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Abstract: Today, the intense competition in the tourism markapid development of information and communimati
technologies, increase of the customer knowledgk experience have increased the need for prodéferatitiation. This

situation has led to more emphasis to brands. ¢itédity of touristic products is exacerbated by theed for labeling and
branding can be used as an effective marketingimable sector. A good brand adds value to theigouproduct and it is more
effective in the selection of accommodation of oustrs. Therefore, to determine tourists' perceptiobrand equity is very
important. In the literature, the components usedhie measurement of brand equity can be listetrasd awareness,
perceived quality, brand associations and brandltgyin our study, the effect of the brand compuseon the choice of the
accommodations will be determined. For this purpoastomers' perception of the brand equity whichfiected in choosing
a hotel will be measured in an accommodation fgditi the city centre of Bursa in Turkey.

Keywords: Accommodation Facility, Facility Branding, Brandty, Brand Component

d . In recent years, many concepts have emerged about
1. Introduction branding in the literature. "Consumer-based braqditg'
concept is one of them. All brand value definiti@me based

on two main perspectives. The first one emphadireyalue

of company that is called the "financial perspextiand the
second one is "marketing perspective" which is thase

need for differentiated products. That need haddetie use Prand equity in the eyes of the consumers. Consivaed

of the brand and new concepts associated with taedbin ~ Prand equity was examined in this study. o _
the literature (Aysen, Yayli and Helvaci, 2012:182) Brand equity dimensions depending on multidimeralion

There is no possibility of pre-tested of servicesfobe analysis in_dicating the _effect_iveness of each dsi@n on
using them in the tourism sector. Thus, in ordergiee  Prand equity and relationship among each one was al
confidence to the customers, branding is even morgx@mined in this study. A visionary approach i applied

important (Selvi and Temeloglu, 2008:100). Toupistducts  [OF indicating which services are effective on cmser’s
are often intangible. Therefore, one of the bestketing Perception regarding brand equity that is rarelyioaed in

tools of these products is the brand (Pekyamang:2aa). the literature. Survey has been applied on tousistging at a
On the other hand, in determining marketing effestess of five-star hotel operating in the city centre of Bauin Turkey.
an accommodation facilities operating in the taurisector,
it is vital to measure customer perception of thki@ for this
property. Measuring brand equity of a tourist figils also Today, branding is becoming increasingly importarthe
important for analyzing the life cycle (Kocaman dadngor, service sector as in the industrial market (Yilraaz Ercis,
2012:143). 2012:29). With strong brands, customers are ableeify

Today, increasing competition among enterprisesraipid
developments in information and communication tedbgy
force firms to be more consumer-oriented (Taskid ARat,
2012:1). Expansion of competition has also increéatte

1.1. Branding in the Hospitality | ndustry
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intangible product easily and the concept of bragdi
becomes more important in the service sector (fiaakid

Akat, 2012:141). Consumers perceive industrial pot&l as

brand. However, consumers perceive service busiamsise

brand. Because the services offered by the comanged

in service business.

Branding is an effort to create an identity aboutrist
products in the perceptions of consumers in theisou
industry (Ozkul and Demirer, 2012:159). Brand istj&a
matter of promise. The tourism business itselhésdbility to
make a promise and fulfill it. Therefore tourisbguct itself
is very convenient for branding (Doganli, 2006:71).

In Turkey, No. 556 on the Protection of Trademairks
accordance with Article 5 of the Decree-Law, brarfdan
enterprise include every signs to distinguish gsods or
services from another goods or services, involyngvided
names, especially the words, shapes, letters, msmbeods
format or packaging etc. with drawings that carviesved or
in a similar manner can be expressed by means diantieat
can be transmitted and can be
(http://www.turkpatent.gov.tr).

Brand is not only expressed as the name, logo mbsl
it also covers company’s entire value of the talegiand
intangible (Toksari, 2010:1). According to MurpHy900:25)
brand consists not only from a physical productabsists
also from certain privileges. He emphasizes that liland
can also be created without name, sign, symbologp.!
Becoming the brand name of a Chinese restauramtnis
example of this issue (Jones and Bonevac, 2013: Iifhe
same way, perceiving an accommodation facility as
separate brand by consumers is a key for succeskein
hospitality sector.

today's competitive environment. A brand is sigaifit only
when it has value in the minds of consumers. Toegef
value measurement is an important step in the kmgnd
process (Aktepe ve Sahbaz, 2010: 69). The maironeas
becoming more important of brand value is the ssgow
business which has higher brand values and rarkismess
with brand values (Ozguven, 2010:141).

Christopher (1996:56) defines brand value as althef
hallmarks providing specific values to the consumer
Kamakura and Russell (1993), Park and Srinivas@94)
Rangaswany, Burke and Olivia (1993) also definedntr
value as a value that added a product or servidgesmame.
Accordingly, a brand value can be estimated byragbihg
the benefits of the physical characteristics ofradpct or
service from the overall benefits of a brand (Yod ®onthu,
2000:195). Kamakura and Russell (1993) defined dran
value as the output of long-term investments tlesighed to
configure different advantages of a product or iserwhen
compared with competitors. According to Ailawadi,

replicated.ehmann ve Neslin (2003) brand value is the outprts

market effects that obtained with the trademark @roduct
brand. Moisescu (2005:213) also stated that braaldevis
sources and all sufficiency that provided by theihess's
products or services to customers, and added tdridoed's
name or symbol.

Brand value concept is examined as financial-baswetl
market-based with two dimensions in the literatufée
researchers supporting financial dimension, dedldnand
value as cash flow which is created by the brandenaf a
aroduct (Kocaman and Gungor, 2012:145).

Brand equity concept is also used as the meanhaf "t
brand's perceptual value" in the literature. Ineotkvords,

Nowadays tourism businesses are aware of creatingtlais concept can be defined as "consumer-baseddbran

successful brand to survive in the highly compegitmarket
and they realize that they have to ensure the maityiof this
brand. Therefore, accommodation’s managers havenbiy
pay more attention for branding efforts (Karaca@p&5).
Gunes (2011:46) also indicates that success irtahiesm
sector depends on a good interpretation of the gihgn
trends and appropriate services related to todeistand.

In general, the quality of a particular serviceassociated
with a particular brand name. So people are confidleat
brand offers the same quality or service wherekey tare
sold (Cabar, 2010:56). Branding in the hospitalityustry is
a definition of accommodation facility in the mind$ the
people (Yavuz, 2007:45). In this way, it is possibb prefer
an accommodation facility again (Doganli, 2006:83).

Branding a tourist product, creating brand equityd a
gaining an identity implies one step ahead in thmpmetition
(llban, 2008:122). For this reason, creating a @hrdepends
on the premise of the brand conditions that arelitgua
service and innovation (Ertugrul and Demirkol, 2@8j. In
fact, businesses can gain competitive advantageugdhr
successful brands (Lassar, Mittal and Sharma, 18B)5:

1.2. Brand Equity in the Hospitality Industry

Brand alone is not sufficient for a product or $sEvin

equity". According to Virvilaite and Jucaityte (2800112)
consumer-based brand valuation methods are the
psychological and behaviour-oriented brand valuatio
methods. Two most accepted models on this subjetta
literature are the Aaker's Consumer-Based Branditfqu
Model and the Keller's Consumer-Based Brand Equity
Pyramid Model (Kocaman ve Gungor, 2012: 146;
Christodoulides and Chernatony, 2009: 7).The stadased
on especially these two models.

1.3. Brand Equity Dimensions of an Accomadation Facility

Aaker (1991) stated consumer based brand equitheas
total of brand awareness, brand associations, ipeccquality
and brand loyalty and the value attributed to thHeEseds by
consumers. Therefore, his brand value model buludive
main dimensions. These are brand awareness,
associations, perceived quality, brand loyalty dmel other
assets belongs to brand. The other assets beldmmgnd that
has been identified as the fifth dimension; pateritse
company's distribution channels and issues notttjreslated
with consumer. It is stated that the first four dimions should
be used for brand equity analysis (Toksari, 201)0:66

Keller (2001:15) asserted four-dimensional pyrarfod
consumer based brand equity. The dimensions of this

brand
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pyramid are as follows:
* Brand Identity (Brand Awareness)
* Brand Meaning (Brand Associations)
* Brand Response (Reactions, Perceptions)
* Brand Relations (Brand Loyalty).

feelings about accommodation facility as well aflecting
the property's characteristics (Aaker, 2007:107; &ial.,
2007:189). The brand quality is associated withdpots
features such as reliability and performance. Tdwcept is
defined as perception resulting from subjectivelw@ations

As seen above, Keller's brand value pyramid andefak of tourists. In other words, the perceived qualiynot the

brand value dimension match exactly. In this stutigse
four main dimensions (brand awareness, perceiveditgu
brand association, brand loyalty) are examined.

1.4. Brand Awareness

The most important indicator of a brand's preséndhe
minds of consumers is brand awareness which caiefireed
as a person’s active or passive information abquarécular
brand (Selvi and Temeloglu, 2008:96). AccordingBulil
and Uzun (2010:221), brand awareness is the ahifita
potential tourist to recognize or recall an accordaimn
establishment.

Brand awareness can be expressed as brand comsseus

(Aaker, 2013: 24; Toksari ve Inal, 2011: 75; TaskinAkat,
2010: 4). According to Aaker (1990), a brand isha minds
of consumer as a result of comparing with compeliramds.
In addition, it is emphasized that consumer-basezhd

actual quality of accommodation facility. It is thedgment
that is made about service performance of the ifiadily
consumer after using and assessing it (Ipar, 2@)0:9

Vazquez et al. (2002:28) evaluate perceived qualiy
consumers feel
accommodation facility how they feel and perceisequality.
According to Erisen (2010:26), increasing touretisfaction
regarding an accommodation facility increases talkies of
this accommodation.

Shabbir and Rehman (2013:354) indicate positive
relationship between perceived quality and branditeq
They also emphasize that perceived quality are ntlost
important factors in creating a strong brand equitythe
same way, Netemeyer et al. (2004:210) indicate that
perceived quality determines purchase intent oforuers.
Thus, perceived quality is of great importancereate brand
equity for an accommaodation facility.

equity can arise in the case of high degree of drany g Brand Associations

awareness with strong,
perception (Kakati and Choudhury, 2013: 26).

The recognition and recall are two important aspext
brand awareness. Recognition of a brand would beecoed
if previously heard by customers. But recall ofrartdl occurs
when a trademark is used by customers (ShabbiRahdan,
2013:349). For example, if we ask a group of peophéch
hotel brand name come to their mind first, theysjigg tell
Hilton, Sheraton etc. They never say X hotel thatr evidely
unheard. But if we give them a list of hotel accomdations,
they would be aware of X hotel. But this hotel withit make
any sense in these people's minds, if they neagragtX hotel
or a very closer person tell them about this hdtelother
words, X hotel is not familiar to this group of pé&

favorable and unique brand

Aaker expressed brand associations as everythiigigh
formed in the minds of consumers about the bramdil(ke
Basarir, 2009: 219; Marangoz, 2007: 463). On tiewohand,
Keller (1998:93) grouped brand associations undheeet
main categories as attributes, benefits, and d&#u The
attributes of a brand express qualities relatedreomdrelated
with accommodation facility (Yener, 2013:90). Theatd's
benefits express functional, experiential and syiobo
benefits of brand (Toksari, 2010: 83). The mosarigible
and the highest levels of brand associations aattitudes.
The concept represents the overall
accommodation facility by tourists (Keller, 199&1).

Brand associations allow the information to be pesed

It is impossible to create brand awareness, if etarg and organized in tourists buying decisions (Kwuml &nh,

customers do not have much time to hear and ursahershe
information about the brand (Godin, 2013:23). Thaes the
first step for creating a brand is to understare ibeds of
the market and identifying the brand. For this g the
development of a brand strategy and analyzing tarngeket
is important (Trimeche and Wakabayashi, 2012: 2)7-28

Given the competitive conditions in the markeisimore
difficult to create awareness on consumer prefagii€ako
and Cinar, 2012:37). In addition, intangibility arithe
absence of pre-tested possibility of hotel's pradomakes
more important to create brand awareness in thpitadis/
industry (Pekyaman, 2008:111; Selvi
2008:100).

2007, s.82-83). Tourists make their decisions tecipase
decide with their feelings and emotions. In otheords,
tourists imagine an accommodations facility witheith
feelings and emotions (Sadeghi and Tabrizi, 2028).6
Brand associations inspire positive emotions ang tee
move these feelings to the brand (Erisen, 2010:F6).
example, a lodging facility can form an associattonthe
brand by using celebrities in advertisement campaig
According to Kotler (2011:92), a brand associatisn
everything that connects customers with brandndtuides
everything related with accommodation facility suels

and Temelogluyisuals, features, usage patterns, brand perspaalit logos.

about the brand. Tourists evaluate a

assessment of an

As a result, it is necessary to have positive brand
association for consumer-based brand equity. Brand
association helps for creating high brand equitthiz minds
of tourists with the support of attributes, bersefind the

Perceived brand quality is one of the most impdrtan X ' . . :
dimensions of brand equity. It contains intangintel general ggingge”“ty of the accommodation facility (Er@s al.,

1.5. Perceived Quality
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1.7. Brand Loyalty branded accommodation (Yaprakli and Can, 2009:268).
, ) Perceptions of customers who stay at a hotel aperiant
Brand loyalty is the tendency to prefer a certawdpct or ¢, branding. In the study, a field survey was amted to

firm (Unal et al., 2006:1). Brand loyalty is a pre#nce 10 (oqt the research hypothesis in a branded hotehtipg at
choose the same accommodation business despite gll city centre in Bursa.

marketing activities of competing accommodationilifaes
(Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001: 82) positive feeling about
this accommodation and an intention to prefer tbdging
facility come back (Yilmaz and Ercis, 2012:32). Bda
loyalty can be defined as the power of consumefidence
to brand (Uztug, 2003: 33; Doganli, 2006: 57; Selei
Temeloglu, 2008: 96).

Thiele and Bennett (2001: 2@efined brand loyalty as a
function of psychological processes. Therefore,saamer's
brand loyalty consists of two dimensions as behavio
loyalty and attitudinal loyalty and combination thiese two
loyalty dimensions reveal the real brand loyaltykdari,
2010:92). Oliver (1997:392) identify brand loyalgs a
commitment that buying or using a preferred prodorct
service in the future, despite the fact that siduel
influences and marketing efforts make a behaviange.
Behavioral brand loyalty helps to continue to preferesort

by tourists in the coming years. _ o _ brand dimensions on the brand equity. Propositimmshe
Behavioral loyalty is criticized to be insufficietd explain  ¢.aie were formed by examining other studies in the
the underlying reasons under repeating purchasevi®h |iorature (Aaker, 1996: Yoo and Donthu, 2000; BeR0OO;

(Akyildiz, 20_10:934).. Some customers may .prefer alkeller, 2001; Doganli, 2006; Pekyaman, 2008; I2010:
accommodation that is the cheapest among similgo&/  toksari and Inal, 2011; Yilmaz and Ercis, 2012; Kman
accommodations. These customers must be discomnecte Gungor, 2012).

from customers who prefer an accommodation faciliy The research data was analyzed with the help of a

others in accordance with the purchasing beha@ev(@ni,  giatistical software package SPSS for Windows. Biethee
2009:408). statistics were used in order to determine the dgamhic

Behavioral brand loyalty can not only eXpla'nlthecharacteristics of the participants. The percentlisteibution,
acceptability of the brand, but also explain thetemer's oan and standard deviation values have been egtilia

brand devotions (Ozkiris, 2010:32). Attitudinal bdaloyalty o qer to interpret the level of participation ofrjigpants.
approaches have been developed in order to elieniti®  yonhach's alpha coefficients were calculated &t the
deficiency (Akyildiz, 2010:935). Attitudinal brarldyalty is  \gjignility of the scale. For construct validitgdtor analysis
the tendency of tourist loyalty to an accommodatawility. o< conducted. Finally; the correlation analysisswa
This is expressed by acceptance of the first choicéhe o formed to test the relationship between dimerssio

faci_lity (Taskin ve Akat, 2012: 135-136). Wilki_e..S{94:38_2) All data, with the exception of the demographiciabies
defined brand loyalty as consumers' positive @88 ng jnformation on brand equity and dimensions rnt
towards a particular brand and a continuous bulgttavior. equity, were collected using a 5-point Likert scatgere 1 =

Behavioral approach based on the definition of thiayalty strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree.
emphasizes consumer purchasing preferences regsiitia

real commitment. Meanwhile, the attitudinal persjpec
emphasizes consumer demand related to the braskifize
Akat, 2012: 135-136).

2. Methodology

The research population is the customers who stayy a
widely recognized hotel in Bursa. Data were colidcby
means of questionnaires. Survey was conducted ®& 27
customers who stay at the hotel and agreed tocjpate in
guestionnaires between July-August-September 201this
survey, we have tried to reach more participantmited
time and unwillingness of customers to participate
research caused a decrease in sample size.

In the study, data collection techniques were a¢di as a
means of questionnaires. The survey consists ofpavts. In
the first part, there are questions about partitgaoverall
judgments related to hotel and customers' demograph
characteristics. In the second part, a scale dimgisf 24
propositions is located in order to determine thpact of the

3. Research Findings

o) ) Participants' demographic  characteristics can be
Brand loyalty is important for preferring (o an gymmarized as follows. 45, 6% of participants isenaad 54,
accommodation facility, but it is also necessarteimms of 4o, famale. Participants’ age is classified fiveegaties. 32,

setting up the emotional commitment of touristspé&&ed 704 is under 30 years old. 20, 3% is between 314éngears
purchases without emotional commitment are oftd¢erred old. 22, 2%:41-50; 15, 4%:51-60 and 9, 4% is ovEly6ars

as fake brand loyalty (Yaprakli and Can, 2009:2€8Fating o4, professional distribution of the participaigss follows;
brand loyalty is one of the more preferred marketinnemployed:1,8%, pensioners:10,3%, civil serva@ie%,
strat_egle_s for accommodgtlons. Because m.arke.tusgs do self-employed:19,2%, businessman:15,9%, workef#i3,0
retain e_X|st|ng customers is less than marketirggscim order executive:9,6%, housewife:10,0%, students:14%. dasra%
to obtain new customers (Wood, 2004:9). Loyal peamn 504 others:3,3%. Distribution of educational lewel the

also influence in a positive way about brandedyypicipants: elementary: 10, 4%, secondary: 8, Bigh
accommodations. This helps to win new customers tQ.p,ql: 21, 9%, undergraduate: 25, 9%, graduate:692
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postgraduate/PhD: 10, 7%. The distribution of pgodints by
level of personal income; under 1001: 17,2%, 1001-2000:
15,0%, 20013000: 16,1%, 3004000: 11,4%, 4001-
5000: 10,3%, over  5000:18,7% and no income 11396.
distribution of participants by level of family income; under

1001: 0,4%, 1002000: 8,5%, 200B8000: 22,2%,
30014000: 20,4%, 4005000: 14,4% and over  5000:
34,1%.

Table 1. Communication Tools That Affecting Hotel Prefeesnc
Communication Tools Yes (%) No (%)
Advice of friends and Relatives 26,1 73,9
Internet 35,1 64,9
Travel Agencies 14,1 85,9
Print Media 6,2 93,8
Oral and Visual Media 12 88

Table 1 shows that internet and friends’ advice the
most effective communication tools for hotel choiteavel
agencies are the third and media is the lowestt@ftetool.

Table 2. The Reasons for Choosing the Hotel

Reasons Yes (%) No (%)
Price suitability 23,2 76,8
Service diversity and quality 45,2 54,8
Staff approach 7.4 92,6
Variety of social activity 14,7 85,3
Ease of transportation 17,6 82,4
Food and beverage service quality 11,1 88,9

According to participants, service quality and dsity is
the most effective reason for choosing this hotlice

creating brand. Table 4 shows that this hotel hagh h
customers’ satisfaction. A desire of staying a tiitel in the
future is 88, 5% of total customers, is an indicdtw this
assumption. In addition, 87, 5% of total
recommend this hotel to friends and relatives.

Table 5. Recommending the Hotel to Friends and Relatives

Recommends Yes (%) No (%)

TOTAL 87,5 12,5

Table 6. The Scores Awarded to the Hotel Comparing Witre@th

Awarded (10 is the max) Score

TOTAL 7,44

In order to identify customers’ perception aboutehowe
applied a comparing score in our study. As a reshk
participants awarded the hotel with 7, 44 of 1hf®as seen
table 6.

3.1. Research Reliability

Cronbach's Alpha test was used for the evaluatfotihe
reliability of the scales in the study.

Table 7. Reliability Statistics

Scales Cronbach's Alpha N of ltems
Brand Awareness ,84 4

Brand Associations ,90 8
Perceived Quality ,89 3

Brand Loyalty ,90 5

Overall Brand Value ,82 4

Alfa (o) for All Scales ,96 24

suitability, ease of transportation and varietygotial activity
follows it.

Table 3. The First Word Comes to Mind When Customers HearHotel's
Name

First Word Yes (%) No (%)
Business / convention 16,7 83,3
Entertainment/social activities 31,3 68,7
Economic prices 10,2 89,8
Safety 4,7 95,3
Service quality 30,2 69,8
Foods 11,6 88,4
Wedding / invitation 11,6 88,4

One of the main indicators of strong brand is the fvord

All scales reliability coefficient was calculates, ®6. This
value is quite high for internal consistency of tbeale.
Accordingly, it can be said that the scale is éabd data
collection tool.

3.2. Research Validity

Factor analysis was applied in order to examine the
construct validity of the scale used in this stulystly,
factor analysis was implemented for scale (in otlerds,
the data set for factor analysis whether it is appate), to
test the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and sphericityafett's
test) degrees were analyzed. Greater KMO value than

that comes to customers’ mind. Table 3 shows tha&how convenience for factor analysis of data sétdafci,

“entertainment/social activities” and “service qtyél have

2006: 327).

the high degree among items (31, 3% and 30, 2%). As shown in the table 8, KMO 0.94 ak&5,552, df: 276

Business/convention follows it with 16, 7%; foodsda

and p<, 000. These values are suitable for faatatyais of

weddings are 11, 6%. Economic prices are the 10, 29data set (, 94>, 500), respectively. Research sieavs that

However, none of the items has 50% for the firstdwvdn
other word, none of the items is dominant for drepbrand
and variety of services influence the hotel branuitg.

Table 4. Wishes and Desires to Come Back to the Hotel

Desire To Come Back Yes (%) No (%)

TOTAL 88,5 11,5

the interests of the significant factors or varahb,552 have
been identified as the degree of sphericity. Oletithese
values were statistically significant at the 0.0@@el. In

other words, there are high correlations betweetalbkes

and the data set is suitable for factor analysag¥ci, 2006:
327).

After determining eligibility of KMO and Bartlett'sest
results, factor analysis was applied to the 24 @sijons. In

A satisfied customer is best way of being famoud andetermining the appropriate number of factors ire th

customers
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selection of value which is greater than 1 is cdergd. As a result of factor analysis, 3 factors were iet
which values greater than 1. These 3 factors explaj 7%

Table 8. KMO and Bartlett's Test of the total variance which was observed. But tliteds had

Scales KMO Value _ Result of Bartlett's Test the lowest loading in the data set. Therefore,ehestems
Brand Awareness ,70 X2: 592,787, df: 6 and p< ,000 deleted and analysis repeated again.
Brand Associations 89 X2: 1,426, df. 28 and p<,000 As a result of factor analysis, higher variancéoratean is
FETEEIEE QU 2 X2 451,466, df: 3 and p<,000 o sironger factor structure of the scale. Howevier the
X2: 862,406, df: 10 and . . .. L .. .
Brand Loyalty 86 p< ,000 social science’s analyze, it is considered sufficia multi-
Overall Brand Value 67 X2: 511,342, df: 6 and p< ,000 factor structure if explained variance is betwe@%4and
KMO and BT for Al o, X2:5,552, df: 276 and p< 000 60%. The results of factor analysis are summarizdow.
Scales
Table 9. The Result of Factor Analysis

Factors Load Eigen values % of Var. X (o)
Item No |. Factor (13 Items) 6,995 35,0 4,38 ,941
5 Accommodation facilities is sufficient in this hbfeooms, furniture, beds, bathroom, TV, etc,772
6 Supporting facilities is sufficient at this hotédgd and drink, social activities, sports, etc.). ,803
7 Thisi hotel's physical facilities are sufficientfastructure, building, additional facilities, par 819

etc.). ’
8 This hotel's service quality is high. , 799
9 This hotel's cleanliness and hygiene standardsighe ,660
13 Service quality provided at this hotel is highearttthe service provided in similar facilities. ,630
14 Enough attention is given to customer complainthiathotel. ,659
15 All the services provided at this hotel meet myetptions. 724
16 This hotel is my first choice when | need a hateBursa. ,520
17 | will continue to come back to this hotel whenekal a hotel in the future. ,731
18 | would recommend this hotel to anyone. 775
20 | always choose this hotel when | compare it witheo facilities. ,532
21 | prefer this hotel as long as it has similar chastics with other hotels. ,619

Il. Factor (4 Items) 3,813 19,0 3,66 ,710
1 This hotel is a well-known hotel in Bursa. ,838
2 This hotel comes first to my mind among hotels urda. ,867
11 | could easily distinguish this hotel from competimotels. ,640
12 The advertisements about this hotel (written asdalimedia) are remarkable enough. ,588

I1l. Factor (3 Items) 3,540 17,7 4,31 ,732
19 | choose this hotel even though price rise. ,830
22 | still choose this hotel even if the price of athetels more appropriate. ,874
23 | still choose this hotel even though service dualf other hotels would be better. ,866

TOTAL 71,7

According to the table 9; three factors explainitlg 7%
of the total variance. First factor explains 35, 6#4he total
variance with Eigen value 6,995. This factor caissief
variables; "Accommodation adequacy of hotel:
"sufficiency of additional services: ,803", " adagy of the
physical facilities: ,819", "service quality: ,799*hygiene
standards: ,660", providing higher service qualityan
competitors: ,630", "sensitivity to
complaints: ,659", "ability to meet
services: ,724", “the degree of choosing this hofgP0”,
“intend to come back again to the hotel:
“recommending the hotels to others: ,775”", “chogsthe
hotel by comparing with others: ,532” and “prefegithe
hotel depending on its similar
others: ,619". It can be seen by examining thigofathat 5
items related to the brand association (5th, 6, &th and
9th substances), 3 items related to the perceiuvatity (13th,
14th and 15th), 4 items related to brand loyal§tii1 17th,
18th and 20th substances) and 1 item related tatband
(21st substance).

Second factor explains 19, 0% of total scale wif®13
Eigen value. In this factor, 2 items belong to lbrawareness,

customer
expectations of

, 731"

characteristics  wit

and other 2 items belongs to brand associatiorrdTfactor
explains 17, 7% of the total scale with 3, 54 Eigatue.
This factor consists with 2 items from overall ltaand one

,772"jtem from brand loyalty. It can also be seen bylyxiag

factors’ loadings that the brand associations i thost
effective dimension in creating customer-based dbesquity.

3.3. Correlation Analysis

In order to examine the relationships between &g of
the sub-scales, Pearson's correlation coefficiewere

'calculated. The correlation coefficient takes augdbetween

-1 and 1. Value closer to “0”, while pointing toetHow
correlation and high correlation value closer td.“The

Nalue that higher than 0, 70 are interpreted asepfoly the

value between 0.70 to 0.30 as medium and a vafsethan
0.30 as a poor relation (Demir, 2012: 72).

Considering the correlation coefficients in Table, All
variables have positive relationship at level p 040.
significance. There is a relationship between bragdity
and brand awareness at strong level (r = 0.81@.01%, the
most strong level relationship between brand eqaityl
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brand associations (r =
relationship between brand equity and perceiveditgua =
0.887, p <0.01), the second most powerful relatigns
between brand equity and brand loyalty (r = 0.9260.01),
strong level relationship between brand equity amdrall
brand (r = 0.880, p <0.01). These findings show Hrand
association is the most effective dimension in aixphg
customer-based brand equity scale. Brand loyaltythis
second effective dimension. Perceived quality éstttird and
overall brand follows it. Brand awareness is tiss leffective
dimension in the brand equity.

There is also high correlation between dimensidnthe
brand equity. There is a
associations and brand awareness at strong leve).(f16, p
<0.01), the medium level relationship between peeck

0.934, p <0.01), strongellev quality and brand awareness (r =

0.602, p <0.0h t
medium level relationship between brand loyalty &mnand
awareness (r = 0.680, p <0.01), the medium leVetiomship
between overall brand and brand awareness (r =60.68
<0.01).

There is also strong correlation between percetuality
and brand associations (r = 0.829, p <0.01), strong
relationship between brand loyalty and brand assiocis (r
= 0.778, p <0.01), strong relationship between al/drand
and brand associations (r = 0.722, p <0.01). Rinddere is a
strong relationship between brand loyalty and peeck
quality (r = 0.782, p <0.01), strong relationshiptween

relationship between brandverall brand and perceived quality (r = 0.725,0004) and

strong relationship between overall brand and brhagélty
(r =0.855, p <0.01).

Table 10. Correlation Coefficients of Variables

AW AS PQ BL OB BE
AW Pearson Correlation 1 ,716° ,602" ,680" ,586" ,810°
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
N 273 268 269 266 272 259
AS Pearson Correlation 716" 1 ,829" 778" 7227 ,934"
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
N 268 270 266 263 269 259
PQ Pearson Correlation ,602" ,829" 1 782" 725" ,887"
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
N 269 266 271 266 270 259
BL Pearson Correlation ,680" 778" 782" 1 ,855" ,926"
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
N 266 263 266 269 268 259
OB Pearson Correlation ,586" 7277 725" ,855° 1 ,880"
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
N 272 269 270 268 275 259
BE Pearson Correlation ,810" ,934° ,887" ,926" ,880" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
N 259 259 259 259 259 259

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levek@iled).

4. Conclusion

It is very important that determining the effect udtel
services on brand equity by using data about custom
perception at facility level. Research findings whthat

Brand awareness, brand associations, perceivedtygualsufficient physical facilities is the most effeaivitem on
and brand loyalty are the main dimensions of corsum customer perception with ,819 factor loading. Sidfnt

based brand equity as stated many researchers en
literature (Aaker, 1996; Keller, 2001; Berry andlt®an,
2007). In addition, intangibility and the absendéee-tested
possibility of hotel's services makes more importancreate
a brand in the hospitality industry as in the irtdak market
(Pekyaman, 2008:111; Selvi and Temeloglu,

2008:10qquality and diversification,

tupporting facilities is the second (, 803), sexvipiality is
the third (, 799), sufficient accommodation fa@@t is the
fourth (, 772). Hygiene standards (, 660) and #tianis
given to customer complaints (, 659) follow it. Theasons
of choosing a hotel can also listed by severitysasvice
price suitability, easof

Yilmaz and Ercis, 2012:29). Brand is not only to betransportation, variety of social activity, fooddabeverage

expressed as the name, logo or symbol, at the samseit

covers company’s entire value of the tangible amdrigible
(Toksari, 2010:1). According to Murphy (1990:25¢@nsists
also from certain privileges. He emphasize thatottsend can
also be created without name, sign, symbol or ldgahe
light of these discussions, we tried to test tHeatfof brand
equity dimensions on brand equity in the hospitafidustry.

Research findings show that internet is the mdstctbe

communication tools for choosing a hotel. Friendgdvice
follows it.

service quality, and staff approach.

One of the main indicators of strong brand is fingt
word that comes to customers’ mind (Berry, 2000).
According to research participants, entertainmeniés
activity is dominant for the first word associationthe mind
with (31, 3%), service quality follows it with 3@%, and
business/convention is 16, 7%.

A satisfied customer is also best way of being fasnand
creating brand for a hotel. The hotel which invgstied in the
study, desire of staying at this hotel in the fatig 88, 5% of
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total customers. It shows quite high customersskattion.
In addition, 87, 5% of total customers recommerid kiotel
to friends and relatives. In order to identify cusers’
perception about hotel, we also applied a compasauge in
the study. As a result, the participants awardedhttitel with
7, 44 of 10 points.

The research findings also show that the most tffec
dimension in creating customer-based brand equityhe
brand associations (r = 0.934, p <0.01), brandltgya the
second (r = 0.926, p <0.01), perceived qualithesthird (r =
0.887, p <0.01) and overall brand follows them (.880, p
<0.01). Brand awareness is the less favorite éffect
dimension (r = 0.810, p <0.01).

The research has a number of limitations. Obtairthrey

[7]

(8]

[9]

10
data only from a hotel is the first limitation dfet study. It is [10]
difficult to generalize the research findings fdher hotels.
We intended to provide data from other hotels, ibuvas [11]

abandoned in which the case there would be no henwesty
of the participants. This approach can be consiti@nere
realistic. Secondly, we especially targeted to mheitee the
impact of hotel facilities and services on brandiigg by
customer’s perception as well as the impact of eacHz]
dimension on the brand equity. But, we could nod fia
reliable scale about the impact of the servicegreff on
brand equity in the hospitality sector. As a restile study
failed to reach the targets set in this regard. &l@s; first
time, we applied six items in order to test theetffof hotel
services and facilities on brand equity in theréitare (%",
6", 7" 8" 9" and 14 items). Despite these limitations, our [14]
study has a number of strengths including new figdliabout

the effect of hotel services and facilities on lokamuity via
customer perception as well as the effect of dinogsson

[13]

brand equity regarding the application in the heéitor. [15]
Future research should extend our analysis to dttii’s
brand. Comparing data that obtained from differbatels
would be more useful. Furthermore, the study oebfed the [16]
effect of brand equity components on brand eqttyture
research may benefit from looking at the effectshofel [17]
services and facilities on brand equity.
[18]
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