.
Statistics reveal that U.S. corporations lose Hmegirtcustomers in five years and that
customer disloyalty with these rates stunts corpgrat®rmance by 25% to 50% (Reichheld
and Teal, 1996). Over time, loyal customers build busindssbsying more, paying
premium prices, and providing new referrals through paswigrd of mouth (Keaveney,
1995).

Ganesh et al. (2000) stated that researchers and praatitirealized that (1) not all
customers should be targeted with retention and logdfiyts and (2) some of the most
satisfied and loyal customers might still switch feasons beyond the control of the firm and
at times even beyond the control of the customer jabgelocation. If important attitudinal
and behavioral differences can be identified among vadost®mer groups, service
providers can efficiently identify and target customergaas of a broader acquisition, value
assessment, and retention strategy.

According to the study of Ganesh et al. (2000) at its foostamental level, a firm’s
customer base can be consisted of two groups of cugp(hgicustomers who have switched
from other service providers (whom referred as “switgheand (2) those who have not (the

first-time adopters whom referred as “stayers”). Thigchers can be further classified into
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two types: dissatisfied switchers and satisfied swigcf@rstomers, who switch for reasons
other than dissatisfaction).

Ganesh et al. (2000) found out that compared with satisi@dhers and stayers,
dissatisfied switchers are more loyal to their cursemvice providers. And compared with
stayers, satisfied switchers are less loyal to themeat service providers.

Based on the study of Ganesh et al. (2000), Lin et al. (2@0®)ucted a study for
brand switching behavior of Taipei female consumers vplechasing U-V skincare
products to further examine whether advertising can infludreéhtee groups in their
satisfaction with, loyalty towards and involvementhwservice providers. That study found
out that satisfaction with the services provided by WkMaare companies and the
satisfaction with and loyalty towards these customarisently used brand differ among the
three customer groups and the three customer groupssigffeficantly in their brand
purchasing involvement but do not differ significantly in thegponses to advertising.

Nasir and Nasir (2005) conducted a similar study to analgzeoth of customer base
differences in developing customer relationship managesteategies. Turkish Global
System for Mobile (GSM) sector was selected as theareh area. According to the results of
the study the satisfaction determinants of GSM usersategorized under three factors:
price, core services and value added services relatedstagearh of these may be a source of
defection for the GSM consumers; however, price watuated as the most important cause
of defection. Nasir and Nasir (2005) stated that comparédstayers, switchers are more
satisfied with price factor of their current GSM operatn fact, this is not surprising since
switchers have prior experience with other GSM operasme when switching to a new
operator they search and prefer the one which respomlasit@rice expectations.

Research has shown that positive expressive displaysas smiling, displaying

friendliness and genuine concern for clients produceip@siitcomes such as reported

57



satisfaction and intention to repurchase (Parasuransn @085). Gountas et al. (2006)
conducted a study to test the airline passengers’ responitight attendants’ expressive
displays, results shows that the service provider’'sesgive display positively influences
service satisfaction.

Repeat purchasing may only indicate consumers’ temporeept&ce of a brand.
Therefore, the concept of brand loyalty was extendeshtompass both attitudinal and
behavioral loyalty (Jacoby and Kyner, 1973). Behavioralltgyaeans that consumers will
repeatedly purchase the same brand. Attitudinal loyaligsgamed to be more stable than
behavioral loyalty and represents consumers’ commitimepreferences when considering
unique values associated with a brand (Chauduri and Holbrook,. ZD@Er (1999) defined
brand loyalty as a strong commitment to re-buy a predeproduct or re-patronize a service
consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive psingaof the same brand or same
brand set products, despite situational influences. GoumadiStathakopoulos (2004) also
mentioned that attitudinal loyalty should lead to amease in behavioural loyalty.

The financial value of a brand is a function of theant of its future expected return
and of the degree of risk on these returns. A brand migrbe strong if it has a strong supply
of loyal customers. This established fact led to a reiwlun the practice of marketing, under
the way since early 1980’s, the major concern is lgyéitapferer, 2004, p 203)

Kapferer (2004) mentioned about a study which was conductda lBain company,
that study shows that a household spend<£33&r month in the supermarket to which he/she
goes most often, 85in the second most frequent and&2®r the one where he/she only goes
occasionally. According to Kapferer (2004), loyal clenbt only spend more but their
expenditure grows with time, they become less sensiiyeice and they are the source of
positive word-of-mouth reports concerning their favored supeket or brand. Moreover,

loyal clients are five times less costly to contaein non-clients. Also according to Bain, by
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lowering the defection rate of clients by 5 percent, fiesngo up 25 to 85% (Kapferer, 2004,
p 203). Management consultants explain that companiesripedve their customer retention
programs by 5 percent can expect to gain a profit rise amgvidetween 20 percent and 125
percent (McDonald, 1994). Traditionally, marketing’s main dwal been targeted at
increasing sales by attracting new customers. The foausuddeting is now being shifted
towards a company’s existing customer pool. Customer logattygrams are designed to turn
one time buyers into brand loyal customers.

The actions required to keep loyal customers have twa #wngirst is defensive, to
give the customer no reason for leaving the brand ccdh®wany; the other is offensive, to
create a personalized relationship with the customeis§Gind Smith, 1994). The main part
of the defensive side is the identification of the caudalisloyalty and dissatisfied
consumers. Every company seeks to get as many voicedisisstions as possible. The
worst thing is a silent dissatisfied consumer whaisrgy nothing to the company
representatives while spreading negative rumours amongléies, colleagues and friends.
When going over to the offensive, a brand must becolaedmark of personal attention.
Rapp and Collins (1994) talk of becoming a “loving company”, @gtd not in the consumer
but in the person. This marks the end of anonymous magketitention has to be customized
if it is to be efficient. Treating consumers asrids instead of accounts is the basis to a long-
lasting relationship (Kapferer, 2004).

According to Kapferer (2004) turning brand equity into custoequity is a crucial
process. His concern about managing customer equilysgated in Figure 6. According to
Kapferer (2004) consumers can be grouped into three fod bygalty: potential loyals,
pseudo loyals, and active and committed loyals. Many coasuhold very favorable
attitudes vis-a-vis particular brands. Nevertheless, kinalty is insufficient to inhibit

switching within a repertoire of brands. These customexpotential loyals. To increase the
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rate of purchase of a particular brand tailor-made progr@a must be devised. Secondly,
some repeat buyers are actually pseudo loyals: theytdwitbstrong attitudes regarding the
brand. For instance, they buy the brand becauss pfite or availability. To increase brand
preference of pseudo loyals, these buyers require aregmhent of their choice and an
increased perception of the brand’s superiority. Finatiyive and committed loyals should

be induced to try more and more new products, whetheriibeaod extensions.

Brand Preference (attitudes)

Active
Committed
Loyals

Potential
Lovals

Pseudo
Lovyals

~ Single Product
/ " Repeat Purchase

Trial of Line Extentisions or
Brand Extentions

Figure 6: The three facets of brand loyalty
Source: Kapferer, J.L. (2004). The New Strategic Branddgament, p 206

Griffin (2003) stated that in a period unprecedented marketmayation like
experienced since mid 90’s, it's very tempting to dismiasyrof the true principles of
loyalty and rely on ‘silver bullets’. From loyalty mhschemes to elaborate Customer

Relationships Management (CRM) software to massive datehousing, firms have plowed
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millions of dollars into such areas to search for thelgiixc Griffin (2003) mentioned about

twelve laws of loyalty:

1.

2.

8.

9.

Build Staff Loyalty

Practice the 80 / 20 Rule

Know your loyalty stages and ensure your customers avengithrough them
Serve first. Sell second

Aggressively seek out customer complaints

Get and stay responsive

Know your customer’s definition of value

Win back lost customers

Use multiple channels to serve the same customets wel

10. Give your front line the skills to perform

11.Collaborate with your channel partners

12. Store your data in one centralized database
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the research details of the sdeggned for this study. Important
issues such as research hypotheses, preparation of gt®gu@ire, the method and
procedure of data collection, the questionnaire, varialpésheir measurement constructs
will be covered.

Descriptive research study was used in this study. Tlozipige research study is
typically concerned with determining the frequency withiak something occurs or the
relationship between two variables. Descriptive reseaeshchosen since the main purposes
of this study can be summarized as a) to investigateucoers’ brand name and web address
recall of airline companies, b) to determine consumersiail satisfaction level and to
examine whether the three groups of customers différein overall satisfaction with the
service provided by the current airline company, c) to ingatgiwhether the groups differ in
their loyalty behavior toward the company, d) to invedgghe involvement of consumers in
terms of interest during the purchase process and thetangerof the service to the
individual, e) to investigate online privacy concerns of cores, f) to determine consumers’
satisfaction from online booking services of their priyrarline company and g) to make
comparisons about online and traditional booking systemsciiptive research has two
different methodologies: cross-sectional study and tadgial analysis. Cross-sectional study
was used in this study. Which typically involves a samplelements from the population of

interest and various characteristics of the elemargample members are measured once.
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Research Hypotheses

Hi: There is a significant difference between the oveetikfaction levels of three groups of
consumers (stayers, satisfied switchers and disgatisivitchers).

H,: All else being equal, compared to satisfied switchetlsséayers, dissatisfied switchers
are more satisfied with their current airline company.

Hs: Compared with stayers, satisfied switchers aredassfied with their current airline
company.

Ha: There is a significant difference among three groug®n$umers in terms of their
satisfaction with both “core features and services”“anide and timeliness” factors.

Hs: Compared with both satisfied and dissatisfied swihgtayers are more satisfied with
“core features and services” of their current airlinengany.

Hs: There is a significant difference among three groug®n$umers about their purchase
and ego involvement with the airline company.

H-: Compared with satisfied switchers, dissatisfieddvers exhibit higher level of purchase
involvement.

Hs: Compared with stayers, both dissatisfied and satiskatchers exhibit lower levels of
ego involvement.

Ho: Compared with satisfied switchers, dissatisfieddvers exhibit higher levels of ego
involvement.

Hio: There is a significant difference between three grafijgensumers with their both
active and passive loyalty behavior toward the aidiopany.

Hi1: Compared with satisfied switchers and stayers, didgatiswitchers are more loyal to

their current airline company (in terms of both acawvel passive loyalty).
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Hi2: Compared with stayers, satisfied switchers are ég&d to their primary airline company
(in terms of both active and passive loyalty).

His: There is a significant difference between three grafigensumers in terms of their
attitude toward loyalty programs of airline companies.

Hi4 Compared with satisfied and dissatisfied switcheegjess give more importance to
loyalty programs of airline companies.

His: There is a significant difference between three grafigensumers in terms of their
switching behavior if there is not any available flightatcertain destination at their current
airline company.

Hie: Compared with satisfied and dissatisfied switcheegjess will be more uncomfortable if
they had to choose another airline company due to unavaitadfik flight to a certain
destination.

Hi7: There is a significant difference between three grafigensumers in terms of their
switching behavior if there fly more often.

His: Compared with satisfied and dissatisfied switcheegjess will be more willing to fly
with their primary airline company instead of tryingdifferent airlines if they fly more
often.

Hio: Compared with satisfied and dissatisfied switcheesctsts in time, money and effort
for switching to another airline is higher for stayers.

H2o: Consumers tend to buy the most economic ticketsdeitneasing annual income level.
H,1: Compared to males, females give more importance taryoaiforigin of the airline
company for international flights.

H.,: Compared to males, females give more importance tdimegaputation about the flight

risk of the airline company.
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Ha.s: There is a correlation between overall satisfackwel of consumers and the level of
importance consumers give to negative reputation alight fisk of an airline company.

H.4: There is a correlation between overall satisfackwel of consumers and the willingness
to recommend their current airline company to their frieamats families.

H,s: There is a correlation between overall satisfackwel of customers and intention to fly
more frequently and to a variety of destinations widhrtprimary airline company.

H.e: There is a correlation between overall satisfackwel of consumers and the probability
of staying with their current airline company if their @nt airline company were to raise its
ticket prices.

H,7: There is a correlation between overall satisfackwel of consumers and the thought of
seeing themselves as frequent and regular customersrafuheint airline companies.

Ha.s: There is a correlation between the online resematgovice satisfaction and the
importance of functionality, design, ease of usage asd ef download features of an airline
company website.

H.o: There is a correlation between consumers’ satisfaérom online reservation service
and the importance they give if they receive e-maiiflan airline after visiting its webpage.
Hso: There is a correlation between consumers’ satisfaérom online reservation service
and the importance they give if they are asked to prdtigie name to access an airline
homepage.

Hs1: There is a correlation between consumers’ satisfaérom online reservation service
and the importance they give if they see a noticenoairdine company webpage states that
information collected on that webpage may be soldheratompanies/third parties.

Hs2: There is correlation between consumers’ satigfadtom online reservation service and
the importance they give if the airline company welisigesking for user e-mail address for

access, after registration users will get a chaneert@ round ticket.
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Hss: Customers, who care the negative reputation abgtit flisk of an airline company,
give more importance to the country of origin of #iidine company for international flights.
Hs4: Customers, who care the negative reputation abodt fiigk of an airline company, can
quickly remember some characteristics of their curagtine companies.

Hss: Customers, who care the negative reputation abodt fiigk of an airline company, can
quickly recall the symbol or logo of their current iaikel company.

Hse: Customers, who care the negative reputation abodtt fiigk of an airline company,
think the brand image of the airline company played a nmajerin his/her decision.

Hs7: Customers, who stated the brand image of the acbnepany played a major role in
his/her decision to become a customer of the airlimepamy, give more importance to
country of origin of the airline company for internauao flights.

Hss: Customers, who stated the brand image of the acbngpany played a major role in
his/her decision to become a customer of the airlimgpemy, can quickly remember some
characteristics of their current airline company.

Hso: Customers, who stated the brand image of the acbnepany played a major role in
his/her decision to become a customer of the airlimegpemy, can quickly recall the symbol
or logo of their current airline company.

Haso: Consumers, who stated that the costs in timegymand effort to switch to another
airline company are high for them, would probably like to stély their current airline
instead of trying all different airlines if they fly atl

Hs1: Consumers, who stated that the costs in timeeymand effort to switch to another
airline company are high for them, would be more uncomlfibetif they had to choose

another airline company due to unavailability of a flight certain destination.
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Preparation of the Questionnaire

The main goal of the survey designed for this study is tizegairline passengers’

perceptions and purchase habits concerning several faceondy torand awareness,

involvement, satisfaction and loyalty as well as ggttlemographic information.

In literature Ganesh et al. (2000) and Lin et al. (2003) raadées about brand

switching behaviors of customers in banking and skincareyat sectors, but there was not a

study like this one to investigate the brand switching bermsawibairline passengers.

The questionnaire was composed of the following parts:

v

v

v

Passengers’ Travelling Information Related Questions
Demographic Questions

Involvement Scale Questions

Satisfaction Scale Questions

Loyalty Scale Questions

Brand Reputation Questions

Customer Base Questions

Website Recall Questions

Online Privacy Questions

Online Booking versus Traditional Booking Questions

Other Related Questions

Scale questions were developed by the help of previous st@lyrefsh et al. (2000). In

addition all the related scales were adopted from Meagc&cales Hand Book of Bruner et al.

(2005).
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The Method and Procedure of Data Collection

The data collection method used for this study is a lagt and structured questionnaire”.
By disclosed we mean that the subject and the purpobke oésearch have been stated at the
introductory note displayed at the beginning of the questimaad also in the invitation
mail. Moreover, it was a structured questionnaire becagtmdard survey was applied to all
respondents.

The data for this research was collected through an asuinvey, which was
constructed according to the research objectives and hgestbéthe study. The
guestionnaire link was sent to 27 different randomly chesgroups and to a customer
database with 10,000 members that was taken from a comgulian. By this way, the
survey reached approximately to 20,000 people. The questionisgtayed online for four
weeks and records saved. Miller (2001) argues that targefezhoesits may try to access an
online survey more than once or give access instrudiiofasnily member, friends, or
colleagues. However in order to prevent this pitfal, tbspondents with the same IP address
were not included to the study. A total of 785 consumerslddalfthe survey, but of this the
valid number of responses was 732. So the response raeegititly can be calculated as 732

/ 20,000 = 0.0366, which means 3.66%.
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Variables and Their Measurement Constructs

The first part of the questionnaire includes four questdimt passengers travelling
information:

v flight frequency

v’ flight recency

v" number of flights in last two years

v’ furthest destination in last two years

The second part includes three main questions. First @meus-aided recall question,
which aims to get the first three domestic airline comgmmthat come into mind. This
guestion has three text boxes in which respondents ggndewn their answers. The last two
guestions are different from the first one in this manhat they have a combo box listing the
names of domestic airline companies. Second one waggasigpondents to make a selection
from the list for their favourite domestic airline cpamy that they often choose to fly, while
the third question was asking respondents to make a salémtitheir favourite airline
company for domestic flights.

The third part of the questionnaire includes two main questisnsmderstanding the
customer base of the respondents. First question waxgaskether they are flying with their
primary airline company recently, respondents who answeest Were counted as “stayers”
and respondents who answered “no” were counted as “®&nsfciSecond question was
aiming to divide switchers into two different groups. Wherespondent clicked “no” in the
previous question a new question appears and asks the redqgomagthey switched to
another airline company. Respondents who stated thastisghed because of overall
dissatisfaction are called “dissatisfied switchegsigd respondents who stated that they

switched because of reasons other than dissatisfaotocalled “satisfied switchers”. Here, it
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should be noted that unavailability of a flight for atam distance was not included as a
reason.
The fourth part of the questionnaire includes six questiogsttonvolvement
information of respondents. The seven questions of involueare as follows:
1. | carefully compared several airlines on distinctilagtes before choosing one of them
to fly with.
2. | am usually well-informed about what is a reasonableepior a specific destination.
3. Itis important for me to get the approval of my fanahd friends regarding to my
airline company choice.
4. The brand image of the airline company played a majerinoiny decision to become
a customer of the airline company.
5. The airline company that | fly with says a lot abatio | am.
6. After deciding on my current airline company, | have weaghhe pros and cons of
my choice.
Four point Likert Scale was used for involvement scalstiues ( (1) Strongly
Disagree to (4) Strongly Agree ).
Fifth part of the questionnaire includes six questioratedito loyalty behavior of
respondents. These questions are stated as follows:
1. 1 do not foresee myself switching to another airline campaven if my friends
recommend another airline company.
2. If my current airline company were to raise its ticgates, | would still continue to
be its customer.
3. 1 would highly recommend my current airline company to ngnids and family.
4. Inthe near future, | intend to fly more frequently amétvariety of destinations with

this airline company.
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5. | see myself as a frequent and regular customer of thiseatompany.
6. If a competing airline company were to offer a promotial&! or discount, | would
switch.
Four point Likert Scale was used for loyalty scale qaast{ (1) Strongly Disagree to
(4) Strongly Agree ).
In the sixth part of the questionnaire, there are squestions about satisfaction scale.
These seven questions are displayed below:
Please state your degree of satisfaction for theviolig items (For your current airline
company).
1. Service quality during flight
2. Ticket price
3. Comfort of Seats
4. On time Flights
5. Destination Variety
6. Organized Flight Personnel
7. Number of agents in the city
Again four point Likert Scale was used for satisfactilated questions ((1) Very
Dissatisfied to (4) Very Satisfied). In addition, irder to measure the overall satisfaction
level of consumers, the following questions were asked:
1. Overall, | am satisfied with my primary airline company.
2. After trying a new airline company last time, my chaxemed out better than |
expected.
3. l'won't fly with the last airline company | flew again
4. As a regular customer, | have a high quality relationship miy current airline

company.
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5. Please state your degree of satisfaction for thevialip items (For your current
airline company).
a) Complaint Management
b) Entertainment Options
c) Loyalty Programs
The first four questions had a four point Likert Scalegieiting respondents agreement
levels ((1): Strongly Disagree to (4): Srongly Agréd)e fifth question had a four point
Likert Scale as well ((1): Very Dissatisfied to (4efy Satisfied).
The next part of the questionnaire was about customrdatsi and behaviors towards
online services of airline companies. There are five gurestn this part as follows:
1. Please indicate the first 3 airline company web sitasdome into your mind. (Whether
you fly with it or not).
2. Functionality, design, ease of usage and ease of dowldaades of an airline company
website are important for me to use that website.
3. Please state how you will react for your securityoifofving situations:
a. You receive e-mail from an airline whose webpage yoantyg visited.
b. You are asked to provide your name to access homepage aiflthe company
that you currently use.
c. A notice on an airline company webpage states that intmmeollected on that
webpage may be sold to other companies/third parties.
d. Website is requesting your e-mail address, after regigtgau will get a chance
to win a round-ticket.
4. Please benchmark online booking with traditional bookingHerfollowing items:
a. Total booking time is shorter compared to traditional bogki

b. Itis more convenient to do online booking.
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5.

c. There are more payment options in online booking thaditibnal booking.
Please state your degree of satisfaction for the ohbo&ing service of your primary
airline company.

First question of this part is an un-aided recall questibich has three text boxes under

it to get respondents answers. A Four point Likert Seale used for the next four questions

where ((1): Strongly Disagree to (4): Strongly Agrew)decond and fourth questions, ((1):

Really Don’t Care to (4): Really Care) for third questond ((1): Very Dissatisfied to (4):

Very Satisfied) for the fifth question.

The next part of the questionnaire includes 11 questionsqUéetions of seventh part

are stated as follows:

=

9.

Some characteristics of my current airline company ctmmy mind quickly.

| can quickly recall the symbol or logo of my curremtide company.

If there is not any available flight to my destinata&mmy current airline company, it
would make little difference to me if | had to choosethapairline.

If I did a lot of flying, | would probably like to try athe different airlines, instead of
flying just one most of the time.

| usually buy the most economic tickets

For me, the costs in time, money and effort to switcanother airline company are high.
My current airline company treats me like just a custor@ter than as a person with
specific needs and desires.

| am uncomfortable giving my credit card number on tkeé w0 | purchase my tickets
from agents.

| give importance to the country of origin of the aelicompany that | intend to use.

10.1 care the negative reputation about flight risk of @ima company.

11.Please rank the following items for the importance ywa.g
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a. Comfort
b. Ticket Price
c. Flight Security
For the first 10 questions a four point Likert Scale wsed ((1): Strongly Disagree to
(4): Strongly Agree). For the last question respondamit the three choices according how
importance they give.
At the end of the questionnaire demographic profile infolonaif respondents was
gathered: gender, age, occupation, position at work and lanoame.
And the final question of the survey was asking the respanwvhat is the percentage

of online booking in their overall bookings.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSES AND FINDINGS

Throughout this chapter, the analyses results of tlay still be mentioned starting from
descriptive analyses, followed by scale reliabilitiestdr analyses, correlation analyses and

finally ANOVA analyses to test the research hypotheses.

Descriptive Analyses

The descriptive analysis is typically concerned witledwatning the frequency with which
something occurs or the relationship between variablesripgge analyses have been
performed to investigate the consumer behavior towaldeatbmpanies with respect to age,

sex, occupation and annual income characteristics sépondents.

Demographic Profile

The descriptive analyses that have been performetidatemographic profile of the
respondents include gender, age, occupation, position atandr&nnual income frequencies

of the respondents.

Age, Gender and Annual Income

The questionnaire was full filled by 785 individuals and 73e$¢ were considered as valid
and usable. From 732 valid forms 689 people answered the quasbiontheir gender and 43
people omitted this question, the demographic profile of relgas is illustrated in Table 5

below:
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Table 5: The Demographic Profile of Respondents

Age 18-25 | 26-35| 36-45| 46-5 56-65  >66

17% | 39% | 24% 15% | 4.5%  0.59
Gender Female| Male

39% | 61%
Annual | _ g ogp| 9:001- | 15,000-| 24,000-| 36,000-| 48,000-| 60,000- >
Income vTL | 14,999 23,999 35,999 | 47,999 | 59,999 | 99,999 | 100,000
(1$ = 1.30 YTL | YTL | YTL | YTL | YTL | YTL | YTL
YTL) 12% 14% 15% | 11.5%  11% 9% 129 15.5

There’s an uneven distribution of females and m&@%j of the respondents were

female whereas 61% were male. But this result can bleuaible to the fact that the majority
of Internet users in Turkey are also male.

Age profile of the respondents was investigated under sefferedt age groups:

v <18
v’ 18-25
26-35
36-45
46-55
56-65
v’ >65
and 699 people made a selection about their age in theoquedte form, 33 participants
left this question check box unchecked.

The table statistics show that none of the responaesTs aged below 18 and
approximately 80% of the respondents were aged below 45. Apd@nof the participants
were 55 or above. Participants who are aged between Z&bdndmed the biggest group
with a share of 39%. 36-45 age group followed the firstvatiea share of 24%.

Since the Internet usage is decreasing as the age ircctbasge distribution of

respondents is normal, which is also nearly parallelddd internet usage by age statistics.
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Annual income information was another question about dempbgrarofile of the
respondents. Annual income was investigated in 10 diffeneatme groups in the design of
the question. Total valid participation to this question @&& respondents and the
distribution table was formed with these data, while @bnds were not included in analyses.

The end points: annual income less than 9,000 YTL and annoahémore than
100,000 YTL has 11.7% and 15.6% share respectively. 104 participaieis their annual
income more than 100,000 YTL and they created the biggest grammodl income
distribution. Recalling the results of job position\aass mentioned before that nearly 18% of
respondents were top level managers who formed the bigygesi for job position
distribution; this result in annual income level is nofpsising. According to the results
nearly every six participants from ten has an annuahnemore than 24,000 YTL which is

equal to 2,000 YTL per month.

Occupation

After getting age, gender and annual income informationeofébpondents, they were asked
to provide their occupation information. 28 respondents didake a selection or omit this
guestion so the valid record count for occupation infoilonatias evaluated on 704

respondents. The distribution of 704 respondents answeesswmmarized in Table 6:
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Table 6: Occupation Distribution of Respondents

Frequency| Percent (%)

Engineering 110 15.6
Other 76 10.8
Information Technologies 75 10.7
Banking / Finance 69 9.8
Academician 49 7.0
Marketing 47 6.7
Consultancy 29 4.1
Human Resources 29 4.1
Import / Export 25 3.6
Media 19 2.7
Automobile 18 2.6
Tourism 17 2.4
Accounting 16 2.3
Telecommunication 15 2.1
Education 13 1.8
Audit 12 1.7
Food 9 1.3
Public Relations 9 1.3
Production 9 1.2
Marine 7 1.0
Construction 7 1.0
Electric / Electronic 6 0.9
Medicine 6 0.9
Cosmetic 6 0.9
Law 5 0.7
Business Development 5 0.7
Energy 3 0.4
Real Estate 3 0.4
Textile 3 0.4
Security 2 0.3
Consumer Goods 2 0.3
Quality 2 0.3
R&D 1 0.1
Total 704 100.0

According to the occupation distribution table, 110 partitipgave their profession as
engineer with a percentage of 15.6. Information technadogi&f followed engineers with 75
participants and a share of 10.7%, the third biggest group whkmsmbHinance employees

with a share of 9.8% and academicians followed this grotipasshare of 7.0%. These four
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groups had a total share of 43.1% and the resulting 56.9% waisuties] to 28 different
groups with a share ranging from 0.1% to 6.7%.

Since the questionnaire was handled online, the advaotagdine survey was used
and many different occupation alternatives were includedeircdé mbo box selection screen.
Some respondents contacted us after filling the questi@siaiting that they couldn’t find
their occupation in the list and they were orientechimose the “other” selection as their

profession. A total of 76 respondents gave their professather.

Position at Job

After getting the occupation data of respondents they agked to provide their position at
their jobs. Little less from occupation results fiversnrespondents omitted this question and
699 respondents made a selection about their positibeiajdbs. The distribution of job
positions is displayed in Table 7 below:

Table 7: Job Position of Respondents

Frequency| Percent (%)

Top Level Manager 125 17.9
Other 102 14.6
Expert 101 14.4
Mid Level Manager 85 12.2
Director 81 11.6
Business Owner 75 10.7
Engineer 49 7.0
Manager 22 3.1
Officer 20 2.9
Expert Asst 19 2.7
Business Analyst 11 1.6
Team Leader 6 0.9
Technician 3 0.4
Total 699 100.0
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According to the design of the question there are 18réifit choices and all these
groups got records ranging from 3 to 125. The smallest grouBwébpondents was formed
by technicians; they had a total share of 0.4%. The mosatded group was formed by top
level manager respondents who were counted as 125 and shtire of 17.9%. This was not
surprising since the e-mail database used to send the quest®olink was including nearly
all executive level managers of Turkish firms. Expétiewed top level managers with a
share of 14.4% and Mid Level Managers got a share of 12.2dbregpondents. 81
respondents were directors where 75 respondents were Isuswmesrs; these two groups had

11.6% and 10.7% shares respectively.

Airline Industry Descriptives

Flight Frequency

Respondents were asked to provide how often they usewat. taie to the question design
respondents made a selection from six different freqyugroups. Only three respondents
omitted this question and there were 729 valid records &duation. Table 8 represents the
flight frequency of the respondents as follows:

Table 8: Flight Frequency of Respondents

Flight Frequency Frequengiercent (%)
Once A Quarter 281 38.5
Once A Year 202 27.7
Once A Month 170 23.3
Once A Week 45 6.2
Never Flew 16 2.2
More Than Once A Week 15 2.1
Total 729 100

The results show that approximately 98% of all resposd@nat least once a year,

while 16 respondents stated that they had never flown. Réepts who stated that they fly
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once every quarter created the biggest group with 38.5% (2&%)was followed by once a
year 27.7% (202) and once a month 23.3% (170). Respondentbvomad a week created a
group with 6.2% (45) and the smallest group was consistegspbndents who fly more than

once a week with 2.1% (15).

Flight Recency

After getting the flight frequency information respondewere asked to provide their last
time flight information to see their flight recen@i4 people answered this question and 18
respondents didn’t make a selection among six differienices. Table 9 displays the last

time flight of respondents:

Table 9: Flight Recency of Respondents

Flight Recency FrequengyPercent (%)

1 Week - 1 Month 208 29.1
1 - 3 Months 158 22.1
<1 Week 151 21.1
6 Months - 1 Year 86 12.0
3 - 6 Months 71 9.9

>1 Year 40 5.6

Total 714 100.0

Results show that approximately 50% of all respondentsaisé@vel in last one
month period whereas this percentage increases to 72.4%eheme period was enlarged
to last three months. Respondents, who stated thatlasietime flight was more than one
year ago, created the smallest group with 5.6% (40). Rdsptswho answered their last
time flight was in one week - one month intervalateel the biggest group with 29.1% (208).
This was followed by one - three months and less tham@ek groups with respective

percents of 22.1 (158) and 21.1 (151). Respondents who statéuetih&st time flight was
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between three to six months ago got a share of 9.%aheespondents who stated that their

last time flight was between six months to one y&gr got a share of 12.0.

Online Reservation

Respondents were asked to provide the percentage of thae oediervations to their total
reservations. 690 respondents out of 732 gave concrete l@hdng@wvers. The results are
summarized in Table 10:

Table 10: Online Reservation Percentage of Respondents

Percentage Frequency Percent
%0 64 9.3
%10 72 10.4
%20 45 6.5
%30 44 6.4
%40 29 4.2
%50 71 10.3
%60 25 3.6
%70 47 6.8
%80 75 10.9
%90 127 18.4
%100 91 13.2
Total 690 100.0

Respondents who stated that they don't use online regerVetd a count of 64 and
they shaped a group with 9.3% share. On the other hand 9hdesp® stated that they made
all of their reservations online, this group had a sb&fe3.2%.

The biggest group was formed with respondents who statedrtl@e reservation takes
90% of all their reservations. Respondents who staggdnline reservation to overall
reservations is over than 70% formed a combination ofdoaumps with a total share of

42.5%.
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Airline Company (Un-Aided Recall)

Respondents were asked to state first three domestieaidmpanies whether they fly or
not, three text boxes were used to get external datarsspondents and no airline company
name was showed, un-aided recall method was used.

Only four respondents didn’t give concrete answers to tsiedomestic airline
company that come into mind text box so the first domestine company that come into

mind evaluation was handled with 728 valid records and thdtsese summarized in Table

11 below:
Table 11: First Domestic Airline Company That Come IntadMi

First Airline Company Frequency Percent
Atlas Jet 30 4.1
Best Air 1 0.1
British Airways 1 0.1
Cyprus Turkish Airlines 2 0.3
Flyair 1 0.1
lzair 5 0.7
Lufthansa 7 1.0
MNG 1 0.1
Onur Air 11 1.5
Pegasus 29 4.0
Singapore Airlines 1 0.1
Turkish Airlines 639 87.8
Total 728 100.0

The first and biggest airline company of Turkey, Turkishida$ was stated as first by
639 respondents out of 728 with a share of 87.8%. This wassoop@asing result for Turkish
air travel sector. Atlas Jet was stated as firss®people with a share of 4.1% and Pegasus
was stated first by 29 people with a share of 4.0%. Titkese airline companies got a total
share of 95.9% and the remaining 4.1 percent was shared by ffenerdiairline companies.
Of which Onur Air got a share of 1.5% and Lufthansa goteestf 1.0%. The question was

‘please state the first domestic airline company thatecinto your mind’; however seven

83



respondents stated Lufthansa as the first airline coyngheat come into their mind.

Respondents stated 12 different airline company names astraarline company that come

into their mind, of which eight were national airliocempanies and three were international

companies.

The results about the second airline company that catmenind were summarized in

Table 12. After omitting the missing and invalid answers 71i@ vatords were taken into

account and the table was shaped as below:

Table 12: Second Domestic Airline Company That Come IntaMi

)

Second Airline Company Frequencly Percent (9
Air France 3 0.4
Alitalia 1 0.1
American Airlines 2 0.3
Atlas Jet 197 27.5
Austrian Airlines 1 0.1
Bestair 2 0.3
British Airways 6 0.8
Cyprus Turkish Airlines 3 0.4
Delta Air Lines 2 0.3
Easy Jet 2 0.3
Emirates 5 0.7
Ets 1 0.1
Fly Air 5 0.7
Germanwings 1 0.1
Izair 7 1
KLM 5 0.7
Lufthansa 27 3.8
Olimpic Airlines 1 0.1
Onur Air 146 20.4
Pegasus 242 33.8
Singapore Airlines 2 0.3
Sun Express 7 1
Turkish Airlines 48 6.7
Total 716 100
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Pegasus was stated as the second domestic airline corhpangrne into mind by 242
respondents with a share of 33.8%, and Atlas Jet folld®®eg@sus with 197 respondents
giving Atlas Jet name with a share of 27.4%. Onur Air stated as the second domestic
airline company by 146 respondents holding a share of 20.3%. i #ikismes got a share of
6.7% with 48 respondents giving Turkish Airlines name. The refgmas were asked to state
the fist three domestic airline companies that corteetlreir mind; but 27 respondents gave
Lufthansa name as the second airline company with a st&:8% and domestic airline
companies Sun Express, lzair, Fly Air and Cyprus Turkishngs got shares of 1.0%, 1.0%,

0.7% and 0.4% respectively.

Airline Company (Aided Recall)

Different from un-aided recall respondents made selectarbeir favourite domestic airline
company that they often choose to fly with and favouitine company in domestic flights.
Both questions have the same airline company names ssabetbav:

v Atlas Jet

v' Bonair

v' Corendon

v' Fly Air

v Freebird Airlines

v Cyprus Turkish Airlines

v Onur Air

v' Pegasus Airlines

v' Sun Express

v" Turkish Airlines
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From the overall 732 respondents 45 people didn’t reply @vsshany of the airline
companies as their favourite domestic airline compaoyh8& participation for this question
was 687 valid records, the results are summarized in Ta8below:

Table 13: Favourite Domestic Airline Company Often Chokefrly

Airline Company Frequency Percent
Atlas Jet 66 9.6
Bonair 2 0.3
Cyprus Turkish Airlines 4 0.6
Onur Air 29 4.2
Pegasus Airlines 82 11.9
Sun Express 6 0.9
Turkish Airlines 498 72.5
Total 687 100.0

The results are really interesting since the shafeudish Airlines decreased to 72.5%
in aided recall from 87.8% of un-aided recall. 82 responddmtse Pegasus as their favourite
domestic airline company that they often choose to filg & share of 11.9%, whereas
respondents who wrote Pegasus as the first domestieeaidimpany that come into mind
were 29. Atlas Jet comes after Pegasus with 66 resporuthests Atlas Jet with a share of
9.6%, also only 30 people wrote Atlas Jet name in un-aidedl ceestion. Onur Air was
chosen by 29 respondents and it shaped the fourth biggest Bomgi, Cyprus Turkis
Airlines and Sun Express were chosen by 2, 4 and 6 responedgmestively.

None of the respondents chose Corendon, Fly Air anebifceAirlines.

On the other hand when the question was selectingtio@ifite airline company in
domestic flights, 684 respondents made a selection frotistiad Table 14 displays the

distribution of their choices:
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Table 14: Favourite Airline Company for Domestic Flights

Airline Company Frequency Percent
Atlas Jet 82 12.0
Corendon 1 0.1
Cyprus Turkish Airlines 2 0.3
Fly Air 2 0.3
Onur Air 26 3.8
Pegasus Airlines 105 15.4
Sun Express 5 0.7
Turkish Airlines 461 67.4
Total 684 100.0

Table 14 differs from Table 13 in some instances: Table 1dndamntain Bonair while
Table 13 doesn’t contain Corendon and Fly Air. The sbafairkish Airlines decreased more
for the selection of favourite airline company for detreflights to 67.4% (461). While Atlas
Jet got the second rank in the first airline companydbiate into mind whereas Pegasus was
third, in aided recall questions Pegasus passed Atlas JetPidgasus got 15.4% share with
105 respondents stated that their favourite airline compgargoimestic flights in Pegasus
which is nearly four times when it was asked to staditst domestic airline company that
come into mind results. Passengers’ choice about Peigedomestic flights can be
interpreted with price sensitivity which will be exploratkr in this study. The decrease in
Turkish Airlines share can be explained with the sanmsorea

Atlas Jet was stated as the favourite airline comp@angomestic flights by 82
respondents shaping a group with 12.0% share. Onur Air fadld\las Jet with 3.8% (26)
share. Corendon, Fly Air, Cyprus Turkish Airlines and Sun &sgpwere mentioned as the

favourite airline company for domestic flights by 1, Zri2l 5 respondents respectively.
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Importance Ranking

Respondent were asked to make a ranking about the impodadfinelew factors for them:
v' Comfort
v Ticket Prices
v Flight Security
According to the question design it was not possibldtmse the same ranking for
different factors at the same time, i.e. there aarbe any respondents who chose comfort
and ticket prices as number one important. Also systasfiling the third choice
automatically after respondents made the first twacHelgs, for example a respondent chose
flight security as first important (1) and then ticketes as second important (2) system
made the third selection automatically by putting the ti#jdsign to comfort.
The valid records for comfort were 676 records and thelision of important ranking
choices is summarized in Table 15:

Table 15: Importance Ranking Distribution Table

Attribute
Comfort Ticket Price Flight Security| oia1 N
Importance
Level Frequency | % Frequency | % Frequency | %
1 77 11 189 27 444 62| 710
2 401 59 179 26 98 15| 678
3 198 29 314 46 166 25 678

The table results show that 77 respondents stateddhdbrt is their number one
important factor while choosing the airline company. Radpats who put comfort in second
place were counted as 401 individuals with a share of 5%#reas 198 respondents stated

that comfort is the last important factor among thbsee.
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Six more respondents clicked Ticket Prices check boxlandalid participation for
Ticket Prices was 682 respondents. According to the tabistista46% of all respondents
stated that ticket price is the third and last importactiof among the three while making
purchase decision. Respondents put ticket price in theokasé was counted as 189 and 179
respondents stated ticket price as the second impdataat in decision making.

Flight security got more records from overall 732 respotsi¢iat 708 respondents
clicked one of the flight security check boxes (1, 2, 3nd

Respondents who stated flight security is the nurabermportant factor for them
when making purchase decision were counted as 444 witheadt2%. Respondents who
put flight security in second important place had a shat®&%f with 98 records while
respondents who stated flight security is the third astdidaportant factor for them in

decision making had a share of 25% with 166 records.

Customer Base

Ganesh et al. (2000) stated that at its most fundamere&d] a firm’ s customer base can be
thought to compromise two groups of customers: (1) custwieo have switched from other
service providers (whom referred as “switchers”) andi{@3¢ who have not (the first time
adopters whom referred as “stayers”). The switchansbe further classified into two types:
dissatisfied switchers and satisfied switchers (cust®mbo switch for reasons other than
dissatisfaction, e.g., job related relocation).

In this study two questions were asked to respondentssifglthem into these three
groups. First question was “Is your current airline youwt fairline company?”, if the

respondent gave “Yes” answer to this question he/she waghhas “stayer”, if the
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respondent’s answer was “No” a new question appeareé guistionnaire form asking
“Why did you switch to another airline company?”. This newstjoe had two choices:
v' Because of overall dissatisfaction.
v' Reasons other than dissatisfaction. (Here, it shauldobed that unavailability
of a flight to a certain distance was not included esagon)
Respondents who chose the first option were thoudlttissatisfied switchers”, and
respondents who stated they switched because of reaitmnshan dissatisfaction were
thought as “satisfied switchers”.
From the overall 732 participants, 702 of them gave propeareasto these questions
and the customer base of the study was evaluated onréoesds. The distribution of stayers,
satisfied switchers and dissatisfied switchers is sanazed in Table 16:

Table 16: Distribution of Customer Base

Customer Base Frequency Percent
Stayers 432 61.5
Satisfied Switchers 224 31.9
Dissatisfied Switchers 46 6.6
Total 702 100.0

Table statistics show that 61.5% (432) of overall respdsdeere stayers who haven't
switch to another airline company yet. The remaining 27@oredents were switchers, of
which 224 were classified as satisfied switchers and 46af there classified as dissatisfied

switchers.

Customer Attitudes and Behavior Towards Online Servicesrbmé Companies

This part of the study includes five different topics,tfose was an un-aided recall for airline
web address, second one was searching the agreemeimtflensiomers about website

features and their decision to use that website, thiedr@s investigating how the
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respondents will behave to online privacy concerned cestd® fourth topic respondents
were asked to compare online and traditional booking and firedyondents were asked that

how much they are satisfied with online booking serviagheir primary airline company.

Airline Company Website Recall

After getting the first three domestic airline compamgttcome into mind information,
respondents were asked to state the first domesimmeaadmpany website that come into
mind. After omitting the missing and invalid records 611 respdastlanswers were accepted
as valid and taken into account. The results are sumedanzrable 17 below:

Table 17: First Domestic Airline Company Website That Cémte Mind

Airline Company Website Frequency Percent
www.alitalia.com 1 0.2
www.atlasjet.com 21 3.4
www.easyjet.co.uk 1 0.2
www.flybestair.com 1 0.2
www.flypgs.com 44 7.2
www.germanwings.com 1 0.2
Www.izair.com.tr 3 0.5
www.klm.com 1 0.2
www.kthy.com.tr 1 0.2
www.lufthansa.com 4 0.7
www.onurair.com 15 2.5
WWW.sunexpress.com 1 0.2
www.thy.com 517 84.6
Total 611 100.0

The results are nearly same as the results ofrtelbmestic airline company that come
into mind question. The differences are Fly Air, MNG &idgapore Airlines websites were
not stated here, while Sun Express, Alitalia, KLM &&manwings websites were stated.

Turkish Airlines website was given by 517 respondents withase of 84.6% which
approximately 3% less than its brand name question reBeligsus website was stated by 44

respondents with a share of 7.2%. Recalling that Pegasugivem as the first domestic
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airline company that come into mind by 29 people with shide0o this can be interpreted as

that Pegasus has a successful website which helps branehass.

Airline Company Website Features

Respondents were asked to state their agreement abdeitdtwing statement:
“Functionality, design, ease of usage and ease of dadri&atures of an airline

company web site are important for me to use that web $he results are summarized in

Table 18:
Table 18: Airline Company Website Features Agreement
Agreement FrequencyPercent
Agree 312 45.7
Strongly Agree 249 36.5
Disagree 93 13.6
Strongly Disagree 29 4.2
Total 683 100.0

Table results show that 82.2% of all respondents stag¢dunctionality, design, ease of
usage and ease of download features of an airline compamsytevete important for them to

use that website, while the remaining 17.8% stated thgtdisagree with the statement.

Online Privacy Concerns

Respondents were asked to state their level of conberrt gheir own privacy for each of the

following cases:
v" You receive an e-mail from an airline whose webpagerggently visited.

v" You are asked to provide your name to access homepage aflthe company

that you currently use.
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v" A notice on an airline company webpage states that inf@meollected on that
webpage may be sold to other companies/third parties.
v' The airline company website is asking for your e-mail asfdfer access, after
registration you will get a chance to win a round ticket
The results are summarized in Table 19:

Table 19: Online Privacy Concerns of Consumers

Really Don't
Online Privacy Cases Care Don't Care Care Really Care

Frequency | % | Frequency| % |Frequency| % |Frequency| %

You receive an e-mail from an
airline whose webpage you 31 4.7 145 22.1 410 62.6 69 10.5
recently visited.

You are asked to provide your
name to access homepage of the
airline company that you currently
use.

37 5.7 198 30.3 329 50.4 89 13.6

A notice on an airline company
webpage states that information
collected on that webpage may pe 24 3.7 57 8.8 215 33.2 351 54.3
sold to other companies/third
parties.

The airline company website is
asking for your e-mail address for
access, after registration you will
get a chance to win a round ticket.

33 51 122 18.7 309 47.5 187 28.7

Table results show that consumers really care abeutdnline privacy when they are
surfing on or using an airline website. All four situatigas their highest participation in
either care or really care options. The results td8 that the most important privacy concern

is sharing user info with third parties.

Online Booking vs. Traditional Booking

Respondents were asked to compare online and traditionaha®ystems with respect to
total booking time, convenience and payment options. Thétseare summarized in Table
20:
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Table 20: Online Booking versus Traditional Booking

Strongly
Measure Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree | TOTAL

Frequency | % | Frequency| % |Frequency| % |Frequency| % N
Total Booking Time is
Shorter Compared to 12 1.9 90 14.3 322 51.2 205 32.6| 629
Traditional Booking Time.
It is More Convenient to D
Online Booking than 9 1.4 64 10.1 303 47.6 260 40.9| 636
Traditional Booking.
There are More Payment
Options in Online Booking 32 5.1 230 36.6 238 37.8 129 20.5| 629
than Traditional Booking.

Results show that only 12 of the respondents statedstrenygly disagree with the

statement. While respondents who strongly agree wétlstdtement are 205 people who hold

are share of 32.6% of overall respondents. The biggest épothps question was formed by

respondents who agree with the statement that tot&irfgptime in online booking is shorter

than traditional booking.

Results showed that only 11.5% of all respondents eiikagie or strongly disagree

with the statement, and the remaining 88.5% either agreteomgly agree.

Respondents who stated that they agree with thatmbie convenient to do online

booking than traditional booking got a total share of 47.6% (3@3reas 260 respondents

strongly agree that online booking is more convenieam thaditional booking with a share of

40.9%.

The results of agreements for payment options ad#ferent from the agreements for

total booking time and convenient. Respondents, who staéthey are agreeing that there

are more payment options in online booking than tradgitibnoking, made a group with a

share of 37.8% (238). This group was followed by respondentstated that they disagree

with the statement, 230 people selected disagree optiomeyantade the second group with
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36.8% share. Strongly agreeing respondents were 129 peopleeanmkethwho are strongly

disagreeing were 32.

Online Reservation Service

Respondents were asked to state their level of satmfdodbm online reservation service of
their primary airline companies. The results are sunzedrin Table 21.:

Table 21: Satisfaction Distribution of Respondents ffomntine Reservation Service

Satisfaction Level | Frequengy Percent (%)
Satisfied 419 62.5
Very Satisfied 207 30.9
Dissatisfied 39 5.8
Very Dissatisfied 5 0.7
Total 670 100.0

It can be seen from the table results that 93.4% oégppondents are satisfied from
online booking service of their primary airline company. Olyrespondents stated that they

are either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.

Flight Risk Sensitivity

Respondents were asked to state their agreement totdmesth “ care the negative
reputation about flight risk of an airline company”. Theults for three most chosen airline

companies are summarized in Table 22:
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Table 22: Flight Risk Sensitivity

Turkish Airlines Atlas Jet Pegasus Airling
N Mean N Mean N Mean

| care the negative reputation about

flight risk of an airline company. 41 3.07 60 3.20 74 3.10

Results show that customers who chose Atlas Jéeasfavorite domestic airline
company, are give more importance to negative reputatiout dight risk of an airline

company than both Turkish Airlines and Pegasus Airlines mest

Price Sensitivity

To investigate the price sensitivity and price acce@aficespondents, their agreement was
asked for the following statement: “I usually buy the nexnomic tickets”. The results for
three most chosen airline companies are summarizeabie 23:

Table 23: Price Sensitivity

Turkish Airlines Atlas Jet Pegasus Airling
N Mean N Mean N Mean

| usually buy the most economic

i 481 2.85 64 3.13 79 3.25
tickets.

Table results show that Turkish Airlines customers laeddast price sensitive among
these three groups where as Pegasus Airlines customéing amest price sensitive group.
This means that customers chose Pegasus Airlines batsatiskeet prices are less than its
competitors.

Scale Reliabilities

One of the most important features of any test ieltability. A test is reliable if it provides

highly precise indications of participants’ standings wé$pect to one another; if a test is not
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highly reliable, a zone of uncertainty must be consdai@renterpreting particular scores

(Nunnally, 1972).

Scale about Involvement

A six item scale was used to measure the purchase amavefgeement of consumers with
the airline companies. The Cronbach’s alpha was foufd6@swhich is at the acceptable

level of 0.60 mentioned by Hair et al. (1998).

Scale about Satisfaction

A seven item scale was used to identify the individepéats of satisfaction. The Cronbach’s
alpha was found as 0.71 which is above the acceptableole®0 (Hair et al., 1998).

Scale about Loyalty

A six item scale was used to measure the consumgedtyjdowards the airline companies.
The Cronbach’s alpha was found as 0.60 which is at teptable level of 0.60 mentioned

by Hair et al. (1998).

Factor Analyses

In this study, there are many variables in the questitmrdeasuring and evaluating all
these variables is a difficult process. Factor amalgften used in data reduction to identify
a small number of factors that explain most of theavee that is observed in a much larger
number of manifest variables. There, factor analysis gonducted in order to group the
satisfaction aspects, involvement and loyalty constriiacipal component method was
used while conducting the factor analysis. In additiomis ¥/arimax rotation has been used

to see which variables load together.
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Factor Analysis for Involvement

A factor analysis of the involvement items reveal@#da@factor solution, which is consistent
with that of Ganesh et al. (2000). The two factors obivement relevant to this study are
purchase and ego involvement. Purchase involvement rédeties level of concern for or
interest in the purchase process that is triggered byettgb o consider a particular purchase
(Ganesh et al., 2000). Where as ego involvement can inedefs the “importance of the
product to the individual and to the individual's self consgpalues and ego” (Beatty, Kahle
and Homer, 1988, p 150).

The three items that were loaded highly on the firstibfaare related being involved
with the particular purchase decision of choosing dmaicompany. Hence, this factor was
interpreted as “purchase involvement”. The rest thezast which were related with the
importance and compatibility of the service/product wigh¢bnsumer, constitute the second
factor and it was called as “ego involvement”. Tablel@4étrates the involvement items and
the corresponding factor loadings, eiegenvalues and tqiliead variance.

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequs€y652 which is
acceptable since it is over 0.5. Bartlett’s Test of Spitiis 0.00 which is again at a very

acceptable level since it is under 0.10.
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Table 24: Factor Analysis Results for Involvement Items

tems Purchase Ego
Involvement | Involvement

| carefully compared several airlines on distinctiladtes 0.78
before choosing one of them to fly with.
I’m usually well-informed about a reasonable price for a 0.72
specific destination.
After deciding on my current airline company, | have 0.57
weighted the pros and cons of my choice.
The brand image of the airline company played a majer ral 0.78
in my decision to become a customer of the airline comypa
The airline company that | fly with says a lot abaliio | am. 0.72
It is important for me to get the approval of my fanahd
friends regarding to my airline company choice. 068
Eigenvalues 1.25 2.03
Total Variance Explained: 55%

To see how customers purchase and ego involvement diffetiveir airline company

choice the group means were compared and for the thretechmsen airline companies the

results are summarized in Table 25.

For purchase involvement Pegasus Airlines customers shdwerHeyel involvement

than customer whose favourite domestic airline compamither Turkish Airlines or Atlas

Jet.

Table 25: Involvement Factors for Turkish Airlines, Atliet and Pegasus Airlines

Turkish Airlines Atlas Jet Pegasus Airlines
N Mean N Mean N Mean
Purchase Involvement 450 2.85 62 2.95 73 3.07
Ego Involvement 453 2.63 61 2.21 14 2.47
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Customers who stated Turkish Airlines as their favoulaestic airline company have

higher ego involvement than both Atlas Jet and PegasliseAi costumers.

Factor Analysis for Satisfaction

In order to test the subsequent hypotheses that pertgiaup differences with regard to
satisfaction with the individual aspects of the serpicevided by the companies, the
satisfaction construct was factor analyzed to ideiitsfyneasurement properties and
dimensionality. For the seven satisfaction itengemvalues indicated a two-factor solution
with a total explained variance 055% and Table 26 displaygdms and the corresponding
factor loadings.

The first five items were loaded highly on the firsttéacand these items are related
with the quality and variety of the core features amdises provided by the airline
companies, so it is interpreted as the “core featurssr8ices” factor. The rest two items —
ticket price and on-time flights — loaded highly on theosecfactor which is interpreted as

“price & timeliness” factor.
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Table 26: Factor Analysis Results for Satisfaction #em

tems Core Features &  Price &
Services Timeliness

Flight destination variety of the airline company 0.78
Agents of the airline company (plenty of and reachable 0.77
agents, availability of online services, call centetrs), e
Flight crew & personnel 0.71
Service quality during flight 0.61
Comfort of seats 0.47
Ticket prices 0.88
On-time flights 0.61
Eigenvalues 2.7 1.1
Total Variance Explained: 55%

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequs€y78 which is
acceptable since it is over 0.5. Bartlett’'s Test of Spitgiis 0.00 which is again at a very

acceptable level since it is under 0.10.

Factor Analysis for Loyalty

A factor analysis of the six items that measure cowss’ loyalty toward their current airline
company shows a two-factor solution with a total exygdivariance of 66%. The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy is 0.80 wisieltceptable since it is
over 0.5. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is 0.00 whiclagsin at a very acceptable level since it
is under 0.10. The loyalty items and their factor loasliagd eigenvalues are presented in

Table 27:
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Table 27: Factor Analysis Results for Loyalty Items

Active Passive
ltems

Loyalty Loyalty
| would highly recommend my current airline company to my 0.82
friends and family.
In the near future, | intend to fly more frequently amé tvariety 0.81
of destinations with this airline company.
| see myself as a frequent and regular customer of thiseai 0.64
company.
If a competing airline company were to offer a promotiatesl
or discount, | would switch. 080
If my current airline company were to raise its ticgetes, | 0.77
would still continue to be its customer
| do not foresee myself switching to another airline camgpa
even if my friends recommend another airline company. 065
Eigenvalues 2.8 1.1
Total Variance Explained: 66%

The first factor is consisted of three items thatralated with consumers’ willingness to
make positive word of mouth and their intensions to flyenwith their airline company.
Therefore, this factor is labelled as “active loyaltyhe remaining three items were highly
loaded on the second factor which is relevant to comgeptrice immunity and self-stated

retention; hence this factor is named as “passive Idyalty

Correlation Analyses

Correlation analysis is used to determine the extenhiochapeople are ordered alike on two
measures. The statistical measure for determining teate which persons are ordered

alike on two measures is called the correlation ctiefit. The correlation coefficient is
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useful for many purposes, for example in determining thenéxd which a predictor test
accurately forecasts a criterion variable (Nunnally, 1972)
Various correlation analyses have been conducted usergdh correlation

coefficients to see the extent which two items areredlalike on two measures.

Overall Satisfaction Correlation Analysis

Overall satisfaction of consumers was tested vathesselected items if they are correlated
with other items. The results are illustrated in Té8e

Table 28: Correlations between Overall Satisfaction aatidReputation and Loyalty

Overall, | am satisfied with my primary
airline company.
Pearson , .
Measure Correlation Sig. (2 - tailed)
| care the negative reputation about flight risk aof .
an airline company. 0.087 0.029
| would highly recommend my current airline o
company to my friends and family. 0.594 0.000
In the near future, | intend to fly more frequently
and to a variety of destinations with this airline 0.470** 0.000
company.
If my current airline company were to raise its
ticket prices, | would still continue to be its 0.246** 0.000
customer.
| see myself as a frequent and regular customer of -
this airline company. 0.455 0.000

*  Correlation is significant at the level 0.05 lev2itéiled).
** Correlation is significant at the level 0.01 level @l¢d).
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Recalling the related research hypotheses here:

Hs: There is a correlation between overall satisfackwel of consumers and the level
of importance consumers give to negative reputation dhghit risk of an airline company.

H.4: There is a correlation between overall satisfackwel of consumers and the
willingness to recommend their current airline companyéar friends and families.

H.s: There is a correlation between overall satisfaclkewel of customers and intention
to fly more frequently and to a variety of destinatianith their primary airline company.

H.e: There is a correlation between overall satisfackwel of consumers and the
probability of staying with their current airline compahgheir current airline company were
to raise its ticket prices.

H.7z There is a correlation between overall satisfackwel of consumers and the
thought of seeing themselves as frequent and regular custoftéeir current airline
companies.

Table results show that at 0.05 point significancel ltveoverall satisfaction of
consumers’ has a positive correlation with theieaaout negative reputation about flight
risk of an airline company. Sokls accepted.

At 0.01 point significance level the overall satisiactlevel of consumers’ has positive
correlations with remaining four loyalty items. Of whithe strongest correlation is between
recommendation of current airline to family and frientlsat can be interpreted as with
higher levels of overall satisfaction consumers tenétommend their primary airline
company to their friends and family. Overall satisfati®evel has also strong positive
correlations with intention of future flights with igent airline company. With increasing
satisfaction customers decide to fly with their curi@ntne company more in the future.

Analyses also show that customers who see themsadviesquent and regular

customers of their current airline companies have dgipesiorrelation with their overall
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satisfaction level. Customers who stated that thelywswitch to another airline company if
their primary airline company makes a price increase agasitive correlation with overall
satisfaction level of customers. As a resuli, H,s, Hos and Hrare supported at 0.01

significance.

Online Reservation Service Satisfaction Correlatioal$ses

Respondents’ satisfaction level for online reservasemice of their current airline company
was tested with selected items to see if there is amglation between them. The results are
displayed in Table 29.

Table results show that there are two correlatio@sCit level. There is a positive
correlation between online reservation service satisfaand consumers’ given importance
to functionality, ease of usage and ease of download é&sapfian airline website. Also there
is a positive correlation between online reservationieesatisfaction and consumers’ level
of concern when they receive an e-mail from anreriwhose web page they recently visited.
So Hgand Hg are accepted at 0.01 point significance level.

There are no correlations at all between online vasien service and the remaining

three items. Therefore,sbl H31 and H,are rejected.

105



Table 29: Correlations between Online Reservation SeBatisfaction and Online

Activities of Airline Companies

Satisfaction from Online Reservation
Measure Service
Pearson Correlation  Sig. (2 - tailgd)
Functionality, design, ease of usage and ease of
download features of an airline company web site ar¢
important for me to use that web site. 0.156* 0.000
| care if | receive e-mail from an airline whose wabe |
recently visited. 0.105* 0.008
| care if | am asked to provide your name to access
homepage of the airline company that | currently use 0.049 2140.
| care if | see a notice on an airline company webpage
states that information collected on that webpage reay b
sold to other companies/third parties. 0.059 0.141
| care if the airline company website is asking for my je
mail address for access, after registration i willaget
chance to win a round ticket. 0.041 0.309

* Correlation is significant at the level 0.01 level (2ed).

Flight Risk Reputation Correlation Analyses

To test the research hypotheses which are related toveegatutation about flight risk of

airline companies, the following correlation analyseseweerformed and results are

summarized in Table 30:
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Table 30: Correlations about Flight Risk Reputation

| care the negative reputation about
flight risk of an airline company.

Measure Pearson CorrelatipBig. (2 - tailed

—h

| give importance to the country of origin 0
the airline company that | intend to use for 0.252** 0.000
international flights.

Some characteristics of my current airline

company come to my mind quickly. 0.113 0.004

| can quickly recall the symbol or logo of my

current airline company. 0.056 0.155

The brand image of the airline company
played a major role in my decision to 0.154** 0.000
become a customer of the airline company.

* Correlation is significant at the level 0.01 level (2ed).

Table results show that there are three positiveetaions at 0.01 point significance
level. Respondents’ choice about negative reputation dighitrisk of an airline company is
positively correlated with the importance they givéh® country of origin of an airline
company for international flights. Soa4is substantiated.

There is a positive correlation between Respondentstelabout negative reputation
about flight risk of an airline company and rememberingesoharacteristics of their current
airline company quickly, where as this correlation dadserist when recalling company
symbol or logo. According to table stats,li$ accepted anddslis rejected.

Since a positive correlation was found between flight reputation and the effect of

brand image on purchase decisiogs id supported too.

107



Brand Image Correlation Analyses

It was investigated that if there are any correlatiagris/ben the effect of brand image on
customers’ purchase choice with other brand image detaponents. The resulting
correlations are summarized in Table 31:

Table 31: Correlations about Brand Image

The brand image of the airline company
played a major role in my decision to
become a customer of the airline
company.
Measure Pearson Correlatipn Sig. (2 - tailed)

| give importance to the country of
origin of the airline company that | 0.165* 0.000
intend to use for international flights.

Some characteristics of my current
airline company come to my mind 0.213** 0.000
quickly.

| can quickly recall the symbol or

-~ 0.273** 0.000
logo of my current airline company.

Recalling the research hypotheses related to brand image:

Hs; states that customers, who stated the brand image aifrline company played a
major role in his/her decision to become a customénehirline company, give more
importance to country of origin of the airline compdoryinternational flights. After
correlation analysis it was found that there is atp@scorrelation between brand image and
country of origin so there is enough evidence to accept H

Hsg claims that customers, who stated the brand imadeeditline company played a
major role in his/her decision to become a customéneohirline company, can quickly

remember some characteristics of their current aicdampany. According to table results
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there is a 0.213 correlation between the effect oftbnaage and remembering some
characteristics of the airline company, sgisl substantiated.

Hsg States that customers, who stated the brand image aifrline company played a
major role in his/her decision to become a customénehirline company, can quickly recall
the symbol or logo of their current airline companyrr@€ation analysis results show that
there is a positive correlation between the effétirand image on purchase decision and
quickly recalling symbol or logo of the airline company réfere it can be concluded that

there is enough evidence to accepsdti 0.01 point significance level.

Switching Correlation Analyses

Respondents’ thoughts about costs in time, money aod effswitching were checked if
there is any correlation between switching to anotmen@icompany for an unavailability of
a flight to a certain destination and if respondentsthaathance to fly more often. The
results are displayed in Table 32:

Table 32: Correlations about Switching Cost

For me, the costs in time, money and
effort to switch to another airline
company are high.

Measure Pearson Correlatipn Sig. (2 - tailed)

If there is not any available flight to my
destination at my current airline company, it -0.131** 0.001
would make little difference to me if | had to
choose another airline.

If I did a lot of flying, | would probably like
to try all the different airlines, instead of -0.086** 0.025
flying just one most of the time.

Hasostates that consumers, who stated that the costsan money and effort to switch

to another airline company are high for them, would probiit#yto stay with their current
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airline instead of trying all different airlines if thely & lot. According to table results there is
a weak, negative correlation (-0.086) this means thatmessy) who stated that the costs in
time, money and effort to switch to another airline comypare high, would probably stay
with their primary airline instead of trying all differeairlines. This gives enough support to
accept Ho.

Ha1 claims that consumers, who stated that the cosisi@ money and effort to switch to
another airline company are high for them, would be maoemfortable if they had to
choose another airline company due to unavailability bfhatfto a certain destination. There
is again a weak and negative correlation (-0.131) exists.nid¢ass that it will make big
difference for customers, who stated that the dodime, money and effort to switch to

another airline company are high. Sg I8 also substantiated.

ANOVA Analyses

The one-way ANOVA test was conducted in order to seemdifferences in terms of
satisfaction, involvement and loyalty factors. Itesealed that three consumer groups are
statistically different regarding to all of the factomamely: core features and services, price
and timeliness; purchase and ego involvement; active ast/@dsyalty at a significance
level of 0.05.

ANOVA Analysis for Satisfaction

According to Thibaut and Kelley (1959), the key to determieddkiel of satisfaction with
and motivation to remain in a relationship is the concépbmparison levels, of which two
standards are employed: the comparison level and thpac@on level for alternatives.
Thibaut and Kelley (1959, p. 21) defines the comparison lewvitleastandard against which a

member evaluates the ‘attractiveness’ of the relatipnsr how satisfactory it is. Ganesh et
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al. (2000) mentioned that a customer who has experiencédinigoutcomes with a
previous service provider and switches because of dissatst will enter a new relationship
with a reduced comparison level. Thus, this customerpeated to exhibit high levels of
satisfaction relative to other customers who have rexpeed relatively little change in their
comparison levels.

A fundamental difference between customers who haitelsed for reasons other than
dissatisfaction and customers who have not switchalll igtthe notion that the satisfied
switchers have prior experience with other service proviotethe same category. Consumers
with broader experience are likely to develop differéabhdards of comparison than
consumers with less experience (Ganesh et al., 2000).

Recalling the hypotheses about satisfaction, that hypistbee, two and three are
relevant to differences among the three groups regatdlitigeir overall satisfaction with their
current airline company. Hypothesis 1 states that thexeignificant difference between the
overall satisfaction levels of three groups of corstsmand hypothesis 2 claims that
compared with satisfied switchers and stayers, di§gdtiswitchers are more satisfied with
their current airline company, whereas hypothesis Jiessthat satisfied switchers are less
satisfied with their current airline company than stayer

In order to test these hypotheses, we compared group me#ms averall satisfaction
item, “Overall, how satisfied are you with your primaiyline company?”, using analysis of
variance (ANOVA). The results are illustrated in TaB&

Table 33: Overall Satisfaction Measure: Difference Betw&roup Means

Mean ANOVA
Measure Groups Scores Sig
Stayers
- (n=415) 3.13
Overall, how satisfied atez——: .
. : Satisfied Switchers
you with your primary (n=215) 2.99 0.004
airline company? o
Dissatisfied 3.13
Switchers (n=45) ’
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The results show that the stayers and the dissatistvitchers differ significantly from
the satisfied switchers, in their overall satisfactivith their current primary airline company.
This provides evidence for hypothesis 1, so it is acceptedANKE/A results indicate that
both stayers (mean score=3.13) and dissatisfied swst¢hrezan score=3.13) are significantly
more satisfied with their current airline company thatisied switchers (mean score=2.99).
This provides a partial support for hypothesis 2, since tl@seores of stayers and
dissatisfied are same, and they are both higher tladtisatisfied switchers. However, this
result also gives support to hypothesis 3. Hence, hypothasig hypothesis 2 are fully
substantiated; but hypothesis 3 is partially supported.

The one way ANOVA test results of satisfaction ise@ine summarized in Table 34:

Table 34: Customer Group Means and Sig. Levels for Sai@fd€actors

Satisfied Dissatisfied
Stayers Switchers Switchers E ANS?QVA
Satisfaction Factors n Mean g Mean n Medn '
Core Features &
Services 387 3.03 200 2.84 41 2.86 15.16 0.0Q0
Price & Timeliness 411 2.67 209 2.82 43 2.73 544 0.905

Hypothesis 4 states that there is a significant diffiezeamong three groups of
consumers in terms of their satisfaction with Bothre features and services” and “price and
timeliness” factors. Table results confirm the hypothésiBhe last hypothesis about
satisfaction items was Hypothesis 5 which statescatrapared with both satisfied and
dissatisfied switchers, stayers are more satisfi¢ll ‘eore features and services” of their
current airline company. Since stayers have a mean gt8r@3 which is higher than both
satisfied switchers (mean score=2.84) and dissatisfiedh@xs (mean score=2.86), there is

enough evidence to accept hypothesis 5.

112



ANOVA Analysis for Involvement

Purchase involvement is the outcome of a person’saictien with a product and the
purchase situation. Customers are likely to experienaegds in levels of purchase
involvement when key facets of relevant environment chaswggh as a service switch,
stayers are not likely to experience purchase involvemenmanner similar to that of
switchers (Beatty, Kahle and Homer, 1988). Keaveney (198bh&lthat switchers who are
dissatisfied should be expected to have experienced kcihiaages in levels of perceived
service quality, whether they relate to core serviderés, service encounters, or service
design. Ego involvement is similar to enduring involvemeiich is defined as an ongoing
concern for a particular product class and relativelypeddent of purchase definitions
(Bloch and Richins, 1983). According to Ganesh et al. (2000iprmess who have
experience with only one service provider — the stayers +are likely to experience higher
degreees of familiarity and to develop a favourable attitomard a particular service
provider and the service category in general.

The customer group means and significance levels forvemmnt factors were illustrated
in Table 35:

Table 35: Customer Group Means and Sig. Levels for Involaefectors

Satisfied Dissatisfied
Stayers Switchers Switchers F ANS?QVA
Involvement Factors n Mean n Mean n Mean '
Purchase
Involvement 384 2.81 202 2.92 40 2.96 4.02 0.018
Ego Involvement 383 2.38 208 2.24 42 2.42 417 0.016

Recalling hypotheses for involvement items, hypothesiatésthat there is a

significant difference among three groups of consumerataheir purchase and ego
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involvement with the airline company. The table resuléscdgar enough substantiated
hypothesis 6. All group means for both factors are diftefrem each other.

Hypothesis 7 stresses that dissatisfied switchers extgier levels of purchase
involvement than the satisfied switchers. The dissediswitchers have a mean score of
(2.96) which is larger than that of satisfied switch@r8%) at a significance level of 0.018
(p=0.05 level), so there is enough evidence to accept hypoihesi

Hypothesis 8 asserts that both satisfied switchers isadt@fied switchers exhibit
lower levels of ego involvement than stayers. Howeagiseen in Table 26, only satisfied
switchers (mean score=2.24) show lower ego involvementdtayers (mean score=2.38),
whereas dissatisfied switchers has the biggest meam @d2). Therefore, hypothesis 8 is
partially supported.

Hypothesis 9 states that compared with satisfied Ber$¢ dissatisfied switchers
exhibit higher levels of ego involvement. The table tsssliow that satisfied switchers have
a mean score of (2.24) whereas dissatisfied switchgeséhanean score of (2.42), it can be

concluded that hypothesis 9 is also substantiated.

ANOVA Analysis for Loyalty

The comparison level for alternatives is the standgvdrson uses in deciding whether to
remain in a relationship and can be defined informally a®thest level of outcomes a
person will accept in light of available alternatiygoortunities (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959, p
21). Thibaut and Kelley (1959) suggest that the greater trendesbetween the comparison
level for alternatives and actual outcomes, the clibseperson comes to maximizing the
rewards — cost trade-off in the relationship — theretbiegreater is the dependence and

commitment on the part of the customer to continueelationship.
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Latour and Peat (1980) mentioned that consumers withgr@orexperience exhibit
higher satisfaction and repeat purchase intensionghéathew brand. Customers who switch
for other reasons or customer who do not switch atidléexperience relatively small shifts
in their comparison level and comparison level forralives largely because perceived
actual outcomes with their current service provider chéttfgeand their consideration set for
available alternatives remains relatively unchangech¢Saet al, 2000).

Ganesh et al. (2000) states that customers who havéed/gervice providers for
reasons other than dissatisfaction are less likehpld negative attitudes and feelings toward
their previous service provider. Many of these customer$ilaly to remember their
previous service provider in a positive light and factoir jeevious experience into current
expectations, emotions, and behavior.

Recalling the hypotheses about loyalty items and fadityspthesis 10 states that there
is a significant difference between three groups ofwmess with their both active and

passive loyalty behavior toward the airline company. Tab6ldisplays the ANOVA results

for loyalty:
Table 36: Customer Group Means and Sig. Levels for Loyatyors
Satisfied Dissatisfied
Stayers Switchers Switchers F ANS?QVA
Loyalty Factors n Mean n Mean L Mean '
Active Loyalty 410 2.92 212 2.68| 44 2.94 14.61  0.000
Passive Loyalty 391 2.52 200 2.39 42 2.50 6,30 0.902

Table results show that all means of consumer grougsfbractive and passive loyalty
factors are different from each other which give enowgdteace to accept hypothesis 10.

Hypothesis 11 claims that compared with satisfied switched stayers, dissatisfied
switchers are more loyal to their current airline conyp@n terms of both active and passive

loyalty). Dissatisfied switchers have the highest ns=are (2.94) for active loyalty among
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the consumer groups, and they are followed by stayer@n(s@re=2.92) and satisfied

switchers (mean score=2.68) respectively. But dissatistigithers got the second highest

mean score (2.50) after stayers (mean score=2.52) fav@ésgalty. So hypothesis 11 is

supported in terms of “active loyalty”.

Hypothesis 12 states that compared with stayers, sdtsivitchers are less loyal to

their primary airline company (in terms of both active @assive loyalty). For active loyalty

factor stayers have a mean score of 2.92 which is higaarthat of satisfied switchers (mean

score=2.68). For passive loyalty factor stayers have a s@ae of 2.52 which is also higher

than that of satisfied switchers (mean score=2.39¢eSSatisfied switchers have less group

means than stayers for both active and passive loyatiyr&a hypothesis 12 is substantiated.

One of the basic contributions of this study is to eveltlae three consumer groups in

terms of their attitude toward loyalty programs offerediine companies. Since the

majority of the airline companies invest too much on lgyatograms, it plays a vital role to

learn which group really cares for these programs. &ggondents were asked whether they

give importance to loyalty programs such as frequeet fishop&miles, co-branded

campaigns, multi merchant programs, loyalty coupons, end ke customer group means

and significance levels for loyalty programs are sunuedrin Table 37:

Table 37: Customer Group Means and Sig. Levels for Lofathgrams

Stayers Sa_tisfied Diss_atisfied
Switchers Switchers ANOVA
n Mean n Mean n Mean Sig.

| give importance to loyalty
programs (frequent flyer, multi
merchant programs, loyalty 396 | 2.79 199 2.56 42 2.55 0.00
coupons, shop & miles, etc) of m
airline company.

Hypothesis 13 was stating that there is a significanerdiffce between three groups of

consumers in terms of their attitude toward loyaltygpams of airline companies. From
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Table 28, it is seen that all three consumer group nes@different from each other and
according to this results, hypothesis 13 is supported withgimevidence. Additionally,
hypothesis 14 states that stayers give more importardogalty program of airline
companies than satisfied and dissatisfied switcherse $3ie mean value (2.79) of stayers is
the highest among three consumer groups which was followedtisfied switchers (mean
score=2.56) and dissatisfied switchers (mean score= 2§%atively, it can be concluded
that hypothesis 14 is also substantiated. Hence the cerstowho regularly use an airline
company as their primary choice, are the people who giperitance to the existence of
loyalty programs. Furthermore, the customers who aitelssd from a previous airline
company for reasons of dissatisfaction or who areckedt because of reasons other than
dissatisfaction do not give importance to loyalty progras much as stayers. It can be
concluded loyalty programs that are directed to stayetd&viinore beneficial for the airline

companies.

ANOVA Analysis for Switching Behavior

Respondents switching decisions were investigated under tie@oedt assumptions: a) would
they try all different airlines instead of staying ifyifey a lot and b) would it make little or
big difference if there is not any available flight éocertain destination at their current airline

company. The results are summarized in Table 38:
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Table 38: Customer Group Means and Sig. Levels for Switchag@or

Satisfied | Dissatisfied
Stayers Switchers | Switchers ANOVA

Measures n| Mean n |[Mean n |Mean F Sig.

If I did a lot of flying, | would probably
like to try all the different airlines,
instead of flying just one most of the
time.

413 | 2.05| 213| 2.29 44 2.41 7.7360.000

If there is not any available flight to my
destination at my current airline

company, it would make little differencg
to me if | had to choose another airline

419 | 2.92| 217 3.13 44 3.18 7.675.001

D

His was stating that there is a significant differendsvben three groups of
consumers in terms of their switching behavior if theneot any available flight to a certain
destination at their current airline company. Sincehadlé group means are different from
each other kk is accepted.

Hi6 states that compared with satisfied and dissatisfi@dtssvs, stayers will be more
uncomfortable if they had to choose another airline comgaayto unavailability of a flight
to a certain destination. For this case, stayers damean score of 2.92 which is lower than
those of both satisfied (3.13) and dissatisfied switc{®ls8). This means that stayers will be
more uncomfortable if they had to choose another aiclomepany due to unavailability of a
flight to a certain destination. In other words, itlwnlake big difference for stayers to use
another airline company in this situation, while agreeraseotes show that it will make really
little difference for dissatisfied switchers (meanres®.18). Hg is accepted.

According to table results all three customer group seaa different from each other
in terms of their agreement level that they will ati/different airline companies if they fly
more often. This provides enough evidence to suppgrivhich claims that there is a
significant difference between three groups of consumdeyms of their switching behavior

if there fly more often.
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Hig states that compared with satisfied and dissatisfi@dtssvs, stayers will be more
willing to fly with their primary airline company instead trying all different airlines if they
fly more often. Table results show that stayers lthgdowest mean score (2.05) among three
customer groups, this means that stayers don't agreehgigtatement “If | did a lot of
flying, | would probably like to try all the different dmés, instead of flying just one most of
the time”. In other words, stayers will be more wjito stay with their primary airline
company if they fly more often. So.$is substantiated.

After those, it's investigated that how three customeupgs differ in terms of their
agreement level to the statement: “For me, the ¢osisie, money and effort to switch to
another airline company are high”. The results ardaispl in Table 39:

Table 39: Customer Group Means and Sig. Levels for Switchirsg C

Satisfied | Dissatisfied
Stayers Switchers | Switchers ANOVA

Measures n| Mean n |Mean n |Mean F Sig.

For me, the costs in time, money and
effort to switch to another airline 410 | 2.56| 213] 242 44 248 2.1 0.12
company are high.

Hig States that compared with satisfied and dissatisfi@dtssys, the costs in time,
money and effort for switching to another airline is higloerstayers. The table results show
that stayers have the biggest group mean (2.56); but the/AN(@nificance is 0.123 so at
0.05 significance we there is not enough evidence to acgept H

ANOVA Analysis for Brand Image and Ticket Price

In addition to previous ANOVA analyses, respondents’ deapigc information were used
test our hypothesis about brand image and ticket priceteBudts for annual income level

and tend to buy most economic tickets are summarizédbie 40:
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Table 40: Customer Group Means and Sig. Levels for Tickes P

| usually buy the most

economic tickets.

Annual Income Mean N

< 9,000 YTL 3.26 72
9,000 YTL - 14,999 YTL 3.08 89
15,000 YTL - 23,999 YTL 3.19 97
24,000 YTL - 35,999 YTL 2.99 74
36,000 YTL - 47,999 YTL 3.13 71
48,000 YTL - 59,999 YTL 2.79 58
60,000 YTL -99,999 YTL 2.72 79
> 100,000 YTL 2.42 103
Total 2.93 643

Respondents with annual income less than 9,000 YTL havsghgest group mean of

3.26 while respondents whose annual income is more than 100,Q00aY& the smallest

mean score of 2.42. Since 9,000 — 14,999 YTL and 36,000 — 47,999 YTL gi@ups fit

H2o which states that consumers tend to buy the mosbetc tickets with decreasing annual

income level, Kyis partially supported.

The gender and brand image results are displayed ie %abl

Table 41: Customer Group Means and Sig. Levels for Brangdma

Females Males
ANOVA
Measures n| Mean n |Mean F Sig.

| give importance to the country of origjn
of the airline company that | intend to Us 4 4
for inermational flights. 546 | 3.10| 393 3.12 0.1350.713
| care the negative reputation about fligh
risk of an airline company. 546 3.15| 396/ 3.08 1.0030.317

For the country of origin question, females have a noé@&110 which is less than that

of males (3.12). This means that, males give more irapogtto country of origin of the

120




airline company that they intend to use for internatiflights. Also the ANOVA
significance is insignificant at 95% confidence levelHsgis rejected. There is not enough
evidence to say that females give more importanceuatcy of origin of the airline company
for international flights.

For negative reputation about flight risk question, fesyakve a mean of 3.15 which is
higher than that of males (3.08). But ANOVA significame®.317 which is higher than 0.05
SO Hyis rejected too. There is not enough evidence to condhaddeimales give more

importance to negative reputation about flight risk o&aline company.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS & MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

This study has aimed to identify and understand the nattine oélationship between overall
satisfaction, the dimensions of satisfaction, involgatrand the loyalty or switching behavior
of consumers in the airline industry. In additionsttiiesis also investigates the brand recall
of airline companies and their web sites, gets satisfacesults from online booking services
of airline companies and makes a comparison of traditibooking systems with online
booking systems, and finally examines online privacy cancéconsumers.

In this thesis, a comprehensive list of studies abouidbiaranding, importance of
online branding, brand name, brand identity, brand persgnaland equity, brand valuation,
brand association, brand positioning, customer satisfaatid brand loyalty are studied in
the literature. After this extensive literature revi@anguestionnaire was prepared in
accordance with the research objectives. The questiennas displayed on web for two
months.

After collecting data; descriptive, factor, correlataomd ANOVA analyses were
performed by using SPSS for 732 valid respondent records. ateereimerous implications
for the findings of the analyses.

The findings reveal that Turkish Airlines is the first destic airline company that come
into mind, 87.8% of overall respondents wrote down Turkishn& in un-aided recall
method. Additionally, Atlas Jet and Pegasus Airlinesavgtated as the first domestic airline
company that come into mind by 4.1% and 4.0% of overall resptsdespectively after
Turkish Airlines. When respondents make a selectiorhfair favourite domestic airline
company from a list, Turkish Airlines’ share decreases2.5%, while Atlas Jet and Pegasus
doubles and triples their shares from the un-aided réaakish Airlines’ share (67.4%)

continued decreasing when respondents were asked to siafavburite airline choice for
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domestic flights. While Turkish Airline was chosen by 67 dfall respondents, which is
20.4% less than its share in un-aided recall, Pegasus $iaare of 15.4%. This means that the
brand recall of Turkish Airlines is strong since it ffirst and still the biggest company in
Turkish marketplace. But when the question is about chdtickamatically lost its share, that
is mainly because of higher ticket prices of TurkisHiAés compared to its competitors.
And, also because of the success of low cost based tingrkrategies of Pegasus Airlines.
Turkish Airlines is preferred because of its service qualigynly, and it offers business class
flights while its competitors don’t have business cl&sce a positive correlation found with
decreasing annual income and buying economic tickets, weneend airline companies to
implement efficient and effective yield managementesys to optimize their revenue and
profit.

Moreover, results show that the functionality, desease of usage and ease of
download features of an airline website plays a majerfay satisfaction from online
booking service. Consumers tend to use functional, usedfy and faster systems at all.
Turkish Airlines customers are more satisfied then Altsand Pegasus Airlines customers
from the online booking service of their airline compangc& improving web site cost is
much more less than improving overall service qualityeeemmend Atlas Jet and Pegasus
Airlines managers to benchmark their web page performarhelurkish Airlines’ web
page, and try to reach the same performance level asasquossible.

Analyses results show that consumers give importemcastomer relationship
management (CRM) activities of airlines companies, ridaeiving an e-mail after visiting an
airline web page. But they don't give that much importambether their personal data
gathered can be shared with third parties. At this pantdrease their brand awareness

Atlas Jet and Pegasus Airlines need to develop a focuseemsitve CRM strategy; and
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keep in touch with their online customers regularly, afiem special campaigns and
competitions via e-mail.

Another conclusion of this study is that country ofjoriand reputation about flight risk
play a major role on brand image. And there is notdifigrence between females and males
about the importance they give to country of origin digghtf risk reputation. The
guestionnaire was handled after Atlas Jet’s accidenbuehber, 2007 and it's found out that
Atlas Jet customers are more sensitive to flightthsk both Turkish Airlines and Pegasus
Airlines’ customers. This is a big handicap for Atlas dewill probably take serious time to
rebuild trust on mainly future customers, and customersl@fhétlas Jet after this accident.
They need to invest much more brand image advertisement.

Additionally, most of the respondents stated thatabe booking time is shorter in
online booking than traditional booking and it is more @ment to do online booking than
traditional booking. They stated that there is not a bange in payment options of both
systems. These opinions give the hint that online bookihgtabbookings ratio will continue
to increase in the future and there may be a timeoakibgs will be made online. Since
customers don’t see any difference for payment optimonsiline booking and traditional
booking, airline companies need to offer more payment mptica web, for example they
need to increase their credit card agreements witbrdift banks and make more campaigns
for different payment choices. They can offer cagmpnt even the customer purchased the
ticket online, by delivering the ticket to customer’s hoiffgey can also use the advantages of
mobile payment by signing agreement protocols with GSM opretat

The findings of this study show that consumer satigfags composed of two main
dimensions: “core features & services” and “price & fimess”. And compared with stayers,
both dissatisfied switchers and stayers are moreisdtisfth their current airline company,

and they tend to fly more frequently and to a variety gfidations. In this manner, to
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increase their market share by taking more customarsTuarkish Airlines, both Atlas Jet
and Pegasus Airlines need to focus more on dissatisfiechens as well as keeping their
stayers. Dissatisfied switchers of these companidd®inost probably the ones who
switched from Turkish Airlines because of overall dis$attion. Dissatisfied switchers are
more satisfied with their current airline because treyemegative impressions and
judgements about their previous airline companies. Focusidgssatisfied switchers and
developing effective CRM strategies for them insteddetiaving all three groups as same,
will result as significant amounts of costs saving. $tayers, mainly Turkish Airlines and
also the other companies need to sustain their servicéygeakl and implement loyalty
programs for them.

In addition, the involvement with the primary airlinengpany is consisted of “purchase
involvement” and “ego involvement”, whereas purchase ireroknt deals with the level of
interest in the purchase process that is initiated bypekd to consider a particular purchase.
Dissatisfied switchers exhibit higher levels of purchaselvement than both stayers and
satisfied switchers. Pegasus Airlines customers havemhplichase involvement than Atlas
Jet and Turkish Airlines customers. This is mainly becafiiee low cost leadership strategy
of Pegasus Airlines. On the other hand, ego involvemelsfised as the importance of the
product to the individual and individual's values and seffespt. Turkish Airlines customers
have higher ego involvement than Atlas Jet and Pegasiigeaicustomers. Since the
respondent profile of this study is high in terms of anm@ime level and Turkish Airlines is
the only domestic airline company offering business dlagt, this result is not surprising.

In this study, it's found out that customers who are flyirtdy Turkish Airlines are less
price sensitive then customers who are flying with otirén@ companies. This gives the
managers of other airline companies the hint, that yf teeide to increase their ticket prices

their customers will be dissatisfied from this decisaowd the price increase will most
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probably cause in loss of some customers. EspeciallysBgdarlines need to think twice
before increasing their ticket prices because theiomests are the most price sensitive group
of this study.

It is also found that loyalty toward the current prignairline company has also two
dimensions, namely: “active” and “passive” loyalty.eTiesults indicate that three consumer
groups significantly differ in terms of their “overahtisfaction level”’. The two individual
dimensions of satisfaction — “core features & serviees! “price & timeliness” — also
specify a significant difference among the three groupaddtition, “core features &
services” is the satisfaction dimension with higheshmgcore and F value, which indicates a
major difference between consumer groups. It is desrstayers are more satisfied with the
“core features & services” aspect of satisfaction. jinehase and ego involvement both lead
to difference among consumer groups. Dissatisfied swadahehibit higher levels of purchase
and ego involvement. Atlas Jet and Pegasus Airlines reamaged to enhance their service
quality by implementing Total Quality Management (T.Q.Mpet more dissatisfied
customers from Turkish Airlines.

In terms of loyalty, the three consumer groups shgwifstant differences, and in terms
of active loyalty dissatisfied switchers have thehkgf mean scores. Because of their
negative experiences, dissatisfied consumers are adsorhave high levels of dissonance
and this may lead them to engage in dissonance reduciajieesuch as spreading word of
mouth-which is accepted as active loyalty. In additsmtching costs and involvement may
lead stayers to exhibit passive loyalty. However, for padsyalty, stayers have a slightly
high score than dissatisfied switchers. Furthermatisfeed switchers exhibit low levels of
both active and passive loyalty. Since there is an itapbpositive correlation was found
between overall satisfaction level and positive wdrthouth, dissatisfied switchers will be

recommending their current airline company to their &gand family more than the other
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two groups. At this point, assuming that the dissatisfigtteers were coming from Turkish
Airlines, and if Atlas Jet, Pegasus Airlines and otherpaomes can make a big difference
starting from the first touch point to end of thetfitgght of the coming customers, they can
count those customers as stayers after some fligibtsse the advantages of word of mouth
marketing, Atlas Jet and Pegasus Airlines managers neeuddiopgstrategies to take the
dissatisfied customers of Turkish Airlines and make te&ayers for them in time, by this
way they will save from advertisement costs as aglincreasing their brand awareness and
customer loyalty.

This study also examines the attitude of consumers adayadty programs offered by
airline companies. The results reveal that three coasgroups are significantly different
regarding to their attitude toward loyalty programs. #den that stayers give high
importance for these programs of airline companies. Hehedoyalty programs that are
designed for and directed to stayers will be moreiefitcand effective. Most of the
guestionnaire participants were Turkish Airlines’ custoraeus for the three customer groups
the biggest group was formed by stayers. This means tnkisf Airlines managers need to
focus on its loyalty programs more than its competitorsustain and pass its success. At this
point, joining Star Alliance will positively affect Tukh Airlines’ loyalty programs,
especially with frequent flyer programs. And accordinthtbanalyses results Pegasus
Airlines need to improve its loyalty programs since thetthe lowest scores among the first
three airline companies.

Although the dissatisfied switchers exhibit higher lewdlsatisfaction, active loyalty
and purchase involvement than the other two groups, thexslsbit lower level of passive
loyalty than stayers. If firms can increase comrmaittramong the dissatisfied switchers, they

are likely to realize a significant increase in passwealty behavior.
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The findings of this study suggest that airline companietaaesl with managing
three distinct, internal customer groups — dissatisfiettbetis, satisfied switchers and stayers
— that differ in their satisfaction with, loyalty tewd and involvement with the firm. What is
needed, in light of the research presented, is ant éffoecognize the heterogeneity inherent
in a firm’s customer base and treat these segmeiesatifly with regard to potential
investment strategy.

In this study, consumers were grouped as stayers ahenst further research has to
consider different variables as the grouping factor.example, consumers can be grouped
according to their duration of stay with the airline gamy; hence the loyalty and retention
programs can be developed according to each segment.

Although current research findings suggest that thetdiied switchers and stayers
have the potential to be more profitable to the firmhertresearch should attempt to
measure the lifetime value of the customer groups etpliéin examination of the
differences in the profitability of the groups may oftencrete guidelines to firms in their
quest for acquiring and retaining the right customers.

This study investigates the satisfaction from loyalggpams in general. Further
research can be conducted to investigate the satisfdiation all different loyalty programs
offered by airline companies.

Finally, the two factor solution of the customer loyatteasures has clear analogies to
Oliver’s (1997) model, in which loyalty is seen as progrgsthrough four stages: cognitive,
affective, conative and action loyalty. Our activgdlby construct describes behaviors such as
word of mouth and expansion of service usage, and appeala $0 Oliver’s (1997) notion
of affective loyalty. Our passive loyalty factor debes behaviors related to a customer’s
willingness to continue patronizing the airline company arsg¢eptibility to competitive

actions and appears to resemble Oliver’s (1997) notion ofigerlayalty. However,
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although these similarities seem logical, drawing swchparisons is exploratory and post

hoc. Further research is needed to delineate the fagtbis the loyalty construct.
According to this study results the following recommeiaties can be useful for airline

company managers:

v" For low income level customer groups, it should be betttliow a low cost

leadership strategy with lowest ticket prices among conopstit

v' Ifthe firm’'s costumer base is highly price sensitive tirade is a risk to loose a

significant share of customers after a price riséinaicompanies need to use yield

management tools to balance their income and profit.

v' While designing company website, designers must keep in nendchgortance of

functionality, design, ease of usage and ease of dowrdaauolés.

v' Airline companies need to use more loyalty programs fgesta

v' The one who make the first move to offer more payrogtibns in online booking

service will go a step forward; companies can evaluatearasimobile payment options and

deliver the online purchased tickets to customers.

v' In order to attract the dissatisfied switchers, airtioenpanies should constantly deliver

information about their services, quality, destinatiod att. on a variety of media; because

dissatisfied switchers have the highest purchase inviae
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APPENDIX
QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH)

Hello!

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this academic stadyeople's opinions and
evaluations of airline companies. This survey is a patiefmaster thesis of Hakan Uyanik
from Department of Management Information Systems Bogdniversity / Istanbul.

On the following screens you will find a set of questiariated to airline companies. Please
pay special attention to the specific questions and amsyveptions. Please note the
following:

- There is no “right” or “wrong” — your personal opini@important!

- All survey responses are confidential and your answiraot be reported on an individual
basis.

- The questions cannot cover every particular caseree guestions may not seem to fit too
well. Still, please always choose the responsefitsatou best.

If you have any questions about this study, please feeldreentact us. Our contact
information is provided below:
Hakan Uyanik: hakanuyanik@gmail.com and

Assist. Prof. Aslihan Nasiaslihan.nasir@boun.edu.tr

1. How often do you fly?

L. More than once a week
L Once a week

L Once a month

L. Once a quarter

L. Once a year

£

Never flew

2. When was the last time you flew?
<1 week

1 week - 1 month

1 - 3 months ago

3 - 6 months ago

6 months - 1 year ago

elel el o] ele

> 1 year ago
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3. In the last 2 years how many times did you fly? (Apprexaty)?

2:Inthe

4. In your last 2 years’ flights, where was your furthéesstination? (FROM-TO)

5. Please indicate the first 3 domestic airlines ¢bate into your mind. (Whether you fly
with it or not)

S
3.

6. Which of the below domestic airlines is your favotiitat you choose to fly often.

Atlas Jet

Bonair

Corendon

Fly Air

Free Bird Airlines
Cyprus Turkish Airlines
Onur Air

Pegasus Airlines

Sun Express

elel el o lelelelelele

Turkish Airlines

j would be my first choice for domestic flights.
Atlas Jet
Bonair
Corendon
Fly Air
Free Bird Airlines
Cyprus Turkish Airlines
Onur Air
Pegasus Airlines
Sun Express

eillel el e leleleleleleh

Turkish Airlines
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8. Is your current airline company your first airline comgany

£ ves
& No

9. Why did you switch to another airline company?

L. Overall dissatisfaction with the service of the pregiairline company

L. Reasons other than dissatisfaction (Note that unavéyedila flight to a certain
destination is not a reason)

Please evaluate the following statements in termswf ggreement:

10) I carefully compared several airlines on distirittkaites before choosing one of them fly
with.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

11) I' m usually well-informed about a reasonable priceafgpecific destination.
£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

12) It is important for me to get the approval of my fgmaihd friends regarding to my airline
company choice.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

13. The brand image of the airline company played a majerin my decision to become a
customer of the airline company.

L. Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

0 O

Strongly Agree
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14) The airline company that | fly with says a lot abebb | am.
£

£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

15) After deciding on my current airline company, | have Weid the pros and cons of my
choice.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

16) | do not foresee myself switching to another airlinagany, even if my friends
recommend another airline company.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

17) If my current airline company were to raise its tigkgtes, | would still continue to be its
customer.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

18) I would highly recommend my current airline company to menfls and family.
L. Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

elele

Strongly Agree
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19) In the near future, I intend to fly more frequentlyg &ma variety of destinations with this
airline company.

L. Strongly Disagree
£

£

Disagree
Agree
L. Strongly Agree

20. | see myself as a frequent and regular customer dithinee company.

L. Strongly Disagree
£

£

Disagree

Agree

L. Strongly Agree

21) If a competing airline company were to offer a pronmatialeal or discount, | would
switch.

L. Strongly Disagree
£

£

Disagree
Agree
L. Strongly Agree

22) Please indicate your level of satisfaction fotheaicthe following: (For your current
airline company)
1: Very Dissatisfied 2: Dissatisfied 3: Satisfied 4: V8atisfied

1 2 3 4

Service quality during flight L L B LG

Ticket price

Comfort of seats
On-time flights

Flight Crew & Personnel

Flight destination variety of the
airline company

Agents of the airline company » L £ £
(plenty of and reachable agents, availability of oni@evices, call centers, etc)
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Please evaluate the following statements in termswf ggreement:

23. Overall, I am satisfied with my primary airline compa
£

£
£
£

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

24) After trying a new airline last time, my choice turned better than | expected.
£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

25) 1 won't fly with the last airline company | flight aga
£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

26) As a regular customer, | have a high quality relatipnaith my current airline company.
L. Strongly Disagree

L Disagree

L. Agree

L. Strongly Agree

27) Please indicate your level of satisfaction fohezithe following: (For your current

airline company)
1: Very Dissatisfied 2: Dissatisfied 3: Satisfied 4: V8atisfied

1 2 3 4

Complaint management £ £ > L

Entertainment Alternatives L L L L

(Magazine, Movie, Music, etc) (Availability & Quality)

Variety of Loyalty Programs
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28. Please indicate the first 3 airline company web #i@scome into your mind. (Whether
you fly with it or not)

1.
2.
3.

29) Functionality, design, ease of usage and ease of dowrlatades of an airline company
web site are important for me to use that web site.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

30) Please indicate your level of concern about your pnwvacy for each situation:
You receive e-mail from an airline whose webpage yoantdg visited.

£
£

£
£

Really Don’t Care
Don'’t Care

Care

Really Care

You are asked to provide your name to access homepage aflthe company that you
currently use.

£
£
£
£

Really Don't Care
Don'’t Care

Care

Really Care

A notice on an airline company webpage states that infameollected on that webpage
may be sold to other companies/third parties.

L. Really Don't Care
Don'’t Care

Care

llell e

Really Care
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The airline company website is asking for your e-mail agidfer access, after registration
you will get a chance to win a round ticket.

L. Really Don't Care
L. Don'’t Care

L Care

L Really Care

31) Please evaluate Internet booking relative to traditeg@nts on each of the following
dimensions:

Total booking time is shorter compared to traditional bogkime.
£

£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

It is more convenient to do online booking.

L. Strongly Disagree

L Disagree

L. Agree

L. Strongly Agree

There are more payment options in online booking thaditional booking.
£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

32) Please indicate your level of satisfaction forftllewing: (For your current airline

company)
1: Very Dissatisfied 2: Dissatisfied 3: Satisfied 4: V8atisfied

1 2 3 4

Online reservation service L L L L
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Please evaluate the following statements in termswf ggreement:
33) Some characteristics of my current airline compamyect my mind quickly.

L. Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Agree

llell e

Strongly Agree

34). | can quickly recall the symbol or logo of my currainiine company.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree

L. Strongly Agree

35) If there is not any available flight to my destinamy current airline company, it
would make little difference to me if I had to choosethapairline.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

36) If I did a lot of flying, | would probably like to try alhé different airlines, instead of
flying just one most of the time.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

37) | usually buy the most economic tickets.
L. Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

0 O

Strongly Agree
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38) For me, the costs in time, money and effort toctwtib another airline company are high.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

39) My current airline company treats me like just a custaiether than as a person with
specific needs and desires.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

40) | am uncomfortable giving my credit card number @awieb so | purchase my tickets
from agents.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

41) | give importance to the country of origin of thdia@ company that | intend to use for
international flights.

£
£
£
£

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

42) | care the negative reputation about flight risk chmline company.

£
£
£
£

43

Comfort
Ticket Price L L
Flight Security

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

. Please rank the following items in terms of yourrfiyio

1 2
£ £

N 0O0w

£ £
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44) Your gender?

£
£

Female
Male

45) Your age?

el el el elele

<18

18-25
26-35
36-45
46-55
56-65
> 65

46) Your occupation?

e lelelleolelelelelelelelelelelelelele]e

Academician
Banking / Finance
Information Technologies
Consultancy

Audit

Marine

Education
Entertainment
Electric / Electronic
Energy

Real Estate

Food

Textile

Security

Public Relations
Consumer Goods
Law

Medicine

Human Resources
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Construction
Business Development
Import / Export
Quiality

R&D

Cosmetic

Media

Accounting
Engineering
Automobile
Marketing
Telecommunication

Tourism

elel el elelelelelelelelelele

Production
Other

47) Your position at work?
Business Analyst
Business Owner
Officer

Director

Manager

Engineer

Mid Level Manager
Team Leader
Technician

Expert

Expert Asst

Expert Asst

Other

elelellolelelelelelelele
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48) What is your annual income?
< 9,000 YTL

9,001 YTL — 14,999 YTL
15,000 YTL — 23,999 YTL
24,000 YTL — 35,999 YTL
36,000 YTL — 47,999 YTL
48,000 YTL — 59,999 YTL
60,000 YTL — 99,999 YTL
>100,000 YTL

el el el elelelele

49) What is the percentage of online bookings in your ovieoakings?
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%

ellell el elelele]lelelele
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