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Abstract 

The primary elements of the travel experience are transportation and 

accommodation. Travellers choose between various suppliers with the final 

choice being determined by an evaluation of a number of criteria. In the case of 

hotel accommodation, the choice is based on a multi-criteria assessment of a 

hotel’s perceived attributes.                                       

The aim of the thesis is to determine and analyse the weighting and ranking 

attributed by potential customers to a number of criteria used in selecting a 5-

star hotel framed in the four perspectives of the balanced scorecard and confront 

with those made by hotel managers. The customer decision criteria identified in 

this study mirror key result areas used in hospitality management performance 

measurement tools such as the balanced scorecard. 

The 5-star hotel industry in Malta has performed exceptionally well in recent 

years, in a dramatically changed scenario in which the source of bookings for 

Malta visits changed from 70% package tours in 2006 to 45% in 2014, with 55% 

individual bookings. This was driven by the introduction of low cost carriers. 

Disintermediation necessitated a customer-centric approach by hotel managers 

entailing their full awareness of what the customer expects from a 5-Star hotel. 

This research study set out to confirm or otherwise reject this hypothesis by a 

survey of potential 5-star hotel customers complemented by a survey targeting 

managers in 5-star hotels in Malta. Strong correlation between survey results is 

noted and both sets of findings are subjected to sensitivity analysis, and practical 

implications are drawn. 
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2 

 

       1.1 Introduction 

This chapter introduces the aim, objectives, research questions and significance 

of the study inclusive of a brief definition of the principal concepts referred to in 

the thesis. The nature of the problem is then defined in terms of the questions 

that the research project addressed. The whole is then placed in the context of a 

situation analysis of the hospitality sector in general with particular reference to 

the application of the Balanced Scorecard and Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis or 

Aid in the hospitality sector. The choice of Malta as the chosen case-study 

destination is explained. An overview of the research methods used follows 

leading to an appreciation of the academic and practical implications of this work. 

Academic research is the creation of knowledge. All research, however, is done in 

a context and consequently it acquires greater value if it can be translated into 

practice-oriented research. The structure and layout of the thesis is discussed in 

the final section of this introductory chapter.   

                1.2 Aim, objectives, research questions and significance of the study 

1.2.1  Aim of the study 

The two primary components of the travel experience are transportation and 

accommodation (Quintano, 1989). As in any other product or service purchase 

decision, the prospective traveller must choose between a number of alternative 

transport and alternative accommodation suppliers that are increasingly visible 

and comparable via the internet. In both cases the final choice of supplier by the 

traveller is determined by an evaluation of a number of decision-choice criteria. 

In choosing to stay in a 5-star hotel, the prospective hotel customer will make up 
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his/her mind on the basis of a subjective multi-criteria assessment of a hotel’s 

perceived attributes.                                       

The aim of the thesis is to determine and analyse the relevance weighting and 

consequent ranking attributed by potential customers to a number of decision-

choice criteria, used in selecting a 5-star hotel. These are subsequently framed in 

the four perspectives of the balanced scorecard.  These are then confronted with 

similar weightings and rankings according to hotel managers. The customer 

(demand-side) decision-choice criteria identified in this study mirror a number of 

key result areas used in hospitality management (supply-side) performance 

measurement and management tools such as the balanced scorecard. 

Successful results in the hospitality sector, as in any other business endeavour, 

are seldom the result of one activity or event (Sainaghi, Philips & Corti, 2013). It 

is normally the result of a combination of factors that can be endogenous or 

exogenous (or combined) to the firm or sector. The availability of top notch 

conference facilities and event organisers within the hotel is a nice endogenous 

factor to have.  The fact that Malta will, in the second half of 2017, assume the 

presidency of the European Union, is a most welcome exogenous event that will 

bring about a bonanza of meetings and conferences to most 5-star hotels.  The 5-

star hotel sector in Malta is critical for the tourism industry in Malta as it accounts 

for 28% of all stays in ‘collective accommodation’ in Malta, as shown in Table 1.1.   
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Table 1.1 Malta: Summary of collective accommodation data - 2013                                   

       Category Guests1      Market %       Occupancy2 % 

5 Star 373,882 28 69.6 

4 Star 612,764 45 73.9 

3 Star 245,727 18 63.7 

2 Star   20,551    2 47.2 

Other*   98,196    7 32.5 

Total       1,351,120 100 47.9 

                         *Comprises guesthouses, aparthotels and hostels 

Source : (1) MTA, Tourism in Malta Statistical Digest Edition 2013 

                               (2) MHRA, Deloitte-Touche Quarterly Survey Q4 2013   

The 5-star hotel sector in Malta has performed exceptionally well in recent years. 

Occupancy level and achieved average room rate (AAR) grew steadily and gross 

operating profit per available room (GOPAR) almost doubled between 2009 and 

2013, as indicated in Table 1.2 (MHRA, 2014; CBRE, 2013). Other major tourism 

destinations, such as Spain, were weighed down by global and local economic 

recession in the same period and only experienced minor increases, if any, and 

certainly not at the same rate of increase as Malta’s, as seen in Table 1.2.   

 Table 1.2 Key financial performance indicators:  5-star hotels in Malta and Spain 

Year 
MALTA SPAIN 

Occupancy (%) ARR (€) Occupancy (%) ARR (€) 

2010 64.6 (+6.6 pp) 98.1 (+7.0%) 54.9 (+5.8 pp) 120.0 (+3.2%) 

2011 66.7 (+2.1 pp) 101.6 (+3.6%) 58.4 (+3.5 pp) 121.1 (+0.1%) 

2012 68.2 (+1.5 pp) 105.3 (+3.6%) 58.7 (+0.3 pp) 122.3 (+0.1% 

2013 69.6 (+1.4 pp) 111.8 (+6.2%) 61.6 (+2.9 pp) 123.1 (+0.2%) 

2014 74.2 (+4.6 pp) 119.4 (+6.7%) 62.9 (+1.3 pp) 125.6 (+0.2%) 

                   Source: MHRA, 2015; INE, 2015. 

The improvement in performance by 5-star hotels in Malta occurred at the back 

of a significant reversal in travel trends for the Maltese tourism industry.  In a 

substantial change of fortunes, source of bookings for Malta visits changed from 

70 percent tour operator-based packages in 2006 to 65 percent individual 
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bookings in 2013, driven by the simultaneous arrival of low cost carriers (NSO, 

2014) on the island.  This process of disintermediation necessitated a customer-

centric approach by hotel managers, as opposed to succumbing to buyer 

purchasing power of tour-operated demands, entailing their full cognisance of 

what the individual customer expects from the chosen hotel. This research study 

set out to confirm or otherwise reject this hypothesis by means of a demand-side 

survey of potential 5-star hotel customers, complemented by a supply-side survey 

targeting managers working in 5-star hotels in Malta. Strong correlation between 

survey results is noted and both sets of findings are subjected to sensitivity 

analysis, and practical implications are drawn. 

1.2.2   Objectives of the study 

The thesis sets out to achieve a number of complementary and sequential 

objectives. In the first place it set out to identify those decision-choice criteria 

taken in consideration by a would-be traveller when choosing to stay in a 5-star 

hotel by means of a qualitative process of ‘elicitation’. Subsequently, these 

decision-choice criteria were submitted to wider consideration by means of a 

quantitative survey. This exercise not only re-affirmed the chosen criteria but also 

determined a scale of prioritisation and ranking of the decision-choice criteria 

subsequent to analysis via Expert Choice analysis. An Analytic Hierarchy Process 

software tool, Expert Choice proved to be a reliable instrument throughout the 

research process. The choice of decision-choice criteria, originally the result of 

stakeholder focus groups, was thus triangulated not only via the survey process 

but also through the literature.  
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A further objective of this study is the demonstration that the use of a hybrid-

balanced scorecard with prioritisation can lead to improved results in hotel 

management practices and performance particularly at a time of economic and 

financial recession and scarce resources.  The end objective is to show that the 

balanced scorecard and the Analytic Hierarchy Process can be jointly applied to 

make for effective operational decisions (practical implications) in an important 

service sector (Chapter 6). 

In summary, the primary objectives of the study can be said to be the following: 

 Elicitation and verification of decision-choice criteria; 

 Evaluation of demand and supply side decision-choice criteria;  

 Confirmation of chosen decision-choice criteria via the literature;                                                                                                                                                                                                         

 Prioritisation of BSC perspectives and scorecard decision-choice criteria;                                                                                                                                       

 Targeted performance measurement and management;                                                                                                                                                      

 Sensitivity analysis of a change in relevance weighting of decision-choice 

criteria;    

 Practical implications to hotel management and policy makers.    

 1.2.3   The research questions                                                                                                             

This research seeks to reply to the following specific questions: 

1. What are the most important decision-choice criteria that determine the choice 

of a 5-star hotel by individual customers? 

2. From a customer point of view, what is the priority order of the decision-choice 

criteria as a whole and within the four (4) perspectives of the balanced scorecard? 

3. How do the relevance weightings and rankings of decision-choice criteria by 

customers compare with the relevance weightings and rankings of decision-

choice criteria by hotel managers? In other words, do hotels managers know what 

the customer wants?  
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4. Does a change in relevance weighting in a balanced scorecard perspective or 

decision-choice criteria impact other perspectives and decision-choice criteria, 

including ranking order? 

5. What are the practical implications of survey findings in terms of relevance 

weightings and rankings of decision-choice criteria for hotel managers and 

hospitality sector policy makers?  

 

The answers to the above questions are directed at exploring the effectiveness of 

the combined use of prioritised multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) criteria 

within the framework of the classical balanced scorecard from the dual angles of 

the hospitality sector customer and accommodation suppliers.  

              1.2.4  Significance of the study 

It is postulated that the findings of this research project can be an invaluable tool 

in the hands of hotel operators and policy or decision makers in destinations such 

as Malta. As part of the research project, two full-scale questionnaire surveys 

were conducted following a pilot survey. The first survey consisted of a demand-

side (customer) questionnaire. This was followed by a supply-side (hospitality 

executives) survey. In both cases, the survey design (discussed in Chapter 3 - 

Methodology) included an element of profiling to aid segmentation analyses at a 

later stage and all twenty-four weighted decision-choice criteria were framed in 

the four perspectives of the classical balanced scorecard.                                                                                                                                         

The balanced scorecard used in this project subsequently became a Prioritised 

Scorecard (PSC) through the hybrid combination of the balanced scorecard frame 

and the relevance weightings attached to each decision-choice criterion/ key 

result area via Analytic Hierarchy Process. This hybrid model is of significant 
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importance to hotel managers in their constant drive to allocate scarce resources 

for maximum corporate benefit. Kaplan and Norton (1996:25) had cautioned that 

the scorecard framework “should be used as a communication, informing, and 

learning system, not a controlling system”.  By means of the proposed hybrid 

BSC+AHP model, therefore, the hospitality balanced scorecard takes a quantum 

leap in effectiveness from being just a performance measurement dashboard to 

a performance management (PMMS) tool.    

The research effort, therefore, is also meant to augment the usefulness of the 

BSC. This is done by enhancing it to incorporate, as a form of plug-in, a multi-

criteria decision analysis/aid tool in the form of the Analytic Hierarchy Process. 

The study demonstrates how the addition of the Analytic Hierarchy Process’s 

precepts allow hospitality sector management to identify those decision-choice 

criteria/key results areas that should meaningfully populate the four perspectives 

of the BSC in a more scientific manner through the matching of customer 

(demand-side) and management (supply-side) perspectives. 

1.3 Definition of basic concepts 

The most relevant concepts to the research project are hereby briefly defined as 

they arise from a basic mind- or concept-mapping exercise: 

Decision Analysis (DA) 

 
In its simplest form, decision making involves ranking alternatives in terms of 

criteria or attributes of the alternatives (Saaty, 1994). In the context of this 

research, decision analysis is a management technique in which multi-criteria 

decision analysis tools are applied to business problems, with the objective being 
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that of helping the decision-maker discover the most advantageous alternative 

under the circumstances.  

Decision-Choice Criteria (DCC) 

DCC are the various attributes and benefits a consumer evaluates when 

considering the purchase of a product or service (Jobber & Ellis-Chadwick, 

2013). In other words, these are the evaluative criteria that facilitate the 

forecasting of each alternative’s consequences for the consumer’s goals or 

objectives (Olshavsky & Granbois, 1979). 

             Multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA)  

Alternatively known as ‘multiple’ criteria decision analysis or aid, this is defined 

“as an umbrella term to describe a collection of formal approaches which seek to 

take explicit account of multiple criteria in helping individuals or groups explore 

decisions that matter” (Belton and Stewart, 2002:2). A large number of methods 

have been developed to solve multi-criteria problems (Ishizaka and Nemery, 

2013). One of these methods is the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP). 

Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) 

Developed by Thomas L. Saaty (1994:4) who defined AHP as “a framework of logic 

and problem-solving that spans the spectrum from instant awareness to fully 

integrated consciousness by organising perceptions, feelings, judgements and 

memories into a hierarchy of forces that influence decision  results”. In simpler 

terms, the AHP moves from simple pairwise comparison judgements to 

prioritisation in a hierarchy.  
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Analytic Network Process (ANP) 

 
The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) structures a decision problem into a 

hierarchy with a goal, decision criteria, and alternatives, while the Analytic 

Network Process (ANP) structures it as a network. Both AHP and ANP 

subsequently use a system of pairwise comparisons to measure the weights of 

the components of the structure, and finally to rank the alternatives in the 

decision process. In the AHP, each element in the hierarchy is considered to be 

independent of all the others—the decision criteria are considered to be 

independent of one another - and the alternatives are considered to be 

independent of the decision criteria and of each other. But in a number of real-

world cases, such as in the case of improved labour productivity as a result of 

increased hours of training, there can be clear interdependence between a key 

result area (improved productivity) and a tactical action (increased staff training) 

requiring the use of ANP.  ANP does not require independence among elements, 

so it can be used as an effective tool in such cases. 

Balanced Scorecard (BSC) 

 
The balanced scorecard is a performance measurement system that presents a 

number of financial and non-financial measures. Since its launch by Kaplan and 

Norton (1992), the BSC has achieved immense popularity in management circles 

primarily because of the succinct manner in which it captures and presents key 

performance indicators (KPIs) of the primary key result areas (KRAs) to the user. 

Global hotel chains such as Hilton Hotels were amongst the first users of the 

balanced scorecard and still do so. The major French hotel management group, 
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ACCOR SA, which includes such global chains as Sofitel, Novotel, Mercure, Ibis and 

Motel 6, also utilise the BSC though they refer to it by another name. 

Determination of the most relevant key result areas (KRAs) to populate the 

scorecards is a process known as ‘elicitation’ and this step is critical to the success 

or otherwise of the BSC in practice (Quintano, 2000; Carlucci, 2010). This 

elicitation process should always be guided by the entity’s mission, vision and 

strategy. In its original and basic format, the BSC was designed around three 

categories of non-financial measures in addition to “financial” data - those of 

"customer," "internal business processes" and "learning and growth." Later 

adaptations have included a further fifth (or even sixth) perspective of relevance. 

In particular there has been a growing concern around Environmental and/or 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) issues (Kang, Lee, & Huh, 2010). 

Hotel 

A hotel is the tangible element (hardware) of the hospitality sector product that, 

together with the intangible (software) service element, provides the hospitality 

experience. A hotel is an establishment that provides paid-for accommodation on 

a short-term basis. Some hotels offer meals as part of a room and board 

arrangement. In most countries, and in particular in the United Kingdom, a hotel 

is required by law to serve food and drinks to all guests within certain stated 

hours. All hotels should, in principle, offer the basic requirement for a good night’s 

sleep, i.e. a comfortable bed. Adding other physical product facilities, such as an 

en-suite bathroom, a television and wifi, determines the product category of the 

hotel normally indicated in a star-rating though, more appropriately, in 
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positioning on a budget (or basic), economy or superior hotel category. There 

exist numerous hotel types ranging from ‘full service’ (including conference and 

resort) hotels to economy or ‘limited service’ hotels, to ‘select service’ hotels 

catering for specific customer segments and demographics. Recent additions are 

‘boutique’, ‘vacation ownership’ (time-share) accommodation, and ‘extended 

stay’ or longer-stay serviced accommodation. 

5-star hotel 
 
A ‘superior’ 5-star hotel is not just the product of its physical attributes but a 

combination of product (tangible) and service (intangible) features that 

determine real status, not perceived or official category. This mix of product and 

service determines the price (or room rate) expected for the product offer which 

includes an element of hedonic-pricing (Zhang, Ye & Law, 2011). Ultimately,  a  

hotel is 5-star or otherwise if it manages to meet in full the individual customer 

expectations. The choice of 5-star hotels in this study is explained in section 1.6.1. 

     1.4 The Balanced Scorecard and MCDA in the hospitality sector            

A good number of ‘independent’ and ‘chain’ hotels have opted for a BSC approach 

or its adaptation as their primary performance measurement tool, e.g. Hilton, 

Wyndham and Accor (Huckenstein & Duboff, 1999). In the basic balanced 

scorecard model, a number of key result areas (KRAs), alternatively known as 

strategic objectives, critical success factors (CSFs), or criteria are grouped into four 

perspectives or dimensions, i.e., the Customer perspective, the Learning & Growth 

perspective, the Internal Business Process perspective, and the Financial 

perspective. In practice, the Learning and Growth perspective stands for the 
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Employee or Human Resource input in the business process (Kaplan, 2010). Due 

to the lack of ranking order, all four perspectives are perceived to be equally 

important or ‘Balanced’. Similarly, due to the lack of prioritisation, 

KRAs/CSFs/strategic objectives within each perspective are also perceived to be 

equally important or ‘Balanced’. Previous studies have shown the way on how to 

‘unbalance’ the balanced scorecard (Reisinger, Cravens & Tell, 2003) in such fields 

as management consultancy services.  It is a primary objective of this thesis to 

also ‘unbalance’ the BSC as a first in hospitality sector studies. 

Fig. 1.1 The classical Balanced Scorecard framework*  

 

               *Adapted from Kaplan, R.S. & Norton, D.P. (1996). 

In reality and at any point in time, some perspectives in the balanced scorecard 

are more important than others from the point of view of the major stakeholders, 

i.e. the hotel guests who demand the service, and the hotel owners/managers 

who supply the service.  Similarly, at any point in time, some key result areas 

(critical success factors/strategic objectives) are more important than others, 
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hence at both levels of the balanced scorecard hierarchy there arises the need for 

‘prioritisation’ by means of a merger of balanced scorecard tenets and a ranking 

method, such as the Analytic Hierarchy Process or AHP (Saaty, 1977, 1980). The 

study will postulate that a merger of basic balanced scorecard tenets and multi-

criteria decision analysis, particularly the Analytic Hierarchy Process method, 

could be a better way forward in hospitality sector tactical and strategic 

management and performance delivery.   

Within the travel and tourism industries, the hospitality sector in particular, is a 

dynamic sector that needs to adapt quickly to strong exogenous and endogenous 

forces of change. Examples of the former are changing global consumer trends, 

changing demographics, economic cycles and regional political unrest. 

Endogenous forces impacting the hospitality sector could be changing labour 

market conditions, fluctuating energy costs, changes in legal frameworks and in 

fiscal policy as well as the availability of adequate transport connectivity.                                                                                                                                                               

Prudent planning and decision-making require sensitivity analysis tools that are 

conspicuously absent in hospitality sector management. The BSC in itself can 

already act as a sensitivity analysis tool if appropriate linkages are put in place 

between the various KRAs that populate the scorecards. This is an important 

aspect that should be kept in mind from the initial BSC design stage and a subject 

for future research. 

In this regard, the balanced scorecard authors, Kaplan and Norton (1996), 

followed up their seminal launch stage of the balanced scorecard with a drive to 
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include Strategic Mapping or charting between the various 

perspectives/objectives/key result areas that populate the scorecards.  

“The focus on objectives led to a breakthrough: Objectives 
should be linked in cause-and-effect relationships. Executives, as 
they listed objectives in the four perspectives, instinctively 
started to draw arrows to link the objectives ... Soon we were 
coaching all the executive teams to describe their strategy by 
explicit cause-and-effect relationships among the objectives in 
the four balanced scorecard perspectives. We named this 
diagram a strategy map” (Kaplan & Norton, 2004: xxii). 
 

The application of the balanced scorecard and multi-criteria decision analysis in 

the hospitality sector has had different fates amongst industry professionals and 

academics. The balanced scorecard experienced a boom in popularity in 

manufacturing and service industries alike. This was paralleled by a heavy input 

in academic research as reflected in the literature (see Chapter 2). The application 

of multi-criteria decision analysis tools in the hospitality sector, on the other 

hand, has been sparse as also in the academic literature. Bain & Company’s report 

“Management Tools and Trends” compiled by Darrell Rigby and Barbara Bilodeau, 

regularly surveys executives at companies of varying size around the world. In the 

latest update (Rigby & Bilodeau, 2013), the balanced scorecard ranked high in 

both usage and satisfaction of its users, although showing a marked dip in usage 

from 65% in 2009 to around 38% in 2012 possibly explained by management 

increased focus on pure financials in the wake of the global financial crisis post 

2008. The report also highlights that the heaviest use of the balanced scorecard 

is among large corporations with turnover in excess of US dollars 2 billion per 

annum. 
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                          Fig. 1.2 Balanced scorecard usage and satisfaction 

 

        Source: Bain & Co. Management Tools Report 2013. 

 

The tourism and hospitality industries are characterised by small and medium-

sized enterprises (SMEs) and only large hospitality chains, such as Hilton, 

Wyndham and Accor SA, use the balanced scorecard or variations thereof, 

whereas smaller enterprises tend to be run and operate mostly on impulse or 

‘management/owner experience’. This is not to say that stand-alone SMEs or 

‘owner-managed’ enterprises do not stand to benefit from a straight forward and 

tested tool such as the basic balanced scorecard. 

Martinez et al. (2005) suggest that 57% of UK companies and 26% of German and 

Austrian companies had by then adopted the balanced scorecard approach. 

However, despite the popularity of the balanced scorecard, the literature reveals 

some critics (Chapter 2 – Literature Review). Managers in companies that had 

implemented new scorecards noted that using them was time consuming, costly, 

complicated, misleading, and mechanistic (Schneiderman, 1999, 2001).  However, 

none of these problems can be attributed to a more balanced approach for 
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measuring performance, and all are certainly avoidable. Neely (2008) states that 

“empirical evidence that explores the performance impact of the balanced 

scorecard is extremely rare and much that is available is anecdotal at best”. 

Managers in the hospitality sector are constantly faced with strategic and tactical 

decisions in providing an exceptional service offer that satisfies the expectations 

of the customer. Tools such as the balanced scorecard are limited in providing 

only the dashboard information on how the hotel is performing. Current 

performance measures benchmarked against past performance key performance 

indicators (KPIs) and customer satisfaction questionnaire (CSQ) results in 

scorecard-form help in keeping current performance on track.                                                                                       

Traditional scorecards, however, are of limited value in decision scenarios where 

choices have to be made between various alternative criteria. According to Kanji 

and Moura e Sá (2002:13) "the balanced scorecard, as presented by Kaplan and 

Norton, is not without its limitations. The causality links suggested among the four 

perspectives are particularly problematic and ambiguous. Additionally, it fails to 

recognize explicitly the contributions of important stakeholders, such as 

employees and suppliers”. The identification of the ‘learning and growth’ 

perspective as an ‘employee’ perspective was agreed to by Kaplan (2010). As to 

including the ‘suppliers’ perspective, a process in a typical supply chain is only 

worth implementing if it satisfies customer needs; hence it is intrinsically 

intertwined with the ‘customer’ perspective.                                                                                                                             

It is incumbent on hospitality management, therefore, to utilise multi-criteria 

decision analysis methods in order to prioritise amongst choice alternatives just 
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as it is incumbent upon the potential customer to prioritise his/her decision-

choice analysis when choosing a 5-star hotel in order to avoid disappointment.  

Previous research, as reflected in the academic literature, points at minimal use 

of multi-criteria decision analysis methods in the hospitality sector (Alias, Hashim 

& Samsudin, 2008). It is here contended, therefore, that a weakness of 

management tools such as the balanced scorecard is their lack of prioritisation 

and ranking mechanisms that must be brought into play in industry analysis and 

management decision-making processes. Hence, this research contends that 

hospitality management and policy makers need to make a quantum leap in 

performance measurement and management by using multi-criteria decision 

analysis tools such as the analytic hierarchy process/analytic network process 

coupled with traditional tools such as the balanced scorecard, and this research 

effort shows the way forward. 

The process of well-structuring complex problems and consideration of multiple 

criteria explicitly leads to more informed and better decisions. There have been 

important advances in this field since the start of the modern multiple criteria 

decision analysis discipline in the early 1960s. Multi-criteria decision analysis is 

concerned with structuring and solving decision and planning problems involving 

multiple criteria. The purpose is to support decision-makers facing such problems. 

Typically, there is no such thing as a unique and optimal solution for such 

problems and it is necessary to use decision makers’ preferences to differentiate 

between solutions. Tools that help the decision maker focus on his preferred 
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solutions (or alternatives) are needed without the usual "trade-off" of certain 

criteria for others. 

The study and application of multi-criteria decision analysis, therefore, is 

intrinsically wide and invariably multi-disciplinary. It draws upon knowledge from 

many fields such as the behavioural sciences, economics, business and 

management studies, mathematics, and information and communication 

technology. This makes it all the more interesting and effective in practice. 

Different approaches have been developed to solve multi-criteria decision 

analysis problems that fit specific decision situations (Bragge, Korhonen, 

Wallenius & Wallenius, 2010). This study follows this hierarchical breakdown 

model of decision-choice analysis as illustrated in following Figure 1.3:  

Fig. 1.3 Hierarchy of decision-choice criteria (DCC) 
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It is suggested that as a result of this research and the allocation of different 

weightings to each perspective and to each of the key result areas framed in the 

four scorecards of the balanced scorecard, the relevance and strength of these 

linkages is explored and quantified as also to enhance the sensitivity analysis 

value of the hospitality balanced scorecard. The plug-in Analytic Hierarchy 

Process function is therefore proposed as a potent added sensitivity analysis tool 

as weights are changed in order to explore the impact of the change on other 

balanced scorecard perspectives and decision-choices criteria/key result areas 

(see Chapter 5 – Sensitivity Analysis) of this thesis.  

     1.5 The value of sensitivity analysis 

A static performance measurement and management system (PMMS), such as 

the balanced scorecard, can be rendered useless whenever a dramatic event or a 

global disturbance occurs, as has been the case so many times in recent years. 

This can lead to failure of the product and service offer unless clear guidelines are 

in place to counter for future changes. The alternative is to let things happen 

haphazardly and hope for the best. Sensitivity analysis acts as a set of guidelines 

that give customers and management alike a sense of direction whilst coping with 

‘change management’ in a rapidly changing world. Saltelli (2002:579) defined 

sensitivity analysis as “the study of how uncertainty in the output of a model (numerical 

or otherwise) can be apportioned to different sources of uncertainty in the model input”.  

Chapter 5 on Sensitivity Analysis will deal with turning what has been a static 

picture of balanced scorecard perspectives and decision-choice criteria, with 

relevance weightings taken at a specific moment in time, into a dynamic tool by 
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means of an evaluation of the impact of changed relevance weightings of 

balanced scorecard perspectives and decision-choice criteria on the other three 

balanced scorecard perspectives and, down a hierarchy level, the impact of 

changed weightings of a select number of decision-choice criteria (four) on other 

decision-choice criteria in the same perspective. In other words, a sensitivity 

analysis of variation in customer service expectations on the demand side and 

changed service focus from a supply (hospitality management) perspective. 

     1.6 Contextualisation 

As stated in the Introduction to this chapter (1.1), academic research is the 

creation of knowledge. Research is carried out in a context and consequently can 

be translated into practice-oriented research. This section defines the context 

areas in which this research was conducted, starting with the choice of 5-star 

hotels and followed by an analysis of the tourism and hospitality industries in 

Malta that provided such a good test-bed. The next section will also enter into the 

merits of the important metamorphosis which the travel, tourism and hospitality 

industries have undergone in recent years (particularly in Europe), morphing from 

mass to individual packaging. Future travel, tourism and hospitality industry 

scenarios are then examined. 

       1.6.1   The choice of 5-star hotels 

The ‘star’ classification system is the traditional method of rating hotels around 

the world. One to five ‘stars’ is commonly employed to categorise hotels. Higher 

star ratings indicate more luxury. The star system is used primarily as a guide to 

the offered room rate (price per room sold). Abrate, Capriello and Fraquelli (2011) 
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apply the hedonic price technique to analyse how, and to what extent, quality 

signals indicated through a hotel’s star-rating help explain price differentials 

within the industry. However, in practice, a hotel’s star-rating is certainly not the 

only determinant of the room rate. Other demand determinants, such as location 

and accessibility, also have a strong influence as evidenced by this research. 

Thereafter, the star-rating system also became an indicator of product quality; 

this perception, which still exists strongly, needs to be dispelled in favour of a 

value-for-money indicator. 

There is so far no international hotel classification system that has been adopted 

and this has resulted in variable standards between say, a 5-star hotel in Malta 

and a 5-star hotel in Dubai or Abu Dhabi. There have been several attempts at 

unifying the classification system so that it becomes an internationally recognized 

and reliable standard, but they have all failed. López Fernández and Serrano Bedia 

(2004) concluded that in Spain quality delivery standard and hotel category do 

not necessarily correspond.  Núñez-Serrano, Turrion and Velazquez  (2014) argue 

that even within one country, and they also case study Spain, “there can be 

significant overlapping with regard to levels of quality between adjacent official 

categories. It is suggested that the very co-existence of seventeen different 

regulations (in Spain) is one of the reasons for this”. 

In 2009, HOTREC (the European association of national hotel associations) pushed 

forward a project with the hotel associations of the Czech Republic, The 

Netherlands, Germany, Hungary, Austria, Switzerland and Sweden that gave birth 

to the Hotelstars Union movement. The aim of this new association is to elaborate 
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unified criteria for hotel classifications. This new categorisation was introduced 

also in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Luxembourg in 2011, with Malta becoming 

the first Mediterranean state to embrace the new classification system in 2012 

and this necessitated a change in legislation. The unified hotel classification 

system is based on 270 criteria which still retain a number of tangible criteria such 

as room size and provision of a hairdryer, etc., but also, for the first time, includes 

intangible criteria, such as quality of service, that are mostly defined and 

monitored through user generated content (UGC) such as Facebook and 

Tripadvisor.com and electronic customer satisfaction surveys (e-CSQs). 

On a broader level, the United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) is 

also making its opinion heard in favour of a uniform and global hotels’ 

classification system based partly on physical product, but also based on guest 

reviews. According to a UNWTO report on Online Guest Reviews and Hotel 

Classification Systems published in late 2014, “as many as 75% of surveyed 

consumers and hotels indicated that the integration of reviews into classification 

is potentially important” (World Tourism Organization, 2014:26).  In a follow-on 

report in early 2015 that analysed the recurrent classification criteria of 4- and 5-

star hotels in a number of countries, the Secretary General of the UNWTO, Dr 

Taleb Rifai, indeed admitted that “there is no worldwide standard for official hotel 

classification systems, and there may well never be one due to the incredible 

diversity of the environmental, socio-cultural, economic and political contexts in 

which they are embedded” (World Tourism Organisation, 2015:5). It is in the light 
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of this lack of a clear definition of what constitutes a ‘5-star hotel’ that global hotel 

chains favour the term ‘superior hotel’.                                                 

Overall, hotels falling in the 5-star category share clear common characteristics 

that are more pronounced than in other hotel categories.  Some of these 

characteristics can be said to be the following (World Tourism Organization, 

2015):  

1. A large percentage of 5-star hotels are ‘Chain’ managed, i.e. whereas they may be 

owned privately or by institutions, management is contracted out to a hotel 

management company - normally global, though it can also be a domestic chain 

such Maritim, a German hotel chain. Management companies have advanced 

performance evaluation systems in place. 

 

2. 5-star hotels are normally identified by a strong Brand whether as part of a strong-

brand chain of hotels or a strong own brand built up over many years in the case 

of individual hotels (known as signature hotels). 

 

3. The Marketing focus of 5-star hotels is normally on individual business travel and 

MICE/Groups, (MICE being the hosting of meetings, incentives, conferences and 

events or exhibitions). This takes place typically in the winter/shoulder seasons 

whereas during the summer months, when business activity is low, they normally 

attract leisure business. 

 

4. 5-star hotels, particularly in a European urban environment, are normally small 

(boutique or lifestyle) to medium sized. Large hotels are normally to be found in 

the 4-star and 3-star sectors and normally located in peripheral areas. 

 

5. In recent years, 5-star hotels have globally demonstrated a major shift towards 

dynamic packaging. This is the expectation by individual travellers to do their own 

bookings via internet for both airline/train seats and hotel beds. Internet booking 
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engines (IBE) are expensive tools  that  lower category hotels struggle to keep up 

with. 

 

6. In a number of markets, 5-star hotels operate with a strong sense of ‘Coopetition’, 

that is, competing for business fiercely amongst each other in competition, as is 

expected in a competitive environment and yet, resorting to cooperation and 

pulling the same rope when it comes to ‘lobbying’ and problem resolution in the 

face of a common enemy. This is certainly the case in Malta. 

  1.6.2   Why Malta 

Malta is a bi-island republic in the middle of the Mediterranean Sea independent 

since 1964 with a population of 440,000. An active member of  the 

Commonwealth and, moreover,  since 1964 it has been a full member of the 

European Union,  party to the Schengen Agreement since 2007 and member of 

the Eurozone since 2008. Malta has a vibrant economy with just over 1.7 million 

tourist arrivals in 2014, generating 19% of direct Gross Domestic Product 

(Ministry of Finance and the Economy, 2013), rising to around 30% of GDP 

inclusive of a strong multiplier effect. Malta offers a varied tourism product that 

requires a differentiated and dynamic accommodation sector ranging from 2-star 

guest-houses to 5-star hotels and resorts. Apart from tourism, other mainstays of 

the Maltese economy are advanced technology manufacturing, financial services 

and remote gaming. 

  1.6.3   The tourism and hospitality industries in Malta 

Differing stages of tourism development has been a policy concern in small islands 

pursuing a mass tourism strategy and Malta has been no exception (Dodds & 

Butler, 2010). This has been particularly so since the publication of Butler's (1980, 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Schengen_Agreement
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eurozone
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2006) seminal tourism destination life cycle (TDLC) model. This theory emphasizes 

the dynamic, market-driven thrust of tourism development and argues that 

successful destinations pass through a regular sequence of growth stages that 

parallel the S-shaped logistic curve (McElroy, 2003). Butler's six stages include 

emergence, involvement, growth, consolidation, maturity and/or stagnation 

followed by decline or rejuvenation. The concept is analogous to the product 

lifecycle in marketing literature whereby a new product is launched, achieves 

acceptance and fast growth until such time that it becomes a mature market 

where competitors gain market share, and innovation or repositioning is 

necessary to stave off sales and profit decline.                  

“Tourism destinations tend to follow similar development patterns. Eventually, 

all destinations enter the market maturity stage leading to a decline in visitors” 

(Kozak & Martin, 2012: 188). Although the model has been applied to over a 

dozen resort areas (Table 1.3), these case studies lack standardized approaches, 

uniform measures and rigorous quantification (Getz, 1992).  
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Table 1.3 Tourism Destination Life Cycle (TDLC) model studies 

Year Destination Author/s Publication 

1989 Isle of Man Cooper & Jackson Annals of Tourism Research 

1992 Niagara Falls Getz Annals of Tourism Research 

1992 Pacific Islands Choy Journal of Travel Research 

1997 Smoky Mountain Tooman Annals of Tourism Research 

2006 Lancaster Hovinen Butler ed. The Tourism Area Life Cycle 

2006 Quebec Lundgren Butler ed. The Tourism Area Life Cycle 

2006 Guangdong Bao & Zhong Butler ed. The Tourism Area Life Cycle 

2006 Hawaii Johnston Butler ed. The Tourism Area Life Cycle 

2006 Gold Coast Faulkner & Tideswell Butler ed. The Tourism Area Life Cycle 

2006 Opatija Corak Butler ed. The Tourism Area Life Cycle 

2006 Memphis Wheeler Butler ed. The Tourism Area Life Cycle 

2009 South Italy Cracolici & Nijkamp Tourism Management 

2009 Belize Diedrich & Garcia-Buades Tourism Management 

2010 Balearics Campo-Martinez et al. Tourism Management 

2011 Catalonia Garay & Cánoves Annals of Tourism Research 

 

                                    

The case of tourism development in Malta fits nicely into Butler’s original TDLC 

model. Taking 1964 as the starting point of Malta’s tourism development, 

coinciding with the year of Malta’s political independence from Britain, a clear 

pattern emerges of an infancy stage, a fast growth stage, a maturity/stagnation 

stage and, for all indicators, a rejuvenation stage that started in 2007 following 

the introduction of a large number of ‘low cost’ air services.  
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Fig. 1.4  Malta: Tourist arrivals 1964 – 2010 

 
       Source: Author 

 
The need for market diversification away from the British market into continental 

markets, in particular Italy and Germany, was a consistent tourism policy 

consideration and the desired objective was eventually achieved as illustrated in 

Table 1.4 wherein it can be seen that tourist arrivals from the UK decreased, in 

percentage terms, from 70% of the total in 1970 to just 31% in 2010.    

Table 1.4   Malta: tourist arrivals - percentage market share (%) 

 

 U.K. Italy Germany France Scandinavia Others 

1970 70 8 2 1 3 16 

1975 67 7 5 2 3 16 

1980 76 4 3 2 3 12 

1985 50 8 11 5 4 22 

1990 52 7 15 4 4 18 

1995 41 8 17 7 3 24 

2000 35 8 17 7 3 30 

2005 39 8 12 7 4 30 

2010 31 16 10 6 7 30 

                               Source : MTA – Tourism in Malta (Edition 2013) 
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Source market diversification required the introduction of direct air links as a 

growth catalyst in new markets and the big breakthrough in this drive came in 

1973 with the launch of Malta’s own national airline – Air Malta. As a result of 

Malta having its own destination airline, tourist arrivals jumped from 149,000 in 

1972 to 728,000 in 1980 when infrastructural diseconomies of scale, such as 

widespread water rationing amongst the local population, started negatively 

affecting the end product and a strong dose of social irritation towards tourism 

crept in. This was the result of lack of carrying-capacity assessment (CCA). In this 

light, the government embarked on a major infrastructural ten-year upgrading 

programme that included the building of a number of 5-star hotels, a new power 

station, a series of coastal reverse-osmosis plants that, till this very day, guarantee 

enough water for locals and visitors alike, an improved road network and, last but 

certainly not least, a modern air terminal capable of handling up to 5 million 

passenger movements per annum. 

The inseparable link between tourism development and accessibility by air was 

finally globally recognised in September 2013 when the UNWTO Conference on 

Sustainable Tourism Development in Islands held in La Réunion concluded that : 

Article 4. Connectivity of islands as a prerequisite for success in 
tourism: Island destinations are dependent on air transport to provide 
effective access to source markets. Tourism and transport policies 
must be coordinated to pursue optimal growth in connectivity and 
secure economic benefits for island communities. 

 

Malta’s currency conversion to the Euro on 1st January 2008, together with energy 

cost increases, led to a substantial increase in the operating cost base of tourism 

suppliers such as hotels and in the cost of living in resort. This was a déjà-vu of 
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what happened in major tourism destinations such as Spain, Italy and Greece 

when they had joined the Euro in 2002. There is no easy solution to regaining 

price competitiveness with non-Eurozone destinations such as Bulgaria, Croatia 

and Turkey. The only solution, looking forward, in order to regain competitiveness 

is through a major quality upgrade of the tangible and intangible assets that Malta 

has to offer as a prime tourism destination and, in particular, in the hotel 

accommodation product and service delivery towards which, it is hoped, this 

thesis makes a valid contribution. 

Table 1.5 Malta: Number of hotels and beds by category (as at December, 2012) 

    Star Rating     No. of Hotels     No. of Beds % of Total 

       5-star    15          6,986       22 

       4-star    42        15,402       49 

       3-star    42          8,174       26 

       2-star      9   579          3 

       Total  108        31,141     100 

              Source: MTA – Tourism in Malta (Edition 2013) 

1.6.4   From mass tourism to mass customisation 

In the last decade, the ‘mass’ travel and tourism industry in Europe has been 

characterised by polarisation.  Pan-European Mega-Tour Operators (such as TUI 

and Thomas Cook) grew bigger and bigger as they absorbed the mid-size ‘tour 

operators’ who faced extinction. This horizontal integration movement led 

smaller tour operators to diversify in order to survive as independent tour 

operators by going into either ‘niche marketing’ or ‘mass customisation’ (Davis, 

1987). The same fate, to a certain extent, also struck the hospitality industry and, 

to a greater extent, the airline industry. 
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The consumer was left with not much choice between mega suppliers and the 

limited choice offered by smaller specialist operators. A critical third option 

became available in the early 2000s known as ‘dynamic packaging’ or 

‘unbundling’. Independent travellers could now build their own tour package or 

travel arrangements. This radical change only became possible with the 

phenomenal growth in information and communication technology (ICT), 

particularly the internet, and the growth of Low Cost Carriers (LCCs) in Europe 

subsequent to the 3rd Package of Liberalisation of Air Travel by the European 

Union that came into effect in 1997. Low cost carriers only sell their inventory (i.e. 

seat capacity) through the internet, in the process bypassing intermediaries such 

as travel agents and tour operators. 

The introduction of low cost air carriers in Europe spurred exponential traveller 

growth. This relatively new airline business model opened up short ‘city breaks’ 

(such as to Prague and Budapest) that were previously unaffordable to the young 

and low/medium salary earners when served only by ‘legacy’ (or full-service) 

carriers (CAA Report, 2006). The advent of low cost carriers also revived the 

fortunes of tourism resorts that had hit either the mature or, indeed, the decline 

phase in their tourism product life cycle. 

The emergence from stagnation phase measured in terms of visitor arrivals in 

Malta (see Fig. 1.4) came as a result of the introduction of an “incentive scheme” 

to LCCs which took effect in 2007. The marginal decline in arrivals in 2009 was 

primarily due to the exogenous economic recession in prime source markets such 



32 

 

as the United Kingdom where people elected to holiday at home, a phenomenon 

that became known as staycation (Fox, 2009).                                                                                                   

The Malta government’s aid to low cost air carriers scheme (sanctioned by the 

EU) is limited to “underserved routes” and this has led to a phenomenal growth 

in visitor numbers from new source markets, such as Spain and Eastern Europe, 

that were practically non-existent prior to 2007. This strategy pushed up total 

tourist visitor arrivals from 1.1 to 1.7 million per annum, an increase of 46% 

between 2007 and 2014. Moreover, the profile of incoming visitors has changed 

radically as up to 2006, as many as 70% of visitors came on a ‘package tour’ and 

only 30% built up their own holiday, otherwise known as ‘dynamic packaging’ 

(NSO, 2007). By 2011, the situation had turned full circle with 65% of visitors to 

Malta building their own holiday and only 35% buying a ‘package tour’ (Quintano, 

2011). The only feature that did not change was the seasonality spread of visitor 

arrivals, as shown in Figure 1.5. 

Fig. 1.5 Malta: Tourist arrivals by air and by month (2006 - 2012) 

 
         Source: Author 
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1.6.5   The future of the hospitality industry 

The paradigm shift to mass customisation and resultant dynamic packaging in 

travel and tourism came as a result of the technological revolution but not only. 

Advanced communication and technology is simply an enabler that allows the 

technology enabled supplier to exploit ever changing customer traits. For 

example, a global mega-trend in recent years, partly due to changing 

demographics, has been the underlying shift by consumers to a Lifestyle of Health 

and Sustainability (LOHAS). Suppliers of goods and services in travel and tourism 

and in the hospitality industry cannot afford to ignore this trend (Borg, 2009). 

LOHAS is a life-concept that is more than a passing trend. It is rather a movement 

of eco-consumers who choose pollution-free products, buy organic foods, prefer 

hybrid cars and would go for an aesthetically pleasing and energy saving property 

to stay in whenever away from home. With ten million ‘green’ consumers in 

Germany alone, they have also substantial purchasing power (Cherian & Jacob, 

2012).                                                                                                                                               

Future survival will only be the prerogative of those travel and tourism 

establishments that match their product and service offer to the aspirations of an 

ever more discerning consumer. The demand- and supply-sides must 

complement each other to avert a product/market mismatch that can only lead 

to turf wars being fought out purely on the basis of cheap hotel rates. It is hoped 

that this research effort is a step in that direction. 
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 1.7 The research background 
                                              

 The extraordinary growth in the wealth of some nations over others is as much 

due to advances in travel and tourism as to the continued rise of the middle class, 

growing prosperity, new forms of information and communications technology 

and forces of globalisation (World Tourism Organization, 2013). As already stated, 

the main suppliers in the travel and tourism industries are the transportation and 

the hospitality (accommodation) sectors which, for a typical one week stay, 

account for almost equal parts of expenditure (Quintano, 1989).  It is therefore 

important to understand and master those forces, demand-generators, attributes 

and criteria that lie behind those sectors. This research effort is focused on the 

hospitality industry; however the research aim, objectives and methods could 

easily be transposed to the transport industry as well. 

In a perfectly competitive environment, the hospitality industry achieves its 

optimum level of performance when the forces of demand and supply operate in 

harmony. Forces lying behind the demand side are those generators that drive a 

person to stay in a hotel that satisfies the needs of that particular traveller. Forces 

lying behind the hospitality industry supply curve are those product and service 

offers that are optimised to meet the customers’ and stakeholders’ expectations. 

The primary focus of this chapter has been to highlight the main constructs of the 

research project within the context of the hospitality industry, and the 5-star 

category of hotels in particular, in a sequential demand and supply analysis. The 

need was felt to research the meaning and relevance of multi-criteria decision 

analysis and its value to the various stakeholders that make up the hospitality 
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industry, together with the relevance and application of the balanced scorecard 

as a popular and primary management tool in the hospitality industry.  

In our daily lives, just as in our professional settings, there are typically multiple, 

sometimes conflicting, criteria that need to be evaluated in our decision making. 

We normally weigh multiple criteria implicitly and we may even be comfortable 

with the consequences of such decisions that are taken mostly on intuition. On 

the other hand, when stakes are high, as in a business environment, it is important 

to properly structure the problem and explicitly evaluate the multiple criteria 

involved in the decision process.  

Stakeholders in the hospitality industry are no exception. The main stakeholder 

on the demand side is the hotel customer or, as reverently referred to in the trade 

as - the ‘guest’. Which category of hotel to stay in and, eventually, which 

particular hotel to book, are important decisions for the individual traveller 

(Sirakaya and Woodside, 2005). The hotel customer, however, must not be 

construed to be only the individual person who makes use of the hotel’s facilities. 

Group organisers and MICE buyers are also customers since they are the ultimate 

decision-makers as to the choice of hotel in those niches. All, in their own ways, 

have to make a reasoned choice of the most appropriate hotel given certain 

conditions or attributes.                            

In a similar manner, hotel investors and managers face a non-stop sequence of 

decisions ranging from whether to invest in a hotel or an apartment block, where 

to build, what category of hotel to go for, and such operational (tactical) decisions 

as the choice of fish supplier. These are all very complex decisions involving 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intuition_(psychology)
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multiple choice criteria, and there are also multiple stakeholders involved who 

are deeply affected by the decision. 

1.8 Overview of the research methods 

In order to reach the research aim and objectives stated in section 1.2 of this 

chapter a multiple step research programme was undertaken under five primary 

sequential steps illustrated in Figure 1.6. 

Fig. 1.6 Overview of the research steps 

 

Research is a systematic process of collecting and analysing information in order 

to increase understanding of the phenomenon under study (Ghauri, 2004). 

Essentially, it consists of three sequential phases: 1. pose a question, 2. collect 

data to answer the question, and 3. present an answer to the question (Creswell, 

2007).  Research methods refer to all those methods that are used for the proper 

conduct of the research effort. Methodology relates to the research design and 

methods applied to the data collection techniques (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 

2007). Therefore, methodology incorporates research methods. To achieve the 

aim and objectives stated in section 1.2, a descriptive research approach is 
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undertaken, as the major purpose is definition of the state of affairs existing at 

the time of the survey. An element of longitudinal research is also present since 

a number of surveys were conducted over a period of time.  

The primary research method used is the quantitative approach with elements of 

a mixed method design using the best method for the task at hand. As an 

example, Step 1 in this research process consisted of the elicitation of decision-

choice criteria and the method used was principally qualitative. Stakeholder focus 

groups were used to corroborate and identify the decision-choice criteria. This 

elicitation process was strongly aided by the literature review that was 

instrumental in identifying decision-choice criteria from previous similar studies. 

It also aided the triangulation (and consequent validation) of the decision-choice 

criteria in the survey questionnaires. This together with the almost complete lack 

of any other suggested criteria by the survey respondents given the opportunity 

to do so at the end of the survey questionnaire1. The triangulation process is 

shown in Figure 1.7:   

                    

 

 

 

                                                           
1 One respondent suggested ‘snob value’ as a pertinent superior hotel choice criterion. 
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                     Fig. 1.7 Triangulation of the decision-choice criteria (DCC) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Step 2 consisted of a two phase demand-side (customer) quantitative survey 

whereas Step 3 consisted of a similar supply-side quantitative survey targeting a 

good cross-section of hospitality executives in Malta. The demand-side survey 

consisted of a printed questionnaire in four languages randomly distributed in 

four 5-star hotels plus other locations over a one year period. The supply-side 

questionnaire (same as the demand-side one) was electronically distributed 

through a mailing list compiled via LinkedIn.                                             

Step 4 saw the presentation and analysis of results from both quantitative 

surveys. This included a process whereby the multi-criteria decision analysis 

(MCDA) prioritised results were descriptively analysed and conclusions reached. 

Quantitative techniques were used to profile survey respondents whilst at the 

same time conducting a prioritisation exercise that was subsequently analysed 

using Expert Choice Analytic Hierarchy Process software. SPSS technique was used 

to test statistical reliability of output data. The models validity and the findings 

were verified through a return to focus groups in the participating hotels and 
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other fora. Finally, a sensitivity analysis projecting what-if scenarios was 

conducted in Step 5 as a contribution to change management processes. There 

followed an analysis of the principal practical implications of the research study. 

The next section will highlight the relevance and contribution of this research. 

1.9 Overview of the research contribution  

Academic research and consequent literature on hospitality decision-choice 

criteria and the use of multi-criteria decision analysis tools in the hospitality 

industry has been limited despite the growing economic and social relevance of 

the hospitality industry.  Alias, Hashim and Samsudin in their Multiple Criteria 

Decision making and it’s Applications: A Literature Review (2008), found only one 

hospitality industry application of a multi-criteria decision analysis tool. On the 

other hand, academic literature recognises the major relevance of the application 

of performance measurement tools such as the balanced scorecard by the 

hospitality industry. It is contended, therefore, that a weakness of management 

tools such as the balanced scorecard is their lack of prioritisation and ranking 

mechanisms that must be brought into play in industry analysis and management 

decision making processes. Hence, this research contends that the hospitality 

industry needs to make a quantum leap in the use of formal multi-criteria decision 

analysis tools such as the Analytic Hierarchy Process and the Analytic Network 

Process. 

It is intimated that the outcome of this research is of major relevance to senior 

hospitality sector management as they deal with major strategic decisions such 

as: 
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• Elicitation of key result areas/critical success factors/strategic objectives used 

in performance measurement and management systems (PMMS) such as the 

balanced scorecard (used by Hilton, Wybdham, Accor, etc) or Six Sigma (used 

by IHG – International Hotels Group – Intercontinental, Westin, Meridien, 

etc); 

• Whether to enter into a ‘global brand’ management or franchising agreement; 

•  Product and service delivery design at the pre-opening stage; 

• Design and content of the Customer Satisfaction Questionnaire (CSQ); 

•  Catering for specific market segments (e.g. by gender, age, socio-economic 

status (SES)  grouping, purpose, nationality); 

•  Identification of the property’s unique selling propositions (USPs); 

•  Marketing strategy and tactical targeting to be adopted; 

•  Attributes to highlight in advertising/public relations (PR) campaigns 

• Human resource development (HRD); 

•  Revenue management 

Such practical implications are illustrated in further detail in Chapter 6. 

 

1.10   Layout of the thesis 

This introductory chapter has illustrated the overall research framework. This is 

schematically illustrated in Figure 1.8. What follows is a brief description of the 

contents of all the chapters in this work.  
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Fig. 1.8 Thesis Structure  
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1.11 Chapters summary 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

The current chapter gives the background to the research and explains the 

problem statement whilst defining the critical concepts in the research area. This 

leads to the aim and objectives of the research followed by the breaking down of 

the problem statement into a number of research questions. The research effort 

is then placed in the global and local context of the Hospitality sector, the latter 

context identifying Malta as an excellent research showcase. A quick overview of 

both research methods and research contribution conclude the chapter.  

Chapter 2: Literature Review 

The chapter starts with the critical distinction between the essence of hospitality 

and the hospitality industry. The two, however, are intrinsically intertwined by 

the customer perspective. There follows a taxonomy of the various stakeholders 

that make up the hospitality industry, condensed to the two critical ones - the 

customer (guest) that creates a service demand, and the hoteliers (owners and 

managers) that supply the service. Both demand and supply sides are placed in 

the context of the principal strategic decisions that are taken throughout the 

hospitality value chain as pointed out in the literature. The literature review is 

also utilised to analyse the most and the least common multi-criteria decision 

analysis (MCDA) hospitality issues discussed in the literature. Additionally, the 

literature review is utilised as a triangulation tool in the elicitation of the twenty 

four decision-choice criteria selected for survey purposes. 

 



43 

 

Chapter 3: Research Methodology 

The philosophy behind the research effort is explained together with an analysis 

of the decision making process that extends into the limitations of fully rational 

decision making (bounded rationality). Thereafter the chapter explains why both 

quantitative and qualitative research methods are used sequentially and argues 

that this research effort is more of a ‘multiple’ methods rather than a ‘mixed’ 

methods approach. The elicitation process of the decision-choice criteria or 

attributes is explained, followed by an explanation of the research techniques 

used in both demand and supply-side quantitative surveys. The chapter ends on 

a qualitative note as the research method returns to qualitative focus groups to 

verify the survey results. 

Chapter 4: Analysis of Survey Results 

The chapter starts with a profiling analysis of respondents in both demand and 

supply side surveys. This is followed by a descriptive analysis of the results 

grouped into the four perspectives of the balanced scorecard. The next sub-

chapter investigates segmentation as the descriptive analysis looks into the 

survey results by gender, age, socio-economic status (SES), nationality and 

purpose of travel in what is effectively a study in consumer preference 

heterogeneity. The full SPSS report on the analysis by segment is available in 

Appendix E. The survey results are also analysed by each of the four 5-star hotels 

that participated in the demand-side survey. Throughout, the results of the 

demand and supply side surveys are compared, contrasted and statistical 

significance explored using SPSS.  
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Chapter 5: Sensitivity Analysis 

One-time survey exercises give a static picture whereas management and, 

indeed, life itself is so dynamic that we must recognize the need for change 

management. Change management is a structured approach to change in 

individuals, teams, organisations and societies that enables the transition from a 

current state to a desired future state (Kotter, 2011). Since change is inevitable 

and largely unpredictable, we submit the survey findings to a sensitivity analysis 

using Expert Choice, the Analytic Hierarchy Process specialist software in what-if 

scenarios, by means of a series of tests whereby the change in relevance 

weighting given to a particular balanced scorecard perspective or decision-choice 

criterion is shown to change the relevance weighting, and even ranking, of other 

balanced scorecard perspectives or other decision-choice criteria in the same 

perspective. 

  

Chapter 6: Practical Implications 

Practical implications of the research study and its findings to hospitality 

management, particularly those in the 5-star hotels industry, are explored. Apart 

from micro level implications, such as the issue of price elasticity of demand, the 

chapter also suggests how the research findings can be applied at a macro level 

by travel, tourism and hospitality industry policy makers.  

               Chapter 7: Conclusions and Recommendations 

The final chapter consists of revisiting the research questions set out in this 

Introduction and the answers to them. A number of conclusions are drawn and 
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recommendations made both for further academic research and for hospitality 

industry management. The last section of this chapter, indeed of the thesis, is 

devoted to the limitations of this research. 
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2.1 Introduction 

 

This chapter initially explores the meaning and relevance of the essence of 

hospitality distinctly from the definition of the hospitality industry and 

management, as highlighted in the literature. This therefore is a journey from the 

philosophical and cultural connotations of the essence of hospitality to the more 

tangible definition of hospitality as the combination of a physical product with 

service attributes that combine to give a hospitality experience. The chapter 

moves on to list and define the major stakeholders in the hospitality industry. 

Thereafter, the concept of decision analysis (DA) by potential customers of 5-star 

hotels is introduced as part of a demand-side analysis giving due attention to the 

fact that customer choices are not always strictly rational. Passing on sequentially 

to the supply-side of the hospitality industry, the review of the literature looks at 

strategic decisions by hospitality industry managers and the multi-criteria 

decision analysis (MCDA) tools available to hospitality industry stakeholders, 

including performance monitoring tools such as the balanced scorecard (BSC). 

The approach adopted is the creation of a taxonomy based on the major strategic 

decision-steps in hospitality management explored in the framework of MCDA 

tools that best fit respective decision scenarios. The study is particularly 

important to researchers seeking an overview of the literature and to 

practitioners seeking to optimise their decision making processes. 
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2.2 The meaning and relevance of hospitality 

2.2.1   The essence of hospitality 

The core nature of the hotel industrty has undergone few changes through the 

ages; in essence, it is the provision of overnight accommodation for people 

staying away from home and the provision of sustenance for people eating away 

from home. Whereas throughout history there have been few changes in the 

‘accommodation’ (or ‘hardware’) side of the hotel industry, since a hotel room 

basically remains ‘four walls and a ceiling and a bed’, major changes have 

occurred in recent years in the service offer (or ‘software’) as the hospitality 

experience has come to be a paragon of the ‘experiential’ economy (Pine II & 

Gilmore, 1998). The term ‘hospitality’ in this context is a relatively recent usage 

of the term and in its wider sense includes, apart from hotels, restaurants, 

vacation ownership (previously known as ‘time-share’), conference centres, 

resorts, theme parks, cruising, and casinos amongst others.  

 In tangible terms, the hospitality industry is often seen as merely the hotel 

product. The hospitality process is the highly labour-intensive service delivery. 

The combination of the two - the physical product and the service delivery - 

should provide the customer with a satisfying experience. The hospitality 

experience is therefore the result of professional hospitality management that is 

capable of providing a 5-star experience through knowing and understanding 

customer wants and needs. This hospitality experience comes irrespective of 

official hotel classifications, or star-rating of hotels. Cassee (1983, p.xvi) 

holistically defined the hospitality industry as “a harmonious mixture of tangible 



49 

 

and intangible components, including beds, food, beverages, ambience and 

environment, and behaviour of staff”.  

Baum, Amosh and Spivack (1997) develop the view that human resource 

management (HRM) is, indeed, a central strategic and operational concern within 

the tourism and hospitality industries, with implications for quality and market 

positioning of tourism. Baum’s contribution later extends from HRM to human 

resource development (HRD) through an analysis of skills and skills development 

in the hospitality industry (Baum, 2002). 

“It is the combination of the ‘professional hospitality management’ at 

the centre of the industry that defines the basis of Hospitality 

Management. Therefore, the defining feature of Hospitality 

Management is not the combination of Management and Hospitality 

but the existence of a Hospitality Management Profession with all the 

implications that this gives rise to” (Brotherton, 1999:171). 

 

The Oxford dictionary definition of ‘hospitality’ as “kindness in welcoming 

strangers or guests” is too restrictive and imprecise. A far more holistic definition 

by Brotherton (1999:168) has become a paradigm of hospitality studies as a 

“contemporaneous human exchange, which is voluntarily entered into, and 

designed to enhance the mutual well-being of the parties concerned through the 

provision of accommodation and food and drink”.  

Ultimately, the hospitality industry is tasked with customer satisfaction of a state 

of mind or passion. In a ‘modern’ era, so unfortunately characterised by internal, 

local and global violence, war, and terror, the offer of hospitality is the antidote 

to hostility (O’Connor, 2005). This echoes Brown (1980:712) who stated that “to 

put it simply, both hospitality and hostility imply the possibility of the other”. 
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2.2.2  Stakeholders in the hospitality industry 

 

The relationship between a hotel and its main stakeholders is illustrated via the 

conceptual model below (Ivanova, 2011). The model consists of three circles 

representing: 1. The internal stakeholders, that is, the owners, the managers and 

employees. 2. The second circle represents the external stakeholders who are, 

primarily, customers, suppliers, competitors, government agencies, local 

communities, activist groups, the media, the trade unions, and the financial 

intermediaries (Harrison and Enz, 2005). 3. The outer or third level circle 

represents the macro-environment typically representing the PESTEL forces of 

political, economic, socio-cultural, technological (Porter, 1985) and, as later 

additions to the original model, the environmental and legislative frameworks.  

 
 

Fig. 2.1 Stakeholders model in Hospitality (after Ivanova)  
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Customers, as the primary source of revenue, enjoy a special relationship with the 

hotel company (B2C). In the hospitality industry, customers include not only 

targeted individuals, but also other companies such as providers of MICE 

(meetings, incentive, conference and events) and SIT (special interest travel) 

groups (B2B). 

2.3  Decision-choice analysis by hospitality customers  

Customer behaviour, as exemplified by a consumer purchase decision of 

accommodation services, is the study of individuals, groups, or organisations and 

the processes used to select, secure, and dispose of products, services, 

experiences, or ideas to satisfy needs and the impacts that these processes have 

on the consumer and society (Kuester, 2012).  Consumer behaviour studies strive 

to understand the decision-making processes of buyers, both individually and in 

groups. It studies characteristics of individual consumers given demographic and 

behavioural variables in an attempt to understand consumer wants. It also tries 

to assess influences on the consumer from groups such as family, friends, 

reference groups, and society in general. 

Consumer research has shown that purchase behaviour is difficult to predict, even 

for experts in the field, since it is not always a logical or rational sequence and/or 

an outcome decision despite the growing use of social media and in particular 

user generated content (UGC) such as Facebook and Tripadvisor (Ayeh, Au & Law, 

2013). Potential customers are normally faced with a number of choices, but once 

the alternatives have been evaluated, the consumer is ready to make a purchase 

decision. Sometimes purchase intention does not result in an actual purchase.    

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consumer
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According to Khosla (2010), the process that a consumer will most likely, whether 

consciously or not, go through when he/she embarks on buying a product or 

service consists of 5 stages. These are:                                                                                       

1. The problem recognition stage, meaning the identification of 

something a consumer needs;                                                                                                                                                           

2. The search for information stage, which means the consumer searches 

in knowledge bases or external knowledge sources for information on 

the product;       

3. The possibility of alternative options evaluation, meaning whether 

there is another better or cheaper product available;                                                                                                                                                               

4. The decision choice to purchase the product;                                                                                                                                                   

5. Finally, the actual purchase of the product. 

Within the search for information stage (Stage 2 above), one highlights the 

important role of demand-pull ‘external knowledge sources’ such as the 

hotel’s own website as a source of information on those hotel attributes that 

relate to the potential consumer’s decision-choice criteria (DCC). A group of 

Final Year engineering students at the Universidade do Porto (Portugal) were 

engaged by a hotel company on the island of Madeira to come up with a 

system whereby they prioritise the information given in their website “for 

assisting webpage’s visitors in finding the hotel/resort that best suited their 

interests” (Camacho et al., 2005:6). The students devised a web-application for 

this purpose based on the AHP. 

The consumer purchase process, however, does not end with the purchase 

decision and the actual purchase. The EKB model (Engel, Kollat and Blackwell, 

1968) was the first to suggest that consumer analysis of the purchase decision 
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continues even after the actual purchase. This idea was further developed by Rice 

(1993) who suggested that there should exist a ‘feedback loop’, and carried 

forward by Foxall (2005) who stressed the post-purchase evaluation. Hence the 

relevance of the Customer Satisfaction Questionnaire (CSQ) post-stay process 

that is so popular in hotels worldwide. Filling in a CSQ is not only valuable for hotel 

management, but also serves as a post purchase evaluation exercise by the hotel 

guest that completes the feedback loop. 

            2.3.1   The issue of ‘bounded rationality’ 

It is not a sine-qua-non that consumers eventually decide to purchase the optimal 

product related to their wants and needs due to what is referred to as the 

limitation of bounded rationality after Herbert Simon (1957). Bounded rationality 

is the idea that in decision-making, rationality of individuals is limited by the 

information they have at their disposal, the cognitive limitations of their minds, 

and the finite amount of time they have to make a decision (Gigerenzer & Selten, 

2002). The concept of bounded rationality was proposed as an alternative to the 

mathematical modelling of decision making, as used in economics and related 

disciplines; it complements rational choice theory, which views decision-making 

as a fully rational process of finding an optimal choice given the information 

available. Rational choice theory was pioneered by sociologist George C. Homans 

(1974), who laid down the basic framework grounded in assumptions drawn from 

behavioural psychology.                               

Another way to look at bounded rationality is that, because decision-makers lack 

the ability and resources to arrive at the optimal solution, they instead apply their 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Economics
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rationality only after having greatly simplified the choices available. Thus the 

decision-maker is a ‘satisficer’, one seeking a satisfactory solution rather than the 

optimal one (Simon, 1991).  

Rational choice theory in Behavioural Economics has in recent years found its 

most ardent critic in Dan Arielly (2009) who strongly argues that there exist 

“hidden forces” within each of us that make us take what appear to be irrational 

decisions and this happens so often and repeatedly that in fact it becomes 

“predictably irrational”. This argument is also relevant, as stated in Chapter 3 

(Research Methodology), particularly in consideration of the suggested rejection 

or otherwise in AHP of those responses that do not fall below the 0.1 consistency 

ratio (CR) and whether we can in fact put a limit to our behavioural irrationality. 

2.3.2  Customer-driven hotel attributes 

The sequential nature of demand and supply analysis, as logically carried out in 

the research thesis under review, demands that a discussion ensues covering 

those hotel attributes that guests care about. The study by Dolnicar and Otter 

(2003) provided a taxonomy of literature published to that date on hotel 

attributes that guests consider as important. It is, however, a purely demand-side 

analysis of customer expectations, unlike the current thesis that evaluates both 

sides of the demand and supply equation. Nevertheless, the Dolnicar and Otter 

project was a holistic study that underscored the “wide and extremely 

heterogeneous field of research”. The authors reviewed empirical studies 

investigating the relevance to guests of a large number of hotel tangible and 

intangible attributes, as many as 174, and they provide attribute rankings based 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Satisficer
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solely on the number of empirical studies that included each particular attribute 

till then. 

The Dolnicar and Otter taxonomy divided hotel attributes considered by guests 

into three sequential time periods namely,  before the final choice of a hotel, 

those attributes considered “during consumption”, and “after consumption”. This 

contrasts with the current research effort that focuses solely on the “before 

choice” stage in choosing to stay in a ‘5-star’ hotel. In other words, it is not 

primarily concerned with ex-post facto attributes that can only be experienced 

and judged during or after the stay, e.g. the degree of cleanliness. The “during 

consumption” factor has had its own research and literature area, delving into 

customer satisfaction criteria and measurement primarily using the SERVQUAL 

model (Saleh & Ryan, 1991; Pizam & Ellis, 1999). 

 A pioneering study of hotel selection factors in Hong Kong using Importance 

Performance Analysis (IPA) was carried out by Chu and Choi (2000). They 

identified six selection factors namely: Service Quality, Business Facilities, Value, 

Quality, Room and Front Office, and Security. Zhang, Ye and Law (2011) also 

studied six selection factors as determinants of the hotel room price: Hotel 

Category, Room, Quality, Location, Cleanliness and Service Quality. Authors 

proceed to place these attributes in a “travellers’ hierarchy of accommodation 

needs” using Hedonic Pricing Analysis. 

An extensive analysis of hotel selection factors, limited to a survey of hotels in 

Tehran, was conducted by Sohrabi, Vanani and Tahmasebipur (2012). The study 

explores the literature and proceeds to carry out a factor analysis of a large 
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number of hotel selection factors (fifty) such as Promenade (presumably meaning 

Location), Comfort, Security and Protection, Network services (presumably 

meaning wifi availability), Pleasure (presumably meaning Entertainment), Staff 

service, News and ‘recreational’ information, Cleanliness, Room comfort, 

Expenditure  (presumably meaning Price), Room facilities and Car parking. The 

survey results were analysed using Exploratory Factor Analysis to arrive at 

Loadings (presumably meaning Weightings) followed by two statistical tests, 

namely the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and a non-parametric Binomial test. 

A study that investigated factors that influence consumer purchasing decisions in 

the full-service (5-star or superior) and limited-service (economy and budget) 

hotel segments in the USA was carried out by Tanford, Raab and Kim (2012). This 

study can be considered as ground-breaking as it brings in the ‘green’ dimension 

in DCC. Last but certainly not least, we find the study by Li, Law, Vu and Rong 

(2013) in which the hotel selection preferences of Hong Kong inbound travellers 

is analysed using the Choquet Integral (an aggregating function) as an MCDA. Five 

main hotel selection criteria are analysed and weighted, namely: Value, Location, 

Sleep, Room and Cleanliness. 

2.4  Decision-choice analysis by the hospitality industry 

This section of the literature review deals with strategic decision-making, 

performance-monitoring tools such as the BSC and MCDA tools available to 

hospitality industry suppliers in their quest to achieve the primary strategic 

objectives of ‘competitiveness’ and ‘sustainability’. This section explores the 

density and development of academic literature in hospitality industry MCDA 
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studies and performance measurement, particularly the BSC. The approach 

adopted is the creation of a taxonomy based on the major strategic decision-steps 

in hospitality management explored in the framework of MCDA tools that best fit 

respective decision scenarios. The study is meant to be particularly useful to 

researchers seeking an overview of the literature and to practitioners seeking to 

optimise their decision making processes. 

Hospitality is often associated with relaxation and an enjoyable time. However, 

beyond the glamour and glitz of front-of-house hotel operations, there exists the 

back-of-house reality of a constant struggle for owners and managers to remain 

on track in terms of competitiveness and sustainability (Hassan, 2000; Tsai, Song 

& Wong, 2009). Hotels require the ability to compete effectively and profitably in 

their competitive set. The primary objective should ideally be the achievement of 

comparative rather than mere competitive advantage. Competitive advantage is 

normally short term because it involves actions that are easily copied and 

followed by competition, such as room rate cutting. Comparative advantage, on 

the other hand, is striving for those criteria and attributes that are not easily 

copied, such as a great location, and/or a super brand. It is such comparative 

attributes that give a long-term advantage and ensure sustainability. 

Sustainability measures are essential for long term survival because of the 

constant pressures by exogenous and endogenous forces facing the hospitality 

industry worldwide at both micro and macro levels (Pryce, 2001). Exogenous 

factors are normally typified by the major external forces or the political, 

economic, social and technological (PEST) mega influences on which stakeholders 
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have no influence (Porter, 1985). PEST external forces have been extended to 

include environmental as well as legal influences (PESTEL) by some scholars 

(Rogers, 1999, and Havergal & Edmonstone, 1999). The endogenous forces are 

internal balancing acts between the firm’s own strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities lost or taken, and threats (SWOT) from within such as resistance to 

change (Okumus & Hemmington, 1998).  

In addition to external and internal pressures, enterprises in the tourism and 

hospitality industries face a range of strategic and tactical decisions. Strategic 

decisions in the hospitality industry are complex and long-term in nature and 

should be taken in accordance with the firm’s mission and vision (Enz, 2010). 

These include decisions such as where to locate the hotel and what type of market 

to serve. Tactical decisions are normally construed as short term day-to-day 

administrative and operational decisions taken by junior management such as 

manning levels. Short-term (up to one year) budgeting is very important as are 

examples of short-to-medium term marketing and sales decisions. Moreover, 

critical short term decisions may have to be faced in the light of unexpected 

exogenous and endogenous events that occur. Hence, tactical decisions refer to 

day-to-day decisions and are considered as part of the hotel’s ‘standard operating 

procedures’ (SOPs) or those of the management company in the case of managed 

hotels.  

Standard operating procedures (SOPs) are considered as essential for companies 

to succeed in the spirit of mass production and efficiency. Indeed, Sandoff (2005) 
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emphasizes the need for predictability and control in service delivery, albeit 

without losing sight of the trend towards ‘mass customisation’ (1.6.4). 

Several important decisions in the hospitality industry, therefore, are taken on 

the basis of multiple criteria. In practice, however, formal and rigorous multi-

criteria decision techniques are seldom used in the hospitality industry (Alias, 

Hashim, & Samsudin, 2008) and the academic literature is only recently growing, 

possibly due to the shift from ‘packaged’ travel offers by intermediaries such as 

travel agents and tour operators, to ‘dynamic’ or ‘exploded’ packaging where the 

traveller is in full command of and solely responsible for his/her own travel 

choices.  This is in contrast to other economic activities such as agriculture 

(Tellaeche, BurgosArtizzu, Pajares, Ribeiro Fernandez-Quintanilla, 2008), supplier 

selection (Ho, Xu & Dey, 2010) and maintenance industries (Hsia, Chen & Chen, 

2008 and Cascales & Lamata, 2008) where the literature abounds. Also, 

hospitality industry performance measurement has traditionally centred on key 

financial measures only (Banker, Potter & Srinivasan, 2000; Banker, Potter & 

Srinivasan, 2005, Harris & Mongiello, 2001 & Phillips & Louvieris, 2005). As far 

back as 1926, the hospitality industry (or the lodging industry as it is better known 

in the United States) was the first industry to have its own ‘Uniform System of 

Accounts for the Lodging Industry’, now in its 10th edition (Barros, 2005).  

        2.4.1  The need for ‘balanced’ performance management 

In their introduction to the BSC, Kaplan and Norton state that “the traditional 

financial performance measures worked well for the industrial era, but they are 

out of step with the skills and competencies companies are trying to master 
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today. Managers want a balanced presentation of both financial and operational 

measures” (Kaplan & Norton, 1992:71). Tourism and hospitality subsequently 

moved on to a ’post-Fordist’ era characterised by ‘mass-customisation’ thus re-

enforcing the usefulness of the BSC method in the industry (Ioannides & Debbage, 

1997; Pine II, 1992). This is primarily because the BSC approach is better equipped 

in ‘satisficing’ the particular requirements and preferences of the discerning 

traveller. In a service industry, such as the provision of hospitality services, 

decisions cannot be taken on financial measures alone. Better decisions can be 

made by including non-financial criteria as well (Banker, Potter & Srinivasan, 

2005).  

Decision analysis (DA) can be looked at as a pyramidal structure (see Fig. 2.2). At 

the apex of the pyramid the features of the decisions are less frequent but with 

high impact in the long-term. Decisions at the bottom of the pyramid are more 

frequent but with low impact. In a typical hotel environment, thousands of 

decisions are taken on a daily basis at junior management level. Tools are 

available to assist decision-makers at all levels of the managerial hierarchy 

ranging from computerised hotel management systems (HMS) to complete 

adaptations of enterprise systems (Mihiotis, Tzortzaki & Konidaris., 2010). Finally, 

there is implicit knowledge management by experienced management. Effective 

knowledge management in the hospitality industry “contributes in establishing 

competitive advantage” (Bouncken & Pyo, 2002; Hallin & Marnburg, 2008). 
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Fig. 2.2 Levels of strategic and tactical decision-making in Hospitality 

 

 

 
                         Source: author 

 

The remainder of this chapter deals with six critical decision stages in the life cycle 

of a hotel ranging from the conception stage to the daily operational stage and 

eventual re-investment or divestment decisions taken by owners. The six steps, 

which in themselves are critical decision categories, are reviewed in sequential 

order followed by a number of conclusions which, it is hoped, are of interest to 

industry and academia alike. 

2.5   Strategic decisions in the hospitality industry 
 

The major categories of decisions taken in the hospitality industry can be listed as 

follows in sequential order and as illustrated in Figure 2.2 above: 

1. Investment decision;  

2. Location analysis; 

3. Business model (including market positioning);  

4.’Chain’ or independent management; 

5. Strategic planning and analysis;  

6. Day-to-day operational performance. 
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Sigma 

e.g. Daily rate & 
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The following sections provide a brief explanation, with examples, on each major 

decision category together with a literature review of salient published work 

touching upon the above taxonomy. 

2.5.1  Investment decision 

Critical strategic decisions in hospitality need to be taken from the inception stage 

of a hotel project. At an early stage, investor owner/s must decide on the most 

rewarding form of investment. These are strategic decisions involving strict 

portfolio analysis including very long term business planning and, moreover, 

sensitivity analyses. Specialist consultants are normally hired to offer specialist 

advice. Global specialist consultants HVS International published a Hotel 

Investments Handbook in 2002 claiming that “investing in hotels is considered by 

many to be a high-risk use of time and capital” (Rushmore, 2002). The final 

investment decision is taken on the basis of multiple-criteria including: demand 

and supply calculations; analysis of projected market share; occupancy; and 

Average Room Rates (ARR) in the area leading to revenue forecasting, expense 

forecast; capital sourcing and financing options, and cost. 

Gallagher and Mansour (2000) used cluster analysis to provide a classification of 

hotel markets in relatively homogenous groups. A clustering algorithm is applied 

to Revenue per Available Room (RevPAR) growth across fifty eight localities, apart 

from various measures of demand and supply volatility. Using discriminant 

analysis, each cluster is then linked to various economic parameters. Cluster 

analysis is used as a statistical method for revealing uncorrelated groups which in 
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turn allows for geographic diversification decisions by investors, thus reducing the 

volatility of hotel real estate portfolio returns. 

Quan and Sehgal (2002) examined the viability of hotel properties as an 

investment option using four primary investment criteria, namely: hotel-property 

return on investment; return risk (or volatility); the portfolio-diversification 

benefits of hotel properties and the hotel’s performance relative to inflation. The 

four criteria are then aggregated into a Lodging Property Index. Subsequently, 

authors compare the investment return of hotel properties with the Standard & 

Poor’s 500 stock index, small-company stocks, the real-estate index, long-term 

corporate bonds, long-term government bonds, and US Treasury bills. An analysis 

of performance of hotel real estate investment trusts (REIT) as compared to the 

overall market and six other industries was carried out by Kim, Mattila and Gu 

(2002) by means of a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) using the Tukey 

multiple comparison method. 

Jang and Yu (2002) analysed the return on investment on accommodation only 

hotels and casino hotels in the USA. Using operational and financial data from 

both industries, independent sample t-tests, and analysis of covariance 

(ANCOVA), the authors concluded that casino hotel companies are more effective 

in using assets to generate revenue when compared to accommodation only 

hotels. Newell and Seabrook (2006) extended the factors influencing hotel 

investment decision-making to thirty criteria requiring the use of the AHP in order 

to assess the weights attached to each of the thirty criteria. The two main criteria 

influencing hotel investment decision making were found to be financial factors 
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(37% weight), and location (30%). Whereas financial factors are clearly 

measureable, location value is not an easily quantifiable factor. Traditional 

quantitative criteria do not help much in determining location excellence or 

otherwise, and the use of more complex MCDA is warranted. These were 

followed by economic factors (14%), diversification (12%) and ‘relationship’ 

factors (6%) such as stakeholder alignment and asset management. This AHP 

analysis by Newell and Seabrook, however, was limited to a sample of just 15 

respondents. 

Ma and Zhang (2010:4) rightly claim that “companies with sufficient capital have 

numerous investment opportunities. The question is what type of lodging assets 

is appropriate for investment in terms of value creation”. The authors “examine 

the choice between listed lodging assets (publicly traded firms) and those that are 

unlisted (privately held standalone companies or subsidiaries)”. The results of 

their research strongly suggest that acquisitions of unlisted assets create more 

value to new shareholders. Their research method focuses on an analysis 

between ROI of listed hotel companies and unlisted ones. Their extensive 

research favours the latter by a wide margin. 

Tables 2.1 to 2.6 that follow list articles, in date order, that are relevant to the 

specific decision area, highlighting the areas of research focus and, where 

applicable, the DA tool/s used. Investment decisions are normally related to 

quantitative decision processes although qualitative criteria are often also 

relevant. It therefore follows that MCDA methods are useful at this stage. 
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Table 2.1 Investment decision: taxonomy of articles 

 

 Year Author/s Areas of research focus 

1. 2000 Gallagher & 
Mansour 

Use of Cluster & Discriminant analysis. 

2. 2002 Quan & Sehgal ROI, return on risk, portfolio and inflation 
analysis. 

3. 2002 Rushmore Multi-criteria financial analysis. 

4. 2002 Kim, Mattila & Gu ANOVA and Tukey multiple comparison analysis. 

5. 2002 Jang & Yu ANCOVA and independent sample t-test. 

6. 2006 Newell & Seabrook AHP analysis. 

7. 2010 Ma & Zhang ROI comparison public vs. private owners. 

 

        2.5.2   Location analysis 

 

Once the decision has been taken to invest in a hotel operation, a major decision 

needs to be taken which is pivotal to and a paradigm in MCDA studies (Chou, Hsu 

& Chen, 2008) namely the issue of location or, in this scenario, where to build, 

buy, lease or operate a hotel. One of the main research findings of this thesis 

concerns the relevance of hotel location in the choice of hotel by 21st century 

guests vis-a-vis other hotel attributes such as brand positioning.  

It was not before the early sixties that Alonso (1964) determined best location 

and land use. This seminal work, however, was general in nature and not specific 

to the hospitality or any other economic activity. Nevertheless, the work is cited 

and used as the underlying theoretical model for determining intra-urban hotel 

location by Egan & Nield (2000). They concluded that in the case of hotels there 

is an inverse relationship between revenue and distance from the city centre. 

Location strategies applied by international hotel chains are analysed by Johnson 

& Vanetti (2005). The analysis included a questionnaire survey of leading hotel 

chains framed around an “eclectic paradigm”. The analysis was complemented 

with multi-variate analysis of competitive and location strengths, such as the size 
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and the nature of the city, the infrastructure within the region, and the perception 

of the region as an attractive business destination. Chou, Hsu & Chen (2008) 

suggest the use of Fuzzy MCDA to decide on the best hotel location.                                                                               

Location choice is replete with applications of the AHP the conceptualisation of 

which first came to light in 1972 (Saaty, 1972) followed by its precise definition in 

1977 (Saaty, 1977). Today, several variants exist (Ishizaka and Labib, 2011).  

Ching-Fu Chen (2006) proposes the AHP approach as a decision-making method 

using pair-wise comparisons between criteria based on a three-level hierarchical 

evaluation structure, to support a decision in convention centre location 

selection. Tzeng, Teng, Chen & Opricovic (2002) discuss the use of AHP in 

determining where to build a restaurant. Similarly, the ideal hotel location has to 

be cluster-based taking into account the various ancillary services necessary to 

make the hospitality experience rewarding within a short range of the hotel itself. 

On the same track we come across a case study involving a significantly long time-

span of Madrid city-centre hotels that opened between 1936 and 1998 by Urtasun 

& Gutiérrez (2006). They discuss how the positioning of new hotels is influenced 

by the distribution of similar incumbent competitors (coopetition) in an 

‘agglomeration’ (cluster) a term previously used by Baum & Haveman (1997) in 

their study on ‘differentiation’ and ‘agglomeration’ in the Manhattan hotel 

industry. Hazinksi (2010) suggests using regression analysis to measure the 

impacts of convention centres on their surrounding hotel markets. 

The impact of hotel location on consumer behaviour is analysed by Shoval, 

Mckercher, Ng, & Birenboim (2011) through an analysis of the time-space activity, 
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using GPS loggers, of 557 tourists staying at four hotels in different areas of Hong 

Kong. The study concluded that hotel location has a profound impact on tourist 

movements, with a large share of available time spent in the vicinity of the hotel. 

Activity in a destination can take various forms and gambling in casinos is globally 

a major activity. A casino location selection analysis in Greater London using the 

Weighted Sum Method (WSM), the TOPSIS and the PROMÉTHÉE methods is 

carried out by Ishizaka, Nemery and Lidouh (2013) confirming that the WSM and 

PROMÉTHÉE are the preferred MCDA methods for such location determination. 

A three-step straightforward application of the AHP to determine resort locations 

is presented to us by Juan and Lin (2013) whereby initially the evaluation criteria 

are elicited using the Delphi method. This is followed by use of the AHP to 

prioritise the 22 selected criteria according to 19 experts and, in a final stage, a 

sensitivity analysis is performed to assess the strength of the various criteria. 

Another straightforward application of the AHP, this time to determine the ideal 

location for a thermal hotel, is put forward by Emir and Saraçli (2014). 

On reviewing the literature one deduces that, whereas the stage where owners 

determine hotel location has been well researched, the ‘horizontal’ inter-

relationship in consumer choice between location and other decision criteria such 

as brand, external environment, guest room quality, hotel facilities, and price 

requires further analytical research. 
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Table 2.2 Location analysis: taxonomy of articles 

 Year Author/s Areas of research focus 

1. 1997 Baum &  

Havemann 

‘Agglomeration’ (cluster) influence in hotel 

location. 

2. 2000 Egan & Nield Determination of hotel location. 

3. 2002 Tzeng, et al. Use of AHP to determine restaurant location. 

4. 2005 Johnson &  Vanetti Location strategies of global chains. 

5. 2006 Chen Use of AHP to determine convention centre 

location. 

6. 2006 Urtasun & 

Gutiérrez 

Coopetition as determinant in hotel location. 

7. 2008 Chou, et al. Use of fuzzy MCDA in hotel location. 

8. 

9. 

2010 

2011 

Hazinski 

Shoval, et al. 

Regression analysis of convention centres & hotels. 

Time-space activity using GPS loggers. 

10. 

11. 

 

12. 

13. 

2011 

2013 

 

2013 

2014 

Ishizaka & Labib 

Ishizaka, Nemery & 

Lidouh. 

Juan & Lin 

Emir & Saraҫli 

Trail of AHP methodological development. 

Casino location using WSM, TOPSIS & PROMÉTHÉE. 

 

Determination of resort location. 

Determination of thermal hotel location. 

 

2.5.3   Business model including market positioning 

 

Once location has been decided upon, a number of strategic decisions follow in 

quick succession. Which business model to go for, in terms of whether it will be a 

business or leisure orientated hotel or a mixed-use? What size of hotel? Weng & 

Wang (2006) suggest that the best measure to determine size is through a 

determination of scale economies. Based on survey data on Taiwan’s tourist 

hotels, they apply Zellner’s regression technique to a simultaneous system of a 

translog multiple-product cost function and its corresponding factor share 

equations to determine scale and scope. Their empirical results show that scale 

economies are significant in accommodation and food and beverage. However, 

the results did not show any significant economies of scope between 

accommodation and other services. 
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Whichever business model is chosen, stakeholders have to ensure that service 

delivery particular to that business model is being effectively achieved. Benitez, 

Martin & Roman (2007:544) present “a fuzzy multiple-attribute decision-making 

approach for evaluating dynamically the service quality of hotels in Gran Canaria 

via surveys”. Indeed, service delivery is a composite of various attributes, tangible 

and intangible. Tangible assets in a hotel include factors such as the physical size 

and facilities within the room and ancillary facilities such as a wellness or business 

centre. Intangible assets include genuine hospitality and a nice smile from front-

of-house staff such as room attendants or front office (reception) staff.                                                                                                                                    

The choice of business model will also have a significant influence in pointing 

stakeholders towards the correct ‘positioning’ in terms of hotel category. For 

many years ‘official classification’ of hotels used a ‘star-rating’ system. Since a 

number of national governments have devised their own rating systems, a certain 

number of stars may have a different meaning for hotels in one location as 

compared to another nation or even another region (Verma & Smith, 2010). One 

to five stars is commonly employed to categorise hotels. Higher star ratings 

indicate more luxury, though the meaning of ‘luxury’ has in itself been the subject 

of interesting evolution in recent years. Certainly it no longer carries the tag of 

ostentation as in the past, but is now more synonymous with the Lifestyle of 

Health and Sustainability (LOHAS) already referred to in Chapter One (Borg, 

2009). An analysis of attempts towards a uniform classification system was 

carried out by Lupu and Nica (2010).                                      
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Verma & Smith (2010) also examined the status and challenges of ‘formal’ ratings 

given by governments and traditional sources such as Forbes, and compared 

these to ‘informal’ ratings on User Generated Content (UGC) websites such as 

TripAdvisor and Facebook. For management, it has become a real challenge to 

determine how to interact with the postings on the internet and how to respond 

to comments, especially negative ones. 

Table 2.3 Business model and market positioning: taxonomy of articles 

 Year Author/s Areas of research focus 

1. 1995 Iacobucci Voice of the customer in hospitality. 

2. 2006 Weng & Wang Hotel size through scale economies. 

3. 2006 Benitez, et al. Fuzzy MCDA for hotel service quality. 

4. 2009 Borg Lifestyle of health & sustainability. 

5. 2010 Lupu & Nica Intangible criteria in hotel classification. 

6. 2010 Verma & Smith Comparison of hotel star ratings. 

 

2.5.4   ‘Chain’ or independent management 

 

An early but critical strategic decision by owners is whether the hotel will be 

‘independent’ or ‘chain’ managed.  Independently managed hotels are normally 

small, privately owned and operated. A chain of hotels relates to a number of 

hotels that combine in some substantive manner in an organisation that operates 

under a system of decision-making that permits a coherent operation and 

common strategies. Functions at unit and corporate level are linked to add value 

to each managerial level of operations.                                                

There are two main types of chain management. These are either a ‘Franchise’ 

operation whereby the owner retains operational management, with the Chain 

allowing use of its Brand identity in the property. Alternatively, the owner can opt 

for a ‘Full Management’ agreement whereby the Chain takes over complete day-
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to-day operation using its own SOPs including full branding and marketing 

responsibility. Naturally, there also exists a mix of both (Dimoui, Chen & Archer, 

2003; Bader & Labadedi, 2007).  

The second stage of decision making, whether to go for a ‘full management’ 

agreement or a limited ‘franchise’ agreement, is another important decision that 

needs to be taken by owners. Dev, Erramilli & Agarwal (2002) suggest that a 

primary evaluation that needs to be done is a weighted multiple-criteria analysis 

of the company’s core competencies such as organisational, quality, customer 

experience and locational competences and attributes. Eyster (1997) researched 

the evolution of hotel management contracts in the USA as a result of changes in 

the relative bargaining power of owners and operators. Moreover, in the area of 

decision-making and who decides on what, a management agreement needs to 

delve into owner input in operational decision processes including hotel operating 

policies, budgeting, and personnel. This relationship issue is often the cause of 

dispute between owners and operators. The same line of reasoning is taken by 

Beals and Denton (2005) if not so forcibly. 

The solution to this dispute is to balance owners’ and operators’ interests (Schlup, 

2003). Schlup discusses “the inherent conflict of interest between owners and 

operators under hotel management agreements” (2003:331). The author 

concludes that only a balanced contract will allow both parties to achieve their 

business goals over time. The same conclusion is reached by Jan de Roos who 

traces the development and trends in management contracts and concludes that 

“the key to a successful contract is aligning the interests of all parties” (2010:68). 
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Performance in terms of the ‘financial perspective’ such as pricing, occupancy and 

RevPAR (revenue per available room) of branded versus non-branded hotels in a 

European context for the period 2006 to 2009 is examined by Enz, Canina & 

Lomanno (2010). The authors conclude that there is nothing that indicates that 

chain affiliation (as opposed to independent operation) materially alters ultimate 

financial performance. In itself, chain-affiliation does not come cheap (Wong & 

Wickman, 2015). The brand power of the management chain and its influence on 

hotel performance is extensively covered by Kim and Kim (2005: 549), who 

categorically state that “there is a growing emphasis on building and managing 

brand equity as the primary drivers of a hospitality firm’s success”.  

Kim and Kim also failed to consider the wider spectrum of hotel-choice ‘Customer 

perspective’ drivers such as location, repeat experience, guest room, hotel 

facilities, and the external environment. They failed to consider ‘Employee 

perspective’ drivers such as staff attributes, employee satisfaction, and staff 

turnover and ‘Internal business processes’ such as speed of service. Consideration 

of all these attributes (and more) is best analysed using a well defined BSC tool.  

However, one should note that in terms of hospitality efficiency, locally managed 

branded hotels, tend to combine brand advantages with the knowledge of local 

conditions. This characteristic of global brands is evident also in non-

accommodation hospitality industries such as food operators, as in the case of 

McDonalds (Osman, Johns & Lugosi, 2014). 
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Table 2.4 ‘Chain’ or independent management: taxonomy of articles 

 

 Year Author/s Areas of research focus 

1. 1997 Eyster Bargaining power of owners & operators. 

2. 2002 Dev, et al. MCDA of core competencies. 

3. 2003 Dimoui, et al. Transaction cost theory and agency theory. 

4. 2003 Schlup Conflicting interests of owners & operators. 

5. 2005 Beals & Denton MCDA in owner/operator relationships. 

6. 2005 Kim & Kim Influence of brand power of management chains. 

7. 2007 Bader & Labadedi Terms & conditions of management contracts. 

8. 2010 deRoos Development and trends in management contracts. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

2010 

2012 

2014 

2015 

Enz, et al. 

Callarisa, et al. 

Osman, et al. 

Wong & Wickman 

Comparative financial performance analysis. 

Relative importance of brand versus location. 

Globalised, branded spaces of hospitality. 

Cost of brand-affiliation. 

 

2.5.5 Strategic planning and analysis – the Balanced Scorecard 
 

Following the above range of critical strategic decisions in what is known as the 

‘pre-opening’ stage, the hotel is then ready to open its doors to its guests. The 

pre-opening period can vary from two years in the case of budget hotels up to 

eight or ten years in the case of a 5-star hotel from concept to opening 

(Rutherford & O’Fallon, 2007).  At the end of the pre-opening stage, executive 

management takes over the responsibility for achieving the vision and mission of 

the owners through strategic planning, analysis, and execution. This normally 

takes the form of a three-year Strategy Plan with a yearly Business Plan in which 

strategic objectives, or Key Result Areas (KRAs), are agreed and targets set. A most 

popular performance measurement tool to monitor the performance of KRAs is 

the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) (Denton & White, 2000). The role of the BSC in the 

formulation and control of strategic processes in general practice and in the 

literature is extensively reviewed by Naro and Travaillé (2011).  
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More than twenty years after Professors Kaplan and Norton revolutionised 

strategic management, a seminal work by Prof Robert Kaplan in 2010 describes 

the roots and motivation for the original Balanced Scorecard article (Kaplan & 

Norton, 1992) as well as the subsequent innovations that connected it to a larger 

management literature (Kaplan, 2010). The paper uses the following structure for 

organising the origin and subsequent development of the BSC: 

1. Balanced Scorecard for Performance Measurement; 

2. Strategic Objectives and Strategy Maps; 

3. The Strategy Management System; 

4. Future Opportunities. 

A number of ‘independent’ and ‘chain’ hotels, have also opted for a BSC approach, 

or its adaptation, as their primary performance measurement and management 

system (PMMS). This was mainly done in order to present their management 

teams with additional non-financial measures since, at the end of the day, 

financial results, particularly profit and loss, are derivatives. Living up to customer 

and stakeholder expectations is what drives the financials. Hilton Hotels were 

pioneers in the use of the BSC and remain enthusiastic supporters of the BSC 

(Huckestein & Duboff, 1999; Denton & White, 2000; Doran, Haddad & Chow, 

2002; and Evans, 2005). Other mega global chains, such as the Paris-based ACCOR 

SA use a variation on the BSC incorporating an additional ‘5th perspective’ to cover 

CSR and Environmental issues (Johnson, 1998). 

The BSC is an aid to decision making and strategy implementation. However it can 

hardly be described as a decision analytical tool. In its raw state it is nothing more 

than an information dashboard (Doran, Haddad, & Chow, 2002). Extensive 
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literature exists on the practical application of the BSC in the hospitality industry, 

both of a generic and specialist nature, exemplified by the success story of Hilton 

Hotels as the prime mover of the BSC almost since the approach’s inception 

(Evans, 2005). Phillips (1999) proposed a ‘contingency approach’ claiming that (at 

least until that time) there had “unfortunately been a paucity of hospitality 

related research to assess the appropriateness of existing hotel performance 

evaluation systems in use” (1999:359). The same author in later years elaborated 

even more on the application of the BSC in hospitality right up to 2006 (Phillips, 

2006). However, it was Brander Brown and McDonnell (1995) who first 

conceptualized that BSC objectives “might need to be prioritised”. Otherwise the 

study is both dated and limited in its scale as it focused on a single hotel in the 

South of England. 

Tsaur and Tzeng (1996) utilise Multiple Attribute Decision Making Analysis for 

customer preference of Taiwanese hotels. The study focused on those hotel 

attributes that affect the selection of tourist hotels “categorized into seven 

hierarchies: business image, location, service attitude, room service, food & 

beverage service, hotel facilities, and hotel environment. These hierarchies 

included twenty-seven evaluation items. The AHP and multiple attribute utility 

function are used to evaluate customer preference of hotels” (1996: 55). This may 

be considered as a pioneering demand-side analysis of consumer choice drivers 

but it has its limitations in so far as field research is limited to one hotel and a 

short one month survey period. 



76 

 

For a literature review on the BSC as a strategic management tool for hotels we 

refer to Olsen (2004) who uses a contingency model framework to analyse the 

research reported in refereed journals in the field of hospitality. Evans (2005:376) 

complements in a paper that “focuses on strategic implementation using the BSC 

approach, which is compared and contrasted with evidence from a survey of 

hotels in Northeast England”.  

A proposal to improve the applicability of the balanced scorecard, and in 

particular the customer perspective of the balanced scorecard, in the hospitality 

industry was made by Leong (2008). The objective of that study was to investigate 

a customer-centric performance measurement framework customised for the 

hospitality industry. The study targeted a 5-star hotel (in Taiwan) using a mixed-

methodology of quantitative methods with 200 guest respondents and a 

qualitative approach to sound hotel management. An updated literature review 

by Sainaghi (2010), an extensive analysis of 152 contributions on performance 

management in hospitality placed in a BSC framework, brings us relatively up to 

date on the literature. 

Beyond the literature dealing with the application of the BSC in the hospitality 

industry, there has evolved a vast literature on the generic use of the BSC as a 

strategy tool. A study by Tapinos, Dyson and Meadows (2011) is a review of past 

literature on the subject and, moreover, it carries a critical assessment of an 

international survey study that sought to examine the impact of the BSC on the 

strategy process. Perhaps controversially, the study concludes that “although 

there are significant differences in some elements of the strategy process 
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between those organizations that have implemented the BSC and those that have 

not, the impact is not comprehensive” (2011: 888). 

The BSC has had its fair share of critics especially in the early stages of its 

inception. In particular, Nørreklit (2000) claimed “that the balanced scorecard has 

problems with some of its key assumptions and relationships”. These invalid 

assumptions, Nørreklit claims, “may lead to the anticipation of performance 

indicators which are faulty, resulting in sub-optimal performance. Second, the 

balanced scorecard is not a valid strategic management tool, mainly because it 

does not ensure any organizational rooting, but also because it has problems 

ensuring environmental rooting. Consequently, a gap must be expected between 

the strategy expressed in the actions actually undertaken and the strategy 

planned. We therefore conclude that the balanced scorecard needs to be 

adjusted and developed” (Nørreklit, 2000: 82). And indeed it was adjusted and 

developed in subsequent renditions with the addition of such concepts as 

‘strategy mapping’ that kept the BSC high in the popularity ratings amongst 

managers (Olve, Roy & Wetter, 1999; Kaplan & Norton, 2004). 

A review of the literature by Lord, Shanahan and Gage (2005) identified the 

following five main areas of criticism relating to the BSC: 

1. Why were only four perspectives chosen and why those particular four; 

2. The existence and the understanding of cause-and-effect relationships; 

3. Often the BSC is not perceived as a strategic control model; 

4. The number of performance measures in each perspective and the ability 

to judge performance are purely based on those measures; 
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5. The credibility and effectiveness of the BSC as a management solution 

given that critics contend it is only a trend popularised by management 

consulting firms. 

 

Schneiderman (1999:8) asked “Why Balanced Scorecards Fail” and raised the 

pivotal question as to “how can an organization construct a scorecard that truly 

balances all of the stakeholders’ sometimes conflicting desires?” His answer was 

to adapt the methodology and tools used in Quality Function Deployment (QFD). 

At a later stage, (2001), he made a poor claim that it is “Time to Unbalance Your 

Scorecard” stating that it is better to go for few (two or three) metrics that are 

measureable and drive performance than twenty that are ineffective.  

More recent critics of the BSC have been even more daring. Voelpel, Leibol and 

Eckhoff (2006) refer to “the tyranny of the BSC in the innovation economy”. 

Indeed, they claim that “the BSC as a measurement ‘straightjacket’ is beginning 

to jeopardize the survival of firms, as it hinders much-needed business eco-

system innovation” (2006:43). This is an unfair criticism as, indeed, innovation 

came in the form of adaptation of the BSC by long-standing users in the hospitality 

industry, such as Hilton Hotels and Accor Hotels, who added a 5th environmental 

or ‘green’ perspective to the traditional BSC framework to also measure and 

target widespread environmental concerns. 
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Table 2.5 Strategic planning and analysis - the BSC: taxonomy of articles 

 

 Year Author/s Areas of research focus 

1. 1995 Brander Brown & 

McDonnell 

Prioritisation of hospitality BSC objectives. 

2. 1996 Tsaur & Tzeng Application of MCDA in choice of tourist 

hotel. 

3. 1999 Phillips Contingency approach in hospitality. 

4. 2000 Denton & White Application of BSC in hospitality. 

5. 2000 Nørreklit Extensive critical analysis of the BSC. 

6. 2002 Doran et al. BSC as an information dashboard. 

7. 2004 Olsen BSC as hospitality strategic management 

tool. 

8. 2005 Evans Application of BSC & Six Sigma in 

hospitality. 

9. 2005 Phillips & Louvieris BSC as a performance measurement 

system 

in tourism and hospitality. 

10. 2006 Phillips BSC as a strategic control tool in hotels. 

11. 2006 Voelpel, et al. Extensive critique of the BSC. 

12. 

13. 

2007 

2008 

Rutherford  & O’Fallon 

Leong 

Analysis of pre-opening stage in a hotel. 

Focus on ‘customer’ perspective of BSC. 

14. 2010  Sainaghi Lit. review on PMS in hospitality in a BSC 

frame. 

15. 2011 Tapinos et al. Lit. review of BSC as a generic strategy tool. 

16. 2011 Naro & Travaillé BSC in formulation & control of strategy. 

 

2.5.6   Day-to-day operational performance  
 

The need for DA and decision-taking, however, does not stop with strategic 

planning and analysis. It is normally at this stage that ‘owners’ take a back-stage 

and relegate themselves to the task of periodically evaluating a most critical 

decision and that is whether to stay in the industry or not. This decision is 

normally taken on the basis of Return on Capital Employed (ROCE) or Return on 

Investment (ROI) but there comes a stage, usually at the end of the ‘maturity’ 

stage of the product life cycle (Butler, 1980) where major decisions have to be 

taken as to the level of re-investment in the property, whether to completely 
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refurbish, upgrade or even rebuild, or ultimately whether to liquidate and exit the 

industry. Should owners decide to stay, “the complexities of modelling the 

financial outcomes of a hotel’s development decisions” is illustrated with a case-

study by Dittman and Hersford (2007:99).  

The application of quality function deployment (QFD) as a methodology of 

capturing the voice of the customer (VOC) in the hospitality industry is very well 

illustrated by Paryani, Masoudi and Cudney (2010). An integrated QFD and 

SERVQUAL approach to hotel service design is illustrated through a case study by 

Ikiz and Masoudi (2008). The use of QFD as a tool for identifying and translating 

VOC is expounded by Quintano & Apostolakis (2010) in their analysis of demand 

generators in the 5-star hotel industry.  

The relative efficiency of hotels operating either under ‘chain’ management or 

operating independently is explored by Manasakis, Apostolakis and Datseris 

(2013) using Data Envelopment Analysis on a sample of fifty hotels on Crete. The 

study comes to interesting conclusions including the fact that ‘nationally branded’ 

hotels are the relatively most efficient, ‘internationally branded’ are the least 

efficient, while the ‘locally branded’ and ‘independent’ ones fall in between.                                                                                                                                                    

Difficult decisions such as the aforementioned require reliable information 

dashboards, such as the BSC. "What gets measured gets managed", is perhaps the 

most famous aphorism of performance measurement after Peter Drucker (1954). 

However, management’s primary role goes beyond information gathering (Cruz, 

2007). Its primary role is to perform decision analysis (DA). Moreover, 

experienced management brings along a priceless baggage of tacit knowledge. 
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This needs to be complemented by one or a number of MCDA tools that best fit 

the decision that needs to be taken and the hotel’s profile (Garrigόs-Simόn, 

Marqués & Narangajavana, 2006). 

Despite the relative richness of literature on the BSC framework, there is a scarcity 

of academic literature on its implementation. This could be attributed to the fact 

that implementers, or practioners in the hospitality industry, have not valued the 

contribution that academia can give in this field. Another reason could well be 

that the seminal authors of the BSC, Kaplan and Norton, focused more of their 

attention on the commercialisation of the method rather than its theoretic and 

academic ramifications except late in Kaplan’s contribution in 2010 on the 

Conceptual Foundations of the Balanced Scorecard. The Analytic Hierarchy 

Process (AHP) and the Analytic Network Process (ANP) can be used to facilitate 

the use of the BSC (Leung, Lam & Cao, 2006). Sharma & Bhagwat (2007) propose 

an integrated ‘BSC+AHP’ approach in the evaluation of supply chain management. 

Yuan & Chiu (2009) compare the results of BSC implementation using AHP as 

compared to using a case-based reasoning (CBR) system on a theoretical 

discussion of potential uses of ‘BSC+AHP’ (Jovanovic & Krivokapic, 2008). 

Fukushima and Peirce (2011) suggest a hybrid performance measurement 

framework integrating available frameworks (such as the BSC) and mathematical 

models using Multiple Linear Regression in the manufacturing industry. The 

expected final outcome and level of uncertainty is evaluated using a Monte Carlo 

simulation. Bentes, Carneiro, Ferreira da Silva, and Kimura (2012), in contrast, 

examine a real case implementation of ‘BSC+AHP’ in the financial department of 
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a Brazilian telecom company.  Kim, Chung, Kwon and Sukmaungma (2013) made 

an interesting application of what they referred to as BSCAHP to an analysis of 

hotel websites.  They also refer to the model as a ‘modified balanced scorecard’.  

Table 2.6 Day-to-day operational performance: taxonomy of articles 

               Year Author/s Areas of research focus 

1. 2006 Garrigόs-Simόn et al. MCDA tools according to hotel’s profile. 

2. 2007 Dittman and Hersford Financial modelling (case study). 

3. 2008 Alias et al. Extensive lit. review of MCDA application. 

4. 2008 Chou et al. Fuzzy MCDM in hotel location selection. 

5. 

6. 

 

7. 

2010 

2013 

 

2013 

Sipahi & Timor 

Manasakis, Apostolakis & 

Datseris 

Kim, Chung, Kwon et al. 

Review of AHP & ANP application. 

Use of Data Envelopment Analysis. 

 

BSCAHP analysis of hotel websites. 

 

   

2.6 Chapter summary 

 

Academic research and consequent literature into performance measurement 

systems and the use of MCDA tools in the hospitality industry has been rather 

limited despite the growing economic and social relevance of the hospitality 

industry. Chronologically we witness a relatively short time-span, starting around 

1995, when criteria other than financial measures started being given some 

importance by decision makers in the hotel industry. It is no coincidence that this 

was the infancy and growth period in popularity of the BSC which took business 

by storm with its emphasis on non-financial measures as performance drivers 

relegating financial measures, including profit, to lagging indicators. 

It is hereby contended, however, that a weakness of management tools such as 

the BSC is their lack of ranking and prioritisation mechanisms that must be 

brought into play in the DA and decision making processes in complex situations 
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as exemplified above. Hence, the hospitality industry needs to make a quantum 

leap in the use of formal Multiple Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) tools. In this 

review, the meaning of MCDA methods is taken as an umbrella incorporating 

methods that support decisions such as QFD and fuzzy MCDA. 

To illustrate the paucity of literature on the use of MCDA tools in hospitality 

studies, suffice it to state again that Alias, Hashim, and Samsudin (2008), in their 

Multiple Criteria Decision making and its Applications: A Literature Review, found 

only one hospitality industry application and this relating to the article by Chou, 

Hsu and Chen (2008) on A Fuzzy MCDM for International Tourist Hotel Location 

Selection. Similarly, Sipahi and Timor (2010) in a review of applications of AHP and 

ANP do not list any application of either MCDA method in Hospitality studies. 

DA needs to be supported by one or more analytical tools that trade-off multiple 

criteria. Moreover, DA in the hospitality industry, same as in other industries, is 

compounded by having to satisfy multiple stakeholders such as owners, managers 

and customers, who may have conflicting objectives. This potential conflict 

situation is an area that requires further research and development in MCDA 

studies. 

Ascending the decision-making pyramid (Fig. 2.2) we find that, despite attempts 

to rope in decision aid concepts such as Stochastic Frontier Analysis, Data 

Envelopment Analysis (DEA), Contingency and Systems (Southern, 1999) 

approaches, it is the AHP that found fertile ground as a single multiple criteria 

decision analysis tool. This author could not find any trace in the literature of any 
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application in Hospitality studies of other MCDA tools such as Prométhée, Electre, 

Macbeth and so on. 

Table 2.7 summarises the quantum of academic writings in terms of the Decision 

tool or MCDA method used by broad category of Decision-making. As can be seen 

from Table 2.7 we find a near balance in the number of writings between the BSC 

(twelve), the AHP (fifteen), and Financial measures (ten), whereas a plethora of 

other methods, e.g. Cluster, discriminant or regression analysis, etc. are grouped 

under ‘Other’ (seventeen). 

Table 2.7 Decision categories by Decision Aid used 

 Categories of Strategic Decisions  Decision Tools or Criteria Used  

  BSC AHP Financial Other 

1. Investment decision 0 1 3 3 

2. Location analysis 0 6 0 5 

3. Business model & market positioning 0 1 1 4 

4. ‘Chain’ or independent management 0 2 5 3 

5. Strategic planning & analysis 12 1 0 2 

6. Day-to-day operational decisions 0 4 1 0 

 Total 12 15 10 17 

 

 

Most exogenous challenges facing the hospitality industry also plague other 

industries whether of the manufacturing or service kind. Economies and 

businesses are inter-linked in an increasingly globalised world. It is therefore not 

surprising that common decision-making aids are sought that, starting in 2002 

(Clinton, Webber & Hassell, 2002) have crystallised into a ‘hybrid’ taxonomy of 

MCDA tools built around the BSC and the AHP, including fuzzy AHP (Lee & Kim, 

2009). Lin and Lin (2011) proposed a model to evaluate tourist hotels in Taiwan 

adopting both the BSC and AHP. The use of the AHP proves particularly useful in 

eliciting the choice of metrics. More recently, we have also seen a growing 
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interest in the ‘hybrid’ application of SWOT analysis together with AHP in travel 

and tourism (Lee & Liu, 2011; Fabac & Zver, 2011). No direct application of this 

‘hybrid’ method in pure hospitality was found.  

 The direction of further research and consequent literature should consider the 

wider spectrum of hotel-choice drivers such as price, repeat experience, guest 

room and hotel facilities, the external environment, staff attributes, business 

processes and last, but certainly not least, location. Consideration of all such 

criteria and more, on both the supply and demand sides of the equation, is best 

analysed using an adequate MCDA tool. The use of such tools as the BSC in 

hospitality management has given good results. The use of MCDA tools such as 

the AHP on its own can also give good results. However, a hybrid ‘BSC+AHP’ 

multiple criteria decision aid system should reap even better results. 
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Chapter Three – Research Methodology 
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   3.1 Introduction 

 

The preceding review of the literature (Chapter 2) covered the spectrum of 

academic literature on the meaning of hospitality, the structure of the hospitality 

industry, decision-choice analysis by hospitality consumers and hospitality 

industry operators. Moreover, the analysis of literature morphed into a taxonomy 

of literature covering the major decision-choice milestones in the hospitality 

industry. The review was carried out in the framework of MCDA usage with 

particular reference to the use of the BSC in hotel operations. Some gaps in the 

literature were identified, particularly in research analysis on demand- and 

supply-side application of MCDA in hospitality, this area being a focal point of this 

research. The following sections of this chapter explain the research philosophy 

behind the exercise including the vexed issue of ‘bounded rationality’ and the lack 

of dogma on the rational behaviour by consumers or the lack of it. The research 

ethics upheld during the whole research process is affirmed. The next section 

explains how this was a ‘multi-step’ research approach using sequential 

qualitative and quantitative methods. The chapter concludes with comments on 

the research and methodology validation used. 

3.2 Research philosophy  

‘Methodology’ implies a discussion about methods – method being a way of doing 

something. It is not the intention, nor the scope of this chapter, however, to enter 

into the merits or demerits of alternative research methods. Is Quantitative 

analysis better than Qualitative analysis? Is AHP better than other forms of 

MCDA/M? Is there a best? The answer to these questions is quite simple. There 

is not such a thing as the best approach. Different problems require different 
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approaches (Spronk, 1981). Different problems require different methods. All 

methods have limitations. “Despite the development of a large number of refined 

MCDA methods, none can be considered as the ‘super method’ appropriate to all 

decision making situations” (Guitouni & Martel, 1998).  

What the researcher needs to be constantly questioning is more likely the quest 

for the best research paradigm, that is, what is the underpinning philosophy of 

the particular research. Within the formal taxonomy of research paradigms, this 

research project can be framed within a Positivist approach based as it is “on the 

assumptions and philosophy of empiricism, parsimony, and generality” (Adams, 

2012). The critics of Positivism would claim that “whilst it purports to be objective, 

it strips contexts from meanings in the process of developing quantified measures 

of phenomena” (Guba and Lincoln, 1994:106). Every attempt was made in this 

research study to avoid falling into such a trap particularly by strictly following a 

constructivist phenomenological approach seeking to generate unchartered 

knowledge and giving meaning to the research problem from the interaction of 

the tourism industry and the hospitality industry experience of the researcher.                

Throughout the study, a genuine effort was made to avoid falling into the trap of 

‘interpretivism’ which would have meant that “knowledge of reality is gained only 

through social constructs such as a language, consciousness, etc” (Adams, 2012). 

This approach, in this research context, would have been too loose and subjective 

to be of any use. The same goes for a ‘critical or post-modernist’ approach which 

is normally “based on critical reflexivity, encouraging self-conscious criticism, 
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reassessing and re-evaluating assumptions and being explicit on (social) 

structures” (Adams, 2012).  

A further debate in research philosophy would enquire into whether this 

particular research is of the inductive or deductive frame. “In an Inductive 

approach you start with a detailed observation of the world and move towards 

more abstract generalisations and ideas ... When you begin you may have only a 

topic and a few vague concepts ... As you observe, you refine the concepts, 

develop empirical generalisations and identify preliminary relationships. You 

build the theory from the ground up ... In a Deductive approach you start with an 

abstract, logical relationship among concepts, than move towards concrete 

empirical evidence ... You may have ideas about how the world operates and want 

to test these against hard data ... In practice, most researchers are flexible and 

use both approaches at various stages in a study” (Neuman, 1997:46). This study 

followed the path of Deductive reasoning from the start as the preferred research 

philosophy as it seemed more in tune with tangible and quantifiable observation 

of the research field.  

   3.2.1  Research design 

 

“The formulation of a problem is often more essential than its 

solution, which may be merely a matter of mathematical or 

experimental skill” 

                                                                        - Einstein & Infeld (1938:29) 

 

The methodology in MCDA can be divided into three basic steps: 1. structuring 

the decision problem, 2. formulating a preference model, and 3. evaluating and 

comparing alternatives (Ozernoy, 1992). Structuring the decision problem 
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includes specifying the objectives and attributes, the generation of alternatives, 

and the assessment of each alternative. For many analysts using MCDA, the 

process of structuring their problem is the most valuable part of the whole 

analysis. If the structuring does not capture the essence of the problem at hand, 

the results and subsequent analysis could be wrong and misleading. On the other 

hand, even if the structuring of the problem is carried out well, the use of an 

inadequate MCDA method could result in a decision recommendation that cannot 

be justified. Thus, both the structuring of the decision making process and the 

formulation of MCDM models are interrelated issues that are very important in 

the task ahead.  

The basic epistemological approach of this research, at least to the extent of it 

being more quantitative than qualitative, is based on experience and positive 

verification and these are the hallmarks of ‘positivism’ as a methodological 

approach grounded on the literature. Positivism, in its classical form, asserts that 

the only authentic knowledge is that which is based on sense experience and 

positive verification. The final outcome will most likely edge towards ‘logical 

positivism’ (or logical empiricism) combining empiricism, with a version of 

rationalism, or the idea that our knowledge includes a component that is not 

derived from observation. 

The research effort consists of two separate but concurrent quantitative 

exercises, a demand-side (customer) and a supply-side (management) analyses. 

Choice of research methodology is always important and in this project it is 

essential to obtain comparable data from both demand and supply fronts, hence 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quantitative
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Qualitative
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Logical_positivism
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Logical_positivism
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Empiricism
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rationalism
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the hesitation to use mixed methodologies. Therefore, whilst both demand and 

supply side analyses use a quantitative survey method, the preceding step of 

establishing the choice alternatives, uses elicitation processes in qualitative focus 

groups. The ensuing choice alternatives were then triangulated with the 

academic literature. Similarly, the results of the quantitative surveys were 

exposed to verification and triangulation, once again using qualitative focus 

groups, in the participating hotels. 

In standard quantitative research, the aim is to determine the relationship 

between one (independent) variable and another (dependent) variable. Given 

the choice of AHP for this study rather than the ANP, the aim is to establish the 

ranking order in between variables rather than causality. This study would 

therefore be prescriptive given that it establishes ranking between a number of 

variables. 

We are constantly faced with having to take a barrage of decisions, some of which 

may appear trivial and some of which are considered critical. Even the most trivial 

of decisions taken can turn out to have a critical outcome because, more than 

ever, we are living in a complex and uncertain environment, an environment that 

requires dexterity in change management and DA. 

3.2.2 Decision analysis and the issue of ‘bounded rationality’ 

 

Since Adam Smith (1723-1790), the assumption that homo economicus is 

expected to make rational decisions has been one of the basic assumptions of 

elementary market theory or demand and supply analysis. It was Herbert Simon 

who first put a caveat on this assumption by pointing out that there exists such a 
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thing as ‘bounded rationality’, that is, “the idea that in decision-making, 

rationality of individuals is limited by the information they have, the cognitive 

limitations of their minds, and the finite amount of time they have to make a 

decision”. Simon also stated that the decision maker has neither the time nor the 

abilities to analyse all the alternatives (Simon, 1957).   Ultimately, the decision 

maker, and presumably all respondents and participants in this research process, 

always prefers a solution that maximises his/her welfare. The decision making 

preferences may not be modelled only by logical rules and relations (Zeleny, 

1992). 

“The ultimate decision is often the result of an interaction between many 

actors (stakeholders) influenced by a context, and it becomes easy to 

discard the concept of rational decision making. A decision is neither 

completely rational, completely irrational, nor completely non-rational. A 

rational decision consists of the evaluation of all alternatives and then 

choosing the one that maximizes the decision maker’s satisfaction or his 

utility function” (Guitouni and Martel, 1998: 504). 

 

In terms broader than the mere economic or business frame, we are reminded by 

Dan Ariely (2009: 350) that the common assumption that homo sapiens behaves 

in a fundamentally rational way is a fallacy. “From drinking coffee to losing weight, 

from buying a car to choosing a romantic partner, we consistently overpay, 

underestimate, and procrastinate. Yet these misguided behaviours are neither 

random nor senseless. They are systematic and predictable, making us 

predictably irrational”. 

It is no wonder therefore, that we require a modicum of coaching and ability to 

improve the quality of our decision making processes whether it be to choose a 

new house, or a new car, or decide where to go on holiday and where to stay. 
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“Ultimately, a good decision is taken given a thorough understanding of the 

problem, careful thought about the consequences, and the incorporation of 

probabilistic assessments with regard to the person’s or organization’s risk 

attitude”(Skinner, 2009:38). 

3.2.3   Research ethics 

Clearance from the Ethics Committee of PBS was obtained early in the research 

journey (Appendix C) and, as the rules and ethics dictate, no primary data 

collection was undertaken before the Ethics Committee gave its approval. The 

completed Ethical Review Checklist fully satisfied the Ethics Committee. The 

submitted Informed Consent Form (Appendix D) was also approved following a 

minor deletion in text which the Ethics Committee noted “is more likely to raise 

suspicion than reassure”. This related to potential dispute between the hotel 

guest and the hotel management. 

The research journey involved interacting with a wide cross-section of individual 

and corporate stakeholders. The individual stakeholders ranged from hotel 

employees in the various focus groups held in a number of hotels to individual 

respondents to the demand- and supply-side questionnaires. At every stage of 

the proceedings, it was explained to participants that their identities would be 

protected and not saved unless they wished otherwise. Both demand- and supply-

side questionnaires carried the proviso that: 

“At the end of the questionnaire you may or may not fill in your personal 

contact details. This is entirely up to you and we shall be glad to inform you 

of the outcome of this research should you so wish. Moreover, your personal 

details will be destroyed at the end of this research project and will not be 

passed on to any other entity”. 
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It is interesting to note that some 40% of all demand-side respondents did leave 

their email details whereas the hospitality industry executives surveyed in the 

supply-side e-mail questionnaire were identifiable as drawn from a specially 

constructed data-base via LinkedIn. 

The issue of ethics, however, is not merely an administrative issue linked to the 

proper conduct of a focus group or survey questionnaire. The issue is particularly 

relevant in the practice of problem structuring in any form of MCDA. The debate 

culminated in Córdoba’s (2006:1027) seminal work which was inspired by 

Foucault’s ideas on power and ethics. “Ethics needs to be understood as a 

continuous development by individuals in relation to existing frameworks and 

codes”.  

3.3 The case for mixed or multiple research methods 

 

The journey from the point of departure of a research question to its ultimate 

conclusion is a long one that consciously, or unconsciously, uses research 

methods that at that particular stage are the most appropriate. One would 

venture to say that, prima facie, it is more an issue of using ‘multiple’ or various 

research methods than ‘mixing’ methods. In a sense it is a sequential order that, 

like a 400 metres hurdle race, passes the baton from one runner to the next. The 

use of multiple methods may indeed enhance research construct validity as a 

form of methodological triangulation and is no longer anathema to good research 

methods. 
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There are at least five positive reasons for selecting a multiple-methodology 

research approach, as stated by Córdoba (2006):  

1. A single method approach renders a narrow view of the research area 

under review. This can often be misleading whereas approaching a 

subject from different angles gives a holistic perspective. 

2. Since all methods of data collection have limitations, the use of 

multiple methods can neutralize or cancel out some of the 

disadvantages of certain methods. Conversely, the strengths of each 

method can complement each other. 

3. Given that social phenomena, and in particular behavioural research 

is complex, different kinds of methods are needed to better 

understand these complexities. 

4. In practice, problem solving often entails the use of several methods 

in order to solve particular problems. 

 

Many paradigm purists, however, argue that at best, multi-methodology is a 

journey full of pitfalls and, at worst, multi-methodology simply does not work 

(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Some of these pitfalls, according to them, 

include: 

1. The difficulty of achieving compatibility between methods due to the 

different paradigms underlying the methods. 

2. The expectation that the researcher is knowledgeable and familiar 

with both quantitative and qualitative methods.  

3. Financial and time constraints faced by using both methods. 

In effect, we determine to apply multiple methods, sequentially or mixing them, 

and “applying them to a reality that is at once plural, multiple, and unknown” 

(Maxcy, 2003:59). Thus, a specific research issue determines the methodology of 
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a study rather than a philosophical position (Niglas, 1999, cited in Greene & 

Caracelli, 2003). Moreover, mixed or multiple methods, similar to other 

discourses, are a social construct, and thus “neither inviolate nor unchanging” 

(Greene & Caracelli, 2003). Ultimately, it is up to the individual researcher to 

establish the relationship between paradigms and methodology chosen and the 

stage at which the researcher decides to integrate the input from the different 

research exercises using alternative methods. This ‘when and how’ depends on a 

number of factors including the purpose of the research, at which stage it is 

easiest to integrate, the clear identification of the research stages, and the 

purpose of the study.  

3.3.1   The Quantitative versus Qualitative issue 

 

It is important at this stage to differentiate between different methods and 

techniques used in this research process. In general terms, the Method used is 

the general or specific way in which a research project is conducted, while 

techniques are the various and most appropriate methods and processes used 

and developed through knowledge, skill, and experience (Kothari, 2009). To give 

an example, the general analytic framework of this research project is MCDA, 

whereas the methods used are quantitative and qualitative analyses. In the case 

of the quantitative analyses, the preferred technique used is the AHP, whereas 

the techniques used in the qualitative exercises tended to be primarily 

‘brainstorming’ and ‘focus groups’. 

In a seminal quote in an address to the American Psychological Association, David 

P. Campbell stated that “All research ultimately has a qualitative grounding” 
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(Campbell, 1974). “There’s no such thing as qualitative data. Everything is either 

1 or 0” (Kerlinger, quoted in Miles & Huberman, 1994:40). These two statements 

epitomise the harmful effects of entrenched extreme positions in the perennially 

hot classic ‘paradigm war’. Excessively focusing on the debate of “qualitative 

versus quantitative” encloses the methods in opposition to each other. It is more 

important to focus on how the techniques can be used sequentially and even 

integrated, as in the mixed methods approach. “More good can come of social 

science researchers developing skills in both realms than debating which method 

is 5-star” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998:10). 

3.4 The choice of the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) 

The preceding introductory and review of the literature chapters are in 

themselves an affirmation of the immense popularity of the BSC in both 

professional and academic circles. Quoted surveys in the Introduction chapter (for 

example the Bain & Co. Management Tools Report, 2013) indicate that the BSC is 

the most favoured performance measurement and strategy control tool in 

business overall and with hospitality industry management. Other tools such as 

Six Sigma, Activity Based Costing/Management (ABC) and Total Quality 

Management (TQM) have also found favour in some professional and academic 

circles but not anywhere near the extensive usage of the BSC. The reason is that 

these alternative PMMSs are too focused on one management function be it 

quality management in TQM, financial control in ABC or, indeed, the identification 

and elimination of causes of manufacturing defects (as pioneered by Motorola 
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and General Electric) or service delivery failures (as pioneered by Starwood 

Hotels) in Six Sigma.                                                                

 The choice of the BSC as the primary framework of this research study was mainly 

dictated by the fact that in its raw form the BSC “is a tool that adds value by 

providing both relevant and balanced information in a concise way for managers” 

(Mooraj, Oyon, & Hostettler, 1999: 481). It is hereby contended that the outcome 

of this research in adding a ranking order of the four perspectives of the BSC and, 

in particular, of the DCC/KRAs, is a significant advance in BSC effectiveness. 

Another reason for choosing the BSC has been the researcher’s own experience 

in rolling out the BSC in a number of hotels with the realisation that the most 

important and interesting aspect of the rollout being the elicitation process or 

identifying those enablers that transform tactical actions into achieved strategic 

objectives. However, this comes with a caveat, as early critics of the BSC (Atkinson 

et al., 1997: 25) noted that “the Balanced Scorecard does not cohere with the 

stakeholder approach to performance measurement ... It focuses on one outlook 

of strategic planning only – that of senior management”.  The researcher had long 

felt that this deficiency needed to be addressed by invoking a wider stakeholder 

dimension to the BSC through the inclusion of the ‘voice of the customer’ (VoC). 

That process, it is strongly felt, enriches the BSC (Quintano & Apostolakis, 2010). 

3.5 The choice of the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) 

 

The decision as to which MCDA method to use is a delicate one and it is a multi-

criteria based decision in itself. Guitoni and Martel (1998) gave us a number of 
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meaningful “tentative guidelines” on choosing an appropriate MCDA method that 

are reproduced in Appendix A. The choice of the AHP for this research project 

amongst a number of MCDA models was arrived at after an evaluation of the 

academic and other literature indicated that the popularity and positive traits of 

AHP by far outnumber the few limitations. The AHP is the workhorse for solving 

multi-criteria problems that have a finite number of alternatives that need to be 

placed in rank order by weight priority (Gass, 2005). The robustness and user 

friendliness of the leading software supporting AHP, namely Expert Choice 

(http:/www.expertchoice.com) was another ‘decision-choice criterion’ for 

choosing AHP. 

The AHP has seen widespread acceptance among academics and practitioners 

(Forman and Gass 2001, Wasil and Golden, 2003).  According to Ishizaka and Labib 

(2009: 215) “the widespread use is certainly owing to its ease of applicability and 

the structure of AHP, which follows the intuitive way in which managers solve 

problems. The hierarchical modelling of the problem, the possibility to adopt 

verbal judgements and the verification of the consistency are its major assets”; 

the results of this research study substantiate this statement. Authors also 

contend that “one of AHP’s strengths is the possibility to evaluate quantitative as 

well as qualitative criteria and alternatives on the same preference scale of nine 

levels (Ishizaka and Labib, 2009: 204). 

The AHP in hospitality studies has also often been combined with other methods. 

Shirouyehzad et al. (2013) use an integrated AHP/DEA hybrid ranking method to 

evaluate service quality in Teheran 5-star hotels. A hybrid model using two 
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primary MCDA tools, namely the AHP and PROMETHEE, is used by Akincilar and 

Dagdeviren (2014) to evaluate 5-star hotel websites. The AHP is utilised to weigh 

the selected criteria, and, ranking of the alternatives is carried out via 

PROMETHEE. A similar study, also involving the evaluation and ranking of 

hospitality internet services in Iran, is that by Shahin, Pool and Poormostafa 

(2014) that merges Webqual and fuzzy AHP. One also notes a growing interest in 

the ‘hybrid’ application of SWOT analysis together with AHP in general travel and 

tourism (Lee & Liu, 2011; Fabac & Zver, 2011). 

A further study on the relative importance of hotel website functionality criteria 

and sub-criteria is presented by Ip, Law and Lee (2012) but using a fuzzy AHP 

model. Other studies include the application of fuzzy AHP and the first time 

application of VIKOR (another MCDA method) to hospitality performance analysis 

by  Fu, Chu, Chao, Lee and Liao (2011). The determination of the best marketing 

strategy for private hotels in Iran was analysed by Sorayaei, Ruhollahi, Ashrafi, 

Khor and Zadeh (2014) using a fuzzy AHP approach in order to optimise the use 

of scarce resources. Finally, a fuzzy AHP approach to evaluating the “atmosphere” 

(ambience) in hotel spas is used by Chen, Yu, Tsui and Lee (2014). 

Of major interest to this project was the work by John D. Kendrick and Dan Saaty 

(2007) who focus more on the practical rather than the academic interest 

particularly when aligning the AHP to the four perspectives of the BSC. We further 

read in Kendrick and Saaty (2007) that there are six advantages to using AHP over 

other alternative selection and prioritisation techniques: 
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1. Because AHP uses hierarchical structure, it enables decision makers to 

define high level strategic objectives and specific metrics for a better 

assessment of strategic alignment. 

2. AHP goes beyond financial analysis by integrating quantitative and 

qualitative considerations as well as competing stakeholder inputs into 

setting priorities. 

3. AHP enables decision makers to measure the relative importance of 

projects, costs, risks, and opportunities for optimal allocation of 

resources. 

4. AHP can be applied in any organisation with any level of maturity 

because the inputs are normalized using either numerical data or 

subjective judgements when metrics are not available. 

5. The AHP process lends itself to sensitivity analysis, providing 

practitioners with greater analytical capabilities when examining what-if 

scenarios. 

6. The auditable and explicit structure of the decision model creates a 

strong framework for systematically improving project selection and 

allocation decisions. 

The AHP has had its critics primarily in Belton and Stewart (2002: 157-159). One 

criticism of the AHP revolves around the measurement scale, termed the 

‘fundamental 1-9 scale’ in Saaty’s original AHP paper of 1977. Another concern 

has been the issue of rank reversal when the decision maker adds a new 

alternative to the set after the ranking order of the original set is determined 

(Belton & Gear, 1983). Concern has also been stated around the issue of 

transitivity of preferences, meaning that if alternative A is preferred to alternative 

B, and alternative B is preferred to alternative C, then alternative A is preferred 

to alternative C (Gass, 2005). Having reconciled the criticisms of AHP, Forman and 

Gass (2001) state that : 
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The AHP has been tested in the marketplace. Its acceptance as a new 

paradigm for decision analysis has been remarkable ... The AHP is 

theoretically sound, readily understood, easily implemented, and 

capable of producing results that agree with expectations (p. 485). 

Finally, we are reminded by Kendrick and Saaty (2007) that “The beauty of the 

AHP technique is that the execution is simple and intuitive. The process is 

designed to thoroughly integrate the expertise, experience and stakeholder 

positions of a group of decision makers into the prioritisation process”. This 

statement can be corroborated by this research project that used the AHP given 

the overall smooth survey administration, meaningful survey results and 

achievement of research objectives.  

3.6 A multi-step research approach 

 

This research journey can be viewed as a multi-step process taken in sequential 

order as follows:  
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Fig. 3.1 – Sequential steps in this research process  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                        

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                            

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.7 The process of rolling out the Balanced Scorecard 

 

The process of rolling out a BSC performance measurement and management 

system (PMMS) in manufacturing industry and some service industries such as 

banks, as also in government and NGOs (non-governmental organizations), is well 

documented (Olve, Roy, & Wetter, 1999). The process and difficulties 
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documented. It is an area of recommended further research and what follows is 

a first step in this direction. 

In practice, the process consists in the following sequential steps: 

1. Evaluation of the achieved results of previous Strategic 

Business Plan. 

2. Evaluation of corporate culture through a company-wide 

employee and management survey. 

3. Formulation and stakeholder approval of new Strategic 

Business Plan. 

4. Determination of KRAs through stakeholder focus groups 

adopting the elicitation process. 

5. Setting of agreed targets for future planning period. 

6. Design of the corporate BSC. 

7. Incorporation of the BSC in budgeting and monthly 

Management reporting. 

8. Roll out through workshops/seminars in all departments. 

9. Monthly corporate BSC reporting through aggregation of 

departmental BSCs (if applicable). 

10. Review of KRAs after a time period, say one year from 

implementation to add, subtract or change non-responding 

KRAs. 

11. Consideration of a 5th perspective (e.g. Environment & 

Sustainability). 

        

3.8 Step 1: Derivation of KRAs/DCC - A qualitative approach 

 

Of specific interest to this methodology is point 4 above, i.e., the determination 

of those KRAs that are in their great majority customer-driven. It is important 

because those same KRAs formed the basis (almost mirror-image) of the DCC 
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incorporated in the demand-side quantitative questionnaire used in this research 

exercise. The steps involved can be listed as follows; certain steps are not 

necessarily in sequential order but serve as steps in ‘triangulation’.  Some KRAs 

might seem critical for a particular division or department but would not be vital 

in the general plot and will therefore not find a place in any of the four scorecards. 

These omissions need to be explained with due sensitivity to proponents during 

the roll-out stage: 

1. A process of brainstorming via interviews with highly experienced 

hospitality industry executives. 

2. A process of elicitation of KRAs by means of ‘focus groups’ held within 

the hotel (or hotels) in which participants range from General 

Managers to Food & Beverage Attendants (waiters) and Room 

Attendants (chambermaids).                                                                                                       

3. Information relating to the prior application of the BSC in global hotel 

chains such as Hilton and Accor hotels. 

4. Notice of quoted criteria/KRAs from the academic literature in 

particular Dolnicar & Otter (2003). 

5. Analysis of quoted criteria/KRAs in UGC (user generated content) 

social media (e.g. Tripadvisor.com). 

6. Guest response (or the lack of it) in survey questionnaire. This facility 

was made available to respondents thanks to input during Major 

Review viva. 

7. Prioritisation of all KRAs listed in order to determine which KRAs are 

to be used and which are to be dropped. 

As an initial step in the elicitation process, referred to in point 2 above, a set of 

twenty four decision-choice criteria considered in the process of selecting a 5-star 

hotel were determined in a series of six stakeholder focus groups. Management 

and staff focus groups were carried out in all four 5-star hotels in Malta that 



106 

 

participated in the study. Guest focus groups were carried out in two hotels just 

prior to the General Manager’s ‘welcome’ drinks. It is indeed imperative that in-

house focus groups include participation by the broadest spectrum of 

management and staff ranging from the hotel General Manager to Food & 

Beverage Attendants (waiters) and Room Attendants (chambermaids) as it is the 

‘rank and file’ that know the internal processes best and experience the ‘moments 

of truth’ or ‘touch-points’ in guest interaction.                                                                           

The focus group can proceed as follows (Skinner, 2009):                                               

Step 1: Explanation of why the team is eliciting issues and how they will be 

used. 

Step 2: Each team member writes down one issue on a sticky note and this 

continues until all have elicited all their issues. Only one issue per note as 

these will be grouped under four ‘perspectives’ later on. 

Step 3: Collect the issues by going around the room and asking each team 

member for the one that they consider the top issue. Have the team 

member read aloud their issue - to imply ownership - and sticky notes are 

placed on wall or flip chart. 

Step 4: After collecting the issues, have the team work on grouping the 

issues. The grouping should focus around a common theme, e.g. grouped 

under the four BSC perspectives.  

Step 5: After grouping the issues it will probably be necessary to remove 

redundant issues. It is important that, before eliminating an issue, the 

issue’s owner agrees with removing it. There is no ideal number but 24 to 

28 issues are normally more than adequate (6 or 7 under each of the 4 

perspectives). 
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Step 6: Categorise each issue as an actionable KRA or strategic objective 

(e.g. increase repeat business, increase employee satisfaction, decrease 

cost of F&B, increase brand awareness, etc). 

Step 7: Moving the process to a higher plane, the next step can be the 

prioritisation of issues. A common method is the N/3 rule wherein the 

number of issues is divided by 3 and each member gets that many votes to 

cast. 

Step 8: Record the issues elicited during that day in priority order.  

The most critical steps in the above process of rolling out a BSC, in a hotel or any 

other business for that matter, are points 2 above (elicitation via focus groups) 

and points 7 relating to the final selection of KRAs/KPIs. Indeed, selecting which 

KRAs/KPIs are more important than others is in itself an MCDA problem. Shahin 

and Mahbob (2007) recognised the importance of prioritising KRAs/KPIs and they 

recommend the use of the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) for this purpose using 

a fictitious hotel as their case study. Following in their footsteps we find Daniela 

Carlucci (2010:66) who states that: 

“Selecting the most meaningful key performance indicators (KPIs) 

represents one of the major challenges that companies have to face for 

developing an effective performance measurement system (PMS). 

Selecting KPIs can be interpreted as a multiple criteria decision-making 

(MCDM) problem, involving a number of factors and related 

interdependencies. The model proposed is (consequently) the analytic 

network process (ANP)”.        
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      3.9 Step 2: Demand-side analysis – a quantitative survey  

   3.9.1   Questionnaire design 

Following determination of the DCC (that mirror the KRAs or strategic objectives 

in a hospitality BSC) a preliminary questionnaire design was drawn up on the basis 

of pairwise comparisons which is the method of choice in AHP. The original input 

included 7 DCC in each of the four scorecards of the BSC or a total of 28 in all. This 

was deemed to be not practical at the questionnaire design stage as the number 

of pairwise combinations increased exponentially, rendering the questionnaire 

unattractive to respondents. It was considered that 6 x 4 or 24 criteria in total 

would be the absolute maximum giving 60 pairwise comparisons plus an 

additional 6 pairwise comparisons of the 4 BSC perspectives. Each respondent, 

therefore, had to choose between 66 pairwise comparisons. 

Professor Saaty discusses “why people cannot deal with a large number of 

alternatives simultaneously” (Saaty, 1994:69). He gives “two principal 

explanations which one can give to justify the use of not more than seven 

elements in a comparison scheme”. These are (Saaty, 1994:85): 

a. Consistency explanation: if the number of elements is small their relative 

priorities would be large. If the number of elements is large, the relative 

priority of each would be small and more affected by inconsistency. Still 

the number should be large enough to enable one to make redundant 

judgements to improve the validity of the outcome. For this reason seven 

elements is the reasonable choice for high average priority and high 

validity. 

b. Neural explanation: This explanation has to do with the brain limit on the 

identification of simultaneous events. 
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The final questionnaire design consisted of three parts (see Appendix B). Part one 

consisted of a ‘personal note’ to respondents in which the aim and relevance of 

the survey are explained, followed by instructions on how to fill in and return the 

questionnaire, together with the proviso that “this is not a customer satisfaction 

questionnaire”. Part two of the questionnaire consisted in soliciting the profiling 

data of respondents inclusive of a. gender, b. age bracket, c. socio-economic 

status (SES), d. purpose of stay, e. hotel choice decision maker, f. booking 

medium, g. who pays, h. frequency of stay, i. length of stay, and j. party size. The 

final part of the questionnaire was the area where respondents were tasked to 

do the actual pairwise-comparison choices in between twenty-four (24) choice 

criteria framed in groups of six (6) within the four (4) perspectives of the classical 

BSC. Respondents were also asked to choose and rank the four BSC perspectives, 

bringing the total number of choice criteria to twenty-eight (28) and bringing the 

pairwise comparisons up to sixty-six (66) in total. Respondents were encouraged 

to write down “any other attribute or criterion that you feel strongly about and 

not listed”. 

3.9.2   Pilot study  

A pilot survey was launched covering a 4 month period (November 2010 to 

January 2011), during which friends and friends of friends were targeted, together 

with a number of fellow academic colleagues in a snowballing sequence. A group 

of under-graduate final year tourism and hospitality students were also targeted 

but their questionnaires had to be almost all discarded due to exceptionally high 

IR (inconsistency ratio). Surely, full time students could hardly be expected to 
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logically consider a stay in a ‘5-star’ hotel at their stage in life. This was further 

proven by the demographics of respondents that took part in the full scale survey 

where only 5% came from the 18-25 age bracket although the response rate rose 

to 28% in the 18-35 age bracket.  Lessons learnt from the pilot study included the 

addition of a short ‘simplistic’ definition of each criterion. Additionally, following 

input from the supervisory team, space was made available under each of the 

four perspectives for the respondent to add any criteria which he/she felt carried 

equal or greater importance to the ones listed. As an example, a male respondent 

in the final survey added the element of ‘snob value’ as a valid reason for staying 

in a 5-star hotel. 

The pilot survey responses were analysed using Expert Choice and a preliminary 

template of results was prepared. The pilot survey questionnaires were later 

discarded and not included in the final survey results. 

3.9.3   Full scale survey 

Subsequent to the pilot study, 1000 questionnaires were printed in booklet form 

in A4 size and in four languages. English, Italian, German and French were chosen 

because the respective mother countries represent the four main source markets 

of visitors to the islands of Malta, with the native population being bilingual in 

English and Maltese.  

The cooperation of all fifteen 5-star hotels in Malta was solicited through the 

efforts of the Malta Hotels and Restaurants Association (MHRA) following a 

presentation to its elected Council. There followed a presentation to the top 

management of eight 5-star hotels, of which four decided to cooperate. The main 



111 

 

reason for choosing not to cooperate was the fact that hotels in a full 

management contract with a global chain are reluctant to conduct any research 

which is not initiated by the corporate head office of the management company. 

The four hotels that agreed to participate, however, included two hotels under 

loose management agreement with a global chain but with local management. 

Each of the four cooperating hotels were then asked to appoint a ‘champion’ 

(normally from the Front Office team) to take charge of questionnaire distribution 

and survey administration in that particular hotel. 

3.9.4   Ensuring random distribution 

 

The main argument used to convince hotels to participate in the research project 

was that this exercise is important not only for academic research but is also of 

relevance to their own strategy management, resource allocation, marketing and 

sales. “Knowing your customer better than the competition means return for your 

marketing dollar. In the highly competitive travel industry, understanding what 

influences a transaction is essential to success” (Expedia, 2014). It is also relevant 

to point out that two of the four hotels are ‘chain managed’ (having 289 and 152 

rooms respectively) whereas the other two hotels (with 428 and 147 rooms 

respectively) are ‘independent’ or ‘white flagged’. This permitted an analytical 

confrontation of results between the two major alternative hospitality 

management choices (Bader & Lababedi, 2007).                                                                                                                                     

Apart from the lessons learnt from the pilot survey, an important lesson was soon 

learnt after a quick analysis of the questionnaires collected after just three weeks 

from two of the four hotels. It transpired that an element of strong subjectivity in 
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the choice of respondents was evident as Front Office (reception) staff chose 

particular clients at check-in whom they considered to be ‘questionnaire-

friendly’. This was most inappropriate. These questionnaires were discarded and 

the ‘coffee table’ method was adopted instead; this eliminated subjectivity and 

ensured a random distribution. Basically, this consisted in an attractively 

decorated table strategically located between reception desk and the elevators, 

on which blank questionnaires were placed in the four languages. Guests picked 

up the questionnaire in the language of their choice, took the questionnaire to 

their room, filled it in at their convenience and returned the completed 

questionnaire in an envelope supplied to reception. 

An alternative method suggested would have been placing the questionnaire in 

the guest room. This idea was discarded as it entailed the placing of 

questionnaires in four different languages in every room. Secondly, this is a 

labour-intensive method, especially for ‘room attendants’ who have a specific 

time limit to clean and put order in a room. Thirdly, and most importantly, an in-

room questionnaire would have been equated, in the mind of the hotel guest, 

with the exercise being “just another customer satisfaction questionnaire (CSQ)”. 

As a matter of fact this was still an issue with a number of responses that had to 

be tagged as ‘invalid’ and discarded. 

        3.9.5    Survey period 

 

One of the important attributes of this research was the relatively long period of 

the survey exercise that lasted a full twelve months between 1st July 2011 and 

30th June 2012. Other similar studies (Tsaur & Tzeng, 1996) were conducted over 
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a relatively short two- week to one-month period. The long survey period in this 

study was deemed to be essential in order to capture the full segmentation of the 

then 1.4 million visitors per annum to the islands of Malta and the demographic 

diversity of its local population. The full-year survey period captured the cross 

section of visitor demographics, source market spread and, most of all, the 

purpose of travel, ranging from pure leisure to business travellers and delegates 

attending meetings, incentives, conferences and other events (MICE). The 

capture of inbound travellers visiting friends and relatives (VFR) was rather 

limited since these normally stay with family (Figure 3.2). 

Fig. 3.2 Malta: Purpose of Visit of visitors – 2012  

 

 
      Source: MTA 

 

The choice of respondent profiling, therefore, was primarily driven by sampling 

for statistical relevance driven by a representative sample mirroring profiling used 

in ‘Tourism and Collective Accommodation’ data issued by the National Statistics 

Office (NSO) of Malta (which is consonant with Eurostat methodology) plus non-

published industrial (i.e. 5-star only) data held by the Malta Tourism Authority 

Leisure
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(MTA) that was made available to the researcher (Table 3.1). This statistical 

relevance, therefore, made for extrapolation of survey results to the universe.  

Table 3.1 Purpose of Visit – All 5-star hotels and all survey respondents 

 

Purpose of Visit Respondents All 5* Hotels1 

Business (25)   18 %  14% 

Special Interest (12)     9 %  6% 

Leisure (86)   60 %  50% 

M.I.C.E. (10)     6 %  25% 

V.F.R. (5)       4 %  3% 

Other (4)       3 %  2% 

 1Source: MTA 

                   

3.9.6   Survey administration 

 

Exactly one third of the questionnaires returned (33 out of 192) can be referred 

to as ‘General’, being local residents and not necessarily visitors to Malta staying 

in a 5-star hotel.  Hotel guests who filled in the questionnaire during their stay 

returned it to reception and these were held in safe keeping by the Front Office 

manager. They were collected once a month and a first analysis was conducted 

to establish whether questionnaires were filled in correctly.  

Following collection from respective hotels and after side-lining of ‘invalid’ 

returns, questionnaires were coded and responses individually entered into 

Expert Choice, one of the leading AHP software packages.  For each questionnaire, 

the weightings were derived both for the 1st level node, i.e., the four perspectives 

of the BSC, followed by the weighting of each of the twenty four criteria or sub-

nodes. Finally, the overall inconsistency ratio (IR) of the questionnaire was noted. 

It is to be pointed out that Expert Choice goes deeper in terms of IR since the IR 

score for every node can be extracted. It was felt that this was not necessary at 
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this stage though this function could prove useful as a diagnostic tool had the 

need been felt to redesign the questionnaire. 

All data acquired that far, i.e., profiling data (e.g. demographic), weightings of 1st 

level and 2nd level nodes and IR, were then transferred to an Excel model for 

subsequent segment and statistical analysis. 

3.9.7    A multi-round survey 

 

As already intimated, the survey was conducted over a twelve (12) month period 

divided into two periods, apart from the pilot survey. The first round was of eight 

(8) months during which 545 questionnaires were distributed and 154 actually 

collected, which represents a 28 percent rate of return. Of these, 8 were tagged 

as ‘invalid’. At the analytical stage, a further 38 responses were rejected due to 

high IR, bringing the relevant sample size in this first round down to 108. 

Thereafter, the preliminary segment results were extracted and basic statistical 

analysis conducted, limited to analysis of means and standard deviation.   

A second round of questionnaire distribution was conducted, hereafter referred 

to as the ‘extended survey’, for a further four-month period bringing the total 

number of demand-side questionnaires distributed to 866. In this second round, 

a further 44 questionnaires were filled in bringing the overall total of returned 

questionnaires to 198. Of these 44, a further 6 questionnaires were found to be 

‘invalid’, giving a final n=192. A reason for the relatively increased rate of 

‘invalidity’ during the extended survey could very well be ‘fatigue’ on the part of 

the hotel champions in explaining to hotel guests and administering such a 
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relatively long survey time-wise. Out of these additional 44 responses, a further 

14 returns were set aside due to an inordinately high IR (original range of IR min. 

0.014 to max. 0.299). After this 1st round elimination IR was averaged at 0.184. 

Thereafter, as a primary exercise in ‘sensitivity analysis’, only those responses 

having an IR lower than < 0.199 which totalled n=103 were re-run, and this gave 

an IR range of minimum 0.014 to maximum 0.199, giving a mean IR of 0.134. 

This second round, or ‘extended survey’ was considered essential in order to: 

a. Increase the sample size and hence significance level; 

b. As an exercise in ‘triangulation’ of results; in effect, results of the 

‘extended survey’ paralleled those of the original or short survey. 

 

3.9.8    Invalid questionnaires 

Fourteen out of the 192 questionnaires returned were classified as prima facie 

‘invalid’ and put aside. Having said that, at no stage is one to assume that these 

are unimportant responses. These ‘invalid’ questionnaires are a valuable source 

of lessons learnt from respondents who bothered to participate in the survey but, 

for one reason or other, did not understand the message or wanted to convey a 

‘different’ message. Therefore, an analysis of these questionnaires is called for 

and this may help design better questionnaires in the future. The main reasons 

were the following: 

a. Respondents did not bother to read the filling-in instructions carefully. 

These would typically admit that they filled in so many questionnaires 

in their life “but have never seen anything so complicated”.  Therefore 

they returned the questionnaire with personal details but stopped 

there. Respondents are far too used to simplistic top-down single line 
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or Likert scale questionnaires. At first sight, five pages of pairwise 

comparisons does seem off-putting, which re-enforces the idea that a 

quick verbal explanation improves response rate and quality. In truth, 

after the initial hesitation, respondents normally fill in correctly and 

the whole questionnaire takes between 15 and 20 minutes. 

b. Some respondents tick both ‘male’ and ‘female’ under personal 

details. Although this may seem funny at first, it was highlighted by 

one of the hotel champions that couples may decide to fill in the 

questionnaire together and democratically. This can be attributed in 

part to a ‘shortcoming’ in the Instructions which did not specify clearly 

that the questionnaire has to be filled in by one person. 

c. Most invalid questionnaires (8 out of 14) circled two instead of just 

one number on either side of the pairwise comparison. It was made 

amply clear in the instructions that only ONE number is to be circled. 

Reason for circling two numbers may reflect the preferences of ‘his’ 

and ‘her’. However, it could also signify a ‘message’ from respondent 

that, in his/her opinion, both criteria are relatively important but one 

is more important than the other and by how much. 

d. Lastly, respondents rated criteria in relation to their current hotel 

experience. In other words, despite a clear warning to this effect in the 

instructions, respondents assumed that this was just another 

customer satisfaction questionnaire (CSQ) for the particular hotel. The 

questionnaire was used to vent their anger at one or many service 

aspects of the particular hotel they were staying at. These 

questionnaires were photo-copied and passed back to the General 

Manager of the particular hotel. 

 3.9.9    The issue of ‘inconsistency ratio’ (IR) 

 

The IR parametric (or its converse the Consistency Ratio – CR) was initially 

brought down to a level 0.194 overall by elimination. A further improvement 
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consisted in the elimination of just another 4 or 6 questionnaires bringing N down 

to 103 and an IR of 0.134 (range min. 0.014 to max. 0.199). For the sake of 

argument and strict theoretical convergence, the elimination process of 

responses having an IR > 0.10 can take place. In practice, however, a balance 

must be struck between an IR that fundamentally complies with theory and an 

unwarranted loss of valuable data. 

In connection with the issue of IR, it is important to restate that we must take 

cognisance of “the idea that in decision-making, rationality of individuals is 

limited by the information they have, the cognitive limitations of their minds, and 

the finite amount of time they have to make a decision” (Simon, 1957: 198). 

Moreover, 

“Priorities are not known in advance in AHP. As priorities only make sense 

if derived from consistent or near-consistent matrices, a consistency 

check must be applied. The threshold for defining an intolerably 

inconsistent matrix is not clear” (Ishizaka and Nemery, 2013: 32). 

 

The most commonly used method to measure consistency is that developed by 

Saaty (1977), where the consistency index (CI) is related to the eigenvalue 

method.  

                                                     CI = 
1

max





n

n
,  

                              where       λmax   =   principal eigenvalue 

                                                                      n  =  size of the matrix 
  
             The consistency ratio, the ratio of CI and RI, is given by: 

                                           CR = CI/RI,  

  
                                where  RI is the random index. 
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If CR is less than 10% then the matrix can be considered as having an 

acceptable consistency. 

A new approach to accepting or rejecting matrices was suggested by Alonso 

and Lamata (2006) whereby they adapt acceptance (or rejection) 

requirements to different scopes and consistency necessities. They claim, not 

unjustly, that the traditional Saaty IR/CR method is “inflexible and restrictive”. 

                    3.9.10   Comments by respondents 

The questionnaire, as can be seen from specimen in Appendix B, gave 

respondents the opportunity to indicate any DCC not listed and to add any 

comments they wished to express either anonymously or known identity. A 

handful of respondents noted critical observations on the questionnaire 

format typically “I fill in questionnaires every day and I have never seen 

anything as strange as this format”. Other respondents, however, made 

meaningful remarks on the essence of the research project and are 

reproduced below with permission: 

a. Mr Mark Guillaumier (CEO of Malta Stock Exchange): 

 

“My only problem with this is that my Repeat Experience is the 

experience of previous stays and is the result of the factors that one is 

being asked to compare with. In other words, the relevance of previous 

stays is the product of one’s impressions of the guest room, facilities, 

location, employee service, etc. which, taken together, leave an overall 

impression on the guest, either positive or negative. So it could be 

somewhat misleading to compare one component to the summation of 

a number of components”. 
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b. Mr Michael Bonello (ex-Governor - Central Bank of Malta): 

 

“There could be some overlap between the components, like staff who 

are experienced and those that have been trained. Probably the guest 

would not be able to see any significant difference between those two 

components”. 

 

The comment by Mr Bonello is very interesting since probing the linkages or 

even dependence of one DCC on another is the intrinsic difference between 

AHP and ANP (Saaty, 1996), is at the root of Systems Analysis (Senge, 1990) 

and at the basis of Strategy Mapping in a higher plane BSC (Kaplan & Norton, 

2004). However, the aim of the thesis is to determine and analyse the 

weighting and relevance ranking attributed by potential customers and hotel 

managers to a number of DCC used in selecting a 5-star hotel and not to 

investigate linkages or causality between DCC. That can be recommended as 

an area for further research.  

c. Ms Tracey Skagias (Export Manager – Greek Company) in pilot survey: 

“I do have a couple of issues with this type of questionnaire, especially 

where do I go from 9 – 1 – 9. Is it how I grade myself as a customer? 

Is it plus on the left and minus on the right? Also, to be frank, I would 

possibly fill it in, possibly and not definitely, if I had plenty of time, and 

was in a good mood. My response to questionnaires is very much 

dictated by my mood. Am I having a good stay? Am I having an 

abominable stay and want blood? (In which case I would probably 

want to write as I would need an interlocutor and expect a reply). If I 

have a basically satisfactory stay I would probably fill it in. It is not a 

difficult questionnaire but respondent has to keep referring back in 

order not to fall in the inconsistency trap and give conflicting answers. 

You are going to have a cover sheet or letter that makes the person 
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who you expect to fill this in feel incredibly important and that their 

feedback will save the company and the industry. Flattery to death or 

what they say will be of absolute value. On the positive side I certainly 

identify myself in the category of hotel guest, very frequent traveller, 

who would stand to benefit from such research. Good luck”.  

  

3.10 Step 3: Supply-side analysis – a quantitative survey 

The research effort would not have been complete without an analysis of both 

the demand and supply side forces that ultimately drive the hospitality market. 

Following a strict sequential order, the demand analysis was followed by a supply-

side analysis. Attention now turned to analysing what executives in the 5-star 

hotel category deem to be the most critical drivers of a successful hotel operation 

in meeting customer needs. 

A database of 246 executives in 4- and 5-star hotels in Malta, inclusive of their 

email addresses, was collected over a 12 month period using the facility offered 

by LinkedIn of networking with peers in the researcher’s sphere of interest. These 

executives became the target of a quantitative exercise using an electronic 

questionnaire that mirrors the demand-side customer questionnaire. The method 

chosen was again a pairwise comparison in the AHP frame. The over-riding 

concern was the comparability of the demand- and supply-side questionnaires by 

using the same AHP tool (Expert Choice) and basic statistical analysis in order to 

compare and contrast results as to whether the perceptions of executives in 

Malta’s 5-star hotels resembled those of their customers in ensuring a satisfactory 

stay. 
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The main stumbling block encountered in this endeavour was definitely the lack 

of a web-based affordable platform for conducting e-surveys using the traditional 

9-point AHP pairwise comparison format. Several attempts were made to seek 

the required platform ‘off the shelf’ or to have it made. Eventually, the choice fell 

on a macro-based Windows format that satisfied the requirement, albeit with a 

major issue as the file is heavy and requires between 3 and 5 minutes to open; 

this may induce potential respondents to simply give up waiting despite the 

warnings in the instructions. Nevertheless, it was truly a case of there being a way 

where there is a will, since a number of respondents reverted with feedback 

confirming completion within 10 to 15 minutes from start to finish. 

The supply-side survey took place over a period of 4 months (July to October 

2012) with a dual chaser after the initial email shot. The survey period in itself 

may have proven to be a limitation in so far as it is the peak period of the tourism 

flow to the Islands of Malta when hospitality industry executives are extremely 

busy. One must also consider that it coincided with a period of intense research 

by the Malta Hotels and Restaurants Association (MHRA) also targeting its 

members with a large number of questionnaires. 

The relatively low response rate of 39 questionnaires, which still represents 15.8% 

of the 246 executives surveyed, can be explained by the difficulty in enabling the 

e-questionnaire and the time constraints on management given so many routine 

and ad-hoc questionnaires they need to fill in. One cannot exclude an element of 

apathy towards scientific research particularly by those who have been in the 

trade long enough to think they know it all. Yet, the sample size is still considered 
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as statistically significant especially given that the findings are corroborated by 

triangulation with the results of prior and subsequent qualitative focus group 

deliberations. 

                                      

3.11 Step 4: Presentation of findings to participating hotels –  
         qualitative feedback 

 

It was felt necessary, almost as an obligation towards management of the four 

hotels that supported this research project, to share with them the results of the 

survey. Moreover, the objective of these two-hour workshops from the 

researcher’s perspective were:  

         1. To obtain a further number of supply-side filled-in questionnaires;  

         2. To solicit ‘expert’ opinion and feedback on the results of the  

demand-side survey.  

Four or five days before the workshop session, all attendees were presented with 

a copy of the supply-side questionnaire and asked to fill it in anonymously or 

otherwise and asked to hand it in to the workshop coordinator before the 

meeting. The number of workshop participants varied from 8 to 15 and was 

normally composed of the hotel’s General Manager and all HODs (heads of 

departments). Moreover, it was always good to have in attendance the particular 

person who ‘championed’ the research project in the particular hotel. This was 

not necessarily a high ranking officer but normally a member of the front-of-

house team. This was important in order to obtain feedback on any survey 

administration issues that had been encountered.                                                                                          

The presentation of results by the researcher largely consisted of 1. Explaining the 

aim behind the research exercise, and 2. Presenting the primary overall results 
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vis-a-vis the results of the particular hotel. At the end of the presentation of 

results, a free discussion ensued, eliciting comments and questions from 

participants. A common enquiry (understandably) related to how the results of 

the particular hotel benchmarked with other hotels in their competitive-set. 

Generally, the results were accepted without much dispute, almost signifying an 

attitude of “these results confirm what we knew already”. Following the 

meetings, and given the results of the industry-wide supply-side survey, General 

Managers only were presented (via email) with the results of the comparative 

analysis between the demand- and supply-side surveys. 

3.12 Validation and reliability of research methodology 

 

Research in the social sciences field has to contend with the delicate paradigms 

of validity and reliability as much as, if not more than, other fields of research. 

The primary difficulty lies in the fact that, in the social and behavioural studies, 

the researcher is quantifying, more often than not, abstract and intangible 

constructs such as satisfaction, experience, irritation and emotion.  

Validity refers to how well a test measures what it is meant to be measuring. The 

question of validity is raised in the context of the shape and form of the test, the 

purpose of the test and the population for whom it is intended. Reliability, on the 

other hand, is the degree to which an assessment tool used, such as the AHP, 

produces stable and consistent results (Nunnally, 1978). Measurements are only 

considered as reliable to the extent that they are repeatable within the context 

of the research scope and objectives. 
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It is contended that this research consistently met a number of basic criteria in 

terms of validity and reliability, such as: 

1. The study was conducted by an unbiased independent researcher, i.e., a 

researcher not connected to or financed by any of the hospitality 

industry stakeholders. 

2. There exists a clear research design that includes: 

 The method was well tested on a pilot control group that had the 

relevant characteristics of the target group.  

 The target groups were sufficiently large to draw conclusions. 

 A survey period of a full year was adequate to cover the broad 

segmentation of customer typologies and travel and tourism 

segmentation. 

 The analysis of the survey results was conducted in an objective and 

neutral manner. 

3. Research inputs and outputs were triangulated with the academic 

literature, including the analysis of survey results. 

4. As explained in 3.9.7 above (A multi-round survey) the original survey 

was extended to a larger sample size. Results of original and extended 

survey were practically the same.  

5. The results of a four-movement sensitivity analysis were consistent with 

no indication of rank reversal. 

6. The results are reproducible.  Another research team, operating 

separately, would obtain the same results using the same methodology 

within the same context. 

7. The survey results and subsequent analysis are the fruit of a quantitative 

analysis subsequently corroborated via qualitative expert focus groups 

that can be considered as external to and objective evaluators from the 

primary researcher. 
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 Ultimately, however, any experiment or test in the behavioural sciences only has 

meaning within the context of time, geo-location and culture of the observed 

group. 

 

3.13 Chapter summary 

 

The discussion in this chapter has centred around the structuring of the decision 

problem but also on the technical and practical aspects of the research exercise 

in the process of deriving a value function primarily as a tool for management 

decision support. It is nevertheless a learning process. “Decision makers are 

helped to make sense of an issue, to better understand the organizational 

context, to explore their own values and priorities and to appreciate the 

perspectives of other parties to the decision. We see the model as a tool for 

learning, a sounding board against which decision makers can test their intuition, 

not as a means of providing an ‘answer’ which is in some way ‘objective’ or  right” 

(Belton and Stewart, 2002). 

 In solving an MCDA/M problem, the analyst usually selects a method developed 

by him/her, a method the analyst has most faith in, or a method the analyst is 

familiar with and has used before, not discounting the intuitive appeal and ease 

of use (Ozernoy, 1992). Several attempts have been made to develop an MCDA/M 

expert system that would allow researchers to choose the ‘best’ MCDA/M. It is 

no wonder that most of these attempts have failed and are considered a waste of 

time. Ultimately, the robustness of the end results should be enough to justify the 

means, particularly through the judicious use of triangulation methods in order 

to enhance confidence in the research findings (Denzin, 1970). 
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4.1 Introduction 

 

To restate the aim of the thesis, it is to determine and analyse the weighting and 

relevance ranking attributed by potential customers to a number of DCC used in 

selecting a 5-star hotel, framed in the four perspectives of the BSC, and confront 

same with weightings and rankings on the same criteria according to hotel 

managers. This aim can be presented in terms of a null hypothesis (Ho) stating 

that:                                        

Ho : The difference between the relevance weightings attributed by potential 

customers to a number of DCC (in selecting a 5-star hotel) is not significantly 

different from  the relevance weightings according to hotel managers.                                                                                                            

With the alternative hypothesis being: 

H1 : The difference between the relevance weightings attributed by potential 

customers to a number of DCC (in selecting a 5-star hotel) is significantly 

different from  the relevance weightings according to hotel managers.                                                                                                            

This hypothesis is tested by means of a correlation analysis between demand- and 

supply-side survey results towards the end of this chapter (4.8). 

It is also relevant to question, however, if there is such a thing as a homogenous 

demand structure on the demand-side of the equation. Potential 5-star hotel 

customers fall into segments as varied as gender, age, Socio-Economic Status 

(SES), nationality, and purpose of visit. The statistical inference hypotheses, when 

disaggregating the demand curve carried out in this analysis, are limited to 

segmentation by gender, age and SES. Statistical analysis by nationality and 

purpose of visit would not give reliable statistical results due to fragmentation or 
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too small a sample. Descriptive analysis and inference on segmentation by 

nationality and purpose of visit, however, is still carried out. The statistical 

inference segment analysis can be presented in terms of a set of null (Ho) and 

alternative (H1) hypotheses as follows:  

a. Hypothesis testing by gender:                                        

Ho : The difference between the relevance weightings attributed by male and 

female potential customers to a number of DCC (in selecting a 5-star hotel) 

is not significantly different by gender.                                                                                                            

With the alternative hypothesis being: 

H1 : The difference between the relevance weightings attributed by male and 

female potential customers to a number of DCC (in selecting a 5-star hotel) 

is significantly different by gender.                                                                                                            

b. Hypothesis testing by age:                                        

Ho : The difference between the relevance weightings attributed by young, 

middle aged and senior potential customers to a number of DCC (in selecting 

a 5-star hotel) is not significantly different by age bracket.                                                                                                            

With the alternative hypothesis being: 

H1 : The difference between the relevance weightings attributed by young, 

middle aged and senior potential customers to a number of DCC (in selecting 

a 5-star hotel) is significantly different by age bracket. 
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c. Hypothesis testing by Socio-Economic Status (SES):                                        

Ho : The difference between the relevance weightings attributed according 

to the SES of potential customers to a number of DCC (in selecting a 5-star 

hotel) is not significantly different.                                                                                                            

With the alternative hypothesis being: 

H1 : The difference between the relevance weightings attributed according 

to the SES of potential customers to a number of DCC (in selecting a 5-star 

hotel) is significantly different.                                                                                                            

These statistical inferences complement a descriptive analysis of the research 

findings and are explained in section 4.2 of this chapter titled ‘Demand-side 

analysis by segment’.  

In order to reach the aim and objectives of the research project and in order to 

answer the above mentioned hypotheses, two extensive surveys were carried out 

over a one year period during which a demand-side customer survey and a supply-

side hospitality management survey elicited relevance weightings on DCC  in 

selecting a 5-star hotel.  The methodology employed and survey administration 

are explained in detail in Chapter 3 (Research Methodology) of the thesis. The 

primary aim of the current chapter is to present and critically evaluate, both 

descriptively and statistically, the findings of the two surveys. 

The chapter starts with an exposition on respondents’ profiling in terms of their 

principal demographic characteristics, respondents’ nationality, and purpose of 

visit. These are confronted to actual universe data in order to underscore survey 

sample representativeness.  
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Subsequent to the general data analysis, the chapter proceeds to present survey 

findings by primary segments such as gender, age, Socio-Economic Status (SES), 

nationality and purpose of visit. Wherever possible, findings are statistically 

tested and related to the available literature on the particular segment in order 

to underscore (or otherwise) the findings and add conceptual triangulation. 

Segmentation analysis is important in the assessment of survey findings in order 

to assess respondents’ ranking of hotel attributes in the light of known preference 

heterogeneity of potential customers but within an identified homogenous 

group, that is, customers seeking to book and stay in a 5-star hotel. The impact of 

heterogeneity of respondents’ preference on the overall ranking of hotels is 

analysed by Viglia, Furlan and Ladrón-de-Guevara (2014). Authors focused their 

attention on the influence of Web 2.0 social networks on a number of 

heterogeneous demographic segments and their impact on consumer decision 

making. 

The demand-side survey results are presented in terms of the four major hotels 

that participated in the survey to demonstrate any marked variation particularly 

between chain-managed and independently-managed hotels. Similarly, the 

results of the hotel management survey are presented by hotel type. Finally, the 

results of the demand-side survey are confronted with those of the supply-side 

survey using a Spearman correlation analysis. As Saaty pointed out (2005, p.346), 

“the purpose of decision-making is to help people make decisions according to 

their own understanding”, and “... methods offered to help make better decisions 

should be closer to being descriptive and considerably transparent”. 
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4.2 Profiling: demand-side (potential customers) survey 

 

4.2.1   Demographic profile of respondents  

 

Official statistics for 2013 indicate that 52% of all visitors to Malta were male 

(NSO, 2014). However, unpublished statistics obtained from the Malta Tourism 

Authority (MTA) suggest that the gender distribution in Malta’s 5-star hotels in 

the same year was 58% male and 42% female. As shown in Table 4.1, the overall 

gender segmentation of respondents in this survey shows a 60% male response 

rate out of 192 questionnaires received, which is marginally down to 59% of the 

n = 148 valid responses of the ‘extended’ 2nd round survey as explained in Chapter 

3 - Research Methodology. The correlation to the total visitor population is 

therefore significant noting that, however, 34% of respondents were Maltese and 

presumably residing in Malta. 

Table 4.1 – Gender profile: demand-side survey 

Gender: Survey 

Respondents 

All Malta 

5*Hotels1 

Male Overall (115)  60% 

Valid     (  87)   59% 

58% 

Female Overall (  77)   40% 

Valid     (  61)   41% 

42% 

                                                  1Source: MTA 

 

Of all visitor arrivals to Malta in 2013, as many as 35% were under the age of 35, 

children included. The 18 to 35 age bracket, popularly known as Generation Y or 

the ‘Millenials’, staying in Malta 5-star hotels in 2013 was of ‘only’ 22% which is 

understandable in the light of budgetary constraints. Demographic segmentation 

by age of survey respondents is shown in Table 4.2. The survey response rate by 

‘Millenials’ was of 26% with a marked increase in respondents in the ‘older’ (26 
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to 35 years) segment of this ‘young’ niche. The Boomer II or ‘Generation Jones’ 

age bracket (36 to 50) makes up 32% of all 5-star guests but 38% of all survey 

respondents. Lastly, it seems that the bulk, or 46% of guests in 5-star hotels in 

Malta form part of the Baby Boomers (51+) generation, whereas ‘senior’ citizens 

represented 36% of all survey respondents. 

Table 4.2 Age profile: demand-side survey 

 

Age: Survey 

Respondents 

All Malta 

5*Hotels1 

Young 

18-25 

26-35 

(41)  26% 

07 

34 

22% 

Middle 

36-50 

(56)   38% 

56 

32% 

Senior 

51-65 

66+ 

(51)  36% 

43 

8 

46% 

                                                     1Source: MTA 

 

The survey’s Socio-Economic Status (SES) profiling shown in Table 4.3 is based on 

the NRS social grades system of demographic classification in use in the United 

Kingdom. Originally used for the National Readership Survey (NRS, 2014) since 

2006 to classify readers, the classification is now used in many applications and 

has become a standard for market research, including the UK’s Market Research 

Society.  
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Table 4.3 Socio-Economic Status (SES) classification 

 

A Upper Middle Class 
Higher managerial, administrative or professional 

employment. 

B Middle Class 
Intermediate managerial, administrative or  

professional employment. 

C1 Lower Middle Class 
Supervisory or clerical and junior managerial, 

administrative or professional employment. 

C2 Skilled Working Class 
Skilled manual workers. 

 

D Working Class 
Unskilled manual workers. 

 

E 
Casual/Lowest Grade 

Workers 

Pensioners and others who depend on the welfare 

state for their income. 

Source : Occupation groupings: a job dictionary. Market Research Society, London 

(2006) accessed online at http://mrs.org.uk/publications/publications.htm on 

14/06/2014. 

 

A high percentage of survey respondents (72%), as shown in Table 4.4, classified 

themselves within the higher/intermediate managerial, administrative or 

professional category which is substantially higher than that recorded in surveys 

conducted by the Malta Tourism Authority (57%). It may well be the case that 

within the broad range of A and B (upper middle and middle class) lies a 

substantial segment of travellers that are comfortable staying in hotels of a lower 

classification (e.g. 4-star) rather than the exclusively 5-star hotels in which the 

survey was conducted. 

Table 4.4 – Socio-economic profile: demand-side survey 
 

Socio-Economic: Respondents All 5* Hotels1 

AB (107)  72% 57% 

C1 (07)     9% 12% 

C2 (14)     8% 15% 

DE (20)     11% 16% 

  1Source: MTA 

 

 

http://mrs.org.uk/
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4.2.2   Nationality profile of respondents (Sample n = 192) 

 

One of the principal objectives of the Tourism Policy for the Maltese Islands 2007-

2011 was to open up to and diversify into new source markets for Malta inbound 

tourism. Indeed, this trend did materialize given a major shift in source markets. 

The neighbouring Italian market at last discovered the Islands of Malta with an 

increase of a staggering +173% in visitor numbers in just eight years and Italy 

surpassed Germany as source market number two (after the UK) from being in 

fourth place well behind the UK, Germany and France in 2006 (see Table 4.5). 

Table 4.5 Malta visitor arrivals by source market (2006 & 2014) 

         2006       2014  

UK 42% 31% -14% 

Germany 12% 9% -9% 

Italy 7% 16% +173% 

France 7% 6% - 

Spain 0 5% +1000% 

Other 25% 26% - 

Source: Author 

 

There can be no question about the fact that the staggering increase in visitors 

from the Italian market in just eight years was due entirely to the opening up of 

new departure airports by Low Cost Carriers (LCCs), particularly Ryanair and 

easyJet, and this from 2nd and 3rd tier regional airports, in addition to the 

traditional gateways of Rome and Milan. People want to fly from their local 

airport, if that option is available. Another source market that did not even 

register in Malta visitor arrivals in 2006 (the year prior to the introduction of LCCs) 

is Spain.  Only four years later, in 2010, the number of visitors from Spain peaked 

at 68,000, thanks to direct LCC flights from five Spanish airports.  
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The ‘Other’ source markets in the visitor numbers includes diverse nationalities 

ranging from Russia to Australia and New Zealand, the latter two being 

representative of the major VFR (visiting friends and relatives) migrant diaspora 

market that regularly return to their roots. This latter market, however, since it is 

typically long stay (4 weeks or more) prefers self-catering to hotel 

accommodation. This could well explain that ‘Others’ represent ‘only’ 21% of 5 

star guests and 14% of total survey respondents.                              

Mindful of the advances in the Italian and Spanish source markets, one notes a 

major reduction in arrivals from Malta’s traditional core UK market. A drop of 14% 

or 67,495 visitors in absolute terms between 2006 and 2013 was registered, 

despite the introduction of ‘low cost’ flights from a number of UK airports that 

effectively replaced ‘inclusive tour’ charter services (NSO, 2014). This trend was 

reversed in 2014 with an increase of 7% on 2013, again due to the introduction of 

new low cost services from the Midlands by Jet2. 

Without doubt, a most important impact of easier and more affordable 

accessibility to and from Malta in the last seven years has been the exponential 

rise in Maltese people travelling abroad.  Although the Maltese vacationer, 

whether travelling abroad or spending a weekend break in a Malta 5-star hotel, 

may not rival in volume the armies of Nordic sun worshippers, Maltese 

vacationers are more than welcome in hotels given that each Maltese vacationer 

spends on average €128 per night compared to the €105 per night spent by 

visitors to Malta (NSO, 2014). 



137 

 

The nationality spread of demand-side survey respondents in relation to stays in 

5-Star hotels in Malta and total visitor numbers to Malta for 2013 is shown in 

Table 4.6. 

Table 4.6 Nationality profile - 2013: demand-side survey 

 

Nationality: Respondents All 

5*Hotels1 

Total 

Visitors 

Maltese (44)   31 % 18% N/A 

British (38)  27 % 32% 30% 

German (19)  13 % 10% 10% 

Italian (13)   9 % 12% 16% 

French (8)     6 % 7% 7% 

Other (20)   14 % 21% 39% 

                                 1Source: MTA 
 

4.2.3   Purpose of visit of respondents  

 

The reason why people travel and sleep away from home is a major segmentation 

criterion in travel and tourism. Indeed, despite being primarily a holiday and 

leisure destination, official 2013 statistics for Malta show that of all foreign 

visitors, holiday visitors accounted for 84% and foreign business visitors for 8% 

with another 8% making up the various other segments such as MICE (meetings, 

incentives, conferences and events), VFR (visiting friends and relatives), SIT 

(special interest travel) that, in turn, includes such sub-segments as diving and 

religious holidays.  

As in the case of respondents by nationality, but even more so in the case of 

‘purpose of visit’, the fact that the survey period was over a full year went a long 

way to capture the full spectrum of ‘purpose of visit’. Limiting the survey period 

to just the ‘peak’ summer months would have biased the research towards the 
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‘leisure’ market. Conversely, the MICE market is concentrated in the (off-peak) 

spring and autumn periods. Sports tourism is mainly a winter segment. A too brief 

survey period would seem to be a limitation in similar published research efforts 

(Chou, Hsu & Chen, 2008). The breakdown of survey respondents by purpose of 

visit is shown in Table 4.7. 

Table 4.7 Purpose of visit profile: demand-side survey 

 

Purpose of Visit Respondents All 5* Hotels1 

Business (25)   18 % 14% 

Special Interest (12)     9 % 6% 

Leisure (86)   60 % 50% 

M.I.C.E. (10)     6 % 25% 

V.F.R. (5)       4 % 3% 

Other (4)       3 % 2% 

                                  1Source: MTA 

 

 

4.3 Profiling:  supply-side (management) survey 

 

As explained in the preceding chapter (Research Methodology), the supply-side 

survey consisted of an emailed questionnaire to 244 middle and senior executives 

in practically all 5-star hotels in Malta. The data base (Table 4.8) was constructed 

over an 18-month period using LinkedIn connections. 

Table 4.8 Supply-side survey sample data table 

Sample size     n = 244 

Respondents  n =  49 

Percent respondents    20% 

Reduced IR < 0.199 n = 39 

Reduced IR range 0.016 to 0.199 
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4.3.1 Gender profile of respondents 

 

The gender demographic (Table 4.9) was the only datum extracted from 

management respondents, as all other criteria were considered as homogenous 

between genders. 

Table 4.9 Gender profile: supply-side survey 

 

Gender: Overall Reduced IR 

Male (34)  69%  (27)  69%  

Female (15)   31% (12)   31% 

 

The Global Report on Women in Tourism (UNWTO, 2010) recognises the ‘glass 

ceiling’ that exists in the industry that works against female employees. The 

report further states that: 

1. Women make up a large proportion of the formal tourism 

workforce. 

2. Women are well represented at service and clerical level jobs but 

poorly represented at management/professional level. 

3. Women in tourism are typically earning 10 to 15% less than their 

male counterparts. 

The situation in hotels in Malta is positive as it appears to be ‘gender neutral’. 

“Within the hotels, there is good, though not even, representation of both sexes 

in managerial positions. However, women are mostly horizontally segregated into 

female dominated departments, namely Housekeeping, Administration, Front 

Office and Marketing and Sales” (Camilleri, 2004). This seems to be a universal 

phenomenon as female employees are seen as better suited to female-typical 

departments as they are more understanding and have a softer approach to 

management (Franks, 1999). The perception remains, most certainly not shared 

by this author, that “(gender) equality is not always the healthy optimum. Some 

jobs are by nature designed for men or for women. However, this does not mean 
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that women should be excluded and refused from given the opportunity to try” 

(Buhagiar, 2005:83).  

4.4 Analysis of demand-side survey findings 

 

This analysis brings together and confronts the results of an extensive demand-

side or consumer analysis together with that of a supply-side or management 

analysis. The aim is to show whether the hospitality trade in Malta, in particular 

those in the 5-star hotel category, are in harmony with what the consumer wants 

and expects. The Expert Choice weightings of all valid questionnaires resulted in 

two sets of data. The first set represents the results of the Extended Survey that 

increased n (valid responses) from 108 in the original survey to an n of 148 valid 

responses in the ‘extended’ second-round survey, as explained in Chapter 3 

(Research Methodology). The other set of demand-side data relates to a reduced 

n down to 103 valid responses on the basis of responses having an inconsistency 

ratio (IR) less than 0.199 for an overall average IR of 0.134. In effect, there exists 

strict correlation between both sets of data signifying good correlation for the 

sake of triangulation of data. This is exemplified in figure 4.1. Therefore it is 

immaterial which set of data to relate to, although the second option is preferred 

in this analysis as it is more in tune with the guidelines of AHP practice. Therefore, 

only reduced IR data are shown and analysed in the remainder of this chapter. 

The complete set of data and graphs relating to the ‘extended survey’ are 

available in Appendix H (Master Statistical Data File). The synthesis of both survey 

data is in Table 4.10 and Figure 4.1. 
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Table 4.10 Key statistical indicators of demand-side survey 

 

Extended Survey Analysis Reduced IR analysis  

n = 148 n = 103 

SD = 0.115 SD = 0.104 

IR = 0.184 IR = 0.134 

IR range = min 0.014 max 0.299 IR range = min 0.014 max 0.199 

 

 

Fig. 4.1 Extended and Reduced IR mean weightings: demand-side 

 

 
 

 

The same applies to the supply-side (management) survey where only responses 

with an IR less than 0.199 were retained, resulting in an n of 33 valid responses as 

detailed in section 4.7.1. In all cases, the analysis that follows primarily takes the 

form of a Mean Analysis. 

 4.4.1   The Balanced Scorecard – the four perspectives  

Managing is not an easy task especially in the face of exogenous and endogenous 

counter forces and resistance to change. Having a clear forward- looking policy, a 

strategy of how to achieve it, and targeted tactical actions (or best practices) to 

0.286
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achieve the key result areas (KRAs) or strategic objectives are the critical 

ingredients to push a business forward. The BSC, if properly designed and utilised, 

is an excellent tool in performance measurement and management. The mean 

relevance weightings derived from both surveys, that is, the demand- and supply-

side surveys, in terms of the four perspectives of the BSC, are confronted in figure 

4.2. 

Fig. 4.2 BSC perspectives – All respondents: demand-side weightings 
 

 

 
Potential 5-star hotel customers feel that the Customer perspective in the 

hospitality business carries by far the highest weighting at 0.358. Customer is king. 

Consideration of Financial issues also comes in strongly with the second highest 

weighting of 0.286, particularly seen from the perspective of the ‘room rate’ that 

the customer is willing to pay, as seen in figure 4.8. Customers are conscious of 

the important role of employees in a labour-intensive service industry where 

around 60% of all resource input is labour. Customers are less concerned with the 

interface between ‘customer’ and ‘employee’ in terms of the ‘internal business 
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process’ since ultimately the customer is interested in a satisficing outcome and 

not a process (Simon, 1957). 

The results of the supply-side analysis, also shown in figure 4.2, show that for 

hotel managers, the key perspectives are similarly the Customer perspective and 

the Financial perspective, although weightings are even more pronounced in 

favour of the former perspective. This is comforting in that it shows a customer-

centric culture by executive management in the exercise of their duties, at least 

in theory. A marginally higher weighting, however, is attributed by managers to 

the Internal Business Process function than the Employee perspective in 

recognition of the managerial control function. 

4.4.2   The Customer perspective 
 

“Delivering the right products and services for cost- 
effectively satisfying customer needs” (Kaplan and  Norton, 1996:63) 

 
Overall, respondents confirm the age old maxim attributed to Conrad Hilton that 

the primary Customer perspective consideration when choosing a hotel is 

“location, location and location”. As can be seen in figure 4.3, indeed location 

ranked as the number one customer-perspective criterion with a weighting of 

0.257 on responses with a reduced IR <0.199 (and also number one on the original 

‘extended’ survey data at 0.245). 
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Fig. 4.3 Customer perspective: demand- and supply-side weightings 

 

 
 

 

Turning to the supply-side and responses by hotel managers, there is agreement 

with guest responses on location being the number one customer-perspective 

choice criterion (0.212 vs 0.257). However, crucially, that is where similarity ends 

because, whereas for the guest the second most important customer-perspective 

criterion is the ‘guest room’,  for hotel managers, the second most important 

customer-perspective criterion is ‘repeat experience’, i.e. the fact that the guest 

has been to their hotel before. This ‘repeat’ or ‘loyalty’ criterion is ranked down 

at number five position by guest respondents. 

4.4.2.1   Loyalty marketing 

 

This finding throws open a discussion on whether the hospitality industry over-

stresses the relevance of ‘loyalty marketing’ with limited return on investment, 

and whether managers in the hospitality industry have the wrong conception of 

what ‘loyalty marketing’ is all about.  In an effort to retain a ‘relationship’ with the 

customer, in return for ‘repeat business’, guests are traditionally enrolled in a 
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‘loyalty’ programme and given a loyalty card on which they ‘burn’ points. All chain 

hotels do it and most independent hotels do it as well. If everybody else does it, 

where is the comparative advantage? Also, ‘loyalty programmes’ are extremely 

complicated and expensive to operate.                                                                     

A study by Osman, Hemmington and Bowie (2009:239) investigated “alternative 

approaches to relationship marketing and customer loyalty in two hotel 

companies in the UK”. This study compared and contrasted customer and 

management attitudes in the application of a relational approach in hospitality 

marketing vis-à-vis a transactional approach and the impact of these approaches 

on customer loyalty in each hotel company. Higgins and Smith (2000) defined the 

transactional approach to marketing as being concerned with functional 

interactions between the customer and the product. Through qualitative 

methods, Osman et al. concluded that a transactional approach to marketing can 

create significant customer loyalty in hotels.  

As an extension of the conclusion by Osman et al., it can be inferred that a truly 

rewarding ‘repeat experience’ is the one where the customer is recognized as an 

individual with distinctive personal likes and dislikes and requirements and 

adapting the value chain (touch points) accordingly. Remembering (noting in 

reservation system) from a previous visit that guest requires a hypoallergenic 

pillow, for example, wins loyalty far more than any card or points. According to 

Steven Ferry, “it is creativity and passion that are the keys to wowing and 

returning guests” (Ferry, 2014:1). 

http://www.gaiam.com/product/organic+kapok+pillow+standard.do?SID=WG117SPRTAPEMACS&extcmp=life_prod
http://www.gaiam.com/product/organic+kapok+pillow+standard.do?SID=WG117SPRTAPEMACS&extcmp=life_prod


146 

 

 A survey by Deloitte published in January 2013 (figure 4.4) of 3,773 US travellers 

on ‘Customer Loyalty in the Hotel Industry’  reported that as many as 24.1% of US 

travellers are members of more than three hotel loyalty programmes and 14.3% 

are members of more than four. Just under 70% of US travellers hold at least one 

hotel loyalty programme card. Yet, the same report states that 17% of loyalty card 

holders never bother to redeem any promotional offers (the term used in the 

trade is to ‘burn’ points). Another 22% ‘rarely’ do so. 35% do so only ‘sometimes’ 

with only 8% of respondents saying that they ‘always’ redeem their points. 

Fig. 4.4 Number of hotel Loyalty Programme memberships (Deloitte, 2013) 

 

 
 

 

In answer to the question ‘Do you typically stay at the same hotel brand?’ only 

7.8% of respondents answered ‘Always’. Indeed, as many as 57% of respondents 

showed no full or partial commitment to a hotel brand of which they hold a loyalty 

card, although 42% of respondents stated that, at least, ‘sometimes’ they stayed 

there. 
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Fig. 4.5  Propensity to try different hotel brands (Deloitte, 2013) 

 

 
 

 

After ‘location’, the potential guest’s decision-choice analysis moves on to 

evaluate the ‘guest room’ offer by the hotel as the second most important 

customer-related DCC. Traditionally, the ‘hardware’ side of the industry has 

consisted in the provision of a room – four walls and a ceiling – furnished to afford 

a good night’s rest. Throughout the centuries, mankind has afforded little change 

in this basic offer. Moreover, the basic offer is not far different between a low-

priced 3-star ‘budget’ hotel and a high-priced 5-star hotel room. What has seen 

major changes in recent years has been the ‘software’ side of the hospitality 

industry in terms of the ‘service offer’.  This includes the provision of ever more 

sophisticated in-room facilities such as regulated temperature control, 

entertainment systems, and communication systems, in particular the provision 

of wi-fi. 

TripAdvisor, Inc. the world's largest travel site, carried out a survey in January 

2012 revealing U.S. “lodging” (hospitality) trends. Surveys of more than 1,000 U.S. 
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travellers and more than 600 U.S. hotel managers showed that wi-fi internet 

access was the first choice of 85% of guests and of 99% of the hotel managers. 

Conversely, the least attractive of in-room service offers was the ‘turn-down’ 

service with 87% of guests and 83% of managers considering it a service that 

offers very little value. Of the travellers surveyed, 54 percent said they have 

cancelled a hotel reservation because they found better amenities at a different 

property.  

Another major difference in rank appraisal between potential 5-star hotel clients 

and hotel managers is in the area of ‘external environment’. This choice criterion 

is considered third most important by potential clients (in particular women 

travellers) but falls into sixth or last position in the mind of hotel managers. This 

could be attributed to a cognitive boundary limitation on the spatial area of 

responsibility beyond which hotel managers do not deem the hotel’s external 

environment to be their business. It could also be due to the fact that individual 

hotel managers have little influence on the external environment of their hotel 

whilst potential customers can simply book another hotel if they are not attracted 

by a hotel’s external environment. In reality, individual hotels have a corporate 

social responsibility (CSR) to ensure that they look after their external 

environment, as has been the case of the so-called ‘Golden Mile’ of 5-star hotels 

in the St. George’s Bay resort area in Malta, where ‘coopetition’ between 

otherwise competitive hotels has led to a substantial up-grading of the area. 

The tangible ‘hardware’ offer of a modern hotel, however, goes beyond the 

provision of a room with four walls and a ceiling. Ancillary ‘hotel facilities’ 
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enhance the guest experience and offer owners/managers the opportunity to 

capitalise on the availability of a captive consumer market willing and able to part 

with cash. The provision of ‘hotel facilities’ actually saw a convergence in rank 

order (fourth) and relevance weighting between demand and supply sides with 

0.160 and 0.158 respectively. There is potentially an element of cross-

segmentation interdependence since the evaluation of ‘hotel facilities’ is strongly 

linked to critical segments such as gender, age, and purpose of visit.  The survey 

by Deloitte (Customer Loyalty in the Hotel Industry, 2013) listed the importance 

attributed by 3,773 US travellers to twenty-seven different tangible and 

intangible ‘Attributes’ with the highest score, 47%, going to ‘value for 

money/room rate’ followed by the availability of ‘free parking’ at 43%. The latter 

is undoubtedly an important criterion where getting to/from the hotel is 

predominantly by the customer’s own car. 

To brand or not to brand, that is the critical question faced by hotel owners and 

managers alike. Moreover, an intense debate in the hospitality industry in recent 

years has seen exponents argue that, indeed, ‘brand’ has overtaken ‘location’ as 

the most important choice criterion in hotel selection (Callarisa, Garcia, Cardiff & 

Roshchina, 2012). Jackson and Qu (2008) consider the issue of brand 

management as a formidable challenge for hotels, hotel management companies, 

and hotel brand managers. They propose a framework that uses the BSC as the 

basis of brand management.                                                                               

It is, one cautions, important to distinguish between two different interpretations 

of ‘branding’ particularly by people in the trade. The common interpretation of 
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branding is hotel ‘chain management’ (vis-à-vis ‘independent’ management), i.e., 

should a hotel go for one of the major brands such as Hilton, Marriott, Sheraton, 

Sofitel, Radisson or any other, or go it alone. In effect, an independently managed 

hotel could, or rather should, acquire a strong own-brand over time. A number of 

truly ‘5-star’ hotels around the world are independently managed but possess 

huge brand identity. In the trade these are referred to as ‘signature’ hotels or as 

‘white-flag’ hotels as they do not fly the flag of any global brand on their roof. 

Typical examples are The Savoy in London, The Park Plaza in New York, Hotel de 

Crillon in Paris (built in 1758), the Principe di Savoia in Milan and the Shangri-La 

in Singapore.    

The issue facing owners/managers is that ‘chain-affiliation’ and subsequent riding 

on a global brand such as Hilton or Marriott does not come cheap (Wong & 

Wickman, 2015). The ‘management fees’ payable to global chain management 

companies are exorbitant, inclusive of a ‘management’ fee, a ‘brand’ fee, an 

‘internet booking engine’ fee, a ‘technical services’ fee and others. Therefore the 

question arises as to whether the ROI (return on investment) to the hotel owner 

is positive or whether it pays to stay independent. Given the very low weighting 

and ranking given to ‘brand awareness’ by respondents in this survey, one 

wonders if it is money well spent.  

4.4.3  The Learning and Growth (Employee) perspective 
 

“Measures driving employee satisfaction, retention, 
productivity, learning & growth” (Kaplan and Norton, 1996:126) 
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With the massive increase of service jobs in modern economies, a double shift 

has occurred. The first and most cited shift is the sheer number of jobs now 

provided by service industries. The second shift, and much less appreciated, is the 

nature of these jobs. Unlike in manufacturing, service industry employees are part 

of the product as they interact with customers. This interaction is often more 

difficult to control compared to a machine and, moreover, the skills employers 

require from employees have changed as a consequence (Warhurst, Nickson & 

Dutton, 2004). 

The relevance of employee relations, performance, management, and 

development in the hospitality industry cannot be underestimated, given the 

relatively high input of labour as a resource factor compared to other industries. 

In recent years the industry has seen a modicum of automation but this has 

mainly revolved around computerised internet booking engines (IBE) taking the 

place of human beings in reservations and the centralisation of call centres. There 

is at the moment an attempt by some hotel chains to introduce automated check-

in kiosks with limited success as arriving customers still seek the human interface 

and personal welcome especially after a long journey.  

Relative congruence between the weightings given by customers and managers 

relating to Customer drivers was noted in the preceding section, survey results 

also show a marked congruence between customers and managers on issues 

relating to the Learning & Growth (Employee) perspective, as can be seen in figure 

4.6. the only exception being in ‘good management’. In the mind of potential 

customers, ‘satisfied employees’ is the most important attribute, whereas 
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managers consider ‘good management’ by themselves as the fulcrum of the HR 

interface in a hotel. Potential customers indeed rank ‘good management’ in 

fourth position in this perspective whereas for managers, ‘employee satisfaction’ 

is ranked second after ‘good management’. 

Fig. 4.6 Employee perspective: demand- and supply-side weightings 

 

 “High Quality Guest Services Depend Heavily on Employee Satisfaction” was the 

conclusion of a roundtable conference at the Center for Hospitality Research of 

Cornell University held in September 2009.  According to Prof Alex Susskind who 

chaired the roundtable, “A critical aspect of hotel and restaurant management is 

making sure that employees are satisfied and loyal, because you cannot have 

satisfied guests with unhappy employees” (Cornell University, 2009). When 

implemented well, Employee Satisfaction surveys or Organizational Climate 

Surveys (OCS) are important strategic business tools that contribute to the 

bottom line. They imbue employees with a sense of recognition, value, and 

company ’ownership’. Employee satisfaction survey results can guide revisions to 
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internal business processes so as to enhance efficiency and profitability and 

should be carried out at least at six monthly intervals. 

The absorption of ‘company culture’ by employees is another important attribute 

which indeed could be the seventh Key Result Area (KRA) or strategic objective in 

the BSC’s Learning and Growth (or Employee) perspective. The main issue is that 

‘company culture’ is the paradigm of intangibility since it is not only difficult to 

define but also extremely difficult to measure. Employees need to understand the 

beliefs, values, customs, and behaviours of corporate stakeholders, ranging from 

owners (e.g. family business), managers, fellow employees and certainly not least 

the culture of the guests they serve.  

Potential guests ranked ‘experienced staff’ in second position and in third ranking 

by hotel managers respectively. Experienced staff is a major asset for any hotel 

and needs to be well managed via what has become known as Talent 

Management. Experienced employees know their value and they no longer have 

the patience for tedious traditional structures and authority. According to Bruce 

Harkness (VP Learning & Development, Mövenpick Hotels & Resorts), what 

employees want is more than just a competitive pay. “They want to know they 

have the opportunities to gain experience, a challenging career path, access to 

mentors and the possibility of personal involvement in important projects” (Vir, 

2009). To be truly effective, what top talent needs in the hospitality industry as 

well as in any other, is a personalised development plan based on individual 

strengths and weaknesses, and outlining training goals to help bridge the gaps in 

actual knowledge or technical expertise in a fast changing world. 
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It is therefore comforting to note that the ranking chain by potential customers 

goes on unabated. Satisfied employees are experienced employees who are in 

unison with the company culture and accept continuous training and personal 

development. Potential customers ranked ‘trained employees’ in third place even 

before ‘good management’ in fourth place. ‘Staff appearance’ is next in fifth 

ranking. This is not simply a matter of grooming. Staff appearance goes beyond 

that, since satisfied employees will feel good and make the effort to look good. 

Results of both surveys indicate a low weighting by potential customers and 

managers on staff appearance.                                                                                

This contrasts with previous studies in the USA (Martin & Grove, 2002) and the 

UK (Warhurst, Nickson, & Dutton, 2004). Indeed the latter concluded that “the 

key criteria employers want from front line staff in hospitality are: pride in 

appearance and good attitude. We equate the first with aesthetic or self-

presentation skills of employees and the second with their social or interpersonal 

skills”. Findings from a Glasgow survey (Warhurst, Nickson, & Dutton, 2004) show 

that employers assessed the centrality of employees’ appearance to the success 

of the business with 53% saying it was critical, 40% said it was important and 6% 

somewhat important. The findings of the Glasgow survey demonstrated that 

‘soft’ rather than ‘hard’ technical skills are what hospitality employers demand. 

‘Soft’ skills include language skills, body language, dress sense and style and 

personal grooming.  

Ultimately the chain is broken as non-satisfied and misfit employees move on. It 

is a main duty of senior management to retain good staff since they are a valuable 
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resource and recruiting and training new staff takes time and is expensive. It is 

therefore disconcerting that both demand- and supply-side surveys, particularly 

the latter, showed that there exists little concern about the relevance of 

controlling ‘staff turnover’, though some staff turnover is unavoidable and indeed 

desirable. Staff turnover benchmarks in the hospitality industry vary dramatically 

from typically 6 to 8% in Malta 5-star hotels to the +300% of London or New York 

hotels. Extensive staff turnover in Hong Kong was studied by Lam, Zhang and 

Baum (2001) whilst examining the relationship between demographic 

characteristics of hotel employees and job satisfaction. 

4.4.4   The Internal Business Process perspective  
 

“The way we do things. The processes that generate value for 
customers. If, whatever we do, does not add value to 

customers, than it is not worth doing”  
(Kaplan and Norton,1996:92) 

 

The Internal Business Process (IBP) in a manufacturing or service-delivery value 

chain is the critical link or interface between the Customer and the productive 

source which, as already remarked, is the labour or Employee input in labour-

intensive industries such as tourism and hospitality whilst ever mindful of the fact 

that a value chain is always as weak as its weakest link. This interface, or inter-

action between customer and employee, in a hotel context, takes place over a 

period of time and can vary from a few seconds to a much longer period. It is what 

is referred to as ‘touch points’ in the USA or ‘Moments of Truth’ in the seminal 

work of the same name by Jan Carlzon (1987) then chairman of SAS Scandinavian 

Airlines and its hospitality arm Radisson SAS. Indeed they are ‘moments of truth’ 

as the success or otherwise of the interface can make or break the relationship 
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between customer and employee (operative) and determine the satisfactory stay 

or otherwise in the particular hotel. Carlzon wrote: "Last year each of our ten 

million customers came in contact with approximately five SAS employees, and 

this contact lasted an average of 15 seconds each time. SAS is ‘created’ 50 million 

times a year, 15 seconds at a time. These 50 million moments of truth are the 

moments that ultimately determine whether SAS will succeed or fail as a 

company”.  

Management must “create a business culture that is very emphatic to the guest 

journey. Look at all the touching points throughout the guest stay, before, during, 

and after their engagement with your business. Look to see where the 

opportunities are to touch the guest’s heart to generate connection ... If your 

hospitality business is not generating experiential value in making the guest feel 

good about themselves, then all the high-end tangible luxuries and services of 

your business will not generate the type of results you would expect to see from 

those investments. Having a luxury hotel and being a luxury hotel experience are 

sometimes two totally different worlds of hospitality” (Patten, 2014). 

Reducing these millions of moments of truth to a mere six ‘touch-point’ KRAs/DCC 

certainly does not do the hospitality value chain justice. However, the six criteria 

elicited for the ‘internal business process’ perspective in this study represent 

meta-service milestones. The critical links in the hospitality value chain are 

sequential. A potential client examines all the alternatives on the internet, makes 

a reservation, checks-in at the hotel, inspects his/her room, uses the restaurant 

or bar, may even order room service, may use a facility such as the business or 
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wellness centre and, finally, checks-out. Demand- and supply-side surveys results 

are illustrated in figure 4.7. The analysis of survey results below, however, is not 

in sequential process mode but in order of weight ranking given by potential 

customers and hotel managers.  

Fig. 4.7 Internal Process perspective: demand- and supply-side weightings                                                                 

 

Out of the twenty four criteria that make up the four clusters or perspectives in 

this study, there is none that gets even near to the 0.367 weighting given by 

potential 5-star hotel customers to ‘room cleanliness’ within the IBP perspective. 

Similarly, hotel managers surveyed gave this criterion a high weighting of 0.299, 

highest within the IBP perspective. 

One can argue that, understandably, the subjective judgement as to whether a 

hotel is clean or not clean is an ex-post facto consideration. Potential customers 

surely do not expect any 5-star hotel to promote itself on its website as ‘clean’. 

However, in this internet day and age and of UGC such as Facebook and the most 
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dreaded by hotels of all social media – TripAdvisor – one can rest assured that, by 

default, if a hotel is not clean, all potential clients would soon know about it. 

Potential customers and managers alike are also in unison on second ranking 

being ‘food & beverage’ (F&B) service. The keyword in this perspective is ‘service’ 

so in this criterion customer and managers are relating to F&B service delivery. 

Price considerations are tackled in the Financial perspective. F&B service 

weighting between demand and supply-side players is almost identical at 0.182 

and 0.180 respectively. 

Potential customers and managers keep marching in unison as in third ranking we 

find the ‘check-in and check-out’ criterion with weightings of 0.145 and 0.157 

respectively. Both procedures are critical moments of truth since a hotel stay may 

go well for a week or two and then at the last moment, at check-out, the system 

fails and the guest goes through a bad experience such as a long delay (especially 

if the guest is running late to catch a train or a plane) and/or is handed the wrong 

bill. The check-out procedure, as a matter of fact, is such an important touch-

point that nowadays good hotel management dictates that the usual customer 

satisfaction questionnaire (CSQ) is not, as in the past, left in the guest room but is 

emailed to customer around a week after the stay. Reasons for this are twofold. 

Firstly in order to allow for a ‘meditation’ period on the stay experience and, 

secondly, to incorporate the check-out experience in the overall evaluation. 

The availability of food and beverage (F&B) ‘room service’ is a traditional must-

have in 5-star hotels with national classification systems often including it is a 

legal requirement, though one may say that it is an old school anachronism with 
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some 5-star hotels now going as far as taking orders for pizza delivered in the 

room (Mohsin & Lockyer, 2010). In June 2013, the New York Hilton Manhattan 

announced plans to discontinue room service, followed by media speculation and 

rumours in the US ‘upscale’ hotel industry that the days are counted for ‘F&B 

room service’. PKF Hospitality Research reported that in 2012 USA hotels made a 

mere 1.2 percent of total revenue from ‘room service’, down from 1.3 percent in 

2011 (PKF, 2013). It is not surprising that this research shows that both the 

demand and supply-sides of the hospitality industry have relegated ‘room service’ 

to fourth and fifth ranking respectively with an almost identical weighting of 0.116 

and 0.114.                                                                                                                                 

Another service anachronism which is fast disappearing even in 5-star hotels is 

the ‘turn-down’ service. This service has become accepted as more of a nuisance 

than as a positive service as it means a knock on the door by a room attendant in 

the time band 6 to 8 p.m. which is most likely the only short time band when the 

guest is actually in the room for a moment of relaxation before dinner time. 

The human intervention reservation process is another anachronism due to the 

internet revolution which also led to the process of disintermediation, i.e., the 

end of booking transport and accommodation via a travel agent. Unsurprisingly, 

hotel managers ranked ‘reservation process’ a notch higher in fourth position 

(weighting = 0.149) than potential customers in fifth ranking order (weighting = 

0.107). The reservation process using an internet booking engine (IBE) is 

nowadays a commoditised process whereby it may be hotel-branded but in effect 
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is a back-of-house computerised operation to a local or global distribution system 

(GDS) that is the same for all hotels and usually works well. 

Ten years is a long time in any business but remarkably long in the ‘soft’ delivery 

or process side of the hospitality industry. Ten years ago, a fully staffed and 

equipped and dedicated ‘business centre’ was a must have in any 5-star hotel. 

Hotels all over the world invested money, staff and space to make available a 

‘business centre’. The 21st century so far can be characterised as the era of 

‘mobility’ given that the greatest technological and business advances have been 

in smart mobile phones, i-pods and tablets  that are in fact every person’s 

‘business centre’ and made physical ‘business centres’ redundant. It is therefore 

not surprising that both demand- and supply-sides are in unison in their survey 

response ranking the availability of a ‘business centre’ as a last priority with 

weightings of just 0.083 and 0.101 respectively. 

4.4.5   The Financial perspective 
 

“The results of the choices and actions taken in the other three 

perspectives. Also, a picture of what the owners/shareholders expect of 

us in terms of profitability and growth” (Kaplan and Norton, 1996:47)  

 

By far the most important financial criterion for potential customers and hotel 

managers alike is the ‘room rate’. Indeed, for hotel managers, the ‘room rate’ is 

par excellence the number one attractor of all the twenty four criteria evaluated 

in this research study. The ‘room rate’ is also ranked as the primary financial 

criterion by potential customers. This is corroborated by similar studies that also 

revealed a high propensity to book depending on room rate (Schwartz & Chen, 

2010). A similar conclusion is reached by Ramanathan & Ramanathan (2011) who 



161 

 

looked at the room rate as an important determinant of guest loyalty. The ‘room 

rate’ as the most important accommodation need is highlighted by Zhang, Ye and 

Law (2011). Indeed, according to Tanford, Raab and Kim (2012), the room rate 

(price) is the most important choice criterion in ‘full service’ (5-star) hotels, 

followed by utility (presumably meaning location). 

As can be seen from figure 4.8, potential customers and hotel managers agree 

that the second most important financial consideration is the ‘food & beverage 

(F&B) cost’. This is because the two, room rate and cost of F&B, are 

complementary and supplementary in the spirit of the accepted definition of 

‘hospitality’ as the provision of overnight accommodation, food and drink 

(Brotherton, 1999). This demand-side sensitivity to the price of the room and the 

price of food and drinks is stronger in view of the fact that a substantial number 

of guests do not themselves pay the room rate which is paid by their company. In 

many cases, executives travelling on company business are afforded a daily 

allowance to cover ‘room rate’ and F&B cost. A number of business travellers may 

go for a low total price in order to pocket the difference. 
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Fig. 4.8 Financial perspective: demand- and supply-side weightings 

 

With increasing distance from city centre hotel areas and remote airport 

locations, it is no wonder that potential hotel customers consider the cost of 

‘transport to/from hotel’ as the third most important financial consideration. 

Hotel managers do not consider this a major issue and ranked it in fifth place. The 

fact remains that, especially for a very short stay, e.g. one night, the cost of train 

or taxi between airport and city-centre hotel can be as high as the ‘room rate’. 

Ultimately, the total ‘accommodation price’ paid is the summation of individual 

service offerings which of late borders into the ‘all inclusive’ concept where one 

price covers the room rate, all F&B consumed on the premises and the provision 

of requisite ‘ancillary services’ such as the provision of ‘wi-fi’ and access to the 

Wellness Centre.  

As noted under the Internal Business Process perspective, the ‘checking-out’ 

process is a veritable moment of truth. In effect, the check-out process consists 

of the client being served, in the shortest time possible, the complete bill of his 
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stay (criterion 4.5 Billing -accuracy & timing) and settlement (criterion 4.6 

Payment - time and efficiency). This dual step is the final guest experience of the 

hotel and should be smooth, fast, and hassle free. Unfortunately it is not always 

the case and inaccurate billing and argumentation leaves an extremely sour end-

of-stay taste. Even more unfortunate is the fact that often, the argumentation is 

over petty amounts such as the price of a soft drink taken (or not taken) from the 

in-room frigo-bar.    

4.5 Demand-side analysis by segment 

Analysis by segmentation affords the social sciences researcher a depth of focus 

for a meaningful interpretation of results. It is perhaps a normal human need to 

sort things out in categories or taxonomies. It makes for risk reduction in analysis 

and use of data gathered via research. Market segmentation is the science of 

dividing an overall market into customer subsets or segments that share similar 

characteristics and needs.  The key to successful segmentation is identifying those 

characteristics in the customer that best predict a discernible consumption 

pattern time and time again. Consumer characteristics can be analysed from a 

significant number of angles. Segmentation characteristics used in this study are 

primarily demographic and geographic. An element of psychographic analysis is 

also introduced as in ‘reason for travel’ following Plog’s seminal segmentation of 

travellers into allocentric, that is, extrovert, adventuresome, self-confident, and 

curious or psychocentric normally introvert, self-inhibited, and non-

adventuresome (Plog, 1974). Behaviouristic segmentation in hospitality studies is 

introduced in the form of number of visits and loyalty to a particular brand or 
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hotel. Research can be broadened through analysis of ‘needs’ following Maslow’s 

‘hierarchy of needs’ pyramid (Maslow, 1943).  

The value of ‘segmentation’ processes in maximizing revenue generation in the 

hospitality industry was highlighted by Yelkur & Herbig (1997) through the use of 

differential pricing in five steps that the marketing strategist needs to follow, 

namely: 

1. Select the target market. 

2. Divide the target market into smaller customer segments. 

3. Estimate demand for each customer segment. 

4. Determine the willingness to pay (hedonic pricing) for each segment. 

5. Determine prices for each segment. 

 

In a later paper, Yelkur & DaCosta (2001) extend their segmentation model to the 

use of e-commerce in the hospitality industry and the use of segmentation 

techniques to better satisfy clients and thus win their loyalty because “acquiring 

a new customer is between five to ten times as expensive as retaining an existing 

customer” (Gilbert, Powell-Perry & Widijoso, 1999). 

However, we cannot always put people in boxes. Advanced research in the travel 

industry is already looking ‘beyond segmentation’ in trying to understand the 

complex potential traveller of 2020 (Amadeus, 2010:1). Yesterday’s consumer 

was easy to put in a box, e.g. typically two adults and two children. Today we have 

many different forms of family. People live in clusters or tribes and the future of 

segmentation is also learning to understand the new ‘traveller tribes’ (Amadeus, 

2010:2). It is no longer easy to define what constitutes a ‘market’. Consumers are 

becoming less stereotypical leading to reduced predictability. We are living in an 
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era of virtual or digital markets and, as citizens and consumers, we leave digital 

footprints in all that we do. Hence, the increasing use in market analysis of 

‘netnographic’ and ‘blogosphere’ research.  

In the following analysis by gender, by age, and by SES, the analysis proceeds on 

two tracks. Data collection in the case of these three segments was wide enough 

to allow statistical hypothesis testing. In the case of the other two segmentations, 

that is, by nationality and by purpose of visit, the data collection by segment sub-

group is not wide enough to make for reliable statistical testing. The segmentation 

by nationality, for example, includes six nationalities with only two valid 

responses from French nationals and just eight Italians. In the case of 

segmentation by ‘purpose of visit’, again six sub-groups are involved, with indeed 

just one respondent in the VFR (visiting friends and relatives) category and three 

in the ‘others’. Consequently, in the case of segmentation by ‘nationality’ and by 

‘purpose of visit’ only descriptive analysis is offered. 

4.5.1   Analysis by gender 

 

The number of women travelling alone, for both business and leisure travel, is on 

the rise. Sole occupancy of rooms by female travellers is also on the increase 

according to Small Luxury Hotels of the World (SLH) which accounts for over 520 

hotels globally. In SLH's core markets (Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, France, 

Germany, Hong Kong, Russia, UK, USA), there has been an increase of 53% in room 

nights booked by single occupancy female travellers between 2011 and 2012, 

compared to an increase of 38% in room nights by solo male travellers across the 

same period.  
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Conscious of gender issues, hoteliers in liberal societies such as the Nordic 

countries could be taking gender issues too far. “Behind a locked glass door lies 

the 17th floor of Copenhagen’s Bella Sky Hotel: the Bella Donna floor is off-limits 

to men so women will feel safe and pampered”, stated the website of this largest 

hotel in Denmark. Even the hotel’s General Manager, Anders Duelund, was 

forbidden to pass through that door. According to Duelund “when a woman walks 

into a hotel room, the first thing she does is check the bathroom, checking if it is 

clean, looks nice and is well-equipped. When a man walks into a hotel room, he 

checks out the view, the television and the location of the outlets to charge his 

phone” (AFP, 2012). However, on November 11th, 2011, the Danish Gender 

Equality Board, on receiving a complaint from a man, ordered the hotel to open 

the floor to men according to Danish gender equality laws.                                                                                                                       

According to research by Amadeus (2010:1), the global e-travel distribution 

system, the number of international business trips by women is expected to 

increase by 250% by 2030, with the most significant growth coming from the Asia 

Pacific region. In addition, results of a survey on female travellers in the UK and 

the USA by CAP Strategic Research in 2011 (HNR, 2013) revealed that women 

represent the most important and fastest growing segment of the travel market, 

in terms of both leisure and business travel. The survey revealed that 48% of 

travel website users are now women, while a significant 66% of women said that 

travel companies would see an increase in business if they tried harder to serve 

women travellers. The basic demand-side survey statistical parameters in 

connection with gender are shown in table 4.11: 
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Table 4.11 Key statistical indicators of analysis by gender 

n(M)  = 62 n(F)   = 41 

SD (M) = 0.106       SD(F) = 0.099 

IR (M)  = 0.134       IR(F)  = 0.134 

 
To investigate whether the weightings of the DCC varied significantly by gender, 

parametric and non-parametric tests were conducted, namely an independent 

sample t-test as parametric and a Mann Whitney U test as non-parametric. Both 

tests gave similar results though, given the relatively small data set, the non-

parametric tests are more appropriate (Appendix E). The analysis revealed that a 

significant gender difference emerged for ‘external environment’ and ‘repeat 

experience’ (U=1049; Z= -2.25, p=0.025). All the other variables did not produce 

any statistically significant findings since p>0.05. On this basis, therefore, it can 

be stated that the null Hypothesis (Ho) is rejected and the alternative Hypothesis 

(H1) accepted, signifying that the difference between the relevance weightings 

attributed by male and female potential customers to a number of DCC (in 

selecting a 5-star hotel) is significantly different by gender.    

4.5.1.1 Gender analysis – the four perspectives of the BSC 

The segment descriptive analysis by gender begins with an evaluation of the four 

perspectives of the BSC in Figure 4.9. That is followed by an analysis by gender of 

all twenty four DCC framed in their respective BSC perspectives.  
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Fig. 4.9 BSC perspectives by Gender: Demand-side 

  

Overall ranking of relevance of the four perspectives of the BSC is the same 

between genders. The Customer perspective is deemed the most important by 

both men and women. Thereafter comes the Financial perspective, followed way 

down by the Employee perspective with the least relevance weighting given to 

the Internal Business Process in a message that Customer outcome is king, but 

how this is achieved is of far less import. One notes, however, difference in 

emphasis between males and females as males give a stronger weighting to the 

Customer perspective (0.366) than females (0.346) and females feel more 

strongly about the Financial perspective with a weighting of 0.309 vis-a-vis the 

male weighting of 0.270. 

4.5.1.2   Gender analysis – the Customer perspective 

 

Whereas ‘location’ is the top ranking Customer perspective DCC for both males 

and females, the weighting given to location by females (0.270) is substantially 

higher than the weighting attributed to location by males (0.248). Moreover, as 
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can be seen in figure 4.10, a major variation in customer choice ranking is evident 

thereafter between genders. Most importantly, female potential guests rank as 

the second most important criterion the hotel’s ‘external environment’ (0.278), 

whereas males only rank the ‘external environment’ in fourth position (0.164). 

Fig. 4.10 Customer perspective by gender: Demand-side 
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location and a comfortable stay. Women emphatically go for those prime criteria, 

location and external environment, that reassure them of a safe stay. 

         4.5.1.3  Gender analysis – the Employee perspective 

Both sexes agree that the most relevant Learning and Growth (Employee) related 

choice criterion is ‘satisfied employees’ required for a satisfactory service 

delivery. Females feel even more strongly about this criterion giving a weighting 

of 0.253 vis-a-vis a weighting of 0.227 by males. That is where similarity ends. 

Males consider the availability of ‘experienced staff’ as the second most 

important criterion whereas the second most important criterion for females, by 

far, is well ‘trained employees’ (0.203). Men place ‘trained employees’ way down 

in fourth position (0.163) perhaps in the belief that efficient and effective staff 

can be ‘head-hunted’ which is a frequent practice in hospitality circles. The 

relevance weightings and graphical illustration of these initial DCC and the 

remainder are shown in figure 4.11. 

Fig. 4.11 Employee perspective by gender: Demand-side 
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 ‘Good management’ ranks in different but similar weight positions for males and 

females, i.e. in third and fourth place rank respectively. This is followed at the 

bottom of the table by complete unison between sexes in attributing a low 

ranking to ‘staff appearance’ and, lastly, to ‘staff turnover’. As previously noted, 

‘staff turnover’ levels vary dramatically between hotels and in particular between 

leisure (beach) locations and business (city) locations.  

4.5.1.4 Gender analysis – the Internal Process perspective 

        

The Internal Business Process perspective is the BSC perspective where gender 

differences are brushed aside and we find unity of relevance between males and 

females on all six DCC. Male and female respondents feel equally strongly about 

the relevance of ‘room cleanliness’ as the primary Internal Process DCC, which is 

given a very high weighting of 0.371 and 0.362 respectively. Cleanliness is 

followed in second position by the internal processes relating to food and 

beverage service for both genders but with a far stronger relevance weighting for 

women (0.195) than for men (0.173). This 13% stronger differential of females 

over males underscores the importance given by females to the availability of in-

hotel food and beverage facilities, such as restaurants, as women may feel safer 

dining-in then venturing out in unsafe territory in search of a restaurant. The 

relevance weightings and graphical illustration of these two DCC and the other 

four are shown in figure 4.12. 
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Fig. 4.12 Internal Process perspective by gender: Demand-side 

 
 

The other four criteria, in fact, continue in the same relevance ranking order, with 
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rate’. Men feel even stronger than women about the relevance of price, 0.341 

against 0.318, but women, conversely, give a stronger relevance weighting to the 
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of exorbitant taxi fares and, again, factoring in the safety issue for women. Both 

sexes are in unison concerning the last three financial criteria, namely the cost of 

ancillary services such as wi-fi or spa, the timeliness and efficiency of billing, and 

billing accuracy in that ranking order. 

Fig.  4.13 Financial perspective by gender: Demand-side 
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useful to researchers for the purpose of constructing boundaries in their work” 

(Wikipedia, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Generation). 

In Hospitality studies, each generation defines what is expected of a 5-star hotel 

experience. For example, Millennials will bring their own unique perspective and 

expectations into the marketplace compared to the previous Baby Boomers 

generation or, indeed, Generation X. The 5-star hotel market therefore, is 

inherently dynamic as it regularly undergoes a transformation as each new 

generation of newly affluent customers assumes dominance in the marketplace.  

As things stand today, for example, the Millennials have not yet made a significant 

impact on the 5-star hotel market, being either still at school or just starting their 

careers. Yet, these ambitious and highly-educated young people are the 5-star 

hotels’ future customers. By 2020 the Millennial generation’s tastes, appetites, 

desires and lifestyles will be strongly felt and hopefully reflected in the hospitality 

offer. It is highly likely that it will not be an expectation of glitz and glamour, but 

a yearning for a lifestyle of health and sustainability (LOHAS) that will make the 

availability of a Wellness Centre a sought after hotel facility, rather than the 

piano-bar of twenty years ago. Future-focused hotel developers and marketers 

will ignore such mega trends at their peril (Unity Marketing, 2012). 

Conversely, the Baby Boomers generation, now senior citizens, have a strong 

influence on hospitality product development, if anything due to sheer numbers 

as most advanced ‘western’ societies grapple with an ageing population. Many 

senior citizens are affluent and have at their disposal the greatest luxury of our 

era - time. Seniors are willing to travel in the off-peak period and since many are 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Generation


175 

 

retired from work they are not tied down to travel on any particular day of the 

week and will travel in accordance with room availability. More than other 

travellers, older guests enjoy public areas where they can gather to talk and 

socialise. They will have special dietary requirements that must be catered for, 

prefer ground floor rooms as they may have restricted mobility, they prefer 

rooms with twin beds, they expect a child-free and quiet environment, and 

printed material, particularly menus, printed in large font as their eyesight begins 

to diminish. These are only some of a number of measures that hospitality 

managers can take to turn “grey into gold” (Turkel, 2013). 

For the purpose of this analysis it is suggested that broadly Young (Y) relates to 

Generation Y (18-35 years), Middle (M) age relates to Generation X (36-50 years), 

and Senior (S) age bracket relates to the Baby Boomers (51+) generation. The 

basic demand-side survey statistical parameters in connection with age are 

shown in Table 4.12:  

Table 4.12 Key statistical indicators of analysis by age 

n(Y)   = 30          n(M)   = 42            n(S)   = 31 

SD(Y) = 0.103    SD(M) = 0.102       SD(S) = 0.105 

IR(Y)  = 0.132    IR(M)  = 0.132       IR(S)  = 0.140 

 
To investigate whether the weightings of the DCC varied significantly by age, 

parametric and non-parametric tests were conducted, namely an independent 

sample t-test as parametric and a series of Kruskal-Wallis tests as non-parametric 

as well as ANOVA test (see Appendix E). Again all tests gave similar results though, 

given the relatively small data set, the non-parametric tests are preferred. These 

tests revealed that the mean ranks of the three (3) sub-groups (young, middle, 
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and senior) did not differ significantly from each other. Hence the null hypothesis 

(Ho) of no difference in DCC weightings by age can be retained and the alternative 

hypothesis (H1) rejected.  

4.5.2.1   Analysis by age – the four perspectives of the BSC 

 

Irrespective of age, customer centricity is the focal point.  The older generation, 

however, is more customer-focused than the younger generations. Thereafter, it 

is the Financial perspective that gathers the second highest relevance weighting, 

with the ‘middle-age’ bracket being the most sensitive to financial issues. This is 

understandable as this is the ‘closed-nest’ family unit with a limited disposable 

income and/or the budget-conscious business traveller on an expense account 

under close scrutiny. Typically, it is the senior citizens that are least concerned 

with financial issues since normally they would have a nice and regular pension 

and/or investment income stream and limited domestic outlay apart from 

variable medical outlays. 

Within the Employee perspective, it is the younger generation that is most 

concerned, possibly because they are at the start of their own career and yearn 

for appreciation of their own work and that of fellow age peers. Conversely, it is 

the senior age bracket, again, that is primarily concerned with the Internal Process 

or the way they are served. Young people are hardly interested in the process, as 

they would be more focused on the outcome. These findings relating to the BSC 

perspectives by age of respondents, inclusive of demand-side survey results, are 

illustrated in Figure 4.14. 
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Fig. 4.14 BSC perspectives analysis by age: Demand-side 

 

 

4.5.2.2   Analysis by age – the Customer perspective  

 

Across all age brackets, ‘location’ is again the most critical choice criterion in the 

customer perspective of the BSC, and it is the younger generation that is most 

eager to secure a good location, possibly after extensive searches on the internet. 

Location is closely followed by the quality of the ‘guest room’ as a choice criterion, 

although in this case it is the senior guests that attribute the highest weighting to 

the ‘guest room’. The quality of the ‘external environment’ follows as a choice 

criterion, especially strong amongst the younger generation, whereas interest in 

‘facilities’ offered within the hotel is equally distributed.                                                                                                                                

The impact of ‘repeat experience’ carries a low ranking across all ages, with the 

senior citizens exhibiting a slightly higher weighting than guests of a younger age. 

Lastly, there is hardly any interest in ‘brand loyalty’ across all ages. These findings 

relating to the DCC within the Customer perspective by age of respondents, 

inclusive of demand-side survey results, are illustrated in Figure 4.15. 

0.256

0.189

0.189

0.366

0.306

0.161

0.180

0.353

0.289

0.151

0.204

0.357

4. Financial perspective

3. Internal Process perspective

2. Employee perspective

1. Customer perspective

YOUNG MIDDLE SENIOR



178 

 

Fig. 4.15 Customer perspective analysis by age: Demand-side 

 

4.5.2.3   Analysis by age – the Employee perspective  
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in ‘training’ is also a particular trait of the younger generation that places this 
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attribute a strong weighting, in third place, to ‘good management’ which features 

a step down with young people. Across all ages there is unison of low choice 

weighting to ‘staff appearance’ and ‘staff turnover’ in that order. These findings 

relating to the DCC within the Learning and Growth (Employee) perspective by 

age of respondents, inclusive of demand-side survey results, are illustrated in 

Figure 4.16. 
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Fig. 4.16 Employee perspective analysis by age: Demand-side 

 

4.5.2.4   Analysis by age – the Internal Process perspective 
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carry their office around in their mobile or tablet.  
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Fig. 4.17 Internal Process perspective analysis by age: Demand-side 
 

 
 

 

4.5.2.5   Analysis by age – the Financial perspective 

 

Survey analysis shows consensus between all major age brackets in terms of 

ranking of Financial DCC, though there is some substantial variation in the 

quantum. The ‘room rate’ is the most important financial criterion across all ages. 

However, it is the older generation that gives the highest weighting to the price 

paid for the room. Young people are also very conscious of the ‘room rate’ 

whereas the least bothered are the middle-aged. This demographic includes a 

number of executives on business or conference travel where ‘room rate’ is a 

corporate expense. The relevance weightings and graphical illustration of these 

and other DCC are shown in Figure 4.18. 
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Fig.  4.18 Financial perspective analysis by age: Demand-side 
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is typically broken into three categories, high SES, middle SES, and low SES, to 

describe the three areas a family or an individual may fall into. When placing a 

family or individual into one of these categories, any or all of the three variables 

– occupation, income and education - can be assessed.  

A popular coding of socio-economic status in social studies and market research, 

particularly in the UK, is the one originally adopted by the National Readership 

Survey (NRS) which despite being over 50 years old, is still in use by the Market 

Research Society. The broad SES grading by occupation can be listed as follows 

(http://mrs.org.uk/ publications/publications.htm, London, 2006): 

 AB (Upper and middle class) = Professional, managerial, administrative. 

 C1 (Lower middle class) = Higher clerical, clerical, supervisor, skilled 

craftsmen and technicians, owner and/or manager of small business. 

 C2 (Skilled working class) = Skilled manual workers and foremen. 

 DE (Working class and non-working) = Semi-skilled, unskilled, labourers, 

casual workers, students, and persons whose income is provided by the 

state. 

Occupation is therefore the most commonly used denominator in SES studies as 

it is relatively easier to obtain than either real educational achievement or 

income. Income inequality, on the other hand, is most commonly measured by 

the Gini coefficient, where 0 corresponds to perfect equality and 1 means perfect 

inequality. Low income people focus on meeting immediate basic needs. Families 

with higher and expendable income can accumulate wealth and focus on meeting 

immediate needs whilst also being able to consume and enjoy luxuries such as 

staying in 5-star hotels. 

http://mrs.org.uk/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Income_inequality
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gini_coefficient
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wealth
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Education plays a major role in skill sets for acquiring jobs, as well as specific 

qualities that stratify people with higher SES from lower SES. Research shows that 

lower SES students have lower and slower academic achievement as compared 

with students of higher SES (Hoff, 2013). Lastly, occupation encompasses both 

income and educational attainment. Occupational status reflects the educational 

level required to obtain the job and income levels that vary with different jobs 

and within ranks of occupations.  

The basic demand-side survey statistical parameters in connection with SES are 

shown in Table 4.13: 

Table 4.13 Key statistical indicators of analysis by SES 

n(AB) =  77             n(C1) =  05          n(C2) =  9          n(DE) = 12 

SD(AB) = 0.103     SD(C1) = 0.104    SD(C2) = 0.094    SD(DE) = 0.111 

IR (AB)  = 0.131     IR(C1) = 0.134     IR(C2)  = 0.157    IR(DE)  = 0.139 

 
To investigate whether the weightings of the DCC varied significantly by socio-

economic status (SES), a Kruskal-Wallis test, as well as ANOVA test, were 

conducted. There was no major variation between the results of both tests. Both 

tests indicated, however, that a difference exists between the weightings given 

to DCC by respondents in a higher-SES and that of those of a lower-SES. Hence 

the null hypothesis (Ho) of no difference in DCC weightings by SES has to be 

rejected, whereas the alternative hypothesis (H1) can be accepted (see Appendix 

E).                                                                          

4.5.3.1   Analysis by SES – the four perspectives of the BSC 

 

Survey results indicate an inverse relationship between SES and financial pre-

occupation. According to respondents in the lowest SE-grouping (DE), composed 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Income
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Educational_attainment
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of semi-skilled, unskilled, labourers, casual workers, students and state 

beneficiaries, the Financial perspective is by far the most relevant (no.1 ranking) 

with a weighting of 0.320, with only a marginal variation between the other three 

perspectives. Conversely, the other (higher) socio-economic groupings rank the 

Customer perspective as the most important consideration. Indeed, it is the C2 

grouping (skilled manual workers and foremen) that seeks customer-centricity 

first and foremost with a high weighting of 0.448. The C1 grouping (higher clerical, 

supervisory and skilled craftsmen and managers) rate highly the Internal Business 

Process perspective whereas the highest AB SE-grouping (professional, senior 

managers and administrative) give due importance to the Learning and Growth 

(Employee) or human resource perspective. These findings relating to the BSC 

perspectives by SES of respondents, inclusive of demand-side survey results, are 

illustrated in Figure 4.19. 

                     Fig. 4.19 BSC perspectives analysis by SES: Demand-side 
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4.5.3.2   Analysis by SES – the Customer perspective 

 

As can be seen from Table 4.14 and Figure 4.20 below (not consolidated due to 

cluttering), the three highest SE-groupings rank ‘location’ as the most important 

customer-related DCC. However, those in the lowest SE-grouping, the DE (semi-

skilled, unskilled, labourers, casual workers, students and state beneficiaries) 

ranked the quality of the ‘guest room’ as the most relevant DCC. People of this 

relatively low SES surely do not expect an ‘expensive’ guest room in a 5-star hotel 

to be merely a ‘home away from home’. 

Table 4.14 Customer perspective analysis by SES: Demand-side 

 

Customer perspective - DCC:  Weighting 

 

1.1 Repeat Experience 

1.2 Guest Room 

1.3 Hotel Facilities 

1.4 Location 

1.5 Brand Awareness 

1.6 External Environment 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.089 

0.219 

0.169 

0.257 

0.082 

0.183 
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Fig. 4.20 – Customer perspective analysis by SES: Demand-side 
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All other SE-groupings still give the quality of the ‘guest room’ considerable 

importance by second ranking after ‘location’. The ‘external environment’ is next 

in line in DCC ranking for all SE-groupings, except for the C2 grouping (skilled 

manual workers and foremen) who consider ‘hotel facilities’ as more important 

than the ‘external environment’. Practically all four SE-groupings rank the ‘repeat 

experience’ in a lowly fifth position, though it is ‘brand awareness’ that is ranked 

in bottom place by all four SE-groupings. 

4.5.3.3  Analysis by SES – the Employee perspective 

 

Analysing what cohorts of employees think of other employees (in this case 

hospitality industry employees) is always interesting and challenging. As already 

stated in the Introduction to this sub-chapter, a person’s SES is normally based on 

occupation, income and education. The survey results in this perspective, as can 

be seen from Table 4.15 and Figure 4.21, are mostly consistent, although it is 

interesting to note a marked divergence in the ranking opinion of the C2 (skilled 

manual workers and foremen) vis-a-vis the other three cohorts.     

Table 4.15 Employee perspective analysis by SES: Demand-side 

                                                                                      

Employee perspective - 

DCC:  

Weighting 

 

2.1 Experienced Staff 

2.2 Good Management 

2.3 Staff Appearance 

2.4 Trained Employees 

2.5 Staff Turnover 

2.6 Satisfied Employees 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.198 

0.186 

0.131 

0.182 

0.077 

0.225 
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Fig. 4.21 Employee perspective analysis by SES: Demand-side 
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All four SE-groupings agree that the most important employee-related DCC is the 

availability of ‘satisfied employees’. The pioneering studies in job satisfaction (and 

its impact on productivity) were what became known as the Hawthorne studies 

carried out between 1924 and 1933 and credited to Elton Mayo of the Harvard 

Business School (Mayo, 1949). Academic research on ‘job satisfaction’ in the 

hospitality industry worldwide has been extensive. Of particular importance, 

however, have been studies into the relationship between ‘job satisfaction’ and 

‘staff turnover’ such as in Hong Kong by Lam, Zhang, and Baum (2001). Research 

into this area of hospitality studies within the Mediterranean basin, including 

Malta, has been scarce. 

Practically all four SE-groupings intimate that following ‘satisfied employees’ they 

look out for ‘experienced staff’; however, respondents were equally divided on 

third ranking between ‘trained employees’ and ‘good management’. Down the 
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ranking list we find ‘staff appearance’ in fifth ranking which may be a post-facto 

consideration, and right at the bottom of the ranking list we find ‘staff turnover’ 

which does not seem to interest prospective clients. 

4.5.3.4  Analysis by SES – the Internal Process perspective 

 

As can be seen from Table 4.16 and Figure 4.22, there is absolute consensus 

amongst SE-groupings that ‘cleanliness’ is by far the most important Internal 

Process criterion in assessing a 5-star hotel. Apart from room rate, no other DCC 

achieved such high consensus, in general or by segment. If anything, the 

cleanliness expectation is strongest amongst the C2 grouping (skilled manual 

workers and foremen), given a high weighting of 0.409.  There is also consensus 

at the other end of the scale where all SE-groupings agree that the availability of 

a ‘business centre’ is most unimportant, with the same C2 grouping allocating a 

weight of only 0.069.  

Table 4.16 Internal Process perspective analysis by SES: Demand-side 

 

Internal Process perspective - DCC:  Weighting 

 

3.1 Reservation Process 

3.2 Check-in/Check-out 

3.3 Room Cleanliness 

3.4 Food & Beverage Service 

3.5 Business Centre 

3.6 Room Service 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.110 

0.147 

0.368 

0.180 

0.084 

0.111 
 

0.144 

0.183 

0.381 

0.139 

0.071 

0.082 
 

0.081 

0.140 

0.409 

0.178 

0.069 

0.123 
 

0.090 

0.125 

0.325 

0.212 

0.097 

0.151 
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Fig. 4.22 Internal Process perspective analysis by SES: Demand-side 
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3.1 Reservation Process

3.2 Check-in/Check-out

3.3 Room Cleanliness

3.4 Food & Beverage Service

3.5 Business Centre

3.6 Room Service

Weighting DE

Weighting C2

Weighting C1

Weighting AB

 

In between those two extremes however, i.e. the highest and the lowest DCC 

relevance rankings in the Internal Business Process perspective, a marked 

variation dominates in relevance weighting and ranking order amongst SE-

groupings. In picking a few examples one notes, for instance, that for the AB 

grouping, the availability and quality of  ‘food and service’ is ranked in second 

place after ‘cleanliness’ whereas for the C1 respondents, ‘food and service’ is of 

low importance in fourth ranking order. To note another example, the ‘check-

in/check-out’ process is ranked in second place after ‘cleanliness’ whereas for the 

DE (semi-skilled, unskilled, etc) respondents, this ‘front-of-house’ process is of 

relatively lower relevance in fourth ranking order. 

4.5.3.5   Analysis by SES – the Financial perspective 

                                                  

In assessing the relevance of the principal financial parameters, there is 

consensus amongst SE-groups, as can be seen from Table 4.17 and Figure 4.23, 

that the ‘room rate’ is by far the most important DCC. There is also a clear 
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consensus amongst all SE-groups that the cost of food and beverages (F&B cost) 

is second in importance. The cost of transport to and from the hotel ranks in third 

place for three of the four major SE-groupings.     

Table 4.17 Financial perspective weightings by SES: Demand-side 

 

Financial perspective - DCC:  Weighting 

 

4.1 Room Rate 

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 

4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi,  

         Spa, etc) 

4.4 Transport to/from hotel 

4.5 Billing Accuracy and 

Timing 

4.6 Payment – Time and 

       efficiency 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.316 

0.187 

0.126 

 

0.135 

0.110 

0.126 
 

0.346 

0.196 

0.127 

 

0.138 

0.104 

0.090 
 

0.425 

0.197 

0.098 

 

0.083 

0.089 

0.107 
 

0.362 

0.202 

0.088 

 

0.142 

0.092 

0.115 
 

 

 

Fig. 4.23 Financial perspective weightings by SES: Demand-side 
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However, one SE-grouping, namely the C2 grouping (skilled manual workers and 

foremen), again demonstrates an unexplained variance in that it ranks cost of 

transport in sixth and last position. Next, in fourth ranking, we find the cost of 
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ancillary services (such as wi-fi, Spa, etc) again for three of the four major SE-

groupings. One SE-grouping, namely the DE grouping (semi-skilled, unskilled, 

labourers, students, etc) probably are not interested in using ancillary services 

and rank this DCC in sixth and last position. With slight variation between SE-

groupings, administrative financial processes such as accurate and speedy billing 

and payment are given varying low weighting and consequent low ranking.   

4.5.4   Analysis by nationality 

 

Academic literature on the influence of nationality on travel choices, let alone on 

the choice of accommodation is, to say the least, sparse. Chu and Choi (2000) did 

an important analysis of hotel selection factors in Hong Kong using ‘country of 

residence’ as one of a number of segmentation criteria studied. The others were 

gender, occupation, age, educational level and annual income. The study was a 

‘multi-criteria’ analysis utilising twenty six ‘hotel attributes’ clustered in six 

‘factors’. The ‘country of residence’ effect was only utilised to determine purpose 

of visit, i.e. business or leisure. The analytical tool used was an Importance-

Performance Analysis (IPA).                                                                                         

Research to determine if motivational differences existed between tourists from 

two different countries (Britain and Germany) in determining the choice of 

holiday destination (Spain or Turkey) was carried out by Kozak (2002). The 

analysis of findings was based upon ‘pull’ and ‘push’ motivations of 1,872 British 

and German tourists. A series of cross-tabulations were conducted to test for 

differences between sub-samples of respondents and self-reported motivations. 

Content analysis was employed to process qualitative data. Factor analysis and a 
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series of independent t-tests were used to evaluate quantitative data. Findings 

demonstrated that some tourist motives differed between nationalities and place 

visited. 

Cross-cultural differences (rather than strictly nationalistic) in travel behaviour 

decision criteria through simultaneous consideration of demographic, 

preferences and attitudes of Turks, Europeans and Asians, are studied by 

Ozdipciner, Li and Uysal (2012). Andriotis, Agiomirgianakis and Mihiotis (2007) 

found that nationality, among other factors, is a major influence in visiting Crete. 

The basic demand-side survey statistical parameters in connection with 

respondents’ segmentation by nationality are shown in Table 4.18: 

Table 4.18 Key statistical indicators of analysis by nationality 

n(M) = 33 SD(M)  = 0.100 IR(M) = 0.139 

n(GB) = 24 SD(GB) = 0.102 IR(GB) = 0.131 

n(D)   = 13 SD(D)   =  0.103 IR(D)   = 0.135 

n(I)    = 08 SD(I)    =  0.093 IR(I)    = 0.121 

n(F)   = 02                       SD(F)   =  0.073              IR(F)   = 0.113 

n(O)  = 23 SD(O)  =  0.104 IR(O)   = 0.135 

 
Where: M = Maltese; GB = British; D = German; I = Italian; F = French;  

O = Other nationality. 

 

4.5.4.1   Analysis by nationality – the four perspectives of the BSC 

 

Demand-side (potential customers) survey results indicate clearly that for the 

British, Italian and French visitors to Malta, financial considerations are 

paramount when choosing to stay in a 5-star hotel. Those three nationalities 

alone represented 54% of all visitor arrivals to Malta in 2013. For all the rest, 

financial considerations rank a close second after the customer perspective. On 
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the other hand, for Maltese, German and ‘Other’ nationalities, the customer 

perspective is the primary choice determinant. The Maltese traveller, 

comparatively, is a high spender given that the average-spend per night of a 

Maltese traveller is €133.00 whereas that of a foreign visitor to Malta is €106.00 

per night (NSO, 2014). 

Interest in the other two BSC perspectives, i.e. the Employee and the Internal 

Process perspective, is equally divided in third and fourth ranking for all 

nationalities. The reduced IR demand-side survey data in terms of the four BSC 

perspectives by nationality of respondents are illustrated in Table 4.19 and Figure 

4.24. 

Table 4.19 BSC perspectives weightings by Nationality: Demand-side 

 

Balanced Scorecard 

perspectives: 

Weighting 

 

1. Customer  

2. Employee  

3. Internal Process  

4. Financial  

M GB D I F O 

0.406 

0.190 

0.136 

0.268 

0.274 

0.199 

0.189 

0.338 

0.338 

0.177 

0.156 

0.328 

0.281 

0.183 

0.196 

0.340 

0.269 

0.205 

0.236 

0.291 

0.423 

0.188 

0.176 

0.213 

 

Fig. 4.24 BSC perspectives weightings by nationality: Demand-side 
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4.5.4.2   Analysis by nationality – the Customer perspective 

 

‘Location’ is the primary customer-centric consideration of respondents 

irrespective of their nationality, though with Italian respondents location ranks 

second after ‘repeat experience’. The interesting consideration here is that, apart 

from the Italian cohort, ‘repeat experience’ ranks way down in fifth and sixth 

ranking for all other nationalities. It would be interesting to study whether 

‘psychocentricity’ (as against ‘allocentricity’) is an Italian national trait, 

psychocentrics being “dependable, non-adventurous and cautious”, ever mindful 

of the assertion that Plog further identifies the spectrum between allocentricity 

and psychocentricity as being a normal distribution with some 90% of the 

population actually being mid-centric (Plog, 1974). The reduced IR demand-side 

survey data in terms of the DCC framed in the Customer perspective of the BSC 

by nationality of respondents are illustrated in Table 4.20 and Figure 4.25. 

Table 4.20 Customer perspective weightings by nationality: Demand-side 

 

Customer perspective - DCC:  Weighting 

 

1.1 Repeat Experience 

1.2 Guest Room 

1.1 Hotel Facilities 

1.4 Location 

1.5 Brand Awareness 

1.6 External Environment 

M GB D I F O 

0.101 

0.247 

0.142 

0.290 

0.060 

0.161 

0.075 

0.229 

0.205 

0.237 

0.066 

0.187 

0.135 

0.221 

0.155 

0.259 

0.053 

0.177 

0.195 

0.162 

0.126 

0.182 

0.169 

0.166 

0.058 

0.301 

0.238 

0.086 

0.171 

0.147 

0.072 

0.200 

0.149 

0.270 

0.100 

0.210 
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Fig. 4.25 Customer perspective weightings by nationality: Demand-side 
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There follows an interesting congruence in customer-related DCC by the three 

major respondent groups (Maltese, British and German) which give almost 

identical ranking of DCC. ‘Location’ is followed by quality of ‘guest room’ followed 

by the ‘external environment’ and the ‘hotel facilities’ with lastly little, if any, 

interest in ‘brand’. The other three respondent groups (Italian, French and 

‘Others’) are a pot-pouri of DCC rankings indicating lack of homogeneity between 

non-volume markets. 

4.5.4.3  Analysis by nationality – the Employee perspective 

 

Putting aside the French response due to limited valid sample size, it can be said 

that there is wide consensus amongst all nationalities that by far the most 

important attribute in employee output is having ‘satisfied employees’. This is 

confirmed by the large amount of academic literature on the subject, normally 

pitting employee satisfaction to another output such as customer satisfaction and 

employee turnover. Chi and Gursoy (2009) examine the relationship between 
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employee satisfaction and customer satisfaction and the impact of both on a 

hotel’s financial performance. Spinelli and Canavos (2000) had also studied the 

relationship between employee satisfaction and guest satisfaction by means of a 

study in six major 5-star hotels and found a statistical correlation between 

employee and guest satisfaction. The high employee turnover in Hong Kong 

hotels was linked to a low level of employee satisfaction by Lam, Zhang and Baum 

(2001). The study also examines demographic characteristics of hotel employees 

as they relate to job satisfaction. A more pragmatic approach is taken by 

Karatepe, Avci, Karatepe and Canozer (2003) who studied the impact of pay and 

supervision on the job satisfaction of frontline hotel employees. The type of work 

does not have any significant relationship with job satisfaction, which is quite a 

surprising result. The reduced IR demand-side survey data in terms of the DCC 

framed in the Learning and Growth (Employee) perspective of the BSC by 

nationality of respondents are illustrated in Table 4.21 and Figure 4.26. 

Table 4.21 Employee perspective weightings by nationality: Demand-side 

 

Employee perspective - DCC:  Weighting 

 

2.1 Experienced Staff 

2.2 Good Management 

2.3 Staff Appearance 

2.4 Trained Employees 

2.5 Staff Turnover 

2.6 Satisfied Employees 

M GB D I F O 

0.175 

0.193 

0.143 

0.181 

0.059 

0.249 

0.190 

0.203 

0.121 

0.177 

0.068 

0.241 

0.210 

0.129 

0.158 

0.190 

0.076 

0.238 

0.151 

0.165 

0.159 

0.159 

0.137 

0.231 

0.205 

0.199 

0.144 

0.186 

0.127 

0.140 

0.244 

0.158 

0.102 

0.179 

0.088 

0.229 
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Fig. 4.26 Employee perspective weightings by nationality: Demand-side 
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Potential 5-star hotel customers seek out ‘good management’ in relation to the 

employee perspective after ‘satisfied employees’. This second placed ranking is 

clearly evident in four of the six nationality cohorts in analysis, but ‘good 

management’ ranks in lowly fifth position amongst German nationals and fourth 

for potential customers from ‘Other’ markets. One can only speculate that under 

German and Nordic work ethic, ‘good management’ is a sine-qua-non. For 

German respondents, the second most important attribute is ‘experienced staff’. 

Similarly for ‘Other’ nationalities which, indeed, rank ‘experienced staff’ in pole 

position. All other nationalities rank ‘experience’ down in the ranking scale. 

Broad consensus amongst nationalities is revived in the lower ranking orders 

where ‘trained employees’ is considered an important attribute, followed by 

‘staff appearance’ and most categorically last is ‘staff turnover’. This lack of 

concern on ‘staff turnover’ by respondents requires further study as ‘staff 

turnover’ can be an important determinant of satisfied guests, particularly when 
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it reaches exceptionally high levels as in London hotels. The academic literature 

is replete with studies on subject matter. Labour turnover in London hotels was 

the subject of a seminal work by Denvir and McMahon (1992) when turnover rate 

in London was in the region of 112%. Reducing staff turnover in the hospitality 

industry via smart recruitment, selection and retention procedures was studied 

by Bonn and Forbringer (1992). Six 5-star hotels in Australia were the subject of a 

survey on ‘turnover culture’ in the hospitality industry by Iverson and Deery 

(1997) which was extended to a comparative study of labour turnover in Australia 

and Singapore by Cheng and Brown (1998).  

Staff turnover in Greek hotels was also reported to be high by Chalkiti and Sigala 

(2010) when they compared staff turnover between mainland hotels and hotels 

on the Greek islands. The cost of staff turnover was studied by Davidson, Timo 

and Wang (2010) in a case study of 4- and 5-star hotels in Australia, whereas the 

impact of retention strategies on staff turnover in Taiwan hotels was studied by 

Yang, Wan and Fu (2012). Staff turnover amongst Australian frontline hotel 

employees was the subject of a study by Robinson et al. (2014). 

             4.5.4.4  Analysis by nationality – the Internal Process perspective 

 

There is total consensus amongst all nationalities that ‘cleanliness’ is the most 

sought after virtue in hotel selection in terms of customer-centric processes. 

Again, it is to be noted that cleanliness is an ex-post facto attribute that is difficult 

to ascertain prior to the hotel visit, although the social media and UGC such as 

Tripadvisor.com would be very quick to name and shame a non-clean hotel. Thus, 

by inference, a potential client can tell whether a hotel has acceptable levels of 
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cleanliness or not. The reduced IR demand-side survey data in terms of the DCC 

framed in the Internal Business Process perspective of the BSC by nationality of 

respondents are illustrated in Table 4.22 and Figure 4.27. 

Table 4.22 Internal Process perspective weightings by nationality: Demand-

side 

Internal Process perspective - 

DCC:  

Weighting 

 

3.1 Reservation process 

3.2 Check-in/check-out                                                                         

3.3 Room cleanliness 

3.4 Food & Beverage service 

3.5 Business centre 

3.6 Room service 

M GB D I F O 

0.119 

0.142 

0.394 

0.164 

0.057 

0.124 

0.110 

0.162 

0.343 

0.201 

0.080 

0.105 

0.076 

0.120 

0.357 

0.239 

0.111 

0.096 

0.138 

0.179 

0.270 

0.121 

0.152 

0.140 

0.180 

0.081 

0.294 

0.132 

0.033 

0.282 

0.087 

0.142 

0.400 

0.179 

0.089 

0.104 

 

Fig. 4.27 Internal Process perspective weightings by nationality: Demand-side 
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The academic literature seems to have found consensus around Cassee’s (1983, 

xiv) holistic definition of hospitality as “a harmonious mixture of tangible and 

intangible components – food, beverages, beds, ambience and environment, and 

behaviour of staff” and therefore, the hospitality “concept comprises much more 
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than the classical ideas of preparing good food and providing a comfortable bed”. 

The results of this survey indicate that the provision of ‘food & beverage service’ 

is indeed highly ranked (second) for the large majority of nationalities with one 

notable exception, i.e. the Italian guests who consider the gastronomic aspect of 

travelling so highly that they eat out and seek 5-star restaurants rather than run-

of-the-mill hotel eateries. For Italian respondents, indeed, F&B service ranks 

lowest in their choice attributes of a 5-star hotel, though highly in their travel 

motivation. According to Weber (Quoted in Corigliano & Baggio, 2002) the 

priorities that influence Italians’ choice of destinations are: natural attractions 

(44%), cultural attractions (29%), cuisine (14%) and entertainment (12%). After 

the vacation, however, Italians rank the main satisfactions in the following order: 

ease of travel, natural attractions and good food. 

There is also broad consensus, in third ranking order, with regard to the 

importance of the ‘check-in’ and ‘check-out’ process, with Italian travellers indeed 

attributing a second ranking order. As we move down the ranking order we also 

find practically all respondents by nationality ranking ‘room service’ and the 

‘reservation process’ in fourth and fifth positions with the availability of a 

‘business centre’ being ranked last, except by Italians (third) and Germans (fourth) 

who still attribute relative importance to the operational Internal Process. 

4.5.4.5  Analysis by nationality – the Financial perspective 

 

As can be seen from Table 4.23 and Figure 4.28, the ‘room rate’ is clearly the 

primary concern for all nationalities amongst the financial attributes leading to 

the choice of a 5-star hotel. Amongst survey respondents, it is the Maltese that 
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are the most price-conscious followed by the French and Germans. In choosing a 

5-star hotel, Italians still rank ‘room rate’ as the most important DCC, although 

the weighting attributed by them to this criterion is relatively lower than that of 

other nationalities. The Italians, once again, stand out as an exception to the 

general rule when they rate the ‘cost of F&B’ as last (sixth) in ranking amongst 

financial considerations whereas all other nationalities rank F&B as second in 

importance. Again, it could very well be explained by the fact that for Italians, 

eating well is so important that price is not a consideration. Moreover, as already 

intimated, Italians tend to eat out of the hotel. 

‘Cost of transport’ to and from the hotel is universally considered important but 

in third place, well after the ‘room rate’ and the ‘cost of F&B’. There is no 

consensus with regard to the three remaining financial DCC, namely the ‘cost of 

ancillary facilities’ (such as wi-fi, wellness centre, etc.) and the ‘settling of bills’ 

process. 

Table 4.23 Financial perspective weightings by nationality: Demand-side 

 

Financial perspective - DCC:  Weighting 

 

4.1 Room Rate 

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 

4.3 Ancillary Services (Wifi, Spa) 

4.4 Transport to/from hotel 

4.5 Billing (accuracy and 

timing) 

4.6 Payment (time and 

efficiency 

M GB D I F O 

0.386 

0.172 

0.123 

0.134 

0.085 

0.101 

0.303 

0.235 

0.107 

0.127 

0.105 

0.122 

0.330 

0.206 

0.145 

0.111 

0.110 

0.098 

0.277 

0.112 

0.136 

0.149 

0.142 

0.184 

0.345 

0.119 

0.151 

0.086 

0.170 

0.131 

0.305 

0.194 

0.103 

0.143 

0.116 

0.138 

 

 



202 

 

Fig. 4.28 Financial perspective weightings by nationality: Demand-side 
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Already cited in the literature review, Lockyer (2005:2) states that “the evident 

difference between what guests perceive as important (Cleanliness) and what 

industry management perceive as important (Price) prompted this research, with 

the objective of better understanding the role of price in the purchase decision of 

hotel and motel accommodation, and understanding why such differences seem 

to exist”. Lockyer however recognises that as far as ‘cleanliness’ is concerned, the 

potential customer participating in the research has no or little idea before 

staying in a particular establishment regarding the level of its cleanliness. Lockyer 

reminds us that “the decision as to which hotel or motel to select is potentially 

complex (Lockyer, 2005:1). In the consumer behaviour literature, decision-choice 

stages can be described as ‘‘Need Recognition’’, ‘‘Search for Information’’, 

‘‘Alternative Evaluation’’, ‘‘Purchase’’ and ‘‘Outcome’’ (Engel, Blackwell, & 

Miniard, 1990:28). 
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4.5.5   Analysis by purpose of visit 

 

The basic demand-side survey statistical parameters in connection with 

respondents’ segmentation by purpose of visit are shown in Table 4.24:  

Table 4.24 Key statistical indicators of analysis by purpose of visit 

n(BUS) =    19   SD(BUS)  =  0.104 IR(BUS)   = 0.121 

n(SIT)   =    06 SD(SIT)    =  0.093 IR(SIT)    =  0.170 

n(LSR)  =    66 SD(LSR)   =  0.103 IR(LSR)   =  0.132 

n(MICE)=   08 SD(MICE)=  0.094 IR(MICE) = 0.152 

n(VFR)  =   01 SD(VFR)  =   0.000 IR(VFR)   = 0.115 

n(OTH) =   03 SD(OTH) =   0.107 IR(OTH)  =  0.150 

 

Where: BUS = Business; SIT = Special interest travel; LSR = Leisure; MICE = 
Meetings, incentive, conference & events; VFR = Visiting friends & relatives; OTH 

= Other purpose of visit. 

 

In their August 2013 report called "European Business Traveller Survey 2013", 

Timetric report that despite the challenging economic times, European business 

travellers are still choosing 5-star (upscale) hotels in big numbers during business 

trips. Overall, 46% of the Timetric survey respondents indicated that they expect 

to visit economy (midscale) hotels over the next twelve months, while 31% will 

choose “upscale” hotels (Timetric, 2013). 

The study by Chu and Choi (2000) has already been referred to. It is an important 

analysis of hotel selection factors in Hong Kong using ‘country of residence’ as 

one of a number of segmentation criteria. The other segments analysed were 

gender, occupation, age, educational level and annual income. The study was a 

‘multi-criteria’ analysis utilising twenty six ‘hotel attributes’ clustered in six 

‘factors’. The ‘country of residence’ effect was only utilised to determine purpose 

of visit, i.e. business or leisure. Similarly, Yavas and Babakus (2005:359) 
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investigated “whether hotel choice attributes decompose into comparable 

configurations” for business and leisure travellers, using factor analysis and factor 

congruency technique. They concluded that “congruence between the business 

and leisure travellers is weak in terms of the importance of the factors and their 

correspondence”. 

With regard to demand-side survey under review, a word of caution is warranted 

insofar as only one valid return was received in the VFR (visiting friends and 

relatives) category and consequently only inferences can be made in this 

segment. This segment mostly comprises migrants on their regular return to 

homeland who normally stay for a long period of time (between one and three 

months) and stay in budget hotels or self-service accommodation.  Another word 

of caution comes as a result of an emerging trend being referred to as ‘blurring’ 

in the hospitality industry whereby travellers mix business and leisure as a reason 

for travel, particularly if long haul travel is involved. This is condoned by business 

enterprises and is a good opportunity for frequent travel executives to ‘burn’ (use 

up) loyalty marketing points. 

4.5.5.1 Analysis by purpose of visit – the four perspectives of the 

             BSC 

 

Marketing practitioners have long given up on using only one customer 

segmentation method to target their clients. Destination management 

organizations (DMO) on whom falls the primary responsibility of pulling people to 

a particular country, region, or town, used to market primarily by nationality, 

targeting particular nations or locations. As a case in point, the Malta Tourism 



205 

 

Authority (MTA) used to draw up ‘marketing plans’ by country of origin of tourists 

and allocate promotional budgets accordingly. In an age of globalisation where 

advertising and promotion travels across boundaries, the target market has 

shifted to aiming marketing campaigns to market or ‘niche’ segments according 

to the travellers’ perceived purpose of visit. This extends even administratively as 

marketing job-functions are no longer by ‘country manager’ but by ‘segment 

manager’. There would no longer be a Marketing Manager looking after the UK 

or German market, but rather a Marketing Manager looking after the Leisure 

market, or the MICE market, or Special Interest markets such as diving or religious 

tourism. The same goes for marketing campaigns carried out by major hotel 

chains.   

The reduced IR demand-side survey data in terms of the four BSC perspectives by 

purpose of visit of respondents are illustrated in Table 4.25 and Figure 4.29. 

Table 4.25 BSC perspectives weightings by purpose of visit: Demand-side 

BSC perspectives: Weighting 

 

1. Customer perspective 

2. Employee perspective 

3. Internal Business Process  

4. Financial perspective 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.386 

0.185 

0.177 

0.253 

0.256 

0.205 

0.211 

0.328 

0.347 

0.184 

0.165 

0.304 

0.486 

0.200 

0.111 

0.204 

0.235 

0.382 

0.156 

0.227 

0.332 

0.265 

0.167 

0.235 
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Fig. 4.29 BSC perspectives weightings by purpose of visit: Demand-side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

1. Customer Dimension

2. Employee Dimension

3. Internal Business Process 

4. Financial Dimension

Weighting OTH

Weighting VFR

Weighting MICE

Weighting LSR

Weighting SIT

Weighting BUS

 
 

The logic behind this shift is underscored by the results of this survey whereby, as 

can be seen from the wide variation in weightings given, potential customers have 

very different priorities depending on their purpose for travelling. Business 

travellers are clearly customer-centric and regard the Customer perspective as by 

far the most important at 0.386. There follows at 0.253 the Financial perspective 

and further down in ranking the Learning & Growth (Employee) perspective at 

0.185 and the Internal Business Process at just 0.177. The same ranking applies to 

Leisure customers, though the difference in weighting between perspectives is 

not so pronounced. The Customer perspective score declines to 0.347 and the 

Financial perspective rises to 0.304. Far more pronounced is the customer-

centricity of the MICE segment with an exceptionally high weighting of 0.486 for 

the Customer perspective and the Financial perspective falling to just 0.204 with 

the other two perspectives registering even lower scores. This is a hallmark of the 

MICE segment, wherein ‘buyers’ and organisers of meetings, incentive trips and 
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conferences do not bother so much about “how much it costs” so long as their 

delegates or invited travellers on an ‘incentive’ trip return home 100% satisfied. 

The other (minor) segments give a different but interesting priority ranking to the 

four perspectives. The ‘special interest’ (SIT) client will typically be driven 

primarily by the activity or ‘special interest’ he or she is about to undertake, 

whether it is a diving experience or an opera experience, that will also cost a 

considerable sum of money. Therefore budget transport (such as low cost 

carriers) and accommodation are used. The visiting friends and relatives segment 

(a major growth market) demonstrates the unique choice of Employee 

perspective as a prime driver. This is probably due to the fact that in most cases 

this is a repeat and long-stay guest who establishes a special rapport with the staff 

of the particular hotel who are considered as almost being ‘part of the family’. A 

similar pattern emerges for ‘Other’ visitors who normally originate from long-haul 

and marginal markets. 

      4.5.5.2 Analysis by purpose of visit – the Customer perspective 

 

According to a 2012 global guest survey by Sheraton Hotels (a 5-star brand of 

Starwood Hotels) entitled ‘The Social Habits of Business Travellers’ (Starwood, 

2013) it was highlighted that aside from sleeping, survey respondents indicated 

enjoying the hotel bar or restaurant with colleagues or business partners as their 

number one activity during their free time (42.8%), outpacing time spent in the 

gym or spa (38.9%). The reduced IR demand-side survey data in terms of the DCC 

framed in the Customer perspective of the BSC by purpose of visit are illustrated 

in Table 4.26 and Figure 4.30. 
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Table 4.26 Customer perspective weightings by purpose of visit: Demand-side 

 

Customer perspective - DCC:  Weighting 

 

1.1 Repeat experience 

1.2 Guest room 

1.3 Hotel facilities 

1.4 Location 

1.5 Brand awareness 

1.6 External environment 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.117 

0.202 

0.171 

0.252 

0.079 

0.179 

0.122 

0.212 

0.125 

0.267 

0.092 

0.183 

0.094 

0.224 

0.171 

0.245 

0.078 

0.188 

0.087 

0.207 

0.122 

0.356 

0.064 

0.163 

0.027 

0.463 

0.042 

0.282 

0.092 

0.094 

0.118 

0.329 

0.080 

0.252 

0.143 

0.078 

 

Fig. 4.30 Customer perspective weightings by purpose of visit: Demand-side 

 

 

The quality and comfort of the room emerges as an important DCC in 5-star hotel 

choice for all customer segments. Indeed for the VFR (visiting friends and 

relatives) and the ‘Others’ segments, room quality, in-room facilities and room 

comfort rank supreme. This is understandable since these two segments are long-

stay segments in which the room truly becomes ‘home away from home’. VFR 

includes ethnic or diaspora visitation and ‘Others’ includes important sub-

segments such as language courses. In the case of Malta, this latter is a substantial 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

1.1 Repeat Experience

1.1  Guest Room

1.3 Hotel Facilities

1.4 Location

1.5 Brand Awareness

1.6 External Environment
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segment accounting for around 8% of all ‘tourist’ arrivals though younger 

students prefer host-family accommodation and it is only adult language learners 

that stay in 5-star hotels, as they are mostly top executives brushing up their 

business English. 

However, for the major segments, i.e. the Leisure, Business, MICE and SIT 

segments, the primary choice criterion is ‘location’, though closely followed by 

‘room’. It is the MICE segment that places the highest weighting on ‘location’ 

presumably because hotel location must be in easy reach of the convention hall 

or business meeting location. The ‘external environment’ comes in third ranking 

for practically all segments given the importance of ‘Walking’ as a Leisure activity 

or after meetings or conventions. Indeed, ‘Walking’ is now included as a major 

taught module in academia particularly in Tourism Studies. 

One cannot but note with surprise the relative lack of consideration of ‘repeat 

experience’ and ‘brand awareness’ which, once again, calls into doubt the 

substantial effort and resources in Loyalty Marketing and Branding issues in the 

hospitality industry. 

         4.5.5.3 Analysis by purpose of visit – the Employee perspective 

 

In considering Human Resource attributes, all guest segments seem to agree on 

only one thing and that is the fact that no one really cares about ‘staff turnover’. 

At the end of the day it is an imperceptible phenomenon despite its potential 

impact on the final service delivery. Apart from that, no other segmentation 

analysis so far demonstrates so much variation in choice attributes, leading one 

to appreciate the complexity of dealing with Human Resource Management and 
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Development issues in a highly labour intensive industry. The reduced IR demand-

side survey data in terms of the DCC framed in the Learning & Growth (Employee) 

perspective of the BSC by purpose of visit are illustrated in Table 4.27 and Figure 

4.31. 

  Table 4.27 Employee perspective weightings by purpose of visit: Demand-side 

 

Employee perspective - DCC:  Weighting 

 

2.1 Experienced staff 

2.2 Good management 

2.3 Staff appearance 

2.4 Trained employees 

2.5 Staff turnover 

2.6 Satisfied employees 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.201 

0.173 

0.125 

0.180 

0.082 

0.239 

0.117 

0.270 

0.176 

0.164 

0.051 

0.222 

0.196 

0.172 

0.126 

0.178 

0.075 

0.252 

0.262 

0.152 

0.126 

0.194 

0.083 

0.185 

0.025 

0.192 

0.200 

0.196 

0.187 

0.200 

0.232 

0.198 

0.207 

0.184 

0.088 

0.089 

 

Fig. 4.31 Employee perspective weightings by purpose of visit: Demand-side 
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4.5.5.4   Analysis by purpose of visit – the Internal Process 

               perspective 

 

As can be seen from the demand-side survey data (reduced IR) results in Table 

4.28 and Figure 4.32, there is hardly any variation between guest segments with 

regard to those business processes that make a good stay in a 5-star hotel. 

Unequivocally, the level of ‘cleanliness’ achieved is paramount for all segments 

within the Internal Process perspective. Some guest segments attribute higher 

relevance to cleanliness than others and these are the VFR and ‘Others’ segments. 

Indeed, with a weighting score of 0.556 for cleanliness by the VFR segment, we 

record one of the highest DCC weightings throughout the analysis. This is closely 

followed at 0.534 by the ‘Others’ segment. As previously noted, the VFR segment 

includes long-stay guests, notably mature migrants, who view the room as their 

‘home away from home’ for periods ranging from three weeks to three months. 

The ‘Others’ segment would include visitors from the emerging markets of the Far 

East such as China, Korea and Japan whose culture gives great importance to 

cleanliness (Heung, 2000).  

Table 4.28 Internal Process perspective weightings by Purpose of Visit:  
Demand-side 

 
Internal Process perspective 

- DCC:  
Weighting 

 

3.1 Reservation process 

3.2 Check-in/check-out 

3.3 Room cleanliness 

3.4 F&B service                                                                                                                          

3.5 Business centre                                                                                                                                          

3.6 Room service 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.113 

0.140 

0.339 

0.174 

0.100 

0.133 

0.121 

0.169 

0.424 

0.068 

0.129 

0.091 

0.101 

0.143 

0.362 

0.196 

0.081 

0.118 

0.121 

0.167 

0.349 

0.187 

0.061 

0.115 

0.043 

0.096 

0.556 

0.251 

0.019 

0.035 

0.158 

0.151 

0.534 

0.092 

0.026 

0.038 
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Fig. 4.32 Internal Process perspective weightings by purpose of visit:  
Demand-side 
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At the other end of the ranking scale, we also find uniformity amongst 

respondents as to the complete disinterest in the availability of a ‘business 

centre’. This was a facility that in its time required substantial investment. The 

only exception to the rule is the SIT (special interest) segment that still 

demonstrates some interest, probably more as an ‘information’ rather than 

‘business’ centre. The efficiency and value of F&B services ranks second in respect 

of the seminal definition of Hospitality by Brotherton (1999:44) as “A 

contemporaneous human exchange, which is voluntarily entered into, and 

designed to enhance the mutual well-being of the parties concerned through the 

provision of accommodation and food and drink (products & services)”. 

Unison of choice is also visible as a third choice ranking in terms of the efficiency 

and effectiveness of the ‘checking-in and check–out’ processes, undoubtedly a 

most important moment of truth in the hospitality value-chain. 
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Respondents were equally in agreement regarding the criteria at the bottom of 

the ranking list, paying very little importance to the reservations process now 

mostly carried out on-line, and lastly the ‘room service’, fast becoming a thing of 

the past. 

4.5.5.5   Analysis by purpose of visit – the Financial perspective 

 

As can be seen from Table 4.29 and Figure 4.33 (relating to demand-side survey 

findings with reduced IR), all customer segments agree that the ‘room rate’ is by 

far the most important DCC.  ‘Room rate’ weighting ranges from a ‘low’ of 0.304 

for VFR guests to an exceptionally high 0.430 for SIT guests.  This latter segment 

would normally be a price-conscious cohort, though eager and willing to spend 

whatever is necessary in the enjoyment of their ‘special interest’. The two 

segments that are business-oriented, i.e. the individual Business traveller and 

those on MICE, also demonstrated strong concern with the level of the ‘room 

rate’ possibly as a reflection of the recession squeeze. 

Table 4.29 Financial perspective weightings by purpose of visit: Demand-side 

 

Financial perspective - DCC:  Weighting 

 

4.1 Room rate 

4.2 Food & Beverage cost 

4.3 Ancillary services (e.g. wifi) 

4.4 Transport to/from hotel 

4.5 Billing (accuracy and 

timing) 

4.6 Payment (time and  

       efficiency) 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.310 

0.175 

0.164 

0.144 

0.094 

0.133 

0.430 

0.135 

0.139 

0.123 

0.087 

0.087 

0.327 

0.207 

0.099 

0.128 

0.112 

0.127 

0.359 

0.145 

0.141 

0.142 

0.099 

0.113 

0.304 

0.172 

0.024 

0.185 

0.140 

0.175 

0.378 

0.099 

0.225 

0.124 

0.070 

0.105 
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Fig. 4.33 Financial perspective weightings by purpose of visit: Demand-side 
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Given that, once again, hospitality service is “the provision of accommodation and 

food and drink” (Brotherton, 1999:44), it almost goes without saying that 

following the ‘room rate’, the next highest ranking goes to the cost of purchasing 

‘food and beverages’ (F&B). Thereafter, the next basic expense is that of 

‘transport to and from the hotel’. Indeed, the VFR guest segment rank transport 

cost in second place only after the ‘room rate’ as they commute regularly to visit 

their relatives and friends, as well as visiting the heritage sites of the fatherland 

or host country. Lowest weighting and ranking is reserved for the actual parting 

with money stages or ‘billing’ for goods and services received in terms of accuracy 

of billing and time taken to effect payment. 

      4.6 Comparative survey analysis by hotel 

 

The basic demand-side survey statistical parameters in connection with 

segmentation by respondents’ hotel are shown in Table 4.30:  
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Table 4.30 Key statistical indicators of analysis by hotel 

Overall: CH1 CH2 IH1 IH2 

n = 108 n = 27 n = 10 n = 25 n = 21 

SD = 0.115 SD = 0.115 SD = 0.113 SD = 0.108 SD = 0.111 

IR = 0.194 IR = 0.213 IR = 0.172 IR = 0.157 IR = 0.174 

 
Where:  CH1 refers to Chain Managed Hotel 1 with 289 rooms.  

                   CH2 refers to Chain Managed Hotel 2 with 152 rooms.  

                  IH 1 refers to Independent Managed Hotel 1 with 428 rooms. 

                   IH 2 refers to Independent Managed Hotel 2 with 149 rooms.  

 

4.6.1  Hotel analysis by weighting and ranking (R = ranking) 

 

The weightings attributed to the four BSC perspectives by demand-side 

respondents’ hotel are shown in Table 4.31, and are also indicative of relevance 

weightings by type of hotel, that is, whether hotel is ‘chain’ or ‘independently’ 

managed. 

Table 4.31 BSC perspectives comparative analysis by hotel: Demand-side 

BSC  perspectives: Overall R CH1 R CH2 R IH1 R IH2 R 

1. Customer  

2. Employee  

3. Internal Process  

4. Financial  

0.328 

0.179 

0.178 

0.314 

1 

3 

4 

2 

0.391 

0.197 

0.159 

0.252 

1 

3 

4 

2 

0.286 

0.222 

0.236 

0.257 

1 

4 

3 

2 

0.259 

0.210 

0.166 

0.364 

2 

3 

4 

1 

0.344 

0.160 

0.205 

0.291 

1 

4 

3 

2 

 
The overall ranking between the four perspectives of the BSC puts the Customer 

perspective as the most important across the four hotels that cooperated in the 

demand-side survey. This is closely followed by the Financial perspective with the 

Employee and Internal Business Process perspectives at par. The pattern is 

consistent between all four hotels used in the survey exercise and, critically, there 

does not seem to be any major variation between ‘chain managed hotels’ and 

‘independent hotels’. There actually appears to be some variation between the 
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two ‘independent’ hotels, perhaps as a result of greater heterogeneity of guests 

staying in this type of hotel. 

Digging down to DCC by perspective and starting with customer-centric criteria, 

one notes with interest from Table 4.32, a substantial variation between 

weightings attributed to DCC in all four hotels irrespective of whether they are 

‘chain’ or ‘independent’ managed. Whereas guests staying in ‘chain-managed’ 

Hotel 1 considered the ‘guest room’ as the most important criterion, those in 

‘chain-managed’ Hotel 2 considered ‘location’ as the most important criterion 

(and this is no wonder given the particular hotel’s location is smack in the middle 

of the main island of Malta). Indeed, guests in ‘chain managed’ Hotel 2 attributed 

bottom ranking to the ‘guest room’. Guests staying in ‘independent’ Hotel 2 also 

judged the ‘guest room’ as the no.1 hotel attribute. Again, this particular hotel 

meets guest expectations, defining itself as a ‘city boutique hotel offering 

individually appointed designer-rooms’. Lastly, ‘independent’ Hotel 1 guests 

judge ‘location’ as the no.1 criterion reflecting its close proximity to the capital 

city, being the prime business and administrative centre. 

Table 4.32 Customer perspective comparative analysis by hotel: Demand-side 

Customer perspective Overall R CH1 R CH2 R IH1 R IH2 R 

1.1 Repeat Experience 

1.2 Guest Room 

1.3 Hotel Facilities 

1.4 Location 

1.5 Brand Awareness 

1.6 External Environ. 

0.113 

0.198 

0.154 

0.243 

0.101 

0.191 

5 

2 

4 

1 

6 

3 

0.153 

0.225 

0.173 

0.208 

0.098 

0.143 

4 

1 

3 

2 

6 

5 

0.131 

0.127 

0.184 

0.213 

0.169 

0.175 

5 

6 

2 

1 

4 

3 

0.110 

0.144 

0.142 

0.207 

0.125 

0.271 

6 

3 

4 

2 

5 

1 

0.078 

0.262 

0.174 

0.200 

0.098 

0.188 

6 

1 

4 

2 

5 

3 
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A most interesting observation, however, is the fact that guest respondents from 

the two ‘chain-managed’ and consequently branded hotels attributed the lowest 

importance to ‘brand awareness’. This begs the question as to whether the 

expense in chain branding, particularly in pure franchising operations is worth the 

investment.  

Turning to the DCC in the Learning & Growth (Employee) perspective, one can 

infer from Table 4.33 that guests choosing to stay in ‘chain-managed’ hotels 

expect to be served by experienced staff led by good management. On the other 

hand, guests choosing to stay in ‘independent’ managed hotels by a large margin 

expect to be served by ‘satisfied employees’ that presumably have more freedom 

of action than operating within the strict ‘standard operating procedures’ (SOPs) 

typical of ‘chain-managed’ hotels. At the bottom of the ranking scale, however, 

all respondents, irrespective of hotel management, agree that they give scant 

importance to ‘staff appearance’ and least of all to ‘staff turnover’. 

Table 4.33 Employee perspective comparative analysis by hotel: Demand-side 

Employee perspective  Overall R CH1 R CH2 R IH1 R IH2 R 

2.1 Experienced staff 

2.2 Good management 

2.3  Staff appearance 

2.4 Trained employees 

2.5 Staff turnover 

2.6 Satisfied employees 

0.179 

0.178 

0.138 

0.171 

0.094 

0.239 

2 

3 

5 

4 

6 

1 

0.260 

0.172 

0.131 

0.160 

0.080 

0.197 

1 

3 

5 

4 

6 

2 

0.194 

0.217 

0.118 

0.140 

0.130 

0.201 

3 

1 

6 

4 

5 

2 

0.140 

0.154 

0.124 

0.178 

0.097 

0.307 

4 

3 

5 

2 

6 

1 

0.202 

0.157 

0.135 

0.174 

0.092 

0.239 

2 

4 

5 

3 

6 

1 

 

Differences in DCC between hotels and hotel management style however, seem 

to ebb in consideration of the two other BSC perspectives, i.e. the Internal Process 

perspective and the Financial perspective as can be seen from Tables 4.34 and 

4.36 respectively. 
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        Table 4.34 Internal Process perspective comparative analysis by hotel: 
                            Demand-side 

 
Internal Process perspective  Overall R CH1 R CH2 R IH1 R IH2 R 

3.1  Reservation process 

3.2  Check-in/check-out 

3.3  Room cleanliness 

3.4  F&B service 

3.5  Business centre 

3.6  Room service 

0.112 

0.136 

0.351 

0.177 

0.097 

0.127 

5 

3 

1 

2 

6 

4 

0.123 

0.125 

0.317 

0.171 

0.118 

0.145 

5 

4 

1 

2 

6 

3 

0.180 

0.115 

0.294 

0.192 

0.090 

0.130 

3 

5 

1 

2 

6 

4 

0.087 

0.155 

0.364 

0.177 

0.108 

0.109 

6 

3 

1 

2 

5 

4 

0.127 

0.171 

0.307 

0.179 

0.079 

0.138 

5 

3 

1 

2 

6 

4 

There is hardly any variation in consideration of the ‘internal processes’, with 

‘room cleanliness’ standing out as the most important attribute’. The summation 

of these processes is the hotel’s ‘standard operating procedures’ (SOPs) that 

normally evolve over a number of years, though major hotel chains impose their 

own SOPs under a full-management regime. Food and beverage (F&B) service is 

also given equal importance in second place across all four hotels. With some 

slight variation between third and fourth place comes the ‘front office’ or 

‘checking-in and checking-out’ processes. Availability and efficiency of ‘room 

service’ is downgraded to fourth position and is on its way out as a service offer 

as already intimated. The ‘reservation process’ is a sine-qua-non particularly as it 

has become an automated on-line function (rather than a human touchpoint) via 

efficient internet booking engines (IBE). Once again, the availability and servicing 

of a ‘business centre’ is hardly reflected upon as we carry our office around with 

us in our laptops or tablets. 

As already remarked, the Financial perspective, just as the Internal Process 

perspective, does not demonstrate any major variation between the four hotels, 

as can be seen in Table 4.35.     
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Table 4.35 Financial perspective comparative analysis by hotel: Demand-side.                               

Financial perspective  Overall R CH1 R CH2 R IH1 R IH2 R 

4.1  Room Rate 

4.2  Food & Beverage (cost to 

client) 

4.3  Ancillary Services (e.g. 

Wifi, Spa, etc) 

4.4  Transport (to/from hotel) 

4.5  Billing (accuracy & 

timing) 

4.6  Payment  (time and 

efficiency) 

0.306 

0.178 

 

0.105 

 

0.143 

 

0.121 

 

0.148 

1 

2 

 

6 

 

4 

 

5 

 

3 

0.306 

0.205 

 

0.139 

 

0.108 

 

0.119 

 

0.122 

1 

2 

 

3 

 

6 

 

5 

 

4 

0.270 

0.194 

 

0.116 

 

0.132 

 

0.133 

 

0.155 

1 

2 

 

6 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

0.259 

0.194 

 

0.114 

 

0.140 

 

0.132 

 

0.165 

1 

2 

 

6 

 

4 

 

5 

 

3 

0.272 

0.196 

 

0.100 

 

0.143 

 

0.128 

 

0.161 

1 

2 

 

6 

 

4 

 

5 

 

3 

 
Guests’ primary preoccupation is with the ‘room rate’ followed by the cost of 

‘food & beverage’ (F&B). With minor variation, there follows in third ranking the 

time it takes and efficiency in settling bills, followed in fourth/fifth ranking, i.e. 

with some variation, the cost of transport to and from the hotel. In final ranking 

we find the cost of ancillary services since the primary concern of guests staying 

in these four hotels is to have a roof over their head and to have the provision of 

F&B if necessary. 

4.7  Supply-side survey analysis (hotel managers) 

The basic supply-side survey statistical parameters in connection with the survey 

that targeted 5-star hotel managers are shown in Table 4.36: 

                    Table 4.36 Key statistical indicators of supply-side analysis 

n = 33 

SD = 0.102 

IR = 0.192 

IR range = 0.016 to 0.199 
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4.7.1 Analysis of all executive respondents 

 

Comparative analysis between the rankings of DCC in the demand-side analysis 

with that of the supply-side has already been highlighted in the demand-side 

descriptive analysis. As can be viewed in Figure 4.34, the Customer perspective in 

the supply-side survey gathered a weighting of 0.386 followed by the Financial 

perspective at 0.239. The Internal Process and the Employee perspectives follow 

at 0.188 and 0.187 respectively. However, whereas we find managers and guests 

more or less in agreement on the ranking order as far as the four perspectives of 

the BSC are concerned, as we dig deeper into the DCC/attributes that make up 

each scorecard, some minor variations do appear. 

Fig. 4.34 BSC perspectives – All respondents: Supply-side 

  

 
 

 

As can be viewed from Figure 4.35, and in line with potential customer (demand-

side) expectations with a relevance weighting of 0.257, hotel managers are fully 

aware of the relevance of a good ‘location’, given a relevance weighting of 0.212 

in the overall product and service offer. ‘Repeat experience’ is ranked in second 

0.239

0.188

0.187

0.386

4. Financial perspective
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2. Employee perspective

1. Customer perspective

Supply-side Weighting
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place (0.180) and this is not in line with the results of the customer survey where 

‘repeat experience’ was placed in a lowly fifth ranking (0.099). Both managers and 

potential customers agree on the importance of the ‘guest room’ in third place. 

Another minor difference is the importance ranking given to ‘external 

environment’ which is ranked in third place (0.180) by potential guest 

respondents (and indeed in second place by female guest respondents), but only 

in sixth and lowest ranking by the hotel managers (0.122), ever mindful of the fact 

that the  actual difference in weighting is not major. However, this could indicate 

a lack of ‘coopetition’ and corporate social responsibility (CSR) by executive 

respondents. 

Fig. 4.35 Customer perspective – All respondents: Supply-side 

 

 
 

 

As expected and as seen in Figure 4.36, hotel managers think highly of themselves 

and, in their opinion, they are the most important human resource in a hotel as 

they rank ‘good management’ in the pole position. Conversely, from the guest 

perspective we find that ‘good management’ is relegated to fourth position 

0.122

0.149

0.212

0.158

0.179

0.180

1.6 External environment

1.5 Brand awareness

1.4 Location

1.3 Hotel facilities

1.2 Guest room

1.1 Repeat experience

Supply-side Weighting



222 

 

presumably because it is difficult to judge and rank a priori. There is broad 

consensus however as to the relevance of ‘satisfied employees’, ranked in second 

place by managers and in pole position by potential guests. Similarly, managers 

rank ‘experienced staff’ in third place which is in second ranking with potential 

guests and ‘training’ respectively in fourth and third place ranking. Both managers 

and potential guests attribute very little importance to ‘staff appearance’ and to 

‘staff turnover’, in both cases in fifth and sixth ranking respectively. 

Fig. 4.36 Employee perspective – All respondents: Supply-side 
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of the critical operating processes starting with ‘room cleanliness’, although 

potential guests attribute a higher weighting to this attribute at 0.367 compared 

to the 0.299 weighting by hotel managers. In second rank we find the ‘F&B 
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highlight here is that comparatively, managers give a more balanced relevance 

weighting to these six processes than potential guests.  

Fig. 4.37 Internal Process perspective – All respondents: Supply-side 

 

 

 

Managers and potential guests agree that by far the most important financial 

choice criterion is the ‘room rate’. This stands out in Figure 4.38. Hotel executives, 

however, attribute a stronger relevance (0.374 to 0.332) to the ‘room rate’ than 

guests. Conversely, whereas both managers and potential guests agree that the 

second most important choice attribute is the ‘cost of F&B’, potential guests 
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                     Fig. 4.38 Financial perspective – All respondents: Supply-side 

         

In the lower ranking scale, however, it is interesting to note that whereas 

potential guests regard the ‘cost of transport to/from the hotel’ as the third most 

important choice criterion, hotel managers rank this criterion much further down 

in fifth position. Here, there could be a relevant marketing and sales opportunity 

for hotel managers who dare provide or assist potential guests in sorting out their 

transport arrangements. Conversely, managers believe that the cost of ‘ancillary 

services’ is worth a third ranking whereas potential guests attribute a low fifth 

ranking. The least important financial consideration is attributed to ‘timely and 

efficient payment’ process by both managers and guests.  

4.7.2 Analysis by gender of executive respondents 

The basic supply-side survey statistical parameters, in connection with the survey 

targeting 5-star hotel managers by gender of respondents, are shown in Table 

4.37: 
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Table 4.37 Key statistical indicators of supply-side analysis by gender 

 

Male executives Female executives 

n (M) = 23 n (F) = 10 

SD (M) = 0.102 SD (F) = 0.096 

IR (M) = 0.189 IR (F) = 0.199 

 
Male and female hotel managers agree that the Customer perspective is the most 

important with a substantially higher weighting by males (0.421 against 0.307). 

Thereafter, a major variation takes place in second ranking order, as males 

attribute a high weighting to the Financial perspective whereas for female 

managers, financial issues are the least important of the four perspectives. For 

female managers, the second most important perspective is the Employee 

perspective. Both genders agree that third ranking goes to the Internal Process 

perspective whereas they disagree as to the last and fourth ranking, with male 

managers giving lowest ranking to the Employee perspective and female 

managers placing the Financial perspective in the last and fourth ranking as 

already noted. 

Fig. 4.39 BSC perspectives by gender: Supply-side 
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As clearly shown in Figure 4.40, there is a large divide between what male and 

female hotel managers believe to be the main customer-centric push factors in 

hospitality. There does not exist one single DCC on which male and female hotel 

managers agree. The difference in ranking and weighting is notably substantial on 

all preference criteria.     

          Fig. 4.40 Customer perspective DCC by gender: Supply-side 
                                                                                                                         

 

 
Whereas male hotel managers are in tune with guests expectations insofar as 

agreeing that ‘location’ is the most relevant customer perspective choice 

criterion, female hotel managers believe that the ‘guest room’ is the strongest 

guest puller. Female managers believe that ‘brand’ is important whereas neither 

their male counterparts, nor their potential guests believe so. Female managers 

do give high importance to the ‘external environment’, as is the case with female 

hotel guests. Male hotel managers do not give much importance to the ‘external 

environment’ which is last in their ranking order.  
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Similarly, male and female hotel managers do not see eye to eye when it comes 

to evaluating the relevance of DCC that fall under the Employee perspective (see 

Figure 4.41).     

                     Fig. 4.41 Employee perspective DCC by gender: Supply-side 

 

For male managers, ‘good management’ is paramount whereas for female 

managers, operating with ‘satisfied employees’ is the most important 

consideration, albeit ranks are closely related. Following ‘satisfied employees’, 

male managers pick ‘experienced employees’ whereas female managers go for 

‘trained employees’. Again these two criteria are rank-reversed between male 

and female hotel managers. At least there seems to be agreement at the lowest 

level of the ranking order, with both male and female managers agreeing that in 

fifth and sixth ranking they indicate ‘staff appearance’ and ‘staff turnover’ in that 

order. 
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When it comes to operating processes, at last we seem to find some congruence 

between the opinions of male and female hotel managers as can be seen in Figure 

4.42.   

               Fig. 4.42 Internal Process DCC by gender: Supply-side 

 

Both genders agree that the ‘cleaning’ process is paramount though male 

managers seem to be more convinced than their female counterparts (weightings 
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weighting. The same goes for the front office function of ‘check-in/check-out’ in 

third ranking, with minor variations in the lower rankings of ‘reservation process’, 

‘room service’, and operation of a ‘business centre’ though male managers seem 

more convinced than their female counterparts that the latter is a waste of time 

and resources. One may conclude that, irrespective of gender, hotel managers 
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may differ in their appraisal of what their potential guest is seeking. 
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Once more, there seems to be agreement between male and female hotel 

managers as to the most critical financial choice criteria (see Figure 4.43).   

Fig. 4.43 Financial DCC by gender: Supply-side 

 

By far the most relevant for both genders is the ‘room rate’ followed by the ‘cost 

of food & beverage’. That is where similarity of ranking ends because in third 
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as wi-fi connectivity, or use of the wellness centre. Both sexes agree that the cost 

of ‘transport’ to/from the hotel merits a fourth ranking. More bureaucratic issues 

such as the efficiency of the ‘billing’ and ‘payment’ processes follow in third 

ranking for male managers whereas for female managers these functions come 

at the bottom of the ranking scale. 
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       results 

 

In concluding the chapter it is relevant to compare directly the weightings and 

resultant rankings from the customer survey as they compare with the results of 

the management survey in terms of the four perspectives of the BSC (Table 4.38) 

0.095

0.107

0.111

0.161

0.198

0.328

0.127

0.097

0.114

0.098

0.171

0.394

4.6 Payment (time & efficiency)

4.5 Billing (accuracy & timing)

4.4 Transport (to/from hotel)

4.3 Ancillary services (cost of)

4.2 Food & beverage cost

4.1 Room rate

MALE FEMALE



230 

 

and, more significantly, comparing the twenty-four DCC irrespective of the 

framing within the four perspectives of the BSC (Table 4.39). The weightings 

indicated in Table 4.39 reflect the weightings derived from the AHP analysis 

multiplied by the ‘upper level’ of the hierarchy which, in this case, are the AHP 

weightings of the four BSC perspectives in Table 4.38. 

Table 4.38 Ranking of BSC perspectives by weighting 

 

BSC 
perspective 

Customer 
Weighting 

Customer 
Ranking 

Management 
Weighting 

Management 
Ranking 

Difference 
in 

Weighting 

Customer 0.358 1 0.386 1 -0.028 

Financial 0.286 2 0.239 2 0.047 

Employee 0.190 3 0.187 4 0.003 

Internal 

Process 
0.167 4 0.188 3 -0.021 
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Table 4.39 Ranking of DCC by AHP weighting (multiplied by the ‘upper level’) 

 

Decision-choice criteria 
(DCC) 

 
Customer 
Weighting 

 

Customer 
Ranking 

 
Management 

Weighting  
 

Management 
Ranking 

Difference  
in Weighting 

Room rate 0.094 1 0.089 1 0.005 

Location 0.092 2 0.082 2 0.010 

Guest room 0.079 3 0.069 3 0.010 

External environment 0.064 4 0.047 8 0.017 

Room cleanliness 0.061 5 0.056 7 0.005 

Hotel facilities 0.057 6 0.061 5 -0.004 

F&B cost 0.054 7 0.043 11 0.011 

Satisfied employees 0.045 8 0.043 10 0.002 

Transport to/from hotel 0.038 9 0.027 19 0.011 

Experienced staff 0.037 10 0.034 13 0.003 

Payment method 0.035 11 0.028 16 0.007 

Repeat experience 0.035 12 0.069 4 -0.034 

Trained employees 0.034 13 0.031 14 0.003 

Ancillary services 0.034 14 0.028 17 0.006 

Good management 0.033 15 0.045 9 -0.012 

F&B service 0.030 16 0.039 12 -0.009 

Billing accuracy 0.030 17 0.024 20 0.006 

Brand awareness 0.028 18 0.057 6 -0.029 

Staff appearance 0.025 19 0.020 22 0.005 

Check-in/-out 0.024 20 0.029 15 -0.005 

Room service 0.019 21 0.021 21 -0.002 

Reservation 0.018 22 0.028 18 -0.010 

Staff turnover 0.015 23 0.013 24 0.002 

Business centre 0.014 24 0.019 23 -0.005 

 

There is a significant correlation between the customer and management 

weightings despite some minor variations highlighted above in the detailed 

descriptive analysis by DCC. This therefore indicates that the surveyed hotel 

managers are in tune with the DCC of their potential customers resulting in a 

satisfied guest.  

The statistical test of the conclusion that there is a significant correlation between 

the customer and management results is based on the appropriate test to assess 

the rank order of the attributes, using the Spearman rank order correlation, as 

indicated by the following result (Table 4.40) and graphical illustration (Figure 

4.44): 
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Table 4.40 Results of Spearman Correlation analysis 

Correlations 

 DSWX SSWX 

Spearman's rho 

DSWX 

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .770** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 

N 24 24 

SSWX 

Correlation Coefficient .770** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . 

N 24 24 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). DSWX = Demand side 

(customer) weightings; SSWX = Supply side (management) weightings. 

 

 

Fig. 4.44 Graphical analysis of Spearman correlation between demand-side 
(customer) and supply-side (management) weightings  
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The Spearman Rank order correlation coefficient (rs = 0.77, n = 24, p<0.01) is 

significantly different from 0. This implies that the rank order of the 

DCC/attributes on the customer side matches the rank order of the 

DCC/attributes on the management side. Even though there was a shift of a few 

DCC/attributes (e.g. ‘good management’ and ‘repeat experience’) the Spearman 

rank order correlation test indicates that the rank order of the DCC/attributes on 

the customer and management sides is significant and not attributed to chance. 

This conclusion can be further presented in terms of accepting the null hypothesis 

(Hₒ) presented in the introduction to this chapter namely that: 

Hₒ: The difference between the relevance weightings attributed by potential 

customers to a number of DCC (in selecting a 5-star hotel) is not significantly 

different from the relevance weightings according to hotel managers.                                                                                                                          

The alternative hypothesis (H1) can therefore be rejected. 

4.9 Summary of survey findings 

 

A substantial number of findings emanating from the analysis of survey results 

described and illustrated above are of direct relevance to hospitality industry 

operators as intimated in more detail in Chapter 6 – Practical Implications. Their 

application would boost guest satisfaction which in turn would lead to increased 

repeat business, leading to increased occupancy and higher achieved room rate 

(AAR). The following are the most relevant findings: 

 

1. In relation to the four BSC perspectives, potential 5-star hotel customers 

feel that the Customer perspective deserves the highest weighting. 

Financial issues, particularly the ‘room rate’, also feature strongly. 
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Customers are conscious of the important role of Employees. Customers 

are less concerned than managers with the Internal Business Process since 

ultimately the customer is interested in a satisfying outcome and not a 

process. 

2. For hotel managers, the key BSC perspectives are similarly the Customer 

perspective and the Financial perspective. This is comforting in that it 

shows a customer-centric culture by management. There is however a 

marked difference in the weightings and ranking of DCC between male 

and female hotel managers which parallels the marked difference in 

weighting and ranking attributed to DCC by male and female potential 5-

star hotel customers. 

3. At the level of overall decision-choice criteria (DCC), both potential 

customers and managers indicated that the room rate level is paramount. 

Within the Customer perspective however, both potential customers and 

managers indicated that the main consideration in choosing a hotel is 

‘location’.  

4. Potential customers indicated a relative lack of consideration of ‘repeat 

experience’ which calls into doubt the substantial effort and resources in 

Loyalty Marketing in the hospitality industry. 

5. Potential customers attributed a very low weighting and rank order to 

‘brand awareness’.  This raises the question whether the substantial 

investment in ‘brand’ and ‘brand management’ in the hospitality industry 

gives an adequate ROI.  

6. There does not seem to be any major variation between the DCC of 

potential customers that opt to stay in a ‘chain’ managed hotel vis-a-vis 

those staying in an ‘independently’ managed hotel. 

7. Within the Learning and Growth (or Employee) perspective there exists a 

disparity between the views of potential customers and management 
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staff. Whereas in the mind of potential customers a ‘satisfied employee’ 

is the most important attribute, managers consider ‘good management’ 

by themselves as the fulcrum of the HR interface in a hotel. 

8. Until recently, a ‘business centre’ was a must-have in any 5-star hotel. 

Given the exceptionally low weighting attributed to this facility by 

potential customers, one can now consider this facility an anachronism. 

This is due to major advances in personal mobile internet.  

9. The availability of ‘room service’ is also an anachronism. Customers and 

industry managers alike demonstrate a lack of interest in this service. 

10. Segment analysis reveals that the primary hotel DCC for males and 

females are substantially different. Whereas ‘location’ is the top ranking 

Customer perspective DCC for both males and females, the weighting 

given to ‘location’ by female guests is far higher than by males. Moreover, 

female potential guests rank, as the second most important DCC, the 

hotel’s ‘external environment’. Female guests also attribute a higher value 

to ‘hotel facilities’ such as the availability of a restaurant within the hotel 

since many of them feel safer dining-in then venturing out of the hotel. 

Whereas males seek a convenient ‘location’ and a comfortable stay, 

female guests emphatically go for ‘location’ and the ‘external 

environment’ that reassure them of a safe stay. 

11. There is very little variation in the ranking order of DCC between different 

generations. Millenials, being the 5-star hotel customers of the future, 

favour ‘hotel facilities’ in line with their ‘lifestyle of health and 

sustainability’ (LOHAS) including the availability of Wellness Centres. 

12. There exists an inverse relationship between socio-economic status (SES) 

and financial pre-occupation. Those in the lowest SE-grouping (DE) regard 

the Financial perspective as by far the most relevant. Conversely, the 

higher socio-economic groupings rank the Customer attributes, inclusive 
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of service quality, as most important. Otherwise there is no major 

variation between SES groupings in terms of the twenty four DCC. 

13. Financial considerations are paramount for British, Italian and French 

survey respondents. For all other nationalities, including German and 

Maltese, financial considerations come after customer-centric criteria, 

such as location and room cleanliness. 

14. The purpose of visit has a strong influence on the choice of hotel. Hence 

the growing relevance of segment marketing in an increasingly globalised 

market.  

15. All guest segments ignore the relevance of ‘staff turnover’, a phenomenon 

that can make a perceptible difference in service quality delivery. It only 

becomes perceptible to repeat customers.  

16. There is a significant correlation between the demand and supply side 

results despite some minor variations highlighted above and in the 

detailed analysis by DCC. This therefore indicates that the surveyed hotel 

managers are in tune with the DCC of their potential customers, resulting 

in a satisfied guest and in improved hotel results. 

4.10 Chapter summary 

 

The chapter brought together an in-depth analysis of the results of two major 

quantitative surveys of two principal stakeholders in the hospitality industry, that 

is, the customer on one side and the accommodation suppliers on the other side. 

The customer or demand-side analysis was further broken down into an analysis 

and Hypothesis testing of a number of demographic segments such as gender, 

age, and socio-economic status. Further segment analysis was carried out in 

terms of nationality of respondents and by purpose of visit.  
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The results of the supply-side survey carried out amongst managers working in 5-

star hotels was analysed in terms of their gender since no other profiling data was 

available or significant. Finally, a comparative analysis between the weightings 

and rankings given to DCC by potential customers and 5-star hotel managers 

revealed a strong correlation that should lead to a generally satisfied hotel guest 

in the surveyed market. 

The next chapter will submit the survey findings to a sensitivity analysis using 

Expert Choice, the AHP specialist software in what-if scenarios by means of a 

series of tests, whereby the change in relevance weighting given to a particular 

BSC perspective or DCC is shown to change the relevance weighting, and at times 

even ranking, of other BSC perspectives or other DCC in the same perspective. 
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Chapter Five – Sensitivity Analysis 
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5.1 Introduction 

This chapter deals with turning what, until now, has been a static picture of BSC 

perspectives and DCC, taken at a specific moment in time, into a dynamic tool by 

means of an evaluation of the impact of changed weightings to BSC perspectives 

on the other three BSC perspectives. Thereafter, down a hierarchy level, the 

impact of changed weightings of a select number of representative DCC (four) on 

other DCC in the same perspective is analysed. In effect, this is tantamount to a 

sensitivity analysis (SA) on the variation in potential customer service 

expectations on the demand side, and changed service focus from a supply 

(hospitality management) perspective. 

 It is beyond the scope of this study to carry out and evaluate a sensitivity analysis 

on each of the twenty-four DCC. That is a subject for further research in this area, 

as suggested in Chapter Seven – Conclusions. In this respect, an extensive exercise 

in sensitivity analysis of all twenty four DCC (more or less) on the lines of the 

exercise outlined in this chapter would effectively complement an exercise in 

Strategy Mapping (Kaplan & Norton, 2004) or the exploration of linkages between 

the four perspectives of the BSC, and between the various DCC/KRAs that inhabit 

each of the four perspectives or scorecards.  

5.2 Sensitivity analysis and MCDA 

An important task in decision analysis is the problem of how to choose the best 

alternative among a number of alternatives.  A key management task is 

optimisation of limited resources and that is where the use of MCDA comes to 

the fore, and becomes an even more powerful tool when it is augmented by a SA 
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that may give fresh insights on the decision analysis process. Myers and Alpert 

(1968) first introduced the notion of the determinant attributes in choice theory 

linked to consumer behaviour. Whereas Von Winterfeldt and Edwards (1986) 

covered SA and multi-attribute utility theory (MAUT) or a Bayesian model, Barron 

and Schmidt (1988) explored SA in multi-attribute value models (MAVM). 

The choice MCDA in this thesis has been the AHP and we owe to Masuda (1990) 

the first study on SA and AHP. In this seminal work, Masuda covers the impact 

that changes made to entire vectors of the decision matrix can have on the 

ranking order of the alternatives. However, Masuda did not offer a method for 

performing a SA on changes on a single criterion weight as attempted in this 

chapter. This had to wait until Triantaphylliou and Sanchez (1997:153) whose 

“sensitivity analysis is complementary to the one developed by Masuda but can 

also focus on individual judgements”.                                                                                                                                                                                                        

The DCC elicited in this study are associated with weights (Wj) of importance or 

relevance. Triantaphylliou and Sanchez (1997:158) remind us, however, that 

although intuitively one is led to believe that the larger the weight of a decision-

choice criterion, the more critical that criterion is, this may not always be the case. 

Authors argue that “it is important to distinguish between the notion of criticality 

with that of importance. By critical we mean that a criterion subjected to a small 

change (as a percentage) in its weight, may cause a significant change in the final 

solution. It is possible that criteria with relatively small relevance weightings (i.e. 

ones that are not so important in that respect) can be much more critical in a 

given situation than ones with larger weights”. 
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This comment also leads to the important observation that a change in the initial 

weights of the criteria can alter the resulting ranking of the alternatives. 

Performing a SA therefore may shed light on issues not anticipated at the 

beginning of a study. This, in turn, may dramatically improve the effectiveness of 

the initial study and assist in the successful implementation of the final result. 

5.3 Method and extent of sensitivity analysis study 

The practical evaluation that follows starts with a SA of all four perspectives of 

the hospitality BSC, that is, the Customer, Employee, Internal Business Process 

and Financial perspectives. There follows a SA of a chosen number of DCC, four 

out of twenty four, chosen on the basis of their ranking order. These are from the 

Customer perspective the 1. ‘location’, 2. ‘guest room’, and 3. ‘external 

environment’, and from the Employee perspective, the chosen DCC is 4. ‘trained 

employees’. Both sides of the stakeholder equation are evaluated, that is from a 

demand (potential customer) perspective and from a supply-side (management) 

perspective. In total, therefore, eight sensitivity analyses are carried out. 

The evaluation consisted in a ‘what if’ analysis of decreased weightings by minus 

(-) five and minus (-) ten percent from the basis weighting (0) and plus (+) five and 

plus (+) ten percent from the basis weighting, the basis weighting being the static 

mean result of respective survey findings for that particular DCC. The chosen tool 

was the SA function within Expert Choice, the AHP dedicated software used 

throughout the Analysis of Survey Findings in this study. 
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5.4 Demand-side (potential customer) sensitivity analysis 

A dynamic change in potential customer focus, an increase or a decrease, would 

lead to a change in relevance weighting attributed to the other three 

perspectives. This is quantified and illustrated in Tables and Figures 5.1, 5.2, 5.3 

and 5.4. The vertical reference shifting bar is only arbitrarily set at 5%.                                                         

Starting off with the Customer perspective, it is noted (particularly from the 

graphical representation), that despite changed weightings, there appears no 

change in ranking order well until the -10% zone, although any further reduction 

will result in the Financial perspective overtaking the Customer perspective into 

pole position. Revised weightings and graphical illustration in Table 5.1 and Figure 

5.1 clearly show this inverse relationship between the two leading perspectives. 

As potential guests become less self-centric, they increase focus on the other 

three perspectives, and in particular the financial perspective. 

Table 5.1 Customer perspective (demand-side) – SA 

BSC perspectives -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Customer 0.321 0.341 0.358 0.375 0.393 

Employee 0.201 0.195 0.190 0.185 0.180 

Internal Process 0.176 0.170 0.166 0.162 0.157 

Financial 0.302 0.293 0.286 0.279 0.271 
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Fig. 5.1 Customer perspective (demand–side) - SA 
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Fig. 5.2 Employee perspective (demand-side) – SA  

 

 
 

 

A change in potential customer focus on the Internal Business Process perspective 
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Table 5.3 Internal Business Process perspective (demand-side) – SA 
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Fig. 5.3 Internal Business Process perspective (demand-side) – SA 

 

 
 

 

The changed focus by potential customers on the Financial perspective is 
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itself and its inverse relationship with the Customer perspective as shown in 

Figure 5.4. 
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Fig. 5.4 Financial perspective (demand-side) – SA 

 

 
 

 

5.4.1 Demand-side sensitivity analysis of DCC 

As intimated in the Introduction to this chapter (5.1), the SA study proceeds down 

the BSC hierarchy with an evaluation of the impact of changed weightings of a 

select number of DCC on other DCC in the same perspective, i.e. a demand-side 

SA of the variation in potential customer service expectations. Four out of twenty 

four DCC are evaluated on the basis of their ranking order. These are from the 

Customer perspective the ‘guest room’, ‘location’, and ‘external environment’, 

and from the Employee perspective, the chosen DCC is the availability of ‘trained 

employees’. 

The graphical illustration in Figure 5.5  clearly indicates a marked gradient in the 

‘guest room’ DCC from a customer point of view, so much so that any increased 

weighting attributed to the ‘guest room’ beyond the 10% mark would, indeed, 

out-weigh the relevance attributed to the ‘location’ factor. This has important 

practical implications, especially for those hotels that do not have a particularly 
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good location. At a point (around +10%) improved ‘guest room’ offer will 

compensate for a not so good location. The other four DCC in the Customer 

perspective are hardly impacted. 

Table 5.5 DCC Guest room (demand-side) – SA 

DCC - Customer -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Repeat experience 0.102 0.100 0.099 0.098 0.096 

Guest room 0.200 0.212 0.223 0.234 0.245 

Hotel facilities 0.166 0.163 0.161 0.159 0.156 

Location 0.264 0.261 0.257 0.253 0.250 

Brand 0.082 0.081 0.080 0.079 0.078 

External environment 0.185 0.183 0.180 0.177 0.175 

 
 

Fig. 5.5 DCC Guest room (demand-side) – SA 

 

 
 

As expected and as can be seen from Table 5.6 and Figure 5.6, the sensitivity of 

potential customers to ‘location’ is inversely proportional to that of the ‘guest 

room’. Increased customer-focus on ‘location’, for example in the case of SIT 

(special interest travel) or wanting to reside in the vicinity of an important event 

(e.g. a conference or a football match) leads to a trade-off in relevance weighting 

attributed to the ‘guest room’. Apart from the impact on ‘guest room’ relevance, 
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a change in ‘location’ relevance weighting will hardly impact the other four DCC 

in the Customer perspective. 

Table 5.6 DCC Location (demand-side) – SA 

DCC - Customer -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Repeat experience 0.102 0.101 0.099 0.097 0.096 

Guest room 0.231 0.227 0.223 0.219 0.215 

Hotel facilities 0.167 0.164 0.161 0.158 0.155 

Location 0.231 0.244 0.257 0.270 0.283 

Brand 0.083 0.081 0.080 0.079 0.077 

External environment 0.186 0.183 0.180 0.177 0.174 

 
 

Fig. 5.6 DCC Location (demand-side) – SA 

 

 
 
 

 The analysis of survey findings in Chapter 5 illustrated the importance attributed 

by female potential 5-star hotel customers to ‘location’ and, in particular, to the 

‘external environment’ around the hotel in their quest for safety. The SA below 
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reduction or addition to the relevance weighting of the ‘external environment’ 

are the ‘hotel facilities’ whereas the other four DCC remain largely unchanged. 

Table 5.7 DCC External environment (demand-side) – SA 

DCC - Customer -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Repeat experience 0.101 0.100 0.099 0.098 0.097 

Guest room 0.228 0.225 0.223 0.220 0.218 

Hotel facilities 0.165 0.163 0.161 0.159 0.157 

Location 0.263 0.260 0.257 0.254 0.251 

Brand 0.082 0.081 0.080 0.079 0.078 

External environment 0.162 0.171 0.180 0.189 0.198 

 

 

Fig. 5.7 DCC External environment (demand-side) – SA 

 

 
 

 

So far in this SA, the three DCC subjected to an increase or decrease in demand-

side relevance weighting have been siblings of the Customer perspective. The 
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test the method, Table 5.8 and Figure 5.8 illustrate changed weightings on the 
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(increase or decrease in weighting) leaves no marked impact on any of the other 

five DCC. 

Table 5.8 DCC Trained employees (demand-side) – SA 

 

DCC - Employee -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Experienced staff 0.202 0.199 0.197 0.195 0.192 

Good management 0.181 0.179 0.177 0.175 0.173 

Staff appearance 0.135 0.133 0.132 0.131 0.129 

Trained employees 0.160 0.170 0.179 0.188 0.198 

Staff turnover 0.079 0.078 0.077 0.076 0.075 

Satisfied employees 0.243 0.241 0.238 0.236 0.232 

 

 

Fig. 5.8 DCC Trained employees (demand-side) – SA 
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role of management is the allocation of scarce resources including but not limited 

to financial resources and time management. Management focus must be at all 

0.000

0.050

0.100

0.150

0.200

0.250

0.300

-10% -5% 0 +5% +10%

D
C

C
 W

e
ig

h
ti

n
g

% Change in DCC Weighting

Experienced staff

Good management

Staff appearance

Staff training

Staff turnover

Satisfied employees



251 

 

times on those DCC/KRAs that give the highest return. The application of SA is an 

integral part of a further critical management role, that of change management. 

This section will evaluate the impact of changed circumstances or changed focus 

by management on the four perspectives of the BSC and the same four DCC/KRAs 

analysed from the potential consumer (demand-side) angle in Section 5.3 above.  

The two primary management performance drivers are the Customer and the 

Financial perspectives, in that order.  There follow the other two perspectives of 

the BSC namely the Internal Business Process and the Employee perspectives 

respectively, though almost at par. As a matter of fact, the relevance weightings 

assigned to both by management are so near that graphically in Figure 5.9 they 

over-ride. The primary relevance in this SA is the high gradient in the Customer 

perspective, indicating high sensitivity to increased focus by management. 

Investing in the customer pays dividends.   

Table 5.9 Customer perspective (supply-side) – SA 

 

BSC perspectives -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Customer 0.347 0.367 0.386 0.405 0.425 

Employee 0.199 0.193 0.187 0.181 0.175 

Internal Process 0.200 0.194 0.188 0.182 0.176 

Financial 0.254 0.246 0.239 0.232 0.224 
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Fig. 5.9 Customer perspective (supply-side) – SA 

 

 
 

 

Increased management focus on the Employee perspective also pays dividends 

though not to the same extent as increased focus on the Customer, as can be seen 

in Figure 5.10. The most salient result of this SA, however, is the inverse 

relationship with the internal process which is carried out by employees. 

Therefore, increased focus on the Employee perspective through such DCC/KRAs 

as staff training and staff motivation, will ease the burden of management on the 

Internal Business Process or “the way we do things” (Kaplan and Norton, 

1996:92). 

Table 5.10 Employee perspective (supply-side) – SA 

 

BSC perspectives -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Customer 0.395 0.390 0.386 0.382 0.377 

Employee 0.168 0.178 0.187 0.196 0.206 

Internal Process 0.192 0.190 0.188 0.186 0.184 

Financial 0.244 0.242 0.239 0.236 0.233 
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Fig. 5.10 Employee perspective (supply-side) – SA 

 

 
 

 

It follows that the Internal Business Process and the Employee perspectives are 

inversely related, and an increase in focus by management on the Internal 

Business Process will reduce the weighting required on the Employee perspective, 

all things being equal. Similarly, but to a much lesser extent, less focus would be 

required on the Customer and Financial perspectives. The Internal Business 

Process perspective in a service industry, such as Hospitality, is normally 

synonymous with what are referred to as Standard Operating Procedures or SOPs. 

Table 5.11 Internal Business Process perspective (supply-side) – SA 
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Customer 0.395 0.391 0.386 0.382 0.377 
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Financial 0.245 0.242 0.239 0.237 0.233 
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Fig. 5.11 Internal Business Process perspective (supply-side) – SA 

 

 
 
 

As already intimated, the two primary management performance drivers in terms 

of relevance weightings are the Customer and the Financial perspectives in that 

order.  There follow the other two perspectives of the BSC, namely the Internal 

Process and the Employee perspectives respectively, almost at par. In fact, the 

relevance weightings assigned to both by management are so near that 

graphically in Figure 5.12 they over-ride, as was the case in Figure 5.8 under the 

Customer perspective. In the same manner, as in the Customer perspective, the 

primary relevance in this SA is the high SA gradient in the Financial perspective, 

indicating high sensitivity to increased focus by management. 
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Table 5.12 Financial perspective (supply-side) – SA 

 

BSC perspectives -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Customer 0.398 0.392 0.386 0.381 0.374 

Employee 0.193 0.190 0.187 0.184 0.181 

Internal Process 0.194 0.191 0.188 0.185 0.182 

Financial 0.215 0.227 0.239 0.250 0.263 

 
 

Fig. 5.12 Financial perspective (supply-side) – SA 
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can be done to increase attention on the ‘guest room’. Conversely, letting go of 

focus on the ‘guest room’, as exemplified in Figure 5.13, will come at a price 
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facilities (such as a ‘business centre’) rather than investing in the ‘guest room’, 

with little return. 

Table 5.13 Guest room (supply-side) – SA 

DCC - Customer -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Repeat experience 0.184 0.182 0.180 0.178 0.176 

Guest room 0.162 0.170 0.179 0.188 0.197 

Hotel facilities 0.161 0.160 0.158 0.156 0.155 

Location 0.217 0.214 0.212 0.210 0.208 

Brand 0.152 0.151 0.149 0.148 0.146 

External environment 0.125 0.123 0.122 0.121 0.119 

 

Fig. 5.13 Guest room (supply-side) – SA 

 

 
 

 

The relevance weighting attributed by managers, as well as potential customers, 
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perspective DCC or KRAs. It is followed by the ‘guest room’. It also has the highest 
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the other hand, can be exploited by management in order to attract potential 

customers, particularly through advertising, public relations and the social media. 

Table 5.14 Location (supply-side) – SA 

DCC - Customer -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Repeat experience 0.185 0.183 0.180 0.178 0.175 

Guest room 0.184 0.182 0.179 0.177 0.174 

Hotel facilities 0.162 0.160 0.158 0.156 0.154 

Location 0.191 0.201 0.212 0.223 0.233 

Brand 0.153 0.151 0.149 0.147 0.145 

External environment 0.125 0.124 0.122 0.120 0.119 

 

Fig.  5.14 Location (supply-side) – SA 

 

 
 
 

The hotel’s ‘external environment’ is the one DCC/KRA where, unfortunately, 

managers and potential customers differ in their relevance weighting assessment. 

Whereas customers rank the ‘external environment’ in third place, with a 

relevance weighting of 0.180, surveyed managers rank the ‘external environment’ 

in the sixth and lowest ranking in the Customer perspective. This can be a 

reflection of lack of corporate social responsibility (CSR) by managers which is a 
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goes a long way towards a satisfactory stay, particularly through the eyes and 

experience of the ever increasing number of single female guests. 

Table 5.15 External environment (supply-side) – SA 

 

  -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Repeat experience 0.183 0.181 0.180 0.179 0.178 

Guest room 0.182 0.180 0.179 0.178 0.177 

Hotel facilities 0.160 0.159 0.158 0.157 0.156 

Location 0.215 0.214 0.212 0.210 0.209 

Brand 0.151 0.150 0.149 0.148 0.147 

External environment 0.110 0.116 0.122 0.128 0.134 

 

Fig. 5.15 External environment (supply-side) – SA 

 

 
 

 

The most relevant feature in the SA of ‘trained employees’ is the steep gradient 

which indicates high sensitivity to increased (or decreased) relevance weighting 

focus on this DCC/KRA, as can be seen in Table 5.16 and Figure 5.16. A small 

change, even at the +5% or -5% level gives substantially changed weightings in its 

scope. There do not appear to be significant impacts of changed relevance 

weighting on other DCC/KRAs, with the possible exception of ‘experienced staff’ 

where a change in ranking order would be feasible at the +10% level and over. 
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Table 5.16 Trained employees (supply-side) – SA 

 

DCC - Employee -10% -5% 0 +5% +10% 

Experienced staff 0.188 0.186 0.184 0.182 0.180 

Good management 0.246 0.243 0.241 0.239 0.236 

Staff appearance 0.110 0.109 0.108 0.107 0.106 

Trained employees 0.147 0.157 0.165 0.173 0.182 

Staff turnover 0.070 0.070 0.068 0.068 0.068 

Satisfied employees 0.238 0.235 0.233 0.231 0.228 

 

Fig. 5.16 Trained employees (supply-side) – SA 

 

 
 

 

5.6  Chapter summary 

The chapter examines the important role and application of sensitivity analysis 

(SA) in MCDA using the sensitivity analysis tool in Expert Choice. The exposition 

takes the form of an evaluation of changed relevance weightings of DCC within 

the framework of the BSC. This renders the BSC a dynamic rather than a purely 

static view of the BSC and its constituent parts. The model is considered as 

dynamic as it includes the mechanics of SA acting on increased or decreased 

relevance weightings and how this can assist in improved hospitality industry 
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both the direction and the steepness of the line indicating the extent of the impact 

of the change. 

Andrea Saltelli (2002) is perhaps the most ardent exponent and, at the same time, 

critic of the theory and application of Sensitivity Analysis modelling. His main 

criticism lies more on its application and in particular with the chosen scenarios 

and assumptions. These may be faulted but that is hardly enough reason to drop 

the model rather than restate the assumptions. As Dantzig (1963:63) stated 

“Sensitivity analysis is a fundamental concept in the effective use and 

implementation of quantitative decision models, whose purpose is to assess the 

stability of an optimal solution under changes in the parameters”. SA allows the 

operator or manager, as decision maker, to visualise which data are more critical 

and hence focus his or her attention more effectively on the most critical parts of 

a MCDA problem. 

The next Chapter will list and consider a number of practical implications 

emanating from this research project for both potential 5-star hotel customers 

(demand-side), hospitality industry managers (supply-side) and national and 

regional policy makers and planners. 
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Chapter Six – Practical Implications of Research 
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6.1  Introduction 

In service industries, such as hospitality, management needs to have the ability to 

collect, understand, and act on customer (guest) feedback. Ideally this is done 

directly in the hotel through management physically interacting with guests in the 

true meaning of hospitality.  

Additionally, the present day management/guest relationship is very much driven 

through user generated content (UGC) via social review sites such as Facebook 

and Tripadvisor. These, in turn, influence the purchase process for hotel rooms by 

other potential guests as they sift through UGC in search of confirmation or 

rejection of the offer based on the stated DCC in their relevance weighting and 

ranking order. This aid to decision-making using the DCC as singled out, weighed, 

and ranked subsequent to an extensive quantitative survey is the primary 

practical implication of this research study from the demand-side or potential 

consumer/guest point of view. The potential 5-star hotel customer now has an 

aid to deciding which hotel to choose on the basis of the information available. 

The analytical results of this study, together with its principal practical 

implications to hospitality management listed below, have been presented to 

around 200 delegates attending a research symposium organised by the Malta 

Hotels and Restaurants Association (MHRA) in February 2013, to the 

management teams of five 5-star hotels in Malta, and presented at the scientific 

Tourism Research Symposium – Malta and the Mediterranean (16-17th July, 2014, 

Malta) organized by the University of Malta and the University of Westminster.  
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6.2  Practical implications for hospitality management 

From a supply-side or hotel owner/management perspective, the research 

findings offer a number of practical implications. According to Kaplan and Norton 

(1996, viii) “most companies were trying to improve the performance of existing 

processes through lower cost, improved quality, and shortened response time – 

but were not identifying the processes that were truly strategic: those that must 

be performed exceptionally well for an organization’s strategy to succeed”. This 

study has elicited twenty-four criteria/processes that are truly strategic. Hotel 

managers now have a list of criteria that are considered as critical by potential 

hotel guests in deciding in which 5-star hotel to stay. This allows hotel managers 

to focus on these important criteria and to devise performance measurement 

tools, such as the BSC, around these twenty-four criteria. The following are a 

number of practical implications arising from this study that are of relevance to 

hotel managers framed in the four perspectives of the BSC. 

6.2.1 Customer perspective 

Demand- and supply-side survey respondents indicated categorically that the 

Customer perspective is by far the most relevant of the four perspectives of the 

BSC (Table 6.1). Hotel managers therefore ignore the practical implications of this 

result at their own peril.  
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Table 6.1 BSC perspectives – demand and supply side ranking order  
 

Balanced Scorecard perspectives: Demand R Supply R 

1. Customer perspective 

2. Employee perspective 

3. Internal Process perspective 

4. Financial perspective 

0.358 

0.190 

0.167 

0.286 

1 

3 

4 

2 

0.386 

0.187 

0.188 

0.239 

1 

4 

3 

2 

 
 

The Customer perspective demand-side relevance weightings are repeated 

hereunder (Table 6.2), this time in ranking order and from which a number of 

practical implications to hospitality management can be derived as follows:   

Table 6.2 Customer perspective DCC – demand side ranking order 

Customer perspective  - DCC Weight 

1. Location 

2. Guest room 

3. External environment 

4. Hotel facilities 

5. Repeat experience 

6. Brand awareness 

0.257 

0.223 

0.180 

0.160 

0.099 

0.080 

 

6.2.1.1 Customer segmentation 

This research project includes an analysis by respondent segment ranging from 

gender considerations, age, SES, nationality, and purpose of visit. Kaplan and 

Norton (1996:4) remind us that Industrial Age companies prospered by offering 

customers low-cost but standardised products and services. They recall Henry 

Ford’s famous dictum, “They can have whatever colour they want as long as it is 

black”. In the age of ‘mass customisation’ we find consumers demanding 

individualised solutions to their wants. Research findings categorised by customer 

segment allow 5-star hotel executives the opportunity to offer customised 

products and services to their diverse customer segments. 
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6.2.1.2 Market segmentation   

Research project findings allow the 5-star hotel marketing strategist the 

opportunity to design a marketing mix that precisely matches the expectations of 

customers in the targeted market. Few hotels, or indeed any other business firm, 

are large enough to cater for the needs of an entire market. Consequently, most 

hotels do well to breakdown the total demand into segments and target those 

niches that the hotel is best equipped to handle. The segment analysis results of 

this project provide the hotel’s marketing manager with the arsenal necessary to 

focus limited marketing and sales resources on a specific segment. For example, 

analysis of survey results indicate that female travellers place a very high 

weighting (far more than males) on the hotel’s location (0.270) and on the 

external environment (0.205), that is the area around the hotel, as well as the in-

hotel availability of food and beverage services, possibly in their quest for safety. 

A hotel targeting female solo travellers, therefore, would do well to extol these 

assets in its advertising and promotion, provided that they are truly available. 

6.2.1.3  Loyalty marketing schemes  

Within the ‘customer’ dimension, as indicated in Chapter 4 (4.4.2.1), survey 

findings show a marked divergence attributed to ‘repeat experience’ (i.e. the fact 

that the guest has been to the same hotel before) between potential 5-star hotel 

customers and hotel managers. Hotel managers rank ‘repeat experience’ as the 

2nd most important DCC after ‘location’ within the customer perspective. This 

‘repeat’ or ‘loyalty’ criterion is ranked low at no. 5, or one but last, position by 

guest respondents. This finding throws open a discussion on whether the 



266 

 

hospitality industry over-stresses the relevance of ‘loyalty marketing’ with limited 

return on investment. 

6.2.1.4 Branding  

Survey results indicate lack of guest loyalty to a particular ‘brand’. Global hotel 

brands offer owners/managers a range of ‘branding’ options ranging from a ‘full 

management agreement’ that includes branding,  to a simple ‘franchising’ 

agreement that allows hotel owners/managers to use franchisor’s ‘brand’ or, as 

the saying goes in the trade, “putting the flag up on the roof”. Franchising fees 

include an ‘initial’ fee according to the number of rooms, followed by ‘continuing 

fees’ that include a royalty fee, a marketing contribution, a reservation fee, a 

loyalty fee, and ‘miscellaneous fees’. The ‘royalty fee’ alone typically ranges from 

2.5% to 5% of rooms revenue (Payne & Perret, 2014). Given the results of this 

survey, one questions the return on investment (ROI) of such an expense. 

6.2.2 Employee perspective 

Successful hotel management implies effective and efficient staff and employee 

management. Human resource management (HRM) and human resource 

development (HRD) are critical management functions in any productive activity, 

but more so in the hospitality industry which is highly labour intensive. 

Management awareness of the critical employee traits that are most highly 

ranked by customers and fellow managers alike (Table 6.3) makes for successful 

HRM and HRD.  
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Table 6.3 Employee perspective DCC – demand side ranking 
 

           Employee perspective  - DCC Weight 

1. Satisfied employees 

2. Experienced staff 

3. Good management 

4. Trained employees 

5. Staff appearance 

6. Staff turnover 

0.239 

0.179 

0.178 

0.171 

0.138 

0.094 

 
“The hotel industry is a service and people-oriented business. To be successful in 

a competitive market, it is important that hotel managers know how their 

employees feel at work and what they want. The amount of effort that an 

employee expends towards accomplishing the hotel’s goals depends on whether 

the employee believes that this effort will lead to his own satisfaction” (Lam, 

Zhang & Baum, 2001:157). In the same study, authors research the relationship 

between satisfied employees and staff turnover in Hong Kong hotels. 

6.2.3 Internal Business Process perspective 

The ‘internal business process’ dimension in the BSC is simplistically defined as 

“the way we do things” (Kaplan and Norton, 1996:92). In reality, the internal 

business process of a hotel, or of any other business for that matter, is more 

intricate than just ‘doing things’. It is the value chain between the employee 

dimension and the customer dimension. In hospitality, it is tantamount to those 

thousands of touch-points or ‘moments of truth’ (Carlzon, 1987) that turn a hotel 

stay into a satisfying and memorable experience. Through the elicitation process 

(see Chapter 3.8) and through the review of the literature, this research project 

identified seven critical touch-points (see figure 6.1), which amongst many, fall 

all-square in the ‘internal business process’ dimension of the BSC, namely:   
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Fig. 6.1 The hospitality ‘internal business process’ or value chain                   

1. The reservation (or booking) process. 

2. Arrival and checking in at the hotel. 

3. Settling in a clean guest room. 

4. Use of food and beverage outlets. 

5. Use of room service facility. 

6. Use of business centre. 

7. Checking out and departure. 

Survey results (Table 6.4) strongly indicate lack of interest in the provision of a 

business centre service. Potential guests ranked provision of this service in sixth 

and last position within the internal business process perspective. Guests 

primarily made their way to the ‘business centre’ to access communication 

technology. Nowadays, we carry this facility in our pocket. 

Following research findings, managers now have a relevance ranking of these 

processes on which to focus their attention. In order of relevance ranking rather 

than sequential ordering, the above touch-points appear in the rank order that 

follows: 

Table 6.4 Internal business process DCC – demand side ranking 

Internal Business Process  - DCC Weight 

1. Room cleanliness 

2. Food & beverage service 

3. Checking-in & -out 

4. Room service 

5. Reservation process 

6. Business centre service 

0.351 

0.177 

0.136 

0.127 

0.112 

0.097 

 
 
 
 
 

                   



269 

 

6.2.4 Financial perspective 

At present, the highest valued specialism in the hospitality and other travel 

related industries (such as the airline industry) is that of ‘revenue management’. 

These specialists command respect and remuneration often higher than the 

General Manager. Revenue managers are a rare breed of specialists aided by 

sophisticated dedicated software. A good revenue manager can be said to 

increase revenue of a hotel by at least 5% over a twelve month period. This 

discipline has led to the phenomenon of ‘flexible pricing’ whereby the fixed hotel 

room rate – known as the ‘rack rate’ – has become an anachronism with rates 

changing by the day if not by the hour. This revolution in pricing has been primed 

by the internet revolution whereby rates charged are no longer confidential but 

are transparent and accessible for all to see. 

Research findings illustrate the undisputed relevance of the ‘room rate’ as the 

prime DCC of prospective guests, as also corroborated by the views of 

management respondents (Table 6.4).  As can be seen from Table 6.5, the cost of 

food and beverage within the hotel or resort is the second most important 

financial consideration to potential guests though well below that of the room 

rate. There is indeed growing concern amongst travellers with regard to eating 

and drinking away from home. In the UK holidays abroad industry, there exists 

what is known in the trade as the ‘cost of living in resort’ index (COLR) published 

annually by the UK Post Office (Post Office, 2014). The practical implication of the 

relevance of the expenditure on ‘food and beverage’ at destination has spurred 
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the growth of ‘all inclusive’ hotels and resorts, and indeed cruising, wherein one 

rate includes the room rate and breakfast and at least one meal if not full board. 

Table 6.5 Financial DCC – demand side ranking 

Financial perspective  - DCC Weight 

1. Room rate 

2. Food & beverage cost 

3. Payment (time + efficiency) 

4. Transport to/from hotel 

5. Billing accuracy & timing 

6. Cost of ancillary services 

0.306 

0.178 

0.148 

0.143 

0.121 

0.105 

 
 

6.2.5 Other hospitality management practical implications  

6.2.5 .1 Price sensitivity and price elasticity of demand      

In the light of the fact that survey customer respondents and hotel managers alike 

consider their highest decision-choice criterion (DCC) to be the price paid for the 

room, i.e., the ‘room rate’ (see Table 4.39), it is important to discuss the issue of 

price sensitivity, and ensuing price elasticity of demand (PED), in the mind-set of 

potential hotel customers and hotel managers. The extensive academic literature 

on the subject is testimony to the subject’s relevance. Price sensitivity is defined 

as the degree to which the price of a product or service affects consumers’ 

purchasing behaviour (Puccinelli, 2009). In economics, price sensitivity is normally 

measured using the price elasticity of demand whose formula is simply the % 

change in quantity purchased divided by the % change in price, ceteris paribus. 

It is to be pointed out that a particular hotel ‘room rate’ is relevant to a particular 

customer. A hotel customer, however, can be an individual business customer, a 

family of four sharing a room on vacation, a room rate specific to conference 
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delegates, a tour-operator’s confidential rate, or any one of many other customer 

segments. A room rate, just like an airline fare, varies according to season and the 

time of booking, i.e., how far in advance of arrival date the booking is made. In 

other words, although hotels still have what is known in the trade as a ‘rack rate’, 

or an over-the-counter walk-in room rate, there is no such thing as the one and 

only ‘room rate’. In essence we are dealing with what the trade refers to as the 

Average Daily Rate (ADR) or the average of all ‘room rates’ charged multiplied by 

the number of stays. Moreover, the internet revolution has resulted in far more 

transparent pricing than in the past and ICT has enabled fast and frequent 

changes to the offered ‘room rate’ in response to a change in demand (or supply) 

and as a reaction to competitor pricing, in what is referred to as flexible (or 

dynamic) pricing. 

The ceteris paribus condition, particularly in terms of practical implications for 

consumers and suppliers, cannot be taken lightly since a number of factors can 

affect the elasticity of demand for a good or service (Parkin, Powell & Matthews, 

2002: 77-9) such as:  

a. Availability of substitute goods: relating to other hotels in the broad 

category and satisfying any number of the other DCC. In Malta’s 316 sq. 

km. one finds fifteen 5-star hotels to choose from. Moreover, the hotel 

industry is globally facing increased competition from shared private 

accommodation offer through internet intermediaries such as Airbnb. 

b. Percentage of income: The higher the percentage of the consumer’s 

income that the product or service represents, the higher the elasticity 

tends to be and vice-versa (Crouch, 1996). 
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c. Necessity: The more necessary a product or service is, the lower the PED, 

since the consumer will attempt to buy it no matter the price, as in the 

case of urgent business travel and/or late minute hotel bookings. 

d. Who pays: In cases where the buyer does not directly pay for the product 

or service to be consumed, such as with corporate expense accounts, 

demand is likely to be more inelastic (Png, 1999: 62-3).  

e. Brand loyalty: In theory, an attachment to a certain brand is deemed to 

override sensitivity to price changes, resulting in inelastic demand. In 

practice, as evidenced by the findings of this research project, brand 

loyalty ranks very low in consumer decision-choice criteria in selecting a 

5-star hotel (Table 4.39). 

The price charged to a customer by a hotel, as in the case of so many other 

products and services, includes a number of service charges that will hardly 

accrue to the hotel (or airline). Hotels and airlines are expected to act as ‘tax 

collectors’ given that the ‘room rate’ normally includes imposed charges such as 

room taxes, VAT and, in recent years, environmental (or green) taxes. A highly 

controversial imposition of a 1 euro per guest-night eco-tax by the regional 

government of the Balearic Islands in 2003 led to a fierce reaction by the mega 

tour operators who refused to add the eco-tax to their customers’ final package 

price and insisted that hoteliers absorb the new tax themselves claiming that the 

price increase would lead to cancellations and loss of business (Aguiló, Riera & 

Rosselló, 2005). 

Song et al. (2011:172) “reveal that the most important factors in determining the 

demand for hotel rooms in Hong Kong are the economic conditions (measured by 

income level) in the origin markets, the price of the hotel rooms and the word-of-

mouth effect”. Authors contend that demand for ‘high-tariff, medium-tariff, and 
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lower-tariff’ hotels varies considerably with the PED being strong in ‘high-tariff’ 

hotels and negligible in ‘low-tariff’ hotels hence claiming that there is an element 

of ‘trading down’ in times of economic recession in origin markets. 

Market liberalisation and deregulation in the airline and hospitality industries 

world-wide has led to a decline in the price of flying and accommodation in real 

terms. Following the low-cost carrier (LCC) revolution that reached Europe in 

1991, thanks to Ryanair, the total vacation price has decreased. This led to a hot 

debate within the hotel accommodation industry across Europe questioning 

whether travellers use the money saved by flying with LCCs to ‘trade-up’ their 

hotel choice or whether they use the money ‘saved’ towards more frequent but 

shorter vacations. Fleischer, Pelag and Rivlin (2011) concluded that vacationers 

prefer the second option (more frequent but shorter vacations) which, in effect, 

is good news for airlines and transport operators but not so good news for 

accommodation owners. 

Given the strong income-effect in origin markets, particularly as it impacts ‘high-

tariff’ hotels, Enz, Canina and Lomanno (2009: 325) argue strongly in favour of 

“the stance of hotel operators who resist the pressure to undercut competitors’ 

prices ... Overall, results suggest that the best way for a hotel to have higher 

revenue performance than its competitive set is to maintain higher rates. Findings 

suggest that lodging demand may be inelastic in local markets”. 

Hoteliers world-wide are aware of the major relevance of the ‘room rate’ as a 

main financial parameter and as the main demand-pull decision-choice criterion 

(DCC) of potential customers. Revenue (or yield) management techniques, 
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therefore, are now considered a critical hotel management function which has 

led to the development of the Revenue Manager position who normally reports 

directly to the hotel’s General Manager. Revenue Management was first adopted 

by the airline industry in the USA following deregulation in the late 1970s. “In an 

hotel context, yield (or revenue) management is a profit maximization strategy 

concerned with the market sensitive pricing of fixed room capacity relative to 

specific market characteristics” (Donaghy, McMahon and McDowell, 1995:139). 

Similarly, Badinelli (2000:476) argues that “revenue management encompasses 

all practices of discriminatory pricing used to maximize the profit generated from 

a fixed amount of resources ... The basic idea behind yield or revenue 

management is that different consumers of the service offered by a hotel or an 

airline are willing to pay different amounts for that service”. 

Unlocking the value of revenue management in the hotel industry in terms of “the 

various revenue management techniques with varying degrees of inventory 

control sophistication” is discussed by Vinod (2004:178). The discussion on 

revenue management in the light of ever more popular flexible (or dynamic) room 

pricing is taken up by Abdel Aziz et al. (2011:180) with the use of a “hotel 

simulator that represents and generates the forecasted demand given rate input 

changes at the Plaza Hotel in Alexandria (Egypt)”. 

Hotel managers ignore the relevance of price (room-rate), its impact on short, 

medium and long term demand and revenue maximization at their peril. 
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 6.2.5.1  Resource allocation 

One of the most important tasks of modern management is the allocation of 

scarce resources, be they financial, human, land resources, and time. This is 

especially so during times of crisis-management. Use of the hybrid combination of 

BSC and AHP presented in this study would allow managers to allocate resources 

in accordance with prioritised DCC whilst performing a ‘balancing act’ between 

various stakeholders’ conflicting objectives in the light of multiple conflicting 

criteria. 

                           6.2.5.2  Rolling out a Balanced Scorecard 

The process (and possible pitfalls) of rolling out and successful implementation of 

a new performance measurement system, such as the BSC, is explained as a step-

by-step process that needs to take into account issues involving corporate culture, 

change-management and resistance to change. This process is described in 

Chapter 3 (3.7). 

                6.2.5.3  Customer Satisfaction Questionnaire (CSQ) design  

This study proposes that the CSQ should be designed around the DCC that are 

framed in the specific hotel’s BSC with a ranking choice as exemplified in this 

research. Guests would hence be directly involved in the design of the hotel’s 

strategy. It is also a way of getting the CSQ to assist in “connecting survey data to 

financial outcomes in the hotel industry” (Pingitore, Seldin & Walker, 2010:5). 

6.3 Public policy Implications 

Few studies have presented an MCDM approach to evaluating national, regional 

or local tourism policies. One such study is that by Liu, Tzeng and Lee (2012) that 
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uses a hybrid MCDM to analyse Taiwan’s tourism policy and how it can be 

improved. Governments and local authorities have a responsibility to set public 

policy and planning at national, regional and local level on the basis of the 

summum bonum, that is, for the common good. This applies in terms of travel and 

tourism policy and planning at industry level, but also at industry level such as 

drawing up policies for the transport or hospitality industries. The role of 

government/local authorities is that of industry catalysts promoting change in 

their particular region but certainly not as drivers of change. Investment in the 

industry and its management are best left in the hands of private enterprise. A 

number of public policy implications of this thesis are indicated as follows: 

6.3.1  Development zoning  

This research study has clearly reconfirmed the major relevance of ‘location’ for 

potential hotel guests and management alike. Therefore adequate zoning policies 

must be made by governments and regional authorities to earmark land for hotel 

building though always guided by the over-riding principles of sustainable 

development. 

6.3.2  Carrying Capacity 

Governments and/or regional authorities have the important role of establishing 

carrying capacity, i.e. determining how many hotels/hotel beds and, even more 

important, the type of hotels needed in a foreseeable planning period.  

6.3.3  Industry policy and planning  

Long-term policy and plans (10 to 25 years) are guided by Master Plans. The 

medium term (5 to 10 years) requires Policy direction, whereas the short-term (1 

to 5 years) calls for Planning action. Master Plans are over-riding and holistic 
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exercises covering all aspects of travel and tourism. Policy and planning are more 

industry-focused. Indicators as to what the customer expects, emanating from 

this study, can be a guiding light in the drawing up of an Accommodation Policy 

and Plan for the destination. 

The point can be illustrated by the fact that, in the case of Malta, an industry 

Policy and Plan that covers the accommodation industry is now overdue. A 

Tourism Policy for the Maltese islands 2007-2011 (2006) dealt primarily with the 

issue of increasing airline capacity and routes and gave very good results. This has 

now to be complemented by an accommodation policy and plan, ensuring 

adequate capacity that matches airline seats with available beds. Moreover, an 

accommodation product policy needs to meet customer expectations now and in 

the future, and take cognizance of the emerging mega-trend of shared-

accommodation as part of the Shared Economy, alternatively referred to as 

Collaborative Consumption.  

6.3.4  Hotel Classification Guidelines 

The impact of financial and non-financial criteria in the choice of a hotel are 

highlighted in this study and these measures can act as guidelines to hotel 

classification standards, based as they are on the opinion of the most important 

stakeholder of all – the customer. 

6.3.5  Education and training programmes  

The hospitality industry is one of the oldest global industries. It has seen few 

changes in the ‘accommodation’ (or hardware) aspect over the centuries. Recent 

years, however, have seen many changes in the ‘service offer’ (or software). 
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Hospitality is also one of the oldest professions requiring many years of 

theoretical and skills education and training programmes. A seminal definition of 

Hospitality Management comes to mind: 

"It is the combination of Professional Hospitality Management at the 

centre of the industry that defines the basis of Hospitality 

Management. Therefore, the defining feature of Hospitality 

Management is not the combination of Management and Hospitality 

but the existence of a Hospitality Management Profession…with all 

the implications this gives rise to” (Brotherton, 1999:171). 

       6.4 Chapter summary 

Hospitality product design, management, and service offer training programmes 

can only benefit from increased awareness and understanding of the extensive 

list of DCC detailed in this research study in a highly customer-centric industry. 

The principal practical implications of research findings to hospitality 

management and policy makers alike were highlighted in this chapter.  

The next and final chapter will review the research project starting with what is 

considered to be the study’s contribution to academic knowledge in the fields of 

MCDA, the BSC and Hospitality studies. The aim and objectives of the study listed 

in Chapter One (Introduction) are revisited and abstracted. The original research 

questions and findings are also summed up and flagged as of potential interest to 

hospitality industry operatives. No research study is perfect and this study faced 

some stated limitations. Finally, suggestions are made for further research in the 

area. 
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7.1 Introduction 

 

This chapter concludes the thesis by highlighting its contributions, acknowledging 

its limitations and putting forward suggestions and recommendations for further 

research. The thesis has as its aim a breakthrough in the theory and use of the 

BSC with particular reference to its application in the hospitality industry by 

means of the introduction of relevance weighting and a ranking order of the four 

traditional BSC perspectives (customer, learning and growth, internal business 

process and financial) as also the relevance  weighting and ranking of the key 

result areas (KRAs) that mirror the decision choice criteria (DCC) used by potential 

customers in selecting a 5-star hotel. As a first step, DCC/KRAs are specified and 

defined via a process of elicitation through stakeholder focus groups, as explained 

in Chapter 1 (Introduction), and triangulated via an academic literature review 

expounded in Chapter 2 (Literature Review).                                                                                                                                                              

Potential 5-star hotel customers were asked, via an extensive survey, to prioritise 

their DCC framed in each of the four BSC perspectives and the resultant relevance 

weightings were placed in a ranking order of DCC by means of AHP.  Mean 

relevance weightings derived from the demand-side survey are analysed in 

Chapter 4 (Analysis of Survey Findings). The qualitative and quantitative multi-

methodology research elements used in the holistic process, from elicitation of 

DCC/KRAs to the eventual weightings and ranking order via two structured 

surveys, is explained in Chapter 3 (Research Methodology). 

In strict sequential order, a supply-side analysis followed upon the demand-side 

(customer) analysis. This follow-up survey had, as its target, a large number of 
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managers working in 5-star hotels who were similarly asked to prioritise the DCC. 

There is a close fit between the ranking order of DCC by potential guests with that 

of 5-star hotel managers in Malta. The post surveys Analysis of Survey Findings in 

Chapter 4 confirms some but refutes other commonly held beliefs in the 

hospitality industry. Thereafter in Chapter 5 (Sensitivity Analysis), the weightings 

derived and attached to the four perspectives of the BSC and the DCC that 

compose them are subjected to a systematic sensitivity analysis (SA) as a dynamic 

management tool that could be applied by hotel managers in their forward 

planning. Practical implications of the research study and its findings to hospitality 

management and policy makers are explored in Chapter 6.                                                                

In this final chapter, the main findings of the study are summarised vis-à-vis the 

principal aim and objectives of the study as stated in Chapter 1 (Introduction) and 

the overall fit between the research findings and the research questions is stated. 

This is followed by a statement on the research limitations and further research 

recommendations are explored. Subsequently, the contribution to knowledge in 

the fields of the BSC and DA is stated. In conclusion, the relevance of the research 

findings to the hospitality industry is expressed. 

7.2  Contribution to academic knowledge 

The extensive review of the literature in Chapter 2 (Literature Review) of this 

thesis demonstrated that there exists a plethora of academic and non-academic 

literature dealing with the BSC going back to the seminal works of Kaplan and 

Norton in 1992. One notes that there exists also extensive literature dealing with 

the application of the BSC in the hospitality industry. The identified gap in the 
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literature is in the area of the process of rolling-out a BSC in hotels. This is dealt 

with in Chapter 3 (3.7).  In Chapter 2 (Literature Review), a taxonomy of academic 

literature is presented outlining the critical steps in hotel industry management 

and the DA tools paired with every step. It transpires, however, that whereas the 

BSC is extensively used in the ‘strategic planning and analysis’ phase of hotel 

operations, it is hardly used in the other critical stages such as the initial 

investment decision, location analysis, business model design, management type, 

and day-to-day operations. 

As illustrated in the review of the literature (Chapter 2), there exists a wide range 

of literature dealing with the application of MCDA techniques in various industries 

including, to some extent, the hospitality industry. However, the academic 

literature is very short on the theory and application of a hybrid BSC inclusive of 

prioritisation of the four perspectives and/or the DCC in a demand-side BSC 

and/or the KRAs in a supply-side BSC. Apart from this study, only one similar 

research effort could be traced and that is Tsaur and Tzeng (1996) that uses 

Multiple Attribute Decision Making analysis for customer preference of 

Taiwanese hotels. The authors use AHP and multiple attribute utility function to 

evaluate customer preference of hotels. As stated in Chapter 2 (Literature 

Review), Tsaur and Tzeng’s may be considered as a pioneering demand-side 

analysis of consumer DCC in hospitality industry studies, but it has its limitations 

in so far as field research is limited to one hotel and a short one month survey 

period. The research effort in this thesis used four hotels and, moreover, was 

spread over a full one year period, thus capturing the full span of customer profile, 
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demography and, more importantly, business segmentation. This is a major 

feature and value added of this research effort. 

7.3  Realisation of aim and objectives 

The aim of the thesis can be restated as the determination and analysis of the 

relevance weighting and ranking attributed by potential customers to a number 

of DCC used in selecting a 5-star hotel framed in the four perspectives of the BSC, 

and to confront these with similar weightings and rankings according to hotel 

managers. The customer (demand-side) DCC identified in this study mirror a 

number of KRAs used in hospitality management (supply-side) performance 

measurement and management tools such as the BSC. It is contended that the 

aim of the thesis has been achieved and the results emanating from customers 

and managers were found to be statistically correlated. 

The next section is an evaluation of the set thesis objectives and how and to what 

extent they have been achieved: 

    7.3.1  Prioritisation of BSC perspectives and DCC/KRAs                                                                                                                                         

We live in a world of constant change and in an era of mass customisation where 

one size no longer fits all. Whereas it is physically impossible to cater for all 

individual wants and needs, it is important for businesses, including 5-star hotels, 

to target specific aggregate consumer needs. The four perspectives and KRAs that 

make up a hospitality BSC do not give us any indication of prioritisation and hence 

do not facilitate best use of scarce resources and improved targeting of customer 

expectations. The survey findings show wide variation between the relevance 

weightings attributed by respondents, ranging from 0.014 for the least important 
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DCC/KRA (business centre) to 0.094 being the most relevant (room rate). This 

clear cut differentiation stands out through the merger in this research project of 

BSC tenets and an MCDA method, such as the AHP in the form of a hybrid BSC 

(Bentes, Carneiro, Ferreira da Silva & Kimura, 2012). 

    7.3.2  Demand and supply side confrontation 

Those BSC perspectives and KRAs conceived by hotel management needed to be 

compared and confronted with what potential 5-star hotel guests perceive as 

important, that is the DCC required for a satisfactory stay in a 5-star hotel. A 

comparison of demand- and supply-side survey results indicates that hotel 

managers in 5-star hotels in Malta have a very good idea of customer 

expectations. This could possibly explain the industry’s positive performance over 

the last six years (MHRA/Deloitte Survey Results, 2007 & 2014). 

   7.3.3  Targeted performance measurement                                                                                                                                                           

Taking the demand-side survey results into consideration will permit hospitality 

industry management to minimise subjective bias when identifying the 

perspectives and KRAs that compose the hospitality BSC. One of the primary 

outcomes of this study is that it assists hotel managers in offering a product and 

service offer that allows potential guests to personalise their hotel experience. 

  7.3.4  Elicitation of decision-choice criteria (DCC) 

An important objective of this study was to identify those DCC that are taken in 

consideration by a would-be traveller in choosing to stay in a 5-star hotel. These 

would form the basis of the DCC/KRAs listed in the appropriate perspective of the 

BSC. This initial step in the BSC design process is best achieved through a process 
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of ‘elicitation’ via stakeholder focus groups. As part of the survey process 

respondents of both demand- and supply-side questionnaires were given the 

opportunity to dispute, add or subtract any DCC. There was only one additional 

such suggestion from all respondents (snob-value).  

    7.3.5  Triangulation through the literature                                                                                                                                                                                                         

The choice of DCC, originally the fruit of stakeholder focus groups as explained in 

7.3.4, was thus triangulated not only via the survey process but also through the 

literature since similar research exercises also used the same or similar DCC. 

    7.3.6  Sensitivity analysis                                                                                                                                                          

Prudent planning requires SA tools that are conspicuous by their absence in 

hospitality industry management. The BSC in itself can already act as a SA tool if 

appropriate linkages are put in place between the four perspectives and the 

various KRAs. Moreover, a hybrid BSC+AHP ranking of DCC with weights can prove 

to be a powerful tool if well utilised by hotel managers in achieving the maximum 

ROI on financial, human and other capital employed. In particular, the 

contribution in Chapter 5 (Sensitivity Analysis) is the demonstration of a SA 

application to change management by hospitality managers.  

7.3.7 Practical implications 

A number of practical implications emanating from this research project for both 

potential 5-star hotel customers (demand-side), hospitality industry managers 

(supply-side) and national, regional, and local policy and planning authorities are 

listed and evaluated in Chapter 6. 
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7.4 The research questions and findings                                                                                                             

The principal research questions, that are in fact sequential, are introduced in 

Chapter 1 (Introduction) and repeated hereunder in Table 7.1. In Chapter 2 the 

literature review revealed a lack of systematic method to implement a hybrid BSC 

together with an MCDA in the hospitality industry. That appreciation would not 

only lead to an understanding of traveller demand-push generators, but also arm 

hospitality managers with an effective demand-pull arsenal. As things stand, one 

could conclude that without this interface, hospitality managers may be operating 

efficiently but not effectively. This hybrid combination strategy would allow 

managers to allocate resources and to prioritise stakeholders’ conflicting 

objectives in the light of multiple conflicting criteria.  

In the light of the preceding section, this study aimed at replying to the following 

specific questions: 

1. To identify those principal DCC that aid in the choice of a 5-star hotel 

by individual and group customers alike. 

2. To determine a ‘balanced’ distribution of the DCC within the 

framework of the four perspectives of the classic BSC. 

3. From a customer point of view, to establish the relevance order of the 

DCC as a whole and within the four perspectives of the BSC. 

4. To analyse the application of MCDA in the total spectrum of decision-

making by hotel developers and managers. 

5. To compare and contrast the DCC of the customer with those of hotel 

management. In other words, do hotels managers know what the 

customer wants? This knowledge makes it possible for hotel managers 

and policy makers to tailor their product to the needs and wants of 

customers. 
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6. Does a change in weighting and possibly ranking in one or more DCC 

impact the weighting and rank position of one or more other criteria? 

 

The findings from Chapters 2 and 4 answer the first and fourth research questions 

restated above. The second, third and fifth research questions are answered in 

Chapter 4. Finally, question 6 is answered in Chapter 5. Table 7.1 illustrates the 

relationship between the research questions and the research findings. 

  



288 

 

Table 7.1 Relationship between research questions and research findings 

No. Research question Main contribution Related chapter 

1 To identify the principal 
criteria (DCC) that determine 
the choice of a 5-star hotel by 
customers. 

Elicitation process via 
focus groups triangulated 
with literature review. 

Chapters 1 and 2 

2 To determine a ‘balanced’ 
distribution of the DCC within 
the framework of the four 
perspectives of the classic BSC. 

Achieved balance 
between financial and 
non-financial criteria 
equally distributed 
amongst the four core 
perspectives. 

Chapters 1 and 3 

3 From a customer point of view 
to establish the priority order 
of the DCC as a whole and 
within the four perspectives of 
the BSC. 

Achieved via an extensive 
demand-side customer 
survey with the outcomes 
prioritised using the AHP 
as the MCDA tool. 

Chapters 3 and 4 

4 To analyse the application of 
MCDA in the total spectrum of 
decision-making by hotel 
developers and managers. 

In-depth literature review 
of the decision making 
timeline in hotel 
operations from concept 
to operational level. 

Chapter 2 

5 To compare and contrast the 
customer DCC with those of 
hotel management. In other 
words, do hotel managers 
know what the customer 
wants? Allow for hotel 
managers and policy makers to 
tailor their product to the 
needs and wants of customers. 

Results of demand- and 
supply-side surveys in 
terms of ranking order of 
DCC compared. 
Only minor differences 
detected. Results 
presented to and 
discussed with hotel 
managers for them to 
apply. 

Chapter 4 

6 Does a change in weighting 
and possibly ranking in one or 
more DCC impact the 
weighting and rank position of 
one or more other criteria? 

Demand-side survey 
weightings applied to a 
sensitivity analysis 
exercise to simulate 
system dynamics. 

Chapter 5 

 
This thesis has shown that a hybrid model, in which Balanced Scorecard (BSC) core 

perspectives and the DCC/KRAs that make up each perspective, can be prioritised 

using a Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) tool such as the Analytic Hierarchy 

Process (AHP). The choice of DCC/KRAs was shown to be best driven by means of 
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a rigorous elicitation process involving stakeholder focus groups, plus an in-depth 

triangulation with the literature on the subject matter. The process of 

prioritisation was shown to be effective by means of two quantitative surveys 

based on strict pairwise-comparison principles. The prioritised scale of DCC in the 

selection process, resulting from the customer (demand) and hotel manager 

(supply) surveys, were confronted and found to be closely correlated signifying 

positive recognition by hospitality managers of the needs and wants of their 

potential customers. This explains the greatly improved financial performance 

achieved by 5-star hotels in Malta over the last six years. 

This study provides an approach that can relatively easily enable a hotel company, 

or any company for that matter, to put into operation the process of multi-criteria 

decision making through a hybrid BSC+AHP model. This can be particularly useful 

when allocating scarce resources (financial, marketing, human, management 

time, etc) in the process of optimising revenues and costs to meet profitability 

targets. 

 In summary, the main contributions of this part of the thesis are:                                                                      

1. An innovative approach combining the BSC and the AHP to analyse 

consumer decision-choice behaviour in the hospitality industry and its 

eventual operationalisation.  Overall, the general approach employed can 

be transferred to other industries such as the airline business. 

2. A conceptual contribution to the BSC field is made, in the sense that a 

dynamic, rather than a static BSC model is created through the use of SA 

that can also be utilised to test the effects of varying the relevance 
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weightings of various DCC on the cumulative operational performance 

outcome. 

7.5 Limitations and further research 

Extensive literature on the BSC has been written since the BSC entered the 

management arena in the early 1990s. The great majority of research and writings 

have focused on operational issues around the application of the BSC rather than 

on the theoretical and conceptual grounding and development of the model. This 

could, perhaps, be attributed to the theoretical ‘hegemony’ of the original BSC 

authors and their disciples. It was only in 2010 that Prof. Kaplan felt the need to 

delve into the Conceptual Foundations of the Balanced Scorecard, in the form of 

a seminal working paper (Kaplan, 2010). At last, albeit late in the day, one of the 

founding fathers of the BSC movement felt the need to interpret the meaning of 

fundamental conceptual issues such as the meaning of ‘balanced’ in the BSC. Prior 

to that we had mere conjecture and any interpretation was considered 

acceptable. 

A practical limitation encountered in the field research phase of this study was 

the lack of an adequate electronic survey mechanism that can handle an extensive 

pairwise comparison questionnaire (e.g. for AHP) which can be emailed to or 

accessed electronically by respondents. The e-questionnaire specifically 

developed for this study proved adequate though not ideal as it was rather 

‘heavy’ and slow moving in an era when respondents are bombarded by survey 

requests and have limited time. A recommendation for further applied research 

would be the development of such a tool by a team of academic IT specialists that 

can, possibly, be commercially exploited. 
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An element of survey-fatigue was noticed and consequently respondents seldom 

bother to read carefully the questionnaire intent and instructions. It is therefore 

not surprising that a number of hotel guest respondents wrongly rushed to the 

conclusion that what was in front of them was merely another customer 

satisfaction questionnaire (CSQ). 

As indicated in Chapter 3 (Research Methodology), there is no recorded literature 

on the process (and pitfalls) of rolling out a BSC-based performance measurement 

and management system (PMMS) in a hotel, let alone in a chain of hotels, with 

special regard to complex issues involving corporate culture, change-

management and resistance to change. This could possibly be an area for further 

academic research and publication by author. 

An area that merits attention for further research is the extension of the BSC into 

a Strategy Map which is a more powerful application of the BSC as a strategy 

implementation tool rather than a mere performance measurement dashboard.  

In other words “objectives should be linked in cause-and-effect relationships. 

Executives, as they listed objectives in the four perspectives, instinctively started 

to draw arrows to link the objectives” (Kaplan and Norton, 2004, xii). In this 

respect, an exercise in SA of all twenty four DCC (more or less) on the lines of the 

exercise outlined in Chapter 5 of this thesis would need to complement the effort 

in Strategy Mapping. 

Lastly, one must admit to an uphill battle in trying to convince traditional hotel 

managers to achieve the ‘Balance’ in the Balanced Scorecard. Firstly, managers 

need convincing that there is great scope in exploring ‘non-financial’ data and, 
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secondly, that it is possible to measure both tangible and intangible objectives 

and criteria. Thirdly, managers need to strive for a balance between ‘short’ and 

‘long’ term objectives (Kaplan, 2010).  

7.6 Concluding remarks 

In this thesis, the conceptual background of the traditional Balanced Scorecard 

was analysed, particularly through the literature, and found to be deficient due 

to its lack of a ranking order (or prioritisation) of the four core perspectives and 

of the KRAs that make up each perspective. It was shown how the BSC can be 

improved by a ranking order of the traditional four perspectives and of the 

DCC/KRAs using an MCDA method such as the AHP resulting in a hybrid-BSC. 

 The research findings herein are not only an enrichment of the conceptual 

framework of the BSC but also an illustration of its incremental value when 

converted into a dynamic management instrument once the research findings are 

translated into an operational tool in business and the hospitality industry in 

particular.  
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8.1 Appendix A: 
 

Guidelines to choose an appropriate MCDA method 

 

Source: Guitouni, A. and Martel, J.M. (1998). Tentative guidelines to help 

choosing an appropriate MCDA method. European Journal of Operational 

Research. 109, 501-521. 

 

G1: Determine the stakeholders of the decision process. If there are many 

decision makers (judges), one should consider group decision methods or 

group decision support systems (GDSS). 

G2: Consider the Decision Maker’s (DM) ‘cognition’ (way of thinking) when 

choosing a particular preference elucidation mode. If he is more comfortable 

with pairwise comparisons, why use trade-offs and vice-versa? 

G3: Determine the decision problematic pursued by the DM. If the DM wants 

to get an alternatives ranking, then a ranking method is appropriate, and so 

on. 

G4: Choose the MCAP that can handle properly the input information 

available and for which the DM can easily provide the required information; 

the quality and the quantities of the information are major factors in the 

choice of the method. 

G5: The compensation degree of the MCAP method is an important aspect to 

consider and to explain to the DM. If he refuses any compensation, then many 

MCAP will not be considered. 

G6: The fundamental hypothesis of the method are to be met (verified), 

otherwise one should choose another method. 

G7: The decision support system coming with the method is an important 

aspect to be considered when the time comes to choose a MCDA method. 

 

Caution: It is easy to use a decision aid package and in many cases people 

choose the software without understanding the procedure. 
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8.2 Appendix B: 

 

Demand-side (Customer) Survey Questionnaire 

English language version only. Also available in German, French and 

Italian. The Supply-side (Management) survey questionnaire was an 

electronic survey and practically identical to demand-side 

questionnaire with the exception of the Introduction and profiling 

data that only enquired respondent’s gender. 
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Dear Guest, 

You are kindly requested to participate in a research project being conducted together 

with a number of hotels, and the University of Malta, with the aim of understanding what 

makes a 5-star hotel experience in order to serve you better in the future. Filling in this 

questionnaire will take a few minutes of your time but we are positive that you 

understand the value of such research. This is not a customer satisfaction questionnaire 

but a more extensive project and your contribution will help in designing a 5-star hotel 

experience in your interest. 

Firstly, you are requested to tell us a few details about yourself by ticking the appropriate 

box (page 2). Thereafter you are requested to put a circle (0) around one number, e.g. 2 

or 5 or 7, that best reflects how strongly you feel about your choice between a pair of 

criteria that are believed to make a hotel ‘5-star’. There is no right or wrong answer. 

Please consider this example : 

1. The INTERNAL PROCESS : “The way we do things to satisfy your needs. 
The processes that generate value to you as a customer”. 

 

1 = EQUAL    3 = MODERATE    5 = STRONG    7 = VERY STRONG    9 = EXTREME 
 

Reservation 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Check-
in/out 

Room 
cleanliness 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Reservation 

Reservation 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 F&B service 

Business 
centre 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Reservation 

Reservation 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Room 
service 

 

At the end of the questionnaire you may or may not fill in your personal contact details. 

This is entirely up to you and we shall gladly inform you of the outcome of this research 

should you so wish. Moreover, your personal details will be destroyed at the end of this 

research project and will not be passed on to any other entity. 

On completion, please insert the questionnaire in the envelope provided, seal it, and 

return to reception. 

 

Thank you so much for your cooperation. 

 

Alfred Quintano 

Institute for Tourism, Travel & Culture 

University of Malta 

Msida, MSD 2080 

Malta 
Email : alfred.quintano@um.edu.mt 

mailto:alfred.quintano@um.edu.mt
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GUEST QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Please mark one box     √                                                                                                                

Gender:                                               Male                                            Female   

Age :         18 - 25           26 – 35            36 - 50                51 -  65                66+  

Nationality :  Maltese           British            German           Italian            Other 

Occupation :    

Professional/Academic    Skilled / Technical 

Executive / Managerial    Manual Worker 

Administrative / Secretarial    Student 

Sales / Customer Service    Pensioner 

Self-employed      Not Working 

Purpose of Current Visit : 

Business                                                                  Meetings, Conference or Incentive                      

Special Interest (sport, art, etc)                          Visiting friends/relatives 

Leisure                                                                      Other  reason  

Do you make hotel choice yourself ?                   Yes                               No    

If you do bookings yourself, do you use :           Internet              Phone          

Agent  

Do you normally pay for hotel yourself?            Yes                                No 

Frequency : How many times per year do you stay in a 5-star (4 or 5 star) hotel ? 

       1 – 3                     4 – 6                      7 – 9                       10+    

Length of stay : In the last 2 years, how many nights on average did you spend 

per visit in a 5 star hotel ?  

      1st visit                      1 – 3                   4 – 6                    7 – 9                      10+ 

Number of people :           1                          2                    3 – 4                       5+                                        
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For the price that you are willing to pay to stay in a ‘5-star’ hotel, how do you 

rate the attributes and criteria listed below: 

 
1. You as a CUSTOMER : “The hotel needs to deliver the right products 

and services in order to cost-effectively satisfy your needs”. 
                                               

1.1 Repeat experience   ... the relevance of past stays.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
1.2 Guest room ... the comfort, amenities and other features of the room.                                                                                                                                      
1.3 Hotel facilities ... a  service offer or feature such as a wellness centre or WiFi.                                                                                                                                    

1.4 Location ... physical position in relation to accessibility and scope of stay.                   
1.5 Brand awareness ... emotional and loyal attachment to a recognizable brand. 
1.6 External environment ... attractiveness or otherwise of immediate 
surroundings.                            
 

By putting a circle ( O ) around ONE number compare the relative 

IMPORTANCE with respect to : 

1 = EQUAL    3 = MODERATE    5 = STRONG    7 = VERY STRONG    9 = EXTREME 

Repeat 
experience 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Guest room 

Repeat 
experience 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Hotel 
facilities 

Repeat 
experience 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Location 

Repeat 
experience 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Brand 
awareness 

Repeat 
experience 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 External 
Environment 

Guest 
room 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Hotel 
facilities 

Guest 
room 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Location 

Guest 
room 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Brand 
awareness 

Guest 
room 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 External 
Environment 

Hotel 
facilities 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Location 

Hotel 
facilities 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Brand 
awareness 

Hotel 
facilities 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 External 
Environment 

Location 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Brand 
awareness 

Location 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 External 
Environment 

Brand 
awareness 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 External 
Environment 

 

Any other attribute or criterion that you feel strongly about not listed above? 

                         If YES please state here ____________________________ 
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2. The EMPLOYEES that serve you: “Through Learning & Growth, the hotel 

needs to take steps that drive employee satisfaction, retention and a high 

productivity level”.              

2.1 Experienced staff  ... maturity and confidence level in performance of tasks.                                                                                                            

2.2 Good management ... noticeable staff supervision and effective decision 

making.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

2.3 Staff appearance ...  overall visual impression and smartness of employees.                                 

2.4 Trained employees ... knowledge and confidence level in performance of 

tasks.                                                                                                                                         

2.5 Staff turnover ... additions and resignations of staff as percentage of total. 

2.6 Satisfied employees ... the pleasure to serve as witnessed by you as the 

guest.                     

By putting a circle ( O ) around ONE number compare the relative 

IMPORTANCE with respect to : 

1 = EQUAL    3 = MODERATE    5 = STRONG    7 = VERY STRONG    9 = EXTREME 
Experienced 
staff 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Good 
Management 

Experienced 
staff  

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Staff 
appearance 

Experienced 
staff 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Trained 
employees 

Experienced 
staff 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Staff 
turnover 

Experienced 
staff 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Satisfied 
employees 

Good 
Management 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Staff 
appearance 

Good 
Management 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Trained 
employees 

Good 
Management 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Staff 
turnover 

Good 
Management 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Satisfied 
employees 

Staff 
appearance 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Trained 
employees 

Staff 
appearance 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Staff 
turnover 

Staff 
appearance 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Satisfied 
employees 

Trained 
employees 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Staff 
turnover 

Trained 
employees 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Satisfied 
employees 

Staff 
turnover 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Satisfied 
employees 

Any other attribute or criterion that you feel strongly about not listed above? 

                         If YES please state here ____________________________ 
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3. The INTERNAL PROCESS : “The way we do things to satisfy your 
needs. The processes that generate value to you as a customer”. 

                                             
3.1 Reservation ... the ease with which a booking is effected.                                                                                                            

3.2 Check-in/out ... duration and efficiency of the checking in and out process.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

3.3 Room cleanliness ... the timing and effectiveness of making up your room.                                  

3.4 F&B service ... choice and efficiency of service in food and beverage outlets.                                                                                                                                            

3.5 Business centre  ... quality and quantity of staff and equipment. 

3.6 Room service ... choice, cost, and quick service delivery.               

 

By putting a circle ( O ) around ONE number compare the relative 

IMPORTANCE with respect to : 

1 = EQUAL    3 = MODERATE    5 = STRONG    7 = VERY STRONG    9 = EXTREME 

Reservation 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Check-
in/out 

Reservation 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Room 
cleanliness 

Reservation 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 F&B 
service 

Reservation 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Business 
centre 

Reservation 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Room 
service 

Check-in/out 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Room 
cleanliness 

Check-in/out 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 F&B 
service 

Check-in/out 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Business 
centre 

Check-in/out 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Room 
service 

Room 
cleanliness 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 F&B 
service 

Room 
cleanliness 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Business 
centre 

Room 
cleanliness 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Room 
service 

F&B service 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Business 
centre 

F&B service 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Room 
service 

Business 
centre 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Room 
service 

 

Any other attribute or criterion that you feel strongly about not listed above? 

                         If YES please state here ____________________________ 
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4. The FINANCIAL perspective : “The result of the choices and actions 

taken in the other three perspectives. Also a picture of what you as a 

customer expect in terms of value and what the owners of the hotel 

expect in terms of profit”. 

4.1  Room Price ... the room only rate inclusive of taxes.                                                                                                          

4.2  F&B cost ...  cost of food & beverage including breakfast.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

4.3  Ancillary services ... cost of service extras such as WiFi.  

4.4  Transport ... cost to and from hotel. 

4.5  Billing ... an accurate and timely invoice. 

4.6  Payment ...  timing and efficiency of payment methods.                           

 

By putting a circle ( O ) around ONE number compare the relative 

IMPORTANCE with respect to : 

 

1 = EQUAL    3 = MODERATE    5 = STRONG    7 = VERY STRONG    9 = EXTREME 

 

Room 
Price 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 F&B cost 

Room 
Price 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Ancillary 

Room 
Price 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Transport 

Room 
Price 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Billing 

Room 
Price 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Payment 

F&B cost 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Ancillary 
F&B cost 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Transport 
F&B cost 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Billing 
F&B cost 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Payment 
Ancillary 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Transport 
Ancillary 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Billing 
Ancillary 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Payment 
Transport 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Billing 
Transport 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Payment 

Billing 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Payment 

 

Any other attribute or criterion that you feel strongly about not listed above? 

                         If YES please state here ____________________________ 
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5. The main PERSPECTIVES : “How do you as a 5-star hotel customer 

rate the importance of the following critical perspectives as defined 

above?” 

5.1 The CUSTOMER perspective ... attributes (criteria) that satisfy your needs. 

5.2 The EMPLOYEE perspective ... attributes in hotel staff that you look for. 

5.3 The INTERNAL BUSINESS PROCESS perspective ... the way things are done to 

       satisfy you. 

5.4 The FINANCIAL perspective ... the price and cost elements that characterise 

       your stay. 

By putting a circle ( O ) around ONE number compare the relative 

IMPORTANCE with respect to : 

 

1 = EQUAL    3 = MODERATE    5 = STRONG    7 = VERY STRONG    9 = EXTREME 

Customer 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Employee 

Customer 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 I.B.Process 

Customer 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Financial 

Employee 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 I.B.Process 

Employee 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Financial 

I.B.Process 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Financial 
 

Any other perspective that you feel strongly about not listed above ? 

                         If YES please state here ____________________________ 

 

                                                         *   *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

 

“Thank you so much for your time and for your cooperation in this research effort that 

is aimed at understanding what makes a 5-star hotel experience in order to serve you 

better in the future. 

Should you wish to comment further on this research and/or to be kept informed of 

research results, please include your name and email address below.” 

 

Optional :  Name _________________  Email address __________________________ 

 

 

With kind regards, 

The Hotel Management                                                        Portsmouth Business School 

Malta                                                                                         University of Portsmouth 
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8.3 Appendix C: Ethics Clearance 

 

From : Sharman Rogers 

Date : 17 February 2010 12:04 

To:      Alfred Quintano 

Cc:      Ashraf Labib 

Subject: Re: PhD Ethics Form: E132: Alfred Quintano 

 

Dear Alfred 

 

I am pleased to be able to confirm that your application has been approved, but 

with the following suggestion: 

 

The reference in the consent form to "without penalty or loss of benefits to 

which you may be entitled" is one that would be more likely to raise suspicion 

than reassure - if this doesn't refer to anything in particular, then leaving it out 

would be a better option. 

 

Best wishes 

 

 

Sharman Rogers 

Faculty Office 
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FORM UPR16 

Research Ethics Review Checklist 

Please complete and return the form to Research Section, Quality Management 

Division, Academic Registry, University House, with your thesis, prior to examination 

 

 

 

Postgraduate Research Student 

(PGRS) Information 

 

 

Student ID: 

 

431610 01 

 

Candidate Name: 

 

 

ALFRED QUINTANO 

 

Department: 

 

 

Operations and Systems  

Management 

 

First  

Supervisor: 

 

Prof. Ashraf Labib 

 

Start Date:  

(or progression date for Prof Doc students) 

 

 

October 2008 

 

 

Study Mode and  

Route: 

 

 

Part-time

 

 



 

 

 

 

PhD 

 

 

Title of Thesis: 

 

Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis for 5-star hotels: beyond the Balanced 

Scorecard. 

 

 

 

Thesis Word Count:  

(excluding ancillary 

data) 

 

 

62,500 

 

 

 

If you are unsure about any of the following, please contact the local representative on your Faculty Ethics 

Committee for advice.  Please note that it is your responsibility to follow the University’s Ethics Policy and any 

relevant University, academic or professional guidelines in the conduct of your study 

Although the Ethics Committee may have given your study a favourable opinion, the final responsibility for the 

ethical conduct of this work lies with the researcher(s). 

 

       

 

UKRIO Finished Research Checklist: 

(If you would like to know more about the checklist, please see your Faculty or Departmental Ethics Committee 

rep or see the online version of the full checklist at: http://www.ukrio.org/what-we-do/code-of-practice-for-

research/) 

 

http://www.ukrio.org/what-we-do/code-of-practice-for-research/
http://www.ukrio.org/what-we-do/code-of-practice-for-research/
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a) Have all of your research and findings been reported accurately, honestly and within a 
reasonable time frame? 
 

 

  YES 

 

 

b) Have all contributions to knowledge been acknowledged? 
 

 

  YES 

 

 

c) Have you complied with all agreements relating to intellectual property, publication and 
authorship? 

 

  YES 

 

 

 

d) Has your research data been retained in a secure and accessible form and will it remain so 
for the required duration?  

 

  YES 

 

 

 

e) Does your research comply with all legal, ethical, and contractual requirements? 
 

 

  YES 

 

*Delete as appropriate 

 

          

 

Candidate Statement: 

 

 

I have considered the ethical dimensions of the above named research project, and have successfully 

obtained the necessary ethical approval(s) 

 

 

Ethical review number(s) from Faculty Ethics Committee (or from NRES/SCREC): 

 

 

E132 

 

 

 

Signed: 

(Student) 

 

Date: 

 

If you have not submitted your work for ethical review, and/or you have answered ‘No’ to one or more of 

questions a) to e), please explain why this is so: 

 

 

 

N/A 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Signed: 

(Student) 

 

Date: 
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8.4 Appendix D: 
 

Dear Guest, 

 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

 
You are invited to participate in a study that we are conducting in partnership with the 

Business School of a leading UK University. We hope to learn about those criteria that 

make your stay in a ‘5-star’ hotel meet and surpass your expectations. You were selected 

as a possible participant in this study because you have stayed in our ‘5-star’ hotel in the 

recent past. 

  

If you decide to participate, you will be emailed back directly by a researcher from the 

University who, on your consent, will be given access to your email address but not to any 

other of your personal details, including your name or other contact details. You will be 

required to access a specially designated website containing around twenty (20) questions 

in all which should take you around thirty (30) minutes to complete. 

 

We undertake not to pass on your contact details or other information emanating from this 

survey to any other party, organization or body outside our company and the university 

conducting this research. At the end of the research project we hope to be in a position to 

better design our product and service offer in order to better meet your expectations. You 

may alternatively wish to download the questionnaire, fill and print and email it back to 

the researcher or by post. 

 

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified 

with you will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission.  At no 

stage shall we or the university in charge of the research project release any information 

to anyone for any reason, without requesting your permission whilst informing you of the 

purpose of the disclosure. 

 

Your decision whether or not to participate will not prejudice your future relation with our 

hotel. If you decide to participate, you are free to discontinue participation at any time 

without prejudice. 

 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. If you have any additional 

questions later, please contact the head of this research project, Mr. Alfred Quintano, on 

email: hrm80032@port.ac.uk who will be happy to answer them. 

 

You will be offered a copy of this form to keep. 

 

You are making a decision whether or not to participate. Your signature indicates that you 

have read the information provided above and have decided to participate. You may 

withdraw at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you may be entitled after 

signing this form should you choose to discontinue participation in this study. 

 

 

_____________________________________                 __________________________ 

Your Signature                                                                    Date 

 

 

_____________________________________               ___________________________                                              

General Manager                                                                 Date 
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8.5 APPENDIX E: 

 

SPSS REPORTS FOR ANALYSIS BY GENDER, AGE AND BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC 

STATUS (SES) 

 

Coding of Decision Choice Criteria (DCC) : 

 

1. Customer perspective: 

CRE  - Repeat experience 

CGR  - Guest room 

CHF  - Hotel facilities 

CL  - Location 

CBA  - Brand awareness 

CEE  - External environment 

 

2. Learning & Growth (Employee) perspective 

EE  - Experienced staff 

EGM  - Good management 

ESA  - Staff appearance 

ETE  - Trained employees 

EST  - Staff turnover 

ESE  - Satisfied employees 

 

3. Internal Business Process perspective 

4. Financial perspective 

FRR  - Room rate 

FFBC  - Food & beverage cost 

FA  - Ancillary services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 

FT  - Transport to/from hotel 

FBA  - Billing (accuracy and timing) 

FPF  - Payment Facility (time and efficiency) 

 

IPR  - Reservation process 

IPCI - Check-in/check-out 

IPRC  - Room Cleanliness 

IPFB  - Food & beverage Service 

IPBC  - Business centre 

IPRS  - Room service 
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1. SPSS REPORTS – ANALYSIS BY GENDER  

T-Test 
 

 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

customer 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.100 .753 .383 106 .702 .014149 .036900 -.059009 .087307 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .385 93.655 .701 .014149 .036777 -.058876 .087175 

employee 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.175 .676 .950 106 .344 .021089 .022192 -.022908 .065087 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .945 90.689 .347 .021089 .022320 -.023249 .065428 

intprocess 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.437 .510 .057 106 .955 .001168 .020549 -.039572 .041907 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .056 88.707 .955 .001168 .020791 -.040145 .042480 

financial 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1.345 .249 -1.005 106 .317 -.036369 .036205 -.108149 .035410 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.986 86.365 .327 -.036369 .036885 -.109690 .036951 

CRE 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

5.512 .021 2.179 106 .032 .050376 .023121 .004537 .096216 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  2.302 105.425 .023 .050376 .021880 .006995 .093758 

CGR 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.392 .533 .722 106 .472 .019807 .027431 -.034577 .074191 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .737 98.745 .463 .019807 .026876 -.033523 .073137 

CHF 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.486 .487 .155 106 .877 .003026 .019468 -.035571 .041622 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .160 101.396 .873 .003026 .018876 -.034417 .040468 

CL 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.571 .451 -.907 106 .367 -.024134 .026613 -.076896 .028629 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.889 85.822 .377 -.024134 .027156 -.078119 .029852 

CBA 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.153 .697 -.856 106 .394 -.014719 .017200 -.048820 .019383 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.846 88.931 .400 -.014719 .017391 -.049275 .019838 

CEE 
Equal 

variances 
assumed 

.043 .836 -1.198 106 .234 -.0343196 .0286550 
-

.0911308 
.0224916 
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Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -1.206 94.811 .231 -.0343196 .0284546 
-

.0908106 
.0221714 

EE 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.152 .698 .624 106 .534 .015072 .024157 -.032821 .062966 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .631 96.209 .529 .015072 .023879 -.032325 .062470 

EGM 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.629 .430 -.791 106 .431 -.018114 .022895 -.063505 .027278 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.774 85.266 .441 -.018114 .023401 -.064638 .028411 

ESA 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.011 .915 .376 106 .708 .006058 .016114 -.025889 .038006 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .368 85.125 .714 .006058 .016477 -.026701 .038817 

ETE 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

2.859 .094 -.919 106 .360 -.011764 .012805 -.037151 .013622 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.873 75.537 .385 -.011764 .013473 -.038600 .015072 

EST 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.013 .908 .213 106 .832 .003202 .015042 -.026621 .033024 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .211 89.992 .833 .003202 .015161 -.026918 .033321 

ESE 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.233 .630 .208 106 .835 .005837 .028014 -.049703 .061376 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .211 95.987 .834 .005837 .027711 -.049170 .060843 

IPR 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.001 .972 -.589 106 .557 -.012636 .021447 -.055157 .029884 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.588 91.930 .558 -.012636 .021490 -.055317 .030045 

IPCI 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1.534 .218 -.352 106 .725 -.005773 .016396 -.038279 .026733 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.339 79.711 .736 -.005773 .017035 -.039674 .028129 

IPRC 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.276 .601 .952 106 .343 .029810 .031314 -.032274 .091893 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .962 95.935 .338 .029810 .030982 -.031689 .091308 

IPFBS 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.011 .918 -.852 106 .396 -.016314 .019138 -.054257 .021629 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.844 89.472 .401 -.016314 .019319 -.054698 .022070 

IPBC 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.000 .986 -.507 106 .614 -.008355 .016496 -.041059 .024349 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.499 87.678 .619 -.008355 .016741 -.041625 .024915 
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IPRS 

Equal 
variances 

assumed 

1.423 .236 .589 106 .557 .013264 .022528 -.031399 .057927 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .608 101.661 .545 .013264 .021817 -.030012 .056540 

FRR 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.318 .574 1.075 106 .285 .035834 .033329 -.030245 .101912 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  1.086 95.665 .280 .035834 .033004 -.029683 .101350 

FFBC 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1.746 .189 -.305 106 .761 -.006169 .020229 -.046276 .033937 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.296 82.528 .768 -.006169 .020843 -.047628 .035290 

FA 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.815 .369 .293 106 .770 .004241 .014462 -.024431 .032914 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  .304 102.516 .762 .004241 .013951 -.023428 .031911 

FT 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.492 .485 -.217 106 .829 -.003777 .017432 -.038337 .030783 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.215 90.508 .830 -.003777 .017542 -.038625 .031071 

FBA 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

3.638 .059 -1.439 106 .153 -.023197 .016125 -.055167 .008772 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -1.373 76.894 .174 -.023197 .016896 -.056842 .010447 

FPF 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.002 .960 -.212 106 .832 -.005301 .024966 -.054798 .044195 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.214 95.626 .831 -.005301 .024725 -.054383 .043781 

I 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1.029 .313 -.249 106 .804 -.005143 .020630 -.046045 .035758 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

  -.270 105.530 .788 -.005143 .019072 -.042957 .032670 
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Mann Whitney U test 

Gender N 
Mean 
Rank 

Sum of 
Ranks 

Gender N 
Mean 
Rank 

Sum of 
Ranks 

customer 
female 44 53.20 2341.00 

IPR 
female 44 58.61 2579.00 

male 64 55.39 3545.00 male 64 51.67 3307.00 

employee 
female 44 50.32 2214.00 

IPCI 
female 44 54.31 2389.50 

male 64 57.38 3672.00 male 64 54.63 3496.50 

intprocess 
female 44 53.82 2368.00 

IPRC 
female 44 50.67 2229.50 

male 64 54.97 3518.00 male 64 57.13 3656.50 

financial 
female 44 57.18 2516.00 

IPFBS 
female 44 57.92 2548.50 

male 64 52.66 3370.00 male 64 52.15 3337.50 

CRE 
female 44 46.34 2039.00 

IPBC 
female 44 56.33 2478.50 

male 64 60.11 3847.00 male 64 53.24 3407.50 

CGR 
female 44 52.16 2295.00 

IPRS 
female 44 54.03 2377.50 

male 64 56.11 3591.00 male 64 54.82 3508.50 

CHF 

female 44 54.78 2410.50 

FRR 

female 44 49.56 2180.50 

male 64 54.30 3475.50 male 64 57.90 3705.50 

Total 108     Total 108     

CL 
female 44 57.77 2542.00 

FFBC 
female 44 54.92 2416.50 

male 64 52.25 3344.00 male 64 54.21 3469.50 

CBA 
female 44 57.65 2536.50 

FA 
female 44 54.42 2394.50 

male 64 52.34 3349.50 male 64 54.55 3491.50 

CEE 
female 44 60.35 2655.50 

FT 
female 44 55.27 2432.00 

male 64 50.48 3230.50 male 64 53.97 3454.00 

EE 
female 44 52.56 2312.50 

FBA 
female 44 58.17 2559.50 

male 64 55.84 3573.50 male 64 51.98 3326.50 

EGM 
female 44 57.18 2516.00 

FPF 
female 44 57.38 2524.50 

male 64 52.66 3370.00 male 64 52.52 3361.50 

ESA 
female 44 52.10 2292.50 

I 
female 44 57.58 2533.50 

male 64 56.15 3593.50 male 64 52.38 3352.50 

ETE 
female 44 57.68 2538.00 

male 64 52.31 3348.00 

EST 
female 44 52.77 2322.00 

male 64 55.69 3564.00 

ESE 
female 44 53.19 2340.50 

male 64 55.40 3545.50 
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2. SPSS REPORTS – ANALYSIS BY AGE 

Test Statistics a,b 

  customer employee intprocess financial CRE CGR CHF CL 

Chi-
Square 

2.242 .750 3.316 .098 .231 .896 2.198 1.146 

df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

.326 .687 .191 .952 .891 .639 .333 .564 

  CBA CEE EE EGM ESA ETE EST ESE 

Chi-
Square 

.038 .788 6.440 1.201 5.668 2.942 .168 1.408 

df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

.981 .674 .040 .549 .059 .230 .919 .495 

  IPR IPCI IPRC IPFBS IPBC IPRS FRR FFBC 

Chi-
Square 

1.051 .677 4.084 .347 .220 5.048 .703 .993 

df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

.591 .713 .130 .841 .896 .080 .704 .609 

  FA FT FBA FPF I    
Chi-
Square 

1.565 3.276 .564 .105 3.971 
   

df 2 2 2 2 2    
Asymp. 
Sig. 

.457 .194 .754 .949 .137 
   

 
a. Kruskal Wallis Test 
b. Grouping Variable: age3 

 

 

 Kruskal Wallis Test 

age3 N 
Mean 
Rank 

age3 N Mean Rank age3 N Mean Rank 

customer 

18-35 27 49.50 

ESA 

18-35 27 65.87 

FA 

18-35 27 57.48 

36-50 42 60.02 36-50 42 47.49 36-50 42 57.24 

51+ 39 52.01 51+ 39 54.18 51+ 39 49.49 

Total 108  Total 108  Total 108  

employee 

18-35 27 59.02 

ETE 

18-35 27 62.74 

FT 

18-35 27 53.50 

36-50 42 52.90 36-50 42 54.00 36-50 42 48.80 

51+ 39 53.09 51+ 39 49.33 51+ 39 61.33 

Total 108  Total 108  Total 108  

intprocess 

18-35 27 60.11 

EST 

18-35 27 54.56 

FBA 

18-35 27 51.72 

36-50 42 47.70 36-50 42 53.11 36-50 42 57.20 

51+ 39 57.94 51+ 39 55.96 51+ 39 53.51 

Total 108  Total 108  Total 108  

financial 

18-35 27 56.00 

ESE 

18-35 27 57.19 

FPF 

18-35 27 55.93 

36-50 42 53.58 36-50 42 57.19 36-50 42 54.61 

51+ 39 54.45 51+ 39 49.74 51+ 39 53.40 

Total 108  Total 108  Total 108  

CRE 

18-35 27 52.83 

IPR 

18-35 27 59.59 

I 

18-35 27 55.56 

36-50 42 56.26 36-50 42 53.86 36-50 42 47.50 

51+ 39 53.76 51+ 39 51.67 51+ 39 61.31 

Total 108  Total 108  Total 108  



338 

 

CGR 

18-35 27 54.24 

IPCI 

18-35 27 53.70     

36-50 42 51.42 36-50 42 57.48     

51+ 39 58.00 51+ 39 51.85     

Total 108  Total 108      

CHF 

18-35 27 51.24 

IPRC 

18-35 27 52.26     

36-50 42 60.10 36-50 42 61.87     

51+ 39 50.73 51+ 39 48.12     

Total 108  Total 108      

CL 

18-35 27 59.02 

IPFBS 

18-35 27 57.24     

36-50 42 50.88 36-50 42 52.69     

51+ 39 55.27 51+ 39 54.55     

Total 108  Total 108      

CBA 

18-35 27 54.69 

IPBC 

18-35 27 53.87     

36-50 42 55.08 36-50 42 53.19     

51+ 39 53.74 51+ 39 56.35     

Total 108  Total 108      

CEE 

18-35 27 55.93 

IPRS 

18-35 27 52.54     

36-50 42 56.86 36-50 42 47.73     

51+ 39 50.97 51+ 39 63.15     

Total 108  Total 108      

EE 

18-35 27 41.37 

FRR 

18-35 27 52.98     

36-50 42 57.75 36-50 42 52.37     

51+ 39 60.09 51+ 39 57.85     

Total 108  Total 108      

EGM 

18-35 27 48.87 

FFBC 

18-35 27 57.02     

36-50 42 55.73 36-50 42 56.58     

51+ 39 57.08 51+ 39 50.51     

Total 108  Total 108      

 

 

ANOVA 

ANOVA  
Sum of 
Squares 

df 
Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

customer 

Between 
Groups 

.098 2 .049 1.407 .249 

Within 
Groups 

3.670 105 .035     

Total 3.769 107       

employee 

Between 
Groups 

.009 2 .005 .348 .707 

Within 
Groups 

1.364 105 .013     

Total 1.373 107       

intprocess 

Between 
Groups 

.045 2 .022 2.096 .128 

Within 
Groups 

1.122 105 .011     

Total 1.167 107       

financial 

Between 
Groups 

.000 2 .000 .005 .995 

Within 
Groups 

3.657 105 .035     

Total 3.657 107       

CRE 
Between 
Groups 

.000 2 .000 .010 .990 
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Within 
Groups 

1.543 105 .015     

Total 1.544 107       

CGR 

Between 
Groups 

.028 2 .014 .724 .487 

Within 
Groups 

2.061 105 .020     

Total 2.090 107       

CHF 

Between 
Groups 

.039 2 .020 2.038 .135 

Within 
Groups 

1.009 105 .010     

Total 1.048 107       

CL 

Between 
Groups 

.024 2 .012 .646 .526 

Within 
Groups 

1.949 105 .019     

Total 1.973 107       

CBA 

Between 
Groups 

.000 2 .000 .009 .991 

Within 
Groups 

.823 105 .008     

Total .823 107       

CEE 

Between 
Groups 

.010 2 .005 .235 .791 

Within 
Groups 

2.290 105 .022     

Total 2.300 107       

EE 

Between 
Groups 

.104 2 .052 3.620 .030 

Within 
Groups 

1.514 105 .014     

Total 1.619 107       

EGM 

Between 
Groups 

.015 2 .008 .547 .580 

Within 
Groups 

1.442 105 .014     

Total 1.457 107       

ESA 

Between 
Groups 

.047 2 .024 3.694 .028 

Within 
Groups 

.671 105 .006     

Total .719 107       

ETE 

Between 
Groups 

.019 2 .009 2.221 .114 

Within 
Groups 

.438 105 .004     

Total .457 107       

EST 

Between 
Groups 

.001 2 .000 .048 .953 

Within 
Groups 

.625 105 .006     

Total .626 107       

ESE 

Between 
Groups 

.018 2 .009 .449 .639 

Within 
Groups 

2.151 105 .020     

Total 2.170 107       

IPR 

Between 
Groups 

.013 2 .006 .522 .595 

Within 
Groups 

1.263 105 .012     

Total 1.275 107       

IPCI 

Between 
Groups 

.006 2 .003 .409 .665 

Within 
Groups 

.738 105 .007     

Total .744 107       

IPRC 
Between 
Groups 

.108 2 .054 2.153 .121 
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Within 
Groups 

2.626 105 .025     

Total 2.733 107       

IPFBS 

Between 
Groups 

.004 2 .002 .212 .810 

Within 
Groups 

1.015 105 .010     

Total 1.019 107       

IPBC 

Between 
Groups 

.002 2 .001 .146 .864 

Within 
Groups 

.752 105 .007     

Total .754 107       

IPRS 

Between 
Groups 

.058 2 .029 2.269 .109 

Within 
Groups 

1.349 105 .013     

Total 1.407 107       

FRR 

Between 
Groups 

.018 2 .009 .310 .734 

Within 
Groups 

3.085 105 .029     

Total 3.104 107       

FFBC 

Between 
Groups 

.013 2 .007 .625 .537 

Within 
Groups 

1.119 105 .011     

Total 1.132 107       

FA 

Between 
Groups 

.007 2 .004 .688 .505 

Within 
Groups 

.571 105 .005     

Total .579 107       

FT 

Between 
Groups 

.015 2 .008 .966 .384 

Within 
Groups 

.825 105 .008     

Total .840 107       

FBA 

Between 
Groups 

.007 2 .003 .500 .608 

Within 
Groups 

.726 105 .007     

Total .733 107       

FPF 

Between 
Groups 

.001 2 .000 .022 .978 

Within 
Groups 

1.723 105 .016     

Total 1.723 107       

I 

Between 
Groups 

.009 2 .004 .394 .675 

Within 
Groups 

1.168 105 .011     

Total 1.177 107       
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3. SPSS REPORTS – ANALYSIS BY SES 

   Test Statisticsa,b
    

  customer employee intprocess financial CRE CGR CHF CL 

Chi-Square 5.941 2.197 2.854 3.525 2.282 3.413 3.178 2.114 

df 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

.115 .533 .415 .318 .516 .332 .365 .549 

  CBA CEE EE EGM ESA ETE EST ESE 

Chi-Square 2.364 3.493 .663 5.767 .241 3.122 1.290 2.794 

df 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

.500 .322 .882 .124 .971 .373 .732 .424 

  IPR IPCI IPRC IPFBS IPBC IPRS FRR FFBC 

Chi-Square 1.987 .266 2.962 .952 5.913 4.200 1.360 2.185 

df 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

.575 .966 .398 .813 .116 .241 .715 .535 

  FA FT FBA FPF I    
Chi-Square 6.781 7.366 .324 1.374 3.109    

df 3 3 3 3 3    
Asymp. 

Sig. 
.079 .061 .955 .712 .375    

a. Kruskal Wallis Test 
 

       

b. Grouping Variable: ses 
 
 
 

Kruskal-Wallis  
 
 

       

ses customer employee intprocess financial CRE CGR CHF CL 

Total 

Mean .32791 .17936 .17906 .31363 .11265 .19806 .15436 .24268 

N 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 

Std. 
Deviation 

.187670 .113267 .104438 .184879 .120111 .139756 .098954 .135779 

Median .30300 .15350 .16950 .27350 .06350 .16900 .12950 .20750 

Minimum .029 .039 .030 .029 .017 .031 .023 .014 

Maximum .667 .540 .635 .657 .521 .527 .509 .566 

ses CBA CEE EE EGM ESA ETE EST ESE 

Total 

Mean .10103 .191185 .17875 .17813 .13795 .17132 .09435 .23948 

N 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 

Std. 
Deviation 

.087720 .1466169 .122999 .116704 .081951 .065337 .076465 .142404 

Median .06000 .150000 .15950 .15950 .12300 .16800 .05850 .19950 

Minimum .015 .0180 .015 .020 .026 .031 .018 .015 

Maximum .365 .5080 .519 .562 .497 .367 .266 .571 

ses IPR IPCI IPRC IPFBS IPBC IPRS FRR FFBC 

Total 

Mean .11165 .13585 .35132 .17729 .09669 .12731 .30617 .17769 

N 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 

Std. 
Deviation 

.109178 .083378 .159830 .097599 .083938 .114681 .170313 .102858 

Median .07400 .11750 .37250 .16200 .06150 .08400 .34800 .17700 

Minimum .017 .017 .014 .027 .017 .012 .014 .023 

Maximum .517 .432 .608 .531 .455 .483 .574 .442 
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ses FA FT FBA FPF I    

Total 

Mean .10499 .14340 .12069 .14797 .19386    
N 108 108 108 108 108    

Std. 
Deviation 

.073532 .088615 .082749 .126911 .104882    

Median .09200 .13000 .08850 .10600 .18500    
Minimum .024 .017 .020 .016 .014    
Maximum .547 .473 .368 .538 .899    
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Malta Case Study. Unpublished internal report. National Tourism 
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Quintano, A. (2000). Performance Evaluation of a Four-Star Hotel: Application of 

the Balanced Scorecard Model. Unpublished dissertation in part-
fulfilment of requirements for an MBA degree. Maastricht School of 
Management (MsM), Maastricht, NL. 

 

Quintano, A. (2000). The role of management in increasing hotel turnover. Peer 
reviewed proceedings from the 2nd International Conference on 
Management in the Function of Increasing the Tourism Consumption. 
University of Rijeka, Croatia, 209-214. 

 
Quintano, A. & Apostolakis, A. (2010). An Analysis of Demand Generators in the 

5-star Hotel Industry. Peer reviewed proceedings from 10th European 
Conference on Research Methodology for Business and Management 
Studies - ECRM2010, Madrid. 

 
Quintano, A. (2011). Low Cost Carriers: The Malta Experience 2005-2010. The 

Malta Independent, Available online at 
http://www.independent.com.mt/articles/2011-08-14/news/low-cost-
carriers-the-malta-experience-2005-2010-297101/ 

 
Quintano, A. (2014). Demand-driven performance management in Malta’s 5-star 

hotel industry: Congruence between potential hotel guests and hotel 
management. Peer reviewed proceedings from the 1st Tourism Research 
Symposium: Tourism, Malta and the Mediterranean, University of Malta 
and University of Westminster. In publication. 

 
  Quintano, A., Labib, A., Ishizaka, A. & Apostolakis, A. (2015). Do 5-star hotel 

managers in Malta know their customers’ priorities? An AHP-Prioritised 
scorecard study. Tourism Management.  Submitted for publication. 

 
  Appointed as reviewer of submissions to Tourism Management academic 

journal (twice) and the International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality 
Management (three times).  
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8.7  APPENDIX G:  

        Journal article submission - Tourism Management 

 

Do 5-star hotel managers in Malta know their customers’ 

priorities? An AHP-Prioritised scorecard study 

    Alfred Quintanoa,b*, Ashraf Labibb, Alessio Ishizakab, Alexandros Apostolakisc 
aUniversity of Malta, Institute for Tourism, Travel & Culture, Msida MSD2080, Malta and 

University of Portsmouth, Portsmouth Business School, Richmond Building, Portland 
Street, PO1 3DE Portsmouth, United Kingdom 
bUniversity of Portsmouth, Portsmouth Business School, Richmond Building, Portland 

Street, PO1 3DE Portsmouth, United Kingdom 
cTechnological Educational Institute of Crete, School of Management and Economics, 

Department of Business Administration, Heraklion 71410, Crete, Greece. 

                                                      Abstract 

Regular surveys by the Malta Hotels & Restaurants Association (MHRA) indicate 

that the financial performance of 5-star hotels in Malta has improved 

substantially in recent years. The purpose of this study, therefore, was to 

investigate if this positive performance was primarily due to customer-centricity 

by management. The assessment is based on the findings of a quantitative study 

that compared the results of a demand-side or customer survey with those of a 

supply-side or management survey. Twenty four decision-choice criteria were 

framed within the four perspectives of the balanced scorecard. Actual and 

potential customers of 5-star hotels and hotel managers were asked to rank the 

decision-choice criteria and the balanced scorecard perspectives with the analytic 

hierarchy process (AHP). The study showed that managers in the 5-star hospitality 

industry in Malta are in harmony with customer expectations given the strong 

correlation between the results of the customer and management surveys.                                                                                                                               

Keywords: 5-star hotels; Malta; analytic hierarchy process; balanced scorecard. 
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1. Introduction 

This research study was conducted in Malta, considered an ideal tourism and 

hospitality research location, due to its diverse tourism source markets and 

relatively low seasonality. The 5-star hotel industry in Malta, comprising fifteen 

hotels representing 28% of all bed-stock, has performed exceptionally well in 

recent years. Occupancy levels and achieved average room rates (AAR) grew 

steadily, and gross operating profit per available room (GOPAR) almost doubled 

between 2009 and 2014 from € 7,514 to € 15,045 (MHRA, 2010; 2015). Hotels in 

similar tourism destinations, such as Spain, only experienced minor improvement, 

if any, during the same period (Babayan, Darós, & Mascarell, 2014) and certainly 

not at the same rate of improvement as Malta’s as illustrated in Table 1.  

                  Table 1: 
Key performance indicators:  5-star hotels in Malta and Spain. 

 

Year 
MALTA SPAIN 

Occupancy (%) ARR (€) Occupancy (%) ARR (€) 
2010 64.6 98.1 54.6 120.0 

2011 66.7 101.6 58.4 121.1 

2012 68.2 105.3 58.7 122.3 

2013 69.6 111.8 61.6 123.1 

2014 74.2 119.4 62.9 125.6 

        Source: MHRA, 2015; INE, 2015. 

The improved performance of 5-star hotels in Malta happened in the context of 

a substantially changed operational scenario in which source of bookings for 

Malta visits changed from 70% tour-operator-based packages in 2006 to 65 

percent individual bookings in 2014, driven by the arrival of low cost airlines (NSO, 

2015). This process of disintermediation necessitated a customer-centric 

approach by hotel managers, instead of their previous focus on tour operator 

demands. This entailed their full cognizance of what the individual customer 

expects from a 5-star hotel. To investigate this hypothesis, we used a balanced 

scorecard based survey. The balanced scorecard has been widely used in the hotel 

industry for strategic planning (Phillips, 2006). It does not, however, provide 

weightings for the attributes nor the relative importance between the four 

perspectives. To fulfil our research aim, an element of prioritisation of the four 

balanced scorecards perspectives is introduced in this study as also a prioritised 
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ranking of a number of decision-choice criteria used by customers in choosing a 

5-star hotel. 

The study set out to confirm the hypothesis that managers in 5-star hotels in 

Malta are aware of their customers’ priorities. This is done by means of a demand-

side survey of actual and potential 5-star hotel customers, complemented by a 

supply-side survey targeting managers working in 5-star hotels in Malta. Strong 

correlation between survey results is noted and consequently practical 

implications of the research findings are drawn and a way forward is proposed for 

the 5-star hospitality industry in Malta. 

2. Literature review 

2.1 The balanced scorecard in the hospitality industry 

In their introduction to the balanced scorecard, Kaplan and Norton (1992:71) 

stated that “the traditional financial performance measures worked well for the 

industrial era, but they are out of step with the skills and competencies companies 

are trying to master today. Managers want a balanced presentation of both 

financial and operational measures”. In a service industry, such as the provision 

of hospitality services, decisions cannot be taken on financial measures alone. 

Better decisions can only be made by including non-financial criteria as well 

(Banker, Potter & Srinivasan, 2005). 

A number of ‘independent’ and ‘chain-affiliated’ hotels worldwide opted for a 

balanced scorecard approach, or its adaptation, as their primary performance 

measurement and management system. This was done in order to present hotel 

management teams with additional non-financial measures since, at the end of 

the day, financial results, particularly profit and loss, are merely derivatives. It is 

the recognition and delivery of customer and stakeholder expectations that 

delivers positive financial results. Hilton Hotels were pioneers in the use of the 

balanced scorecard and they are still enthusiastic supporters (Huckestein & 

Duboff, 1999; Denton & White, 2000; Doran, Haddad & Chow, 2002; and Evans, 

2005). Other global hotel chains, such as ACCOR SA, use a variation on the 

balanced scorecard that incorporates an additional ‘5th perspective’ to cover 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) and environmental issues (Johnson, 1998). 
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The balanced scorecard is an aid to decision making and strategy implementation. 

However it can hardly be described as a decision analysis tool. In its raw state it is 

nothing more than an information dashboard (Doran, Haddad, & Chow, 2002). 

Early extensive literature exists on the application of the balanced scorecard in 

the hospitality industry exemplified by the success story of Hilton Hotels as the 

prime mover of the balanced scorecard in hospitality management (Evans, 2005). 

Phillips elaborated further on the application of the balanced scorecard in 

hospitality (Phillips, 1999; 2006). However, academic interest in the 

straightforward application of the balanced scorecard in hospitality seems to 

have diminished in recent years (Atkinson, 2006).  

For an early literature review on the balanced scorecard as a strategic 

management tool for hotels, we refer to Olsen (2004) who used a contingency 

model to analyse the research reported in refereed journals in the field of 

hospitality. Later, Evans (2005:376) “focuses on strategic implementation using 

the balanced scorecard approach, which is compared and contrasted with 

evidence from a survey of hotels in Northeast England”.  

A proposal to improve the applicability of the balanced scorecard, and in 

particular the customer perspective of the balanced scorecard, in the hospitality 

industry was made by Leong (2008). The objective of that study was to investigate 

a customer-centric performance measurement framework customized for the 

hospitality industry. The study targeted a 5-star hotel (in Taiwan) using a mixed-

methodology of quantitative methods with 200 guest respondents and a 

qualitative approach to sound hotel management. 

The balanced scorecard has had its fair share of critics especially in its early stages. 

In particular, it was Nørreklit (2000) who claimed that principally, the balanced 

scorecard has problems because its key assumptions are weak and they may lead 

to the anticipation of performance indicators which are faulty, resulting in sub-

optimal performance. Nørreklit goes on to claim that the balanced scorecard is 

not a valid strategic management tool because it has problems ensuring 

environmental rooting  leading to a gap between the strategy expressed in the 
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actions actually undertaken and the planned strategy. This leads Nørreklit to 

conclude that the balanced scorecard needed to be adjusted and developed. 

Indeed, the classical balanced scorecard was adjusted and developed in 

subsequent renditions, with the addition of such concepts as ‘strategy mapping’ 

that kept the balanced scorecard high in the popularity ratings amongst managers 

(Kaplan & Norton, 2004). 

Later critics of the balanced scorecard have been even more daring. Voelpel, 

Leibol and Eckhoff (2006) refer to “the tyranny of the balanced scorecard in the 

innovation economy”. Indeed, they claim that “the balanced scorecard as a 

measurement ‘straightjacket’ is beginning to jeopardize the survival of firms, as it 

hinders much-needed business eco-system innovation” (2006:43). This is an 

unfair criticism as, indeed, innovation came in the form of adaptation of the 

balanced scorecard in the hospitality industry by users, such as Hilton Hotels and 

Accor Hotels, who added a 5th ecological dimension to the traditional balanced 

scorecard perspectives to also measure and target widespread environmental 

concerns. Neely (2008) questions the performance impact of the balanced 

scorecard since it does not include the elements of risk and competitiveness. 

McPhail, Herington and Guilding (2008:623) found “minimal appreciation of the 

BSC concept” in 14 hotels surveyed, particularly given “a schism between BSC 

theory and the application of HR oriented measures in the hospitality industry”. 

In Kaplan’s contribution of 2010 on the Conceptual Foundations of the Balanced 

Scorecard, a good number of issues raised by critics were addressed. In practice, 

as well as a theoretical framework in performance measurement and 

management, the balanced scorecard is a simple, logical and effective tool. This 

explains why it became popular for a number of years after its launch in 1992, 

though it has lost much in popularity in recent years (Rigby & Bilodeau, 2013). 

Brander Brown and McDonnell (1995) first conceptualised that balanced 

scorecard objectives “might need to be prioritised” in a study of a hotel in the 

south of England. For this purpose, multi-criteria decision making methods are 

needed as presented in the next section. 
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2.2 The Analytic Hierarchy Process in the hospitality industry 

It is hereby contended, however, that a weakness of management tools, such as 

the balanced scorecard, is their lack of ranking and prioritisation mechanisms that 

must be brought into play in decision analysis and decision making processes. 

Hence, the hospitality industry needs to make a quantum leap in the use of formal 

MCDA tools such as the analytic hierarchy process (AHP).  In some hospitality 

studies, MCDA tools have been used to analyse critical decision points ranging 

from the owner/s initial decision to invest in a hotel rather than in another activity 

(Ma & Zhang, 2010), to location analysis (Chou, Hsu and Chen, 2008).  Other 

critical decision applications where MCDA tools can be used in hospitality industry 

management include which market segment to cater for, that is, budget, 

economy, or 5-star (Lupu & Nica, 2010) and whether the hotel is to be chain or 

independently managed (De Roos, 2010).  

Akin to the study by authors, it was Tsaur and Tzeng (1996) who chose the AHP 

as their preferred MCDA tool to analyse customer decision-choice criteria in 

selecting Taiwanese hotels. This may be considered as a pioneering demand-side 

analysis of consumer choice drivers but it has its limitations in so far as field 

research was limited to one hotel and a short one-month survey period. 

A three-step straightforward application of the AHP to determine resort locations 

is presented to us by Juan and Lin (2013) whereby initially the evaluation criteria 

are elicited using the Delphi method. This is followed by use of the AHP to 

prioritise the 22 selected criteria according to 19 experts and, in a final stage, a 

sensitivity analysis is performed to assess the strength of the various criteria. 

Another straightforward application of the AHP, this time to determine the ideal 

location for a thermal hotel, is put forward by Emir and Saraҫli (2014). 

The AHP in hospitality studies has also often been combined with other methods. 

Shirouyehzad et al. (2013) use an integrated AHP/DEA hybrid ranking method to 

evaluate service quality in Teheran 5-star hotels. A hybrid model using two 

primary MCDA tools, namely the AHP and PROMETHEE, is used by Akincilar and 

Dagdeviren (2014) to evaluate 5-star hotel websites. The AHP is utilised to weigh 

the selected criteria, and, ranking of the alternatives is carried out via 
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PROMETHEE. A similar study, also involving the evaluation and ranking of 

hospitality internet services in Iran, is that by Shahin, Pool and Poormostafa 

(2014) that merges Webqual and fuzzy AHP. One also notes a growing interest in 

the ‘hybrid’ application of SWOT analysis together with AHP in general travel and 

tourism (Lee & Liu, 2011; Fabac & Zver, 2011). 

A further study on the relative importance of hotel website functionality criteria 

and sub-criteria is presented by Ip, Law and Lee (2012) but using a fuzzy AHP 

model. Other studies include the application of fuzzy AHP and the first time 

application of VIKOR (another MCDA method) to hospitality performance analysis 

by  Fu, Chu, Chao, Lee and Liao (2011). The determination of the best marketing 

strategy for private hotels in Iran was analysed by Sorayaei, Ruhollahi, Ashrafi, 

Khor and Zadeh (2014) using a fuzzy AHP approach in order to optimise the use 

of scarce resources. Finally, a fuzzy AHP approach to evaluating the “atmosphere” 

(ambience) in hotel spas is used by Chen, Yu, Tsui and Lee (2014). 

The AHP has seen widespread acceptance among academics and practitioners. 

According to Ishizaka and Labib (2009) its popularity is due to the fact that it is 

easy to apply and another advantage is that its straight forward structure follows 

the most common problem solving process by managers. AHP’s ability to 

structure problems in a hierarchical manner, the use of common language 

judgements, together with AHP’s confirmation of consistency are its top qualities. 

Authors also contend that AHP is capable of handling quantitative and qualitative 

criteria and alternatives on the same preference scale of nine levels with this 

being a major advantage over other MCDA tools. 

Kendrick and Saaty (2007) state that there are six advantages to using AHP over 

other alternative selection and prioritisation techniques, namely: 

1. Because AHP uses a hierarchical structure, it enables decision makers 

to define high level strategic objectives and specific metrics for a 

better assessment of strategic alignment. 

2. AHP goes beyond financial analysis by integrating quantitative and 

qualitative considerations as well as competing stakeholder inputs 

into setting priorities. 
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3. AHP enables decision makers to measure the relative importance of 

projects, costs, risks, and opportunities for optimal allocation of 

resources. 

4. AHP can be applied in any organisation with any level of maturity 

because the inputs are normalized using either numerical data or 

subjective judgements when metrics are not available. 

5. The AHP process lends itself to sensitivity analysis, providing 

practitioners with greater analytical capabilities when examining 

what-if scenarios. 

6. The auditable and explicit structure of the decision model creates a 

strong framework for systematically improving project selection and 

allocation decisions. 
 

It is for the just listed advantages that we have decided to combine the balanced 

scorecard with AHP. 

 

2.3 A hybrid balanced scorecard-AHP for the hospitality industry                                                                               

The use of a hybrid decision-making aid, such as the combined use of the balanced 

scorecard and AHP, was highlighted by Clinton, Webber & Hassell (2002) who 

presented a ‘hybrid’ taxonomy of MCDA tools built around the balanced 

scorecard and the AHP. Sharma & Bhagwat (2007) proposed an integrated 

‘balanced scorecard+AHP’ approach in the evaluation of hospitality supply chain 

management. A fuzzy-AHP approach was later studied by Lee & Kim (2009). Lin 

and Lin (2011) proposed a model to evaluate tourist hotels in Taiwan adopting 

both the balanced scorecard and AHP. Kim, Chung, Kwon and Sukmaungma 

(2013) made an interesting application of what they refer to as BSCAHP to an 

analysis of hotel websites. They also refer to the model as a ‘modified balanced 

scorecard’.  

These authors propose that in reality, and at any point in time, some perspectives 

in the balanced scorecard may be more important than others. Similarly, at any 

point in time, some decision-choice criteria are also more relevant than others. 

Hence the importance of establishing a ranking order, following weight 

attribution, to the four perspectives of the balanced scorecard and the decision-

choice criteria within each perspective using a MCDA method such as AHP. At 

both hierarchical levels of the balanced scorecard, therefore, there arises the 
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need for prioritisation. Prioritisation is essential because customers need to take 

informed purchase decisions based on the most relevant decision-choice criteria 

and managers need to prioritise their actions in order to satisfy the most relevant 

customer expectations.                                                                   

A merger of the basic tenets of the balanced scorecard and a MCDA tool, such as 

the AHP (Saaty, 1977, 1980), can be a better way forward in hospitality industry 

strategic and process management and lead to an improvement in customer 

service delivery. This can supplant the standalone application of a management 

information dashboard such as the balanced scorecard. Through improved 

performance results, the combination in this study of balanced scorecard and AHP 

tenets can lead to increased customer satisfaction, increased occupancies and 

room rates and consequent improved profits in the hospitality industry. 

3. Methodology  

To determine the most important choice-criteria in selecting a 5-star hotel, a 

three steps method was followed in this study. As a first step, the criteria were 

listed, then they were framed in the four perspectives of the balanced scorecard 

and finally they were evaluated using the AHP.  

3.1 Elicitation of decision-choice criteria                                                                                                                     

As an initial step in this study, a set of twenty four decision-choice criteria 

considered in the process of selecting a 5-star hotel were determined through a 

process of elicitation in a series of six stakeholder focus groups ranging in size 

from 8 to 12 participants. Management focus groups were carried out in all four 

5-star hotels in Malta that agreed to participate in the study. Guest focus groups 

were carried out in two hotels just prior to the General Manager’s ‘welcome’ 

drinks. The focus groups proceeded according to the following abridged 

guidelines after Skinner (2009):                                               

Step 1: Explanation of why researchers are eliciting criteria and how they 

will be used. 

Step 2: Each participant writes down one criterion on a sticky note and 

this continues until all have elicited all their issues writing only one issue 

per note as these were grouped under four ‘perspectives’ at a later stage.  
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Step 3: Each participant was asked to point out just one criterion that 

he/she considers to be the top issue and sticky notes were placed on four 

flip charts, one for each of the four BSC perspectives to total twenty four. 

The discarded criteria, and they were not many, were normally strictly 

intra-departmental issues and the reason for elimination was highlighted 

to proponents. 

The elicited decision-choice criteria were subsequently cross-validated through 

the academic literature such as the pioneering study of hotel selection factors in 

Hong Kong carried out by Chu and Choi (2000) in which they identified six 

selection factors namely: service quality, business facilities, value, quality, room, 

front office, and security. Dolnicar and Otter (2003) compiled a taxonomy of 

literature until then on hotel attributes that guests consider as important. Zhang, 

Ye and Law (2011) studied six selection factors as determinants of the hotel room 

price, namely hotel category, room, quality, location, cleanliness and service 

quality. An extensive analysis of hotel selection factors, but limited to a survey of 

hotels in Tehran, was conducted by Sohrabi, Vanani and Tahmasebipur (2012). 

The study explores the literature and proceeds to carry out a factor analysis of as 

many as fifty hotel selection factors.             

A study that investigated factors that influence consumer purchasing decisions in 

the full-service (5-star) and limited-service (economy and budget) hotel segments 

in the USA was carried out by Tanford, Raab and Kim (2012). This study can be 

considered as ground-breaking as it brings in the ‘green’ dimension in decision-

choice criteria. Last, but certainly not least, we find the study by Li, Law, Vu and 

Rong (2013) in which the hotel selection preferences of Hong Kong inbound 

travellers is analysed using the Choquet Integral as an MCDA. Five main hotel 

selection criteria are analysed and weighted, namely: value, location, sleep, room 

and cleanliness. 

3.2 The balanced scorecard  

The twenty four decision-choice criteria elicited in the focus groups were then 

framed within the four perspectives of the balanced scorecard as shown in Figure 

1, namely the ‘customer’, ‘learning and growth’, the ‘internal business process’ 
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and the ‘financial’ perspectives (Kaplan and Norton, 1996). A hierarchy is built 

with the upper level denoting the four perspectives of the balanced scorecard and 

the lower level denoting the twenty four elicited criteria. The ‘learning and 

growth’ perspective in the balanced scorecard effectively stands for the employee 

perspective in the business process (Kaplan, 2010).       

 

Fig. 1. Hierarchy of decision-choice criteria.  

Thereafter, two near identical surveys in Malta followed, in order to arrive at 

preference weightings of the four balanced scorecard perspectives and 

prioritisation of the twenty four elicited decision-choice criteria. The only 

distinguishing factor between the two survey questionnaires was the 

introduction. The first survey, over a one-year period, presented the four 

balanced scorecard perspectives and the twenty four decision-choice criteria to 

actual and potential 5-star hotel customers, using a 9-point pair-wise comparison 

format of AHP (Appendix A). Respondents actually accommodated in the four 

WHY CHOOSE THIS 
HOTEL ?

CUSTOMER

PERSPECTIVE

1. REPEAT  EXP.
2. GUEST ROOM 
3. FACILITIES
4. LOCATION
5. BRAND
6. EXTERNAL ENV.

LEARNING & GROWTH 
(EMPLOYEE)

PERSPECTIVE

1. EXPERIENCE
2. MANAGEMENT
3. APPEARANCE
4. TRAINING
5.  TURNOVER
6.  SATISFACTION

INTERNAL BUSINESS

PROCESS PERSPECTIVE

1.  RESERVATION
2.  CHECK IN/OUT
3.  CLEANLINESS
4.  F&B SERVICE
5.  BUSINESS  CENTRE
6.  ROOM SERVICE

FINANCIAL

PERSPECTIVE

1. ROOM PRICE
2. F&B COST
3. ANCILLARY COST
4. TRANSPORT
5.  BILLING
6.  PAYMENT



355 

 

surveyed hotels represented 82% of all respondents, whereas the other 18% 

represented respondents that at some time or other had resided in a 5-star hotel 

or were planning to. The latter were primarily local Maltese who, at some time or 

other had stayed in a 5-star hotel. The rest were foreign visitors.                                                                                                            

One of the important attributes of this study was the relatively long period of the 

survey exercise that lasted a full twelve months in 2011/12. Other similar studies 

(Tsaur & Tzeng, 1996; Mohsin & Lockyer, 2010) were conducted over a relatively 

short two-week to one-month period. The long survey period in this study was 

deemed to be essential in order to capture the full segmentation of the then 1.4 

million visitors per annum to the islands of Malta and the demographic diversity 

of its local population. The full-year survey period captured the cross section of 

visitor demographics, source market spread and, most of all, the purpose of travel 

that ranges from pure leisure to business travellers and delegates attending 

meetings, incentives, conferences and events (MICE). The capture of inbound 

travellers visiting friends and relatives (VFR) was rather limited since these 

normally stay with family. 

The choice of respondent profiling, therefore, was primarily driven by sampling 

for statistical relevance driven by a representative sample that mirrored the 

profiling used in the Tourism and Collective Accommodation data issued by the 

National Statistics Office (NSO) of Malta, in addition to unpublished industry (i.e. 

5-star only) data held by the Malta Tourism Authority (MTA) that was made 

available to the authors (Table 2). This statistical relevance, therefore, made for 

extrapolation of survey results to the total 5-star hotel guest population.            

             Table 2 
Purpose of Visit in all 5-star hotels in Malta and the corresponding            

proportion of survey respondents. 
 

Purpose of Visit Respondents All 5* Hotels1 

Business (25)   18 %  14% 

Special Interest (12)     9 %  6% 

Leisure (86)   60 %  50% 

M.I.C.E. (10)     6 %  25% 

V.F.R. (5)       4 %  3% 

Other (4)       3 %  2% 
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1Source: MTA 

 

Customer survey administration followed strongly on the lessons learnt from a 

pilot survey. Three weeks into the pilot survey, it transpired that an element of 

strong subjectivity in the choice of respondents was evident given that Front 

Office (reception) hotel staff were choosing particular clients at check-in whom 

they considered to be ‘questionnaire-friendly’. This was most inappropriate. 

These questionnaires were discarded and the ‘coffee table’ method was adopted 

instead; this eliminated subjectivity and ensured a random distribution. This 

consisted in an attractively decorated table, strategically located between 

respective reception desks and the elevators, on which blank questionnaires were 

placed in the four languages (English, Italian, German and French). Guests picked 

up the questionnaire in the language of their choice, took the questionnaire to 

their room, filled it in at their convenience, and returned the completed 

questionnaire in an envelope supplied to reception. 

Following the customer survey, an electronic supply-side (management) survey 

was made that also used the same 9-point pair-wise comparison format of AHP 

as in the customer survey. This survey targeted 246 managers working in 5-star 

hotels in Malta, using a data-base compiled through LinkedIn. The response rate 

was almost 16% given that 39 managers managed to find the time to reply. 

3.3 Survey analysis using the Analytic Hierarchy Process  

Questionnaire feedback of the 148 valid responses from the customer survey and 

management responses was translated into a ranking order of the four balanced 

scorecard perspectives and the twenty four decision-choice criteria by means of 

the AHP software Expert Choice. Valid responses in this survey analysis are taken 

to mean the exclusion of those responses that did not meet AHP’s strict 

consistency ratio (CR) <10% threshold. In a second round analysis, however, 

responses with a CR<13% were reinstated and the outcome result was the same. 

This widened the sample size whilst retaining the same outcome. In total 51 

customer responses were discarded whereas 6 management survey replies were 

either incomplete or did not meet the CR criteria. 
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4. Research findings 

The results of the two surveys are presented in this section.  

4.1 The four perspectives of the balanced scorecard 

Potential 5-star hotel customers feel that the ‘customer’ perspective carries by 

far the highest weighting, as illustrated in Figure 2. Consideration of ‘financial’ 

issues also comes in strongly particularly for potential customers. Customers give 

far less importance to the ‘learning and growth’ (employee) perspective and the 

‘internal business process’ perspective, the latter being the interface between 

‘customer’ and ‘employee’. Evidently, the potential customer is interested in a 

satisfying outcome and not a process.  

 

 

Fig. 2. Balanced scorecard perspectives - demand and supply. 

The results of the supply-side analysis, also shown in Figure 2, indicate that the 

order of the perspectives is the same as on the demand-side. However, for hotel 

managers in Malta, the key perspective by far is the ‘customer’. This already 

implies a customer-centric culture by management in the exercise of their duties. 

A marginally higher weighting, however, is attributed by managers to the ‘internal 

process’ function than the ‘learning and growth’ (employee) perspective in 

recognition of their own managerial control function.  
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4.2 The ‘customer’ perspective 

As illustrated in Figure 3, survey respondents confirm the old maxim, attributed 

to Conrad Hilton that the primary customer-oriented consideration in the mind 

of a potential guest when choosing a hotel is “location, location and location”. 

The supply-side is also in agreement with the guest responses on location being 

the primary customer perspective decision-choice criterion. However, whereas 

for potential guests the second most important decision-choice criterion is the 

‘guest room’,  for hotel managers, the second most important criterion is ‘repeat 

experience’. This ‘repeat’ or ‘loyalty’ criterion is ranked low in fifth position by 

guest respondents in the ‘customer’ perspective. This finding throws open a 

discussion on whether the hospitality industry over-stresses the relevance of 

‘loyalty marketing’ with limited return on investment (ROI). 

 

            Fig. 3. Customer perspective: demand- and supply-side weightings. 

Another major difference in rank appraisal between potential 5-star hotel clients 

and hotel managers is in the area of the ‘external environment’. This decision-

choice criterion is considered third most important by potential clients (in 

particular by female travellers whose primary concern is safety) but falls into sixth 

or last position of the ‘customer’ perspective in the mind of hotel managers. In 

fact, hotel managers have little influence on the external environment whilst 
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customers can simply book another hotel if they are not attracted by a hotel’s 

external environment. 

The tangible offer of a modern hotel goes beyond the provision of a room. 

Ancillary ‘hotel facilities’ such as restaurants and wellness centres enhance the 

guest experience and offer owners/managers the opportunity to increase 

revenue. The provision of ‘hotel facilities’ actually saw a convergence in rank 

order (no. 4) and weighting between demand- and supply-side responses. 

To brand or not to brand, that is the critical question faced by hotel owners and 

managers alike. Jackson and Qu (2008) consider the issue of brand management 

as a formidable challenge for hotels, hotel management companies, and hotel 

brand managers. They propose a framework that uses the BSC as the basis of 

brand management. Moreover, the hospitality industry has seen some exponents 

argue that, indeed, ‘brand’ has overtaken ‘location’ as the most important 

decision-choice criterion in hotel selection (Callarisa, Garcia, Cardiff & Roshchina, 

2012). Chain-affiliation and riding on a global brand such as Hilton or Marriott has 

its advantages, however it does not come cheap (Wong & Wickman, 2015). The 

question arises as to whether the ROI to hotel owner is positive following ‘chain’ 

branding or whether it pays to stay independent. Given the very low weighting 

and ranking given to ‘brand awareness’ by customer respondents, one wonders 

if it is money well spent.  

4.3 The ‘learning and growth’ (employee) perspective 

The relevance of employee relations, performance, management, motivation, 

training and development in the hospitality industry cannot be underestimated 

given the relatively high labour input. Hotels have, in recent years, seen a 

modicum of automation but this has mainly revolved around computerised 

internet booking engines.  

Whereas relative congruence between the weightings given by customers and 

managers relating to ‘customer’ drivers was noted in the preceding section, 

results from both surveys, as shown in Figure 4, also show congruence between 
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consumer and management respondents on issues relating to the ‘learning & 

growth’ (employee) perspective, with the exception of ‘good management’.  

 

 

Fig. 4. Employee perspective: demand- and supply-side weightings. 

Within the employee perspective, ‘staff appearance’ is in fifth ranking, indicating 

a poor weighting by both customers and managers. This contrasts with the results 

of previous studies in the USA (Martin & Grove, 2002) and in the UK (Warhurst, 

Nickson, & Dutton, 2004). Demand- and supply-side surveys, particularly the 

latter, indicated that there exists little concern about the relevance of controlling 

‘staff turnover’. Staff turnover benchmarks in the hospitality industry vary 

dramatically, from typically 6% in Malta 5-star hotels (MHRA, 2015) to the +120% 

of London hotels (Denvir and McMahon, 1992).   

4.4 The ‘internal business process’ perspective 

The ‘internal business process’ is the critical link between the customer and the 

productive source which, in hospitality, is primarily the employee input. These are 

referred to as ‘touch points’ in the USA or Moments of Truth in the seminal work 

of the same name by Jan Carlzon (1987). Indeed they are ‘moments of truth’ as 

the success or otherwise of the interface can make or break the relationship 

between customer and employee (operative) and determine the satisfactory stay 

or otherwise in the particular hotel.  
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As shown in Figure 5, and according to hotel guests, the most important internal 

process attribute is ‘room cleanliness’. Similarly, surveyed hotel managers gave 

this criterion a high weighting, highest within the ‘internal business process’ 

perspective.  

 

Fig. 5. Internal process perspective: demand- and supply-side weightings. 

Customers and managers alike are also in unison on second ranking being ‘food 

& beverage’ service. The keyword in this perspective is ‘service’ so by this 

decision-choice criterion, customers and managers alike are relating to ‘food & 

beverage’ service delivery. Price considerations of ‘food & beverage’ are tackled 

under the ‘financial’ perspective. The availability of ‘room service’ is a traditional 

must-have in 5-star hotels (Mohsin & Lockyer, 2010). This study shows that both 

demand- and supply-sides of the industry have relegated ‘room service’ to fourth 

and fifth ranking respectively and therefore is not considered a decisive criterion. 

In third position of the customer-ranking, we find the ‘check-in and check-out’ 

criterion. Both procedures are critical moments of truth since, a hotel experience 

may be positive for the duration of the stay and in the last value-chain link, at 

check-out, the system fails. The human intervention reservation process is 

another anachronism given the development and wide-spread use of internet 

booking engines. Hotel managers ranked ‘reservation process’ a notch higher 

than customers in fourth ranking. Until recently a ‘business centre’ was 
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considered to be a must-have in any ‘5-star’ hotel. Hotels invested money, staff, 

and precious space to make available a ‘business centre’. Major advances in 

technology have been made with mobile smart phones and tablets becoming 

every person’s portable ‘business centre’. Irrespective of whether hotel guests 

are on a business or leisure trip (or combining both) they want to stay connected. 

It is therefore not surprising that both demand- and supply-side stakeholders in 

hospitality agree that a ‘business centre’ is no longer a priority, hardly a requisite. 

4.5 The ‘financial’ perspective 

As illustrated in Figure 6, the most important decision-choice criterion in the 

hospitality balanced scorecard, according to customers and hotel managers alike, 

is the ‘room rate’. This is corroborated by similar studies that also revealed a high 

propensity to book depending on room rate (Schwartz & Chen, 2010). A similar 

conclusion is reached by Ramanathan & Ramanathan (2011) who looked at the 

room rate as an important determinant of guest loyalty. The ‘room rate’ as the 

most important accommodation need is highlighted by Zhang, Ye and Law (2011). 

Indeed, according to Tanford, Raab and Kim (2012), the room rate (price) is the 

most important choice criterion in ‘full service’ (5-star) hotels, followed by utility 

(presumably meaning location).  

Customers and hotel managers also agree that the second most important 

‘financial’ consideration in choosing a 5-star hotel is the cost of ‘food and 

beverage’. The room component and food & beverage are complementary, in the 

spirit of the accepted definition of ‘hospitality’ as the provision of overnight 

accommodation, food and drink (Brotherton, 1999). All other criteria are low 

ranked by both potential customers and hotel managers. 
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Fig. 6.  Financial perspective: demand- and supply-side weightings. 

5. Customer and management survey results compared 

It is relevant to compare the weightings and resultant rankings from the customer 

survey with those of the management survey, irrespectively of the framing of the 

four balanced scorecard perspectives. The overall weightings indicated in Table 3 

are given by the weightings derived from the AHP analysis (Figures 3 to 6) 

multiplied by the ‘upper level’ of the hierarchy (Figure 2) which are the AHP 

weightings of the four balanced scorecard perspectives. 

As indicated in Figure 7, there is a significant correlation between the customer 

and management weightings, as testified by the Spearman Rank order correlation 

coefficient (r = 0.77, n = 24, p<0.01). This therefore indicates that the surveyed 

hotel managers are in tune with the decision-choice criteria of their customers 

resulting in a satisfied guest.  

Overall it is the ‘room rate’ that carries the highest weighting with both potential 

hotel guests and management alike. This is closely followed by ‘location’ and, in 

third place, the ‘guest room’, again for both hotel guests and management. There 

is a significant difference in the weighting and relevance ranking attributed to the 

‘external environment’. It ranks in 4th position according to potential hotel guests, 

bolstered by female guests as explained in Section 4.2, whereas hotel managers 
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do not consider it a priority giving the ‘external environment’ of the hotel a low 

weight and an 8th ranking. 

At the end of the scale, in terms of the 24 decision-choice criteria in selecting a 5-

star hotel, both potential hotel guests and hotel managers considered as 

relatively unimportant attributes such as the provision of ‘room service’, ‘staff 

turnover’ and, least relevant of all, the provision of a ‘business centre’.  

Table 3  

Overall ranking of decision-choice criteria 

 

 Decision-choice criteria  
Customer 
weighting 

Customer 
ranking 

Management 
weighting 

Management 
ranking 

Difference  
in weighting 

Room rate 0.094 1 0.089 1 0.005 

Location 0.092 2 0.082 2 0.010 

Guest room 0.079 3 0.069 3 0.010 

External environment 0.064 4 0.047 8 0.017 

Room cleanliness 0.061 5 0.056 7 0.005 

Hotel facilities 0.057 6 0.061 5 -0.004 

F&B cost 0.054 7 0.043 11 0.011 

Satisfied employees 0.045 8 0.043 10 0.002 

Transport to/from hotel 0.038 9 0.027 19 0.011 

Experienced staff 0.037 10 0.034 13 0.003 

Payment method 0.035 11 0.028 16 0.007 

Repeat experience 0.035 12 0.069 4 -0.034 

Trained employees 0.034 13 0.031 14 0.003 

Ancillary services 0.034 14 0.028 17 0.006 

Good management 0.033 15 0.045 9 -0.012 

F&B service 0.030 16 0.039 12 -0.009 

Billing accuracy 0.030 17 0.024 20 0.006 

Brand awareness 0.028 18 0.057 6 -0.029 

Staff appearance 0.025 19 0.020 22 0.005 

Check-in/-out 0.024 20 0.029 15 -0.005 

Room service 0.019 21 0.021 21 -0.002 

Reservation 0.018 22 0.028 18 -0.010 

Staff turnover 0.015 23 0.013 24 0.002 

Business centre 0.014 24 0.019 23 -0.005 
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Fig. 7. Graphical analysis of Spearman correlation between demand and 

supply side weightings. 

6. Practical implications of research findings  

 

 

 

 

Fig. 7. Graphical analysis of Spearman correlation between demand and 

supply side weightings. 

6. Practical implications of research findings  

Some of the results of this study are of major relevance to owners, general and 

marketing managers of 5-star hotels in their quest to meet and exceed customer 

expectations. Hospitality managers can use these results, arrived at by the merger 

of balanced scorecard tenets and AHP, in their decision-making, particularly with 

regard to customer-related issues. Furthermore, the above results are also of 

particular value to those entrusted with policy making in hospitality and 

destination management. 

6.1 Practical implications for hotel managers 

From a supply-side perspective, the research findings offer a number of practical 

implications. The following are the key practical implications sourced from this 

study of relevance to hotel managers:  

Su
p

p
ly

 S
id

e
 

Demand Side 



366 

 

a) Elicitation of decision-choice criteria: Hotel managers now have a list 

of 24 criteria that are considered as critical by hotel guests in deciding 

in which 5-star hotel to stay. This allows hotel managers to focus on 

these important criteria and to devise performance measurement 

tools, such as the balanced scorecard, around these 24 criteria. 

b) Prioritized scorecard (PSC): The traditional balanced scorecard does 

not provide information on the relative importance of the criteria that 

compose each of the four perspectives in relation to each other. 

Through the application of the AHP, the balanced scorecard 

perspectives and criteria are prioritised. 

c) Resource allocation: Use of the hybrid combination of balanced 

scorecard and AHP here presented allows managers to allocate 

resources in accordance with customer decision-choice ranked 

criteria and to prioritise stakeholders’ objectives. 

 

6.2 Public policy implications 

Governments and local authorities have a responsibility to set public policy on 

travel and tourism in general as well as planning at industry level in such areas as 

transport and hospitality. A number of public policy implications of the findings 

highlighted herein are the following: 

a) Development zoning: Location has been reconfirmed as a major 

decision-choice criterion in the selection of a 5-star hotel by hotel 

guests and management alike. Adequate zoning policies must be put 

in place by governments and regional authorities by designating land 

areas for hotel building, guided by over-riding principles of sustainable 

tourism development. 

b) Industry policy and planning: In formulating industry policies and 

plans, responsible authorities have access through this study to 

prioritised criteria that customers expect from a 5-star hotel, guiding 

them in the formulation of an Accommodation Policy and Plan for the 

destination. 
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c) Hotel classification standards: Given that there is no uniform 

international hotel classification system, the decision-choice criteria 

and their respective weightings elicited and prioritised in this study can 

act as guidelines to hotel classification standards, based as they are on 

the opinion of the most important stakeholder of all – the customer. 

d) Education and training programmes:  Professional hospitality 

management comes after many years of theoretical and skills 

education and training. Hospitality product design, management and 

service training programmes can only benefit from increased 

awareness and understanding of the extensive list of decision-choice 

criteria detailed herein in a customer-centric industry. 

7. Conclusion 

This paper outlines the outcome of a research effort that contributes to 

knowledge in hospitality studies, particularly in the field of elicitation and 

prioritisation of decision-choice criteria considered by travellers in choosing to 

stay in a 5-star hotel. The twenty-four choice criteria elicited via focus groups 

were framed in the four perspectives of the balanced scorecard and prioritised 

using the AHP.  The results of this hybrid BSC+AHP exercise are deemed robust, 

particularly in relation to similar shorter-term studies, given the one year survey 

period that targeted the broad range of hotel guest source markets and purpose 

of visit. Furthermore, the elicited choice criteria were also subjected to 

prioritisation by hotel managers and the two survey results correlated. A marked 

convergence is noted indicating that the surveyed 5-star hotel managers in Malta 

are in tune with the decision-choice criteria of their customers resulting in a 

satisfied guest. This congruence in turn translated into a positive industry-wide 

financial performance.  

Practical implications of the research findings for hospitality customers, hotel 

managers and policy makers include the elicitation of a number of decision-choice 

criteria, the prioritization of the four perspectives of the balanced scorecard and 

the decision-choice criteria framed therein. Hotel managers therefore have a tool 

by which they can assess whether they are focusing on and meeting customer 
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expectations. This allows managers to optimise the allocation of scarce resources 

in accordance with customer expectations and stakeholders’ objectives. Service 

delivery is effected through an ‘internal business process’ which is composed of 

several touch-points (or interfaces) between employees and customers. The most 

critical touch-points are identified for management attention.  Broader policy 

implications of the research findings for policy makers and regulators include an 

aid to hospitality industry policy and planning, adequate zoning policies, focused 

hotel classification criteria, and the design of customer-centric staff training 

programmes. 

The findings of this study are a clear message to managerial stakeholders in the 

hospitality industry, that being in tune with and paying attention to customer 

decision-choice criteria pays dividends, as shown by the customer-centric attitude 

of 5-star hotel managers in Malta which, in turn, is translating into a most positive 

financial performance. 
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DEMAND-SIDE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

1. Respondents’ Demographic Profile (Sample N=192) 

 

Table 1.1 – Gender profile: Demand-Side 

Gender: Respondents All 5*Hotels 

Male Overall (115)  60% 

Valid     (  87)   59% 

58% 

Female Overall (  77)   40% 

Valid     (  61)   41% 

42% 

 

Table 1.2 – Age profile: Demand-Side 

Age: Respondents All 5*Hotels 

Young 

18-25 

26-35 

(41)  26% 

07 

34 

22% 

Middle 

36-50 

(56)   38% 

56 

32% 

Senior 

51-65 

66+ 

(51)  36% 

43 

8 

46% 

 

Table 1.3 – Socio-Economic profile: Demand-Side 

Socio-Economic: Respondents All 5* Hotels 

AB (107)  72% 57% 

C1 (07)     9% 12% 

C2 (14)     8% 15% 

DE (20)     11% 16% 

 

 

2. Respondents’ Nationality Profile (Sample N=192) 

 

                       Table 2.1 – Nationality profile: Demand-Side 

Nationality: Respondents All 5*Hotels 

Maltese (44)   31 % 18% 

British (38)  27 % 32% 

German (19)  13 % 10% 

Italian (13)   9 % 12% 

French (8)     6 % 7% 

Other (20)   14 % 21% 
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3. Respondents’ Purpose of Visit (Sample N=192) 

 

Table 3.1 – Purpose of Visit profile: Demand-Side 

Purpose of Visit Respondents All 5* Hotels 

Business (25)   18 % 14% 

Special Interest (12)     9 % 6% 

Leisure (86)   60 % 50% 

M.I.C.E. (10)     6 % 25% 

V.F.R. (5)       4 % 3% 

Other (4)       3 % 2% 

 

4. Survey Analysis 

- Extended Survey (N = 148) 

- Sensitivity Analysis – Reduced IR < 1.99  (N = 103) 

 

4.1 MEAN ANALYSIS - ALL RESPONDENTS 

 

Table 4.1.1 – BSC Perspectives profile – All Respondents: Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Weighting 

 

1. Customer Perspective 

2. Employee Perspective 

3. Internal Business Process Perspective 

4. Financial Perspective 

Extended  IR < 1.99 
 

0.351 0.358 

0.185 0.190 

0.177 0.167 

0.287 0.286 

 

Graph 4.1.1 – BSC Perspectives – All Respondents: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

1. Customer Dimension

2. Employee Dimension

3. Internal Business 
Process Dimension

4. Financial Dimension

Weighting IR < 1.99

Weighting Extended 

 
 

Table 4.1.2 - Customer Perspective profile – All Respondents: Demand-Side 
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Customer Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

1.1 Repeat Experience 

1.2 Guest Room 

1.3 Hotel Facilities 

1.4 Location 

1.5 Brand Awareness 

1.6 External Environment 

Extended  IR < 1.99 

0.115 0.099 
0.199 0.223 
0.157 0.160 
0.245 0.257 
0.095 0.080 
0.190 0.180 

 

 

 

Graph 4.1.2 - Customer Perspective – All Respondents: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3

1.1 Repeat Experience

1.2 Guest Room

1.3 Hotel Facilities

1.4 Location

1.5 Brand Awareness

1.6 External Environment

Weighting IR < 1.99

Weighting Extended  

 
 

 

Table 4.1.3 - Customer Perspective profile – All Respondents: Demand-Side 

 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

2.1 Experienced Staff 

2.2 Good Management 

2.3 Staff Appearance 

2.4 Trained Employees 

2.5 Staff Turnover 

2.6 Satisfied Employees 

Extended  IR < 1.99 

0.195 0.197 
0.176 0.177 
0.134 0.132 
0.175 0.179 
0.086 0.077 
0.234 0.238 
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0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25

2.1 Experienced Staff

2.2 Good Management

2.3 Staff Appearance

2.4 Trained Employees

2.5 Staff Turnover

2.6 Satisfied Employees

Weighting IR < 1.99

Weighting Extended  

 
Graph 4.1.3 - Customer Perspective– All Respondents: Demand-Side 

 

Table 4.1.4 – Internal Process Perspective profile – All Respondents: Demand-Side 

 

 

 

Graph 4.1.4 – Internal Process Perspective – All Respondents: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

3.1 Reservation Process

3.2 Check-in/Check-out

3.3 Room Cleanliness

3.4 Food & Beverage Service

3.5 Business Centre

3.6 Room Service

Weighting IR < 1.99

Weighting Extended  

 
 

Table 4.1.5 – Financial Perspective profile – All Respondents: Demand-Side 

Internal Process Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

3.1  Reservation Process 

3.2  Check-in/Check-out 

3.3  Room Cleanliness 

3.4  Food & Beverage Service 

3.1 3.5  Business Centre 

3.6  Room Service 

Extended  IR < 1.99 

0.117 0.107               
0.137 0.145               
0.351 0.367               
0.175 0.182               
0.092 0.083               
0.129 0.116               
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Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

4.1 Room Rate 

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 

4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 

4.4 Transport to/from hotel 

4.5 Billing Accuracy and Timing 

4.6 Payment – Time and efficiency 

Extended  IR < 1.99 

0.317 0.332 

0.181 0.190 

0.114 0.119 

0.141 0.132 

0.113 0.106 

0.136 0.121 
 

 

 

Graph 4.1.5 – Financial Perspective – All Respondents: Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35

1.1 Room Rate

1.2 Food & Beverage Cost

1.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, 
Spa, etc)

1.4 Transport to/from hotel

1.5 Billing Accuracy and Timing

1.6 Payment – Time and 
efficiency

Weighting IR < 1.99

Weighting Extended  

 
 

 

Extended Survey Analysis 

 

N   = 148 

SD = 0.115 

IR  =  0.184 (range min. 0.014 to max. 0.299) 

 

Reduced IR Analysis 

 

N   = 103 

SD = 0.104 

IR  =  0.134 (range min. 0.014 to max. 0.199) 
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a. MEAN ANALYSIS – BY GENDER 

 

Table 4.2.1 – BSC Perspectives profile by Gender: Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Weighting 

 

 

1.  Customer Perspective 

2.  Employee Perspective 

3.  Internal Process Perspective 

4.  Financial Perspective 

Male 

Extended  IR < 1.99 

Female     

Extended  IR < 1.99 

0.362 0.366 
0.184 0.188 
0.180 0.176 
0.274 0.270 

 

0.336 0.346 
0.187 0.193 
0.172 0.152 
0.306 0.309 

 

 

 

Graph 4.2.1 - BSC  Perspective by Gender: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

1. Customer Dimension

2. Employee Dimension

3. Internal Business 
Process Dimension

4. Financial Dimension

Weighting Male IR < 1.99

Weighting Male Extended  

Weighting Female      IR < 1.99

Weighting Female      Extended  

 
 

 

Table 4.2.2 – Customer Perspective profile by Gender: Demand-Side 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

 

1.1  Repeat Experience 

1.2  Guest Room 

1.3  Hotel Facilities 

1.4  Location 

1.5  Brand Awareness 

1.6  External Environment 

Male 

Extended  IR < 1.99 

Female    

Extended  IR < 1.99 

0.131 0.115 
0.198 0.220 
0.164 0.169 
0.238 0.248 
0.094 0.084 
0.174 0.164 

 

0.091 0.075 
0.199 0.228 
0.147 0.148 
0.254 0.270 
0.096 0.074 
0.212 0.205 

 

 

 

Graph 4.2.2 – Customer Perspective by Gender: Demand-Side 
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0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

1.1 Repeat Experience

1.2 Guest Room

1.3 Hotel Facilities

1.4 Location

1.5 Brand Awareness

1.6 External Environment

Weighting Male   IR < 1.99

Weighting Male  Extended 

Weighting Female      IR < 1.99

Weighting Female     Extended 

 
 

 

Table 4.2.3 – Employee Perspective profile by Gender: Demand-Side 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

 

2.1   Experienced Staff 

2.2  Good Management 

2.3  Staff Appearance 

2.4  Trained Employees 

2.5  Staff Turnover 

2.6  Satisfied Employees 

Male 

Extended  IR < 1.99 

Female 

Extended  IR < 1.99 

0.204 0.205 
0.173 0.175 
0.139 0.139 
0.167 0.163 
0.092 0.091 
0.224 0.227 

 

0.182 0.185 
0.180 0.181 
0.127 0.122 
0.186 0.203 
0.076 0.056 
0.249 0.253 

 

 

Graph 4.2.3 – Employee Perspective by Gender: Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

2.1   Experienced Staff

2.2  Good Management

2.3  Staff Appearance

2.4  Trained Employees

2.5  Staff Turnover

2.6  Satisfied Employees

Weighting Male  IR < 1.99

Weighting Male  Extended  

Weighting Female IR < 1.99

Weighting Female Extended  

 
 

Table 4.2.4 – Internal Process Perspective profile by Gender: Demand-Side 
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Internal Process Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

 

3.1  Reservation Process 

3.2  Check-in/Check-out 

3.3  Room Cleanliness 

3.4  Food & Beverage Service 

3.5  Business Centre 

3.6  Room Service 

Male 

Extended  IR < 1.99 

Female 

Extended  IR < 1.99 

0.116 0.111        

0.130 0.135        

0.359 0.371        

0.167 0.173        

0.092 0.092        

0.136 0.119        
 

0.118 0.101 

0.146 0.161 

0.340 0.362 

0.185 0.195 

0.091 0.071 

0.120 0.111 
 

 

Graph 4.2.4 – Internal Process Perspective by Gender: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

3.1  Reservation Process

3.2  Check-in/Check-out

3.3  Room Cleanliness

3.4  Food & Beverage 
Service

3.5  Business Centre

3.6  Room Service

Weighting Male  IR < 1.99

Weighting Male  Extended  

Weighting Female  IR < 1.99

Weighting Female  Extended  

 
 

 

Table 4.2.5 – Financial Perspective profile by Gender: Demand-Side 

 

 

 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

 

4.1 Room Rate 

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 

4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 

4.4  Transport to/from hotel 

4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing 

4.6  Payment – Time and efficiency 

Male         

Extended  IR < 1.99 

Female     

Extended  IR < 1.99 

0.331 0.341              
0.184 0.189              
0.117 0.122              
0.137 0.127              
0.103 0.100              
0.130 0.121              

 

0.296 0.318 
0.175 0.192 
0.111 0.115 
0.146 0.139 
0.127 0.115 
0.145 0.121 
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Graph 4.2.5 – Financial Perspective by Gender: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

4.1 Room Rate

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost

4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, 
Spa, etc)

4.4  Transport to/from hotel

4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing

4.6  Payment – Time and 
efficiency

Weighting Male          IR < 1.99

Weighting Male          Extended  

Weighting Female      IR < 1.99

Weighting Female      Extended  

 
 

Extended Survey Analysis 

 

N(M)  = 87       N(F)   = 61 

SD (M) = 0.110      SD(F) = 0.113 

IR (M)  = 0.184      IR(F)  = 0.185 

 

Reduced IR Analysis 

 

N(M)  = 62       N(F)   = 41 

SD (M) = 0.106      SD(F) = 0.099 

IR (M)  = 0.134      IR(F)  = 0.134 

 

 

     4.3  MEAN ANALYSIS – BY AGE 

Extended Survey Analysis : 

 

Table 4.3.1 – BSC Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Age: Demand-

Side 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Weighting 

 

1. Customer Perspective 

2. Employee Perspective 

3. Internal Business Process 

Perspective 

4. Financial Perspective 

Young Middle Senior 

0.331 
0.195 
0.177 
0.297 

 

0.366 
0.180 
0.168 
0.286 

 

0.352 
0.182 
0.186 
0.280 
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Graph 4.3.1 – BSC Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Age: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

1. Customer Dimension

2. Employee Dimension

3. Internal Business Process 
Dimension

4. Financial Dimension

Weighting Senior

Weighting Middle

Weighting Young

 
 

Reduced IR Analysis : 

 
              Table 4.3.2 – BSC Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Age: Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Weighting 

 

1.  Customer Perspective 

2.  Employee Perspective 

3.  Internal Business Process Perspective 

4.  Financial Perspective 

Young Middle Senior 

0.357 

0.204 

0.151 

0.289 
 

0.353 

0.180 

0.161 

0.306 
 

0.366 

0.189 

0.189 

0.256 
 

 

 
Graph 4.3.2 – BSC Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Age: Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4

1. Customer Dimension

2. Employee Dimension

3. Internal Business Process 
Dimension

4. Financial Dimension

Weighting Senior

Weighting Middle

Weighting Young
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Extended Survey Analysis : 

 
Table 4.3.3 – Customer Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Age: 

Demand-Side 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

1.1 Repeat Experience 

1.2 Guest Room 

1.3 Hotel Facilities 

1.4 Location 

1.5 Brand Awareness 

1.6 External Environment 

Young Middle Senior 

0.102 

0.191 

0.137 

0.263 

0.092 

0.216 
 

0.129 

0.188 

0.174 

0.228 

0.095 

0.186 
 

0.109 

0.216 

0.156 

0.248 

0.098 

0.173 
 

 

Graph 4.3.3 – Customer Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Age:  
Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

1.1 Repeat Experience

1.2 Guest Room

1.3 Hotel Facilities

1.4 Location

1.5 Brand Awareness

1.6 External Environment

Weighting Senior

Weighting Middle

Weighting Young

 
 

Reduced IR Analysis : 

Table 4.3.4 – Customer Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Age: Demand-Side 

 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

1.1 Repeat Experience 

1.2 Guest Room 

1.3 Hotel Facilities 

1.4 Location 

1.5 Brand Awareness 

1.6 External Environment 

Young Middle Senior 

0.088 

0.214 

0.143 

0.273 

0.078 

0.205 
 

0.103 

0.212 

0.184 

0.239 

0.082 

0.180 
 

0.105 

0.249 

0.145 

0.265 

0.080 

0.157 
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Graph 4.3.4 – Customer Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Age: Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

1.1 Repeat Experience

1.2 Guest Room

1.3 Hotel Facilities

1.4 Location

1.5 Brand Awareness

1.6 External Environment

Weighting Senior

Weighting Middle

Weighting Young

 
 

 

Extended Survey Analysis : 

 
Table 4.3.5 – Employee Perspective – Criteria profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Age: 

Demand-Side 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

2.1 Experienced Staff 

2.2 Good Management 

2.3 Staff Appearance 

2.4 Trained Employees 

2.5 Staff Turnover 

2.6 Satisfied Employees 

Young Middle Senior 

0.163 

0.157 

0.153 

0.192 

0.088 

0.247 
 

0.206 

0.184 

0.122 

0.173 

0.083 

0.232 
 

0.209 

0.182 

0.133 

0.163 

0.087 

0.226 
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Graph 4.3.5 – Employee Perspective – Criteria profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Age: 

Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

2.1 Experienced Staff

2.2 Good Management

2.3 Staff Appearance

2.4 Trained Employees

2.5 Staff Turnover

2.6 Satisfied Employees

Weighting Senior

Weighting Middle

Weighting Young

 
Reduced IR Analysis : 

 
Table 4.3.6 – Employee Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Age: Demand-Side 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

2.1 Experienced Staff 

2.2 Good Management 

2.3 Staff Appearance 

2.4 Trained Employees 

2.5 Staff Turnover 

2.6 Satisfied Employees 

Young Middle Senior 

0.182 

0.165 

0.140 

0.195 

0.072 

0.246 
 

0.204 

0.178 

0.125 

0.175 

0.082 

0.236 
 

0.202 

0.189 

0.134 

0.169 

0.076 

0.231 
 

 

 

Graph 4.3.6 – Employee Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Age: Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

2.1 Experienced Staff

2.2 Good Management

2.3 Staff Appearance

2.4 Trained Employees

2.5 Staff Turnover

2.6 Satisfied Employees

Weighting Senior

Weighting Middle

Weighting Young
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Extended Survey Analysis : 

 
Table 4.3.7 – Internal Process Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Age: Demand-

Side 

Internal Process Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

3.1 Reservation Process 

3.2 Check-in/Check-out 

3.3 Room Cleanliness 

3.4 Food & Beverage Service 

3.5 Business Centre 

3.6 Room Service 

Young Middle Senior 

0.114 

0.130 

0.344 

0.191 

0.094 

0.127 
 

0.117 

0.149 

0.371 

0.166 

0.091 

0.107 
 

0.118 

0.129 

0.335 

0.171 

0.091 

0.156 
 

 

Graph 4.3.7 – Internal Process Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Age: 
Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

3.1 Reservation Process

3.2 Check-in/Check-out              

3.3 Room Cleanliness

3.4 Food & Beverage Service

3.5 Business Centre

3.6 Room Service

Weighting Senior

Weighting Middle

Weighting Young

 
 

Reduced IR Analysis : 

 

Table 4.3.8 – Internal Process Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Age: 
Demand-Side 

Internal Process Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 
 

3.1  Reservation Process 
3.2   Check-in/Check-out 
3.3   Room Cleanliness 
3.4   Food & Beverage Service 
3.5   Business Centre 
3.6   Room Service 

Young Middle Senior 

0.114 
0.143 
0.339 
0.194 
0.085 
0.126 

 

0.099 
0.150 
0.384 
0.177 
0.087 
0.104 

 

0.111 
0.142 
0.372 
0.176 
0.078 
0.122 
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Graph 4.3.8 – Internal Process Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Age:  
Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

3.1 Reservation Process

3.2 Check-in/Check-out     

3.3 Room Cleanliness

3.4 Food & Beverage Service

3.5 Business Centre

3.6 Room Service

Weighting Senior

Weighting Middle

Weighting Young

 
 

 

Extended Survey Analysis : 

 

Table 4.3.9 – Financial Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Age: 
Demand-Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

4.1 Room Rate 

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 

4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 

4.4  Transport to/from hotel 

4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing 

4.6  Payment – Time and efficiency 

Young Middle Senior 

0.313 

0.194 

0.109 

0.142 

0.108 

0.134 
 

0.298 

0.173 

0.123 

0.136 

0.125 

0.147 
 

0.341 

0.178 

0.108 

0.144 

0.102 

0.126 
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Graph 4.3.9 – Financial Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Age: Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4

4.1 Room Rate

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost

4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, 
etc)

4.4  Transport to/from hotel

4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing

4.6  Payment – Time and efficiency

Weighting Senior

Weighting Middle

Weighting Young

 
 

Reduced IR Analysis : 

 

Table 4.3.10 – Financial Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Age: Demand-Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 

4.1 Room Rate 

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 

4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 

4.4  Transport to/from hotel 

4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing 

4.6  Payment – Time and efficiency 

Young Middle Senior 

0.353 

0.199 

0.110 

0.132 

0.095 

0.112 
 

0.297 

0.178 

0.128 

0.132 

0.126 

0.140 
 

0.361 

0.198 

0.116 

0.131 

0.090 

0.104 
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Graph 4.3.10 – Financial Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Age: Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4

4.1 Room Rate

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost

4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, 
etc)

4.4  Transport to/from hotel

4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing

4.6  Payment – Time and efficiency

Weighting Senior

Weighting Middle

Weighting Young

 
 

 

Extended Survey Analysis : 

 

N(Y)   = 41         N(M)   = 56           N(S)   = 51 

SD(Y) = 0.112   SD(M) = 0.114      SD(S) = 0.118 

IR(Y)  = 0.171   IR(M)  = 0.184      IR(S)  = 0.195 

 

Reduced IR Analysis : 

 

N(Y)   = 30         N(M)   = 42           N(S)   = 31 

SD(Y) = 0.103   SD(M) = 0.102      SD(S) = 0.105 

IR(Y)  = 0.132   IR(M)  = 0.132      IR(S)  = 0.140 

 

4.2 MEAN ANALYSIS – BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS 

 

Extended Survey Analysis : 

 
Table 4.4.1 – BSC Perspectives profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Socio-Economic: Demand-

Side 

Balanced Scorecard 

Perspectives: 

Weighting 

 

1. Customer Perspective 

2. Employee Perspective 

3. Internal Business Process 

4. Financial Perspective 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.361 

0.181 

0.167 

0.291 
 

0.325 

0.151 

0.216 

0.308 
 

0.430 

0.208 

0.159 

0.203 
 

0.255 

0.199 

0.226 

0.320 
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Table 4.4.1 – BSC Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Socio-Economic: 
Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

1. Customer Dimension

2. Employee Dimension

3. Internal Business Process 

4. Financial Dimension

Weighting DE

Weighting C2

Weighting C1

Weighting AB

 
 

Reduced IR Analysis : 

 
Table 4.4.2 – BSC Perspectives profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Socio-Economic: Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Weighting 

 
1. Customer Perspective 
2. Employee Perspective 
3. Internal Business Process 
4. Financial Perspective 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.361 
0.191 

0.157 
0.291 

 

0.358 
0.158 

0.243 
0.241 

 

0.448 
0.180 

0.147 
0.224 

 

0.269 
0.200 

0.211 
0.320 

 

 
Graph 4.4.2 – BSC Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Socio-Economic: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

1. Customer Dimension

2. Employee Dimension

3. Internal Business Process 

4. Financial Dimension

Weighting DE

Weighting C2

Weighting C1

Weighting AB
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Extended Survey Analysis : 

 
Table 4.4.3 – Customer Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Socio-Economic s: 

Demand-Side 

Customer Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

1.1  Repeat Experience 

1.2   Guest Room 

1.3   Hotel Facilities 

1.4   Location 

1.5   Brand Awareness 

1.6   External Environment 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.102 

0.195 

0.167 

0.252 

0.092 

0.193 
 

0.074 

0.217 

0.112 

0.271 

0.128 

0.199 
 

0.195 

0.236 

0.147 

0.239 

0.064 

0.119 
 

0.141 

0.186 

0.130 

0.203 

0.120 

0.220 
 

 
Graph 4.4.3 – Customer Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Socio-Economic: Demand-

Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

1.1 Repeat Experience

1.2 Guest Room

1.3 Hotel Facilities

1.4 Location

1.5 Brand Awareness

1.6 External Environment

Weighting DE

Weighting C2

Weighting C1

Weighting AB

 
 

Reduced IR Analysis : 

 
Table 4.4.4 – Customer Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Socio-Economic: Demand-

Side 

Customer Perspective - 
Criteria: 

Weighting 

 
1.1  Repeat Experience 
1.2  Guest Room 
1.3  Hotel Facilities 
1.4  Location 
1.5  Brand Awareness 
1.6  External Environment 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.089 
0.219 
0.169 

0.257 
0.082 
0.183 

 

0.094 
0.284 
0.101 

0.300 
0.084 
0.136 

 

0.139 
0.221 
0.157 

0.281 
0.057 
0.146 

 

0.135 
0.228 
0.132 

0.217 
0.084 
0.204 
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Graph 4.4.4 – Customer Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Socio-Economic: 
Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35

1.1 Repeat Experience

1.2 Guest Room

1.3 Hotel Facilities

1.4 Location

1.5 Brand Awareness

1.6 External Environment

Weighting DE

Weighting C2

Weighting C1

Weighting AB

 
 

 

Extended Survey Analysis : 

 
Table 4.4.5 – Employee Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Socio-Economic: 

Demand-Side 

Employee Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

2.1 Experienced Staff 

2.2 Good Management 

2.3 Staff Appearance 

2.4 Trained Employees 

2.5 Staff Turnover 

2.6 Satisfied Employees 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.197 

0.188 

0.130 

0.179 

0.084 

0.223 
 

0.147 

0.141 

0.144 

0.186 

0.086 

0.295 
 

0.244 

0.141 

0.136 

0.149 

0.059 

0.272 
 

0.168 

0.151 

0.154 

0.168 

0.114 

0.245 
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Graph 4.4.5 – Employee Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Socio-Economic: Demand-

Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35

2.1 Experienced Staff

2.2 Good Management

2.3 Staff Appearance

2.4 Trained Employees

2.5 Staff Turnover

2.6 Satisfied Employees

Weighting DE

Weighting C2

Weighting C1

Weighting AB

 
 

Reduced IR Analysis : 

 
Table 4.4.6 – Employee Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Socio-Economic: Demand-

Side 

Employee Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

2.1 Experienced Staff 

2.2 Good Management 

2.3 Staff Appearance 

2.4 Trained Employees 

2.5 Staff Turnover 

2.6 Satisfied Employees 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.198 

0.186 

0.131 

0.182 

0.077 

0.225 
 

0.183 

0.173 

0.160 

0.185 

0.062 

0.238 
 

0.197 

0.123 

0.141 

0.158 

0.059 

0.322 
 

0.198 

0.162 

0.120 

0.173 

0.094 

0.253 
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Graph 4.4.6 – Employee Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Socio-Economic: 

Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35

2.1 Experienced Staff

2.2 Good Management

2.3 Staff Appearance

2.4 Trained Employees

2.5 Staff Turnover

2.6 Satisfied Employees

Weighting DE

Weighting C2

Weighting C1

Weighting AB

 
 

Extended Survey Analysis: 

 
Table 4.4.7 – Internal Process Dim. profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Socio-Economic: 

Demand-Side 

Internal Process Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

3.1 Reservation Process 

3.2 Check-in/Check-out 

3.3 Room Cleanliness 

3.4 Food & Beverage Service 

3.5 Business Centre 

3.6 Room Service 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.120 

0.139 

0.360 

0.175 

0.085 

0.121 
 

0.113 

0.153 

0.309 

0.172 

0.092 

0.161 
 

0.123 

0.141 

0.390 

0.164 

0.080 

0.102 
 

0.094 

0.115 

0.291 

0.179 

0.138 

0.183 
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Graph 4.4.7 – Internal Process Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Socio-Economic: 
Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

3.1 Reservation Process

3.2 Check-in/Check-out

3.3 Room Cleanliness

3.4 Food & Beverage Service

3.5 Business Centre

3.6 Room Service

Weighting DE

Weighting C2

Weighting C1

Weighting AB

 
      

Reduced IR Analysis : 
Table 4.4.8 – Internal Process Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Socio-Economic: 

Demand-Side 

Internal Process Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

3.1  Reservation Process 

3.2  Check-in/Check-out 

3.3  Room Cleanliness 

3.4  Food & Beverage Service 

3.5  Business Centre 

3.6  Room Service 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.110 

0.147 

0.368 

0.180 

0.084 

0.111 
 

0.144 

0.183 

0.381 

0.139 

0.071 

0.082 
 

0.081 

0.140 

0.409 

0.178 

0.069 

0.123 
 

0.090 

0.125 

0.325 

0.212 

0.097 

0.151 
 

 
Graph 4.4.8 – Internal Process Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Socio-Economic: 

Demand-side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
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3.3 Room Cleanliness

3.4 Food & Beverage Service

3.5 Business Centre

3.6 Room Service
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Weighting C2

Weighting C1

Weighting AB
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Extended Survey Analysis: 

Table 4.4.9 – Financial Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Socio-Economic: 
Demand-Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 
4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services  (e.g. 
Wifi,    Spa, etc)  
4.4  Transport to/from hotel 
4.5  Billing Accuracy and 
Timing 
4.6  Payment – Time and 
efficiency 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.311 
0.178 
0.118 

 
0.144 
0.114 
0.137 

 

0.318 
0.149 
0.118 

 
0.156 
0.120 
0.138 

 

0.397 
0.213 
0.123 

 
0.081 
0.091 
0.095 

 

0.294 
0.182 
0.088 

 
0.161 
0.118 
0.157 

 

 
Graph 4.4.9 – Financial Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Socio-Economic:  

Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4 0.45

4.1 Room Rate

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost

4.3 Ancillary Services  (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc)

4.4  Transport to/from hotel

4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing

4.6  Payment – Time and efficiency

Weighting DE

Weighting C2

Weighting C1

Weighting AB

 
 

Reduced IR Analysis: 

 
Table 4.4.10 – Financial Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Socio-Economic: Demand-

Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 
4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, 
Spa, etc) 
4.4  Transport to/from hotel 
4.5  Billing Accuracy and 
Timing 

AB C1 C2 DE 

0.316 
0.187 
0.126 

 
0.135 
0.110 
0.126 

 

0.346 
0.196 
0.127 

 
0.138 
0.104 
0.090 

 

0.425 
0.197 
0.098 

 
0.083 
0.089 
0.107 

 

0.362 
0.202 
0.088 

 
0.142 
0.092 
0.115 
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4.6  Payment – Time and 
efficiency 

 

 
Graph 4.4.10 – Financial Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Socio-Economic: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

4.1 Room Rate

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost

4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, 
etc)

4.4  Transport to/from hotel

4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing

4.6  Payment – Time and efficiency

Weighting DE

Weighting C2

Weighting C1

Weighting AB

 
 

AB = Professional, managerial, administrative. 

C1 = Higher clerical, clerical, supervisor, skilled craftsmen and technicians, 

owner 

and/or manager of small business. 

C2 = Skilled manual workers and foremen. 

DE = Semi-skilled, unskilled, labourers, casual workers, students, and 

persons 

whose income is provided by the state. 

 

Extended Survey Analysis : 

 

N(AB) = 107            N(C1) =  07         N(C2) = 14         N(DE) = 20 

SD(AB) = 0.113    SD(C1) = 0.118   SD(C2) = 0.102   SD(DE) = 0.124 

IR (AB)  = 0.189    IR(C1) = 0.175    IR(C2)  = 0.202   IR(DE)  = 0.208 

 

Reduced IR Analysis : 

 

N(AB) =  77            N(C1) =  05         N(C2) =  9         N(DE) = 12 

SD(AB) = 0.103    SD(C1) = 0.104   SD(C2) = 0.094   SD(DE) = 0.111 

IR (AB)  = 0.131    IR(C1) = 0.134    IR(C2)  = 0.157   IR(DE)  = 0.139 
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4.5 MEAN ANALYSIS – BY NATIONALITY 

Extended Survey Analysis: 

 
Table 4.5.1 – BSC Perspectives profile for an Extended Survey Analysis: Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard 

Perspectives: 

Weighting 

 

1. Customer Perspective 

2. Employee Perspective 

3. Internal Bus. Proc. Pers. 

4. Financial Perspective 

M GB D I F O 

0.377 

0.181 

0.156 

0.286 

0.292 

0.196 

0.184 

0.327 

0.353 

0.181 

0.188 

0.278 

0.273 

0.188 

0.200 

0.338 

0.311 

0.167 

0.210 

0.313 

0.414 

0.182 

0.183 

0.221 

 

Graph 4.5.1 – BSC Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

1. Customer Dimension

2. Employee Dimension

3. Internal Business Process 
Dimension

4. Financial Dimension

Weighting O

Weighting F

Weighting I

Weighting D

Weighting GB

Weighting M

 
 

Reduced IR Analysis: 

 
Table 4.5.2 – BSC Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard 

Perspectives: 

Weighting 

 

1.  Customer Perspective 

2.  Employee Perspective 

3.  Internal Bus. Proc. 

Perspective 

4.  Financial Perspective 

M GB D I F O 

0.406 

0.190 

0.136 

0.268 

0.274 

0.199 

0.189 

0.338 

0.338 

0.177 

0.156 

0.328 

0.281 

0.183 

0.196 

0.340 

0.269 

0.205 

0.236 

0.291 

0.423 

0.188 

0.176 

0.213 
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Graph 4.5.2 – BSC Perspectives for a Reduced IR Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

1. Customer Dimension

2. Employee Dimension

3. Internal Business Process Dimension

4. Financial Dimension

Weighting O

Weighting F

Weighting I

Weighting D

Weighting GB

Weighting M

 
 

 

Extended Survey Analysis: 

 
Table 4.5.3 – Customer Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Nationality: Demand-

Side 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 
1.1 Repeat Experience 
1.2 Guest Room 
1.3 Hotel Facilities 
1.4 Location 
1.5 Brand Awareness 
1.6 External Environment 

M GB D I F O 

0.111 
0.208 
0.145 
0.277 
0.078 
0.181 

0.108 
0.189 
0.182 
0.223 
0.092 
0.204 

0.178 
0.197 
0.140 
0.228 
0.081 
0.177 

0.155 
0.164 
0.170 
0.177 
0.163 
0.172 

0.049 
0.218 
0.144 
0.219 
0.175 
0.196 

0.084 
0.204 
0.155 
0.256 
0.099 
0.203 

 
Graph 4.5.3 – Customer Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

1.1 Repeat Experience

1.2 Guest Room

1.1 Hotel Facilities

1.4 Location

1.5 Brand Awareness

1.6 External Environment

Weighting O

Weighting F

Weighting I

Weighting D

Weighting GB

Weighting M

 
Reduced IR Analysis: 
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Table 4.5.4 – Customer Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 

Customer Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

1.1 Repeat Experience 

1.2 Guest Room 

1.3 Hotel Facilities 

1.4 Location 

1.5 Brand Awareness 

1.6 External Environment 

M GB D I F O 

0.101 

0.247 

0.142 

0.290 

0.060 

0.161 

0.075 

0.229 

0.205 

0.237 

0.066 

0.187 

0.135 

0.221 

0.155 

0.259 

0.053 

0.177 

0.195 

0.162 

0.126 

0.182 

0.169 

0.166 

0.058 

0.301 

0.238 

0.086 

0.171 

0.147 

0.072 

0.200 

0.149 

0.270 

0.100 

0.210 

 
Graph 4.5.4 – Customer Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35

1.1 Repeat Experience

1.2 Guest Room

1.1 Hotel Facilities

1.4 Location

1.5 Brand Awareness

1.6 External Environment

Weighting O

Weighting F

Weighting I

Weighting D

Weighting GB

Weighting M

 
 

 

Extended Survey Analysis: 

 
Table 4.5.5 – Employee Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Nationality: 

Demand-Side 
Employee Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 
2.1 Experienced Staff 
2.2 Good Management 
2.3 Staff Appearance 
2.4 Trained Employees 
2.5 Staff Turnover 
2.6 Satisfied Employees 

M GB D I F O 

0.173 
0.203 
0.138 
0.180 
0.074 
0.231 

0.190 
0.189 
0.132 
0.170 
0.073 
0.245 

0.201 
0.120 
0.178 
0.179 
0.094 
0.228 

0.191 
0.168 
0.129 
0.141 
0.139 
0.231 

0.196 
0.171 
0.100 
0.156 
0.144 
0.234 

0.205 
0.157 
0.111 
0.148 
0.118 
0.261 

 
Graph 4.5.5 – Employee Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 
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2.3 Staff Appearance
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Weighting F
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Reduced IR Analysis: 

 
Table 4.5.6 – Employee Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 
2.1 Experienced Staff 
2.2 Good Management 
2.3 Staff Appearance 
2.4 Trained Employees 
2.5 Staff Turnover 
2.6 Satisfied Employees 

M GB D I F O 

0.175 
0.193 
0.143 
0.181 
0.059 
0.249 

0.190 
0.203 
0.121 
0.177 
0.068 
0.241 

0.210 
0.129 
0.158 
0.190 
0.076 
0.238 

0.151 
0.165 
0.159 
0.159 
0.137 
0.231 

0.205 
0.199 
0.144 
0.186 
0.127 
0.140 

0.244 
0.158 
0.102 
0.179 
0.088 
0.229 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Graph 4.5.6 – Employee Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 
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Extended Survey Analysis: 

 
Table 4.5.7 – Internal Process profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 

 

Internal Process Perspective - 
Criteria: 

Weighting 

 
3.1 Reservation Process 
3.2 Check-in/Check-out                                                            
3.3 Room Cleanliness 
3.4 Food & Beverage Service 
3.5 Business Centre 
3.6 Room Service 

M GB D I F O 

0.120 
0.121 
0.370 
0.161 
0.076 
0.152 

0.127 
0.166 
0.322 
0.183 
0.090 
0.112 

0.102 
0.125 
0.325 
0.216 
0.131 
0.102 

0.142 
0.156 
0.286 
0.133 
0.137 
0.145 

0.131 
0.074 
0.358 
0.181 
0.050 
0.208 

0.093 
0.136 
0.394 
0.180 
0.087 
0.109 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Graph 4.5.7 – Internal Process Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Nationality:  
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Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4 0.45

3.1 Reservation Process
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3.3 Room Cleanliness
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Reduced IR Analysis: 

 
Table 4.5.8 – Internal Process Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Nationality:  

Demand-Side 

Internal Process Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

3.1 Reservation Process 

3.2 Check-in/Check-out                                                            

3.3 Room Cleanliness 

3.4 Food & Beverage Service 

3.5 Business Centre 

3.6 Room Service 

M GB D I F O 

0.119 

0.142 

0.394 

0.164 

0.057 

0.124 

0.110 

0.162 

0.343 

0.201 

0.080 

0.105 

0.076 

0.120 

0.357 

0.239 

0.111 

0.096 

0.138 

0.179 

0.270 

0.121 

0.152 

0.140 

0.180 

0.081 

0.294 

0.132 

0.033 

0.282 

0.087 

0.142 

0.400 

0.179 

0.089 

0.104 
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Graph 4.5.8 – Internal Process Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 
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Extended Survey Analysis: 

 
Table 4.5.9 – Financial Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Nationality:  

Demand-Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 
4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (eg. Wifi, 
Spa, etc) 
4.4  Transport to/from hotel 
4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6  Payment – Time and 
efficiency 

M GB D I F O 

0.362 
0.154 
0.110 

 
0.149 
0.100 
0.124 

0.285 
0.218 
0.106 

 
0.154 
0.106 
0.133 

0.296 
0.211 
0.136 

 
0.108 
0.125 
0.125 

0.259 
0.114 
0.139 

 
0.143 
0.157 
0.188 

0.299 
0.153 
0.105 

 
0.089 
0.167 
0.187 

0.315 
0.195 
0.109 

 
0.135 
0.109 
0.137 
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Graph 4.5.9 – Financial Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4
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Reduced IR Analysis: 

 
Table 4.5.10 – Financial Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Nationality: Demand-Side 

 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 
4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (eg. Wifi, 
Spa, etc) 
4.4  Transport to/from hotel 
4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6  Payment – Time and 
efficiency 

M GB D I F O 

0.386 
0.172 
0.123 

 
0.134 
0.085 
0.101 

0.303 
0.235 
0.107 

 
0.127 
0.105 
0.122 

0.330 
0.206 
0.145 

 
0.111 
0.110 
0.098 

0.277 
0.112 
0.136 

 
0.149 
0.142 
0.184 

0.345 
0.119 
0.151 

 
0.086 
0.170 
0.131 

0.305 
0.194 
0.103 

 
0.143 
0.116 
0.138 
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Graph 4.5.10 – Financial Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Nationality:  
Demand-Side 

 

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.4 0.45

4.1 Room Rate

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost

4.3 Ancillary Services (eg. Wifi, Spa, etc)

4.4  Transport to/from hotel

4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing

4.6  Payment – Time and efficiency

Weighting O

Weighting F

Weighting I

Weighting D

Weighting GB

Weighting M

 
 

M  = Maltese 

GB = British 

D   = German 

I     = Italian 

F    = French 

O   = Other 

 

Extended Survey Analysis: 

 

N(M)  = 51     SD(M)  = 0.115  IR(M) = 0.190 

N(GB) = 35   SD(GB) = 0.114  IR(GB) = 0.181 

N(D)   = 17   SD(D)   =  0.118  IR(D)   = 0.217 

N(I)    = 12   SD(I)    =  0.104   IR(I)    = 0.172 

N(F)   = 04                      SD(F)   =  0.108             IR(F)   = 0.180 

N(O)  = 29   SD(O)  =  0.110  IR(O)   = 0.163 

 

Reduced IR Analysis: 

 

N(M)  = 33     SD(M)  = 0.100  IR(M) = 0.139 

N(GB) = 24   SD(GB) = 0.102  IR(GB) = 0.131 

N(D)   = 13  SD(D)   =  0.103  IR(D)   = 0.135 

N(I)    = 08   SD(I)    =  0.093   IR(I)    = 0.121 

N(F)   = 02                      SD(F)   =  0.073             IR(F)   = 0.113 

N(O)  = 23   SD(O)  =  0.104  IR(O)   = 0.135 
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4.6 MEAN ANALYSIS – BY PURPOSE OF VISIT 

 

Extended Survey Analysis: 

 
Table 4.6.1 – BSC Perspectives profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Purpose of Visit:  

Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard 

Perspectives: 

Weighting 

 

1. Customer Perspective 

2. Employee Perspective 

3. Internal Business Process 

4. Financial Perspective 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.357 

0.169 

0.197 

0.277 

0.336 

0.176 

0.163 

0.324 

0.346 

0.182 

0.168 

0.303 

0.428 

0.211 

0.166 

0.195 

0.254 

0.310 

0.185 

0.251 

0.275 

0.190 

0.268 

0.268 

 

 
Graph 4.6.1 – BSC Perspectives for an Extended Survey Analysis by Purpose of Visit: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

1. Customer Dimension

2. Employee Dimension

3. Internal Business Process 

4. Financial Dimension

Weighting OTH

Weighting VFR

Weighting MICE

Weighting LSR

Weighting SIT

Weighting BUS

 
 

Reduced IR Analysis: 

 
Table 4.6.2 – BSC Perspectives profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Purpose of Visit: Demand-Side 

 

Balanced Scorecard 
Perspectives: 

Weighting 

 
1.  Customer Perspective 
2.  Employee Perspective 
3.  Internal Business Process 
4.  Financial Perspective 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.386 
0.185 
0.177 
0.253 

0.256 
0.205 
0.211 
0.328 

0.347 
0.184 
0.165 
0.304 

0.486 
0.200 
0.111 
0.204 

0.235 
0.382 
0.156 
0.227 

0.332 
0.265 
0.167 
0.235 
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Graph 4.6.2 –BSC Perspectives for a Reduced IR Analysis by Purpose of Visit: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
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Extended Survey Analysis: 

 
Table 4.6.3 Customer Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Purpose of Visit: 

Demand-Side 

 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 
1.1  Repeat Experience 
1.2  Guest Room 
1.3  Hotel Facilities 
1.4  Location 
1.5  Brand Awareness 
1.6  External Environment 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.117 
0.203 
0.182 
0.243 
0.080 
0.175 

0.208 
0.183 
0.114 
0.275 
0.072 
0.148 

0.107 
0.195 
0.161 
0.229 
0.102 
0.206 

0.099 
0.199 
0.146 
0.313 
0.074 
0.169 

0.046 
0.265 
0.090 
0.279 
0.111 
0.209 

0.150 
0.233 
0.099 
0.263 
0.148 
0.107 
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Graph 4.6.3 Customer Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Purpose of Visit: Demand-

Side 
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Reduced IR Analysis: 

 
Table 4.6.4 – Customer Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Purpose of Visit:  

Demand-Side 
 

Customer Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

1.1 Repeat Experience 

1.1 Guest Room 

1.3 Hotel Facilities 

1.4 Location 

1.5 Brand Awareness 

1.6 External Environment 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.117 

0.202 

0.171 

0.252 

0.079 

0.179 

0.122 

0.212 

0.125 

0.267 

0.092 

0.183 

0.094 

0.224 

0.171 

0.245 

0.078 

0.188 

0.087 

0.207 

0.122 

0.356 

0.064 

0.163 

0.027 

0.463 

0.042 

0.282 

0.092 

0.094 

0.118 

0.329 

0.080 

0.252 

0.143 

0.078 
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Graph 4.6.4 – Customer Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Purpose of Visit: Demand-Side 
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Extended Survey Analysis: 

 
Table 4.6.5 – Employee Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Purpose of Visit: 

Demand-Side 

 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 
2.1 Experienced Staff 
2.2 Good Management 
2.3 Staff Appearance 
2.4 Trained Employees 
2.5 Staff Turnover 
2.6 Satisfied Employees 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.186 
0.173 
0.136 
0.184 
0.086 
0.235 

0.201 
0.259 
0.168 
0.170 
0.045 
0.157 

0.194 
0.167 
0.128 
0.172 
0.086 
0.253 

0.226 
0.194 
0.102 
0.183 
0.089 
0.207 

0.169 
0.217 
0.170 
0.170 
0.123 
0.150 

0.185 
0.146 
0.251 
0.153 
0.110 
0.156 
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Graph 4.6.5 – Employee Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Purpose of Visit:  

Demand-Side 
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Reduced IR Analysis: 

 
Table 4.6.6 – Employee Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Purpose of Visit: Demand-

Side 
 

Employee Perspective - 

Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

2.1 Experienced Staff 

2.2 Good Management 

2.3 Staff Appearance 

2.4 Trained Employees 

2.5 Staff Turnover 

2.6 Satisfied Employees 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.201 

0.173 

0.125 

0.180 

0.082 

0.239 

0.117 

0.270 

0.176 

0.164 

0.051 

0.222 

0.196 

0.172 

0.126 

0.178 

0.075 

0.252 

0.262 

0.152 

0.126 

0.194 

0.083 

0.185 

0.025 

0.192 

0.200 

0.196 

0.187 

0.200 

0.232 

0.198 

0.207 

0.184 

0.088 

0.089 
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Graph 4.6.6 – Employee Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Purpose of Visit: Demand-Side 
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Extended Survey Analysis: 

 
Table 4.6.7 – Internal Process profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Purpose of Visit:  

Demand-Side 
 

Internal Process Perspective - 
Criteria: 

Weighting 

 
3.1 Reservation Process 
3.2 Check-in/Check-out                            
3.3 Room Cleanliness 
3.4 Food & Beverage Service                  
3.5 Business Centre                                   
3.6 Room Service 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.101 
0.122 
0.364 
0.184 
0.095 
0.134 

0.136 
0.162 
0.393 
0.090 
0.105 
0.114 

0.117 
0.140 
0.333 
0.183 
0.092 
0.134 

0.130 
0.135 
0.358 
0.167 
0.081 
0.128 

0.083 
0.073 
0.497 
0.212 
0.046 
0.089 

0.149 
0.149 
0.430 
0.086 
0.112 
0.073 
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Graph 4.6.7 – Internal Process Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Purpose of Visit: 
Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

3.1 Reservation Process

3.2 Check-in/Check-out

3.3 Room Cleanliness

3.4 Food & Beverage Service

3.5 Business Centre

3.6 Room Service

Weighting OTH
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Weighting MICE

Weighting LSR

Weighting SIT

Weighting BUS

 
 

Reduced IR Analysis: 

 
Table 4.6.8 – Internal Process Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Purpose of Visit: 

Demand-Side 
 

Internal Process Perspective - 
Criteria: 

Weighting 

 
3.1 Reservation Process 
3.2 Check-in/Check-out                            
3.3 Room Cleanliness 
3.4 Food & Beverage Service                   
3.5 Business Centre                                    
3.6 Room Service 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.113 
0.140 
0.339 
0.174 
0.100 
0.133 

0.121 
0.169 
0.424 
0.068 
0.129 
0.091 

0.101 
0.143 
0.362 
0.196 
0.081 
0.118 

0.121 
0.167 
0.349 
0.187 
0.061 
0.115 

0.043 
0.096 
0.556 
0.251 
0.019 
0.035 

0.158 
0.151 
0.534 
0.092 
0.026 
0.038 
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Graph 4.6.8 – Internal Process Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Purpose of Visit:  

Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
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3.2 Check-in/Check-out 

3.3 Room Cleanliness

3.4 Food & Beverage Service

3.5 Business Centre 

3.6 Room Service
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Weighting SIT

Weighting BUS

 
 

 

       Extended Survey Analysis: 

 
Table 4.6.9 – Financial Perspective profile for an Extended Survey Analysis by Purpose of Visit: 

Demand-Side 
 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 
4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, 
Spa) 
4.4 Transport to/from hotel 
4.5 Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6 Payment – Time and 
efficiency 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.307 
0.159 
0.144 

 
0.158 
0.099 
0.132 

0.446 
0.163 
0.131 

 
0.122 
0.070 
0.067 

0.309 
0.198 
0.100 

 
0.130 
0.119 
0.144 

0.325 
0.145 
0.127 

 
0.155 
0.118 
0.130 

0.307 
0.165 
0.092 

 
0.201 
0.122 
0.113 

0.257 
0.120 
0.150 

 
0.183 
0.123 
0.167 
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Graph 4.6.9 – Financial Perspective for an Extended Survey Analysis by Purpose of Visit: Demand-
Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

4.1 Room Rate

4.2 Food & Beverage Cost
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       Reduced IR Analysis: 

 
Table 4.6.10 – Financial Perspective profile for a Reduced IR Analysis by Purpose of Visit:  

Demand-Side 
 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

 
4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, 
Spa) 
4.4  Transport to/from hotel 
4.5  Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6  Payment – Time and 
efficiency 

BUS SIT LSR MICE VFR OTH 

0.310 
0.175 
0.164 

 
0.144 
0.094 
0.133 

0.430 
0.135 
0.139 

 
0.123 
0.087 
0.087 

0.327 
0.207 
0.099 

 
0.128 
0.112 
0.127 

0.359 
0.145 
0.141 

 
0.142 
0.099 
0.113 

0.304 
0.172 
0.024 

 
0.185 
0.140 
0.175 

0.378 
0.099 
0.225 

 
0.124 
0.070 
0.105 
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Graph 4.6.10 – Financial Perspective for a Reduced IR Analysis by Purpose of Visit: Demand-Side 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
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BUS =  Business 

SIT =  Special Interest Travel 

LSR =  Leisure 

MICE = Meetings, Incentive, Conferences & Exhibitions 

VFR =  Visiting Friends & Relatives 

OTH =  Other 

 

Extended Survey Analysis: 

 

N(BUS) =  27  SD(BUS)  =  0.108  IR(BUS)   = 0.168 

N(SIT)   =  09  SD(SIT)    =  0.108  IR(SIT)    =  0.213 

N(LSR)  =  90  SD(LSR)   =  0.114  IR(LSR)   =  0.171 

N(MICE)= 14  SD(MICE)=  0.119  IR(MICE) = 0.208 

N(VFR)  =  03  SD(VFR)  =  0.082  IR(VFR)   = 0.234 

N(OTH) =  05  SD(OTH) =  0.141  IR(OTH)  =  0.139 

 

Reduced IR Analysis: 

 

N(BUS) =    19  SD(BUS)  =  0.104  IR(BUS)   = 0.121 

N(SIT)   =    06  SD(SIT)    =  0.093  IR(SIT)    =  0.170 

N(LSR)  =    66  SD(LSR)   =  0.103  IR(LSR)   =  0.132 

N(MICE)=   08  SD(MICE)=  0.094  IR(MICE) = 0.152 

N(VFR)  =   01  SD(VFR)  =   0.000  IR(VFR)   = 0.115 

N(OTH) =   03  SD(OTH) =   0.107  IR(OTH)  =  0.150 
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5. Survey Analysis by Hotel – Radisson Blu, St. Julian’s. 

 

5.1 MEAN ANALYSIS – Weighting (R = ranking) 

Table 5.1.1 – Balanced Scorecard Perspectives profile: Radisson Blu: Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Overall R Radisson R 

1. Customer Perspective 
2. Employee Perspective 
3. Internal Business Process Perspective 
4. Financial Perspective 

0.328 
0.179 
0.178 
0.314 

1 
3 
4 
2 

0.391 
0.197 
0.159 
0.252 

1 
3 
4 
2 

 
Table 5.1.2 – Customer Perspectives profile: Radisson Blu: Demand-Side 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Radisson R 

1.1 Repeat Experience 
1.2 Guest Room 
1.3 Hotel Facilities 
1.4 Location 
1.5 Brand Awareness 
1.6 External Environment 

0.113 
0.198 
0.154 
0.243 
0.101 
0.191 

5 
2 
4 
1 
6 
3 

0.153 
0.225 
0.173 
0.208 
0.098 
0.143 

4 
1 
3 
2 
6 
5 

 
Table 5.1.3 – Employer Perspectives profile: Radisson Blu: Demand-Side 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Radisson R 

2.1 Experienced Staff 
2.2 Good Management 
2.3 Staff Appearance 
2.4 Trained Employees 
2.5 Staff Turnover 
2.6 Satisfied Employees 

0.179 
0.178 
0.138 
0.171 
0.094 
0.239 

2 
3 
5 
4 
6 
1 

0.260 
0.172 
0.131 
0.160 
0.080 
0.197 

1 
3 
5 
4 
6 
2 

 
Table 5.1.4 – Internal Process Perspectives profile: Radisson Blu: Demand-Side 

Internal Process Dim. - Criteria: Overall R Radisson R 

3.1 Reservation Process 
3.2 Check-in/Check-out 
3.3 Room Cleanliness 
3.4 Food & Beverage Service 
3.5 Business Centre 
3.6 Room Service 

0.112 
0.136 
0.351 
0.177 
0.097 
0.127 

5 
3 
1 
2 
6 
4 

0.123 
0.125 
0.317 
0.171 
0.118 
0.145 

5 
4 
1 
2 
6 
3 

 
Table 5.1.5 – Financial Perspectives profile: Radisson Blu: Demand-Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Radisson R 

4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 
4.4 Transport to/from hotel 
4.5 Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6 Payment – Time and efficiency 

0.306 
0.178 
0.105 
0.143 
0.121 
0.148 

1 
2 
6 
4 
5 
3 

0.306 
0.205 
0.139 
0.108 
0.119 
0.122 

1 
2 
3 
6 
5 
4 
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Overall:  Radisson Blu St.Julians 
N   = 108  N   = 27 
SD = 0.115  SD = 0.115 
IR  =  0.194  IR  = 0.213 
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6. Survey Analysis by Hotel – Corinthia Palace Hotel, Attard 

 

6.1 MEAN ANALYSIS – Weighting (R = ranking) 

 

Table 6.1.1 – BSC Perspectives profile: Corinthia Palace Hotel: Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Overall R Corinthia R 

1. Customer Perspective 
2. Employee Perspective 
3. Internal Business Process Perspective 
4. Financial Perspective 

0.328 
0.179 
0.178 
0.314 

1 
3 
4 
2 

0.286 
0.222 
0.236 
0.257 

1 
4 
3 
2 

 
Table 6.1.2 – Customer Perspectives profile: Corinthia Palace Hotel: Demand-Side 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Corinthia R 

1.1 Repeat Experience 
1.2 Guest Room 
1.3 Hotel Facilities 
1.4 Location 
1.5 Brand Awareness 
1.6 External Environment 

0.113 
0.198 
0.154 
0.243 
0.101 
0.191 

5 
2 
4 
1 
6 
3 

0.131 
0.127 
0.184 
0.213 
0.169 
0.175 

5 
6 
2 
1 
4 
3 

 
Table 6.1.3 – Employee Perspectives profile: Corinthia Palace Hotel: Demand-Side 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Corinthia R 

2.1 Experienced Staff 
2.2 Good Management 
2.3 Staff Appearance 
2.4 Trained Employees 
2.5 Staff Turnover 
2.6 Satisfied Employees 

0.179 
0.178 
0.138 
0.171 
0.094 
0.239 

2 
3 
5 
4 
6 
1 

0.194 
0.217 
0.118 
0.140 
0.130 
0.201 

3 
1 
6 
4 
5 
2 

 
Table 6.1.4 – Internal Process Perspectives profile: Corinthia Palace Hotel: Demand-Side 

Internal Process Dim. - Criteria: Overall R Corinthia R 

3.1 Reservation Process 
3.2 Check-in/Check-out 
3.3 Room Cleanliness 
3.4 Food & Beverage Service 
3.5 Business Centre 
3.6 Room Service 

0.112 
0.136 
0.351 
0.177 
0.097 
0.127 

5 
3 
1 
2 
6 
4 

0.180 
0.115 
0.294 
0.192 
0.090 
0.130 

3 
5 
1 
2 
6 
4 
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Table 6.1.5 –Financial Perspectives profile: Corinthia Palace Hotel: Demand-Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Corinthia R 

4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 
4.4 Transport to/from hotel 
4.5 Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6 Payment – Time and efficiency 

0.306 
0.178 
0.105 
0.143 
0.121 
0.148 

1 
2 
6 
4 
5 
3 

0.270 
0.194 
0.116 
0.132 
0.133 
0.155 

1 
2 
6 
5 
4 
3 

 

Overall:  Corinthia Palace Hotel, Attard 
 
N   = 108  N   = 10 
SD = 0.115  SD = 0.113 
IR  =  0.194  IR  = 0.172 
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7. Survey Analysis by Hotel – Excelsior Grand Hotel, Valletta 

7.1 MEAN ANALYSIS – Weighting (R = ranking) 

8 Table 7.1.1 – BSC Perspectives profile: Excelsior Grand Hotel: Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Overall R Excelsior R 

1. Customer Perspective 
2. Employee Perspective 
3. Internal Business Process Perspective 
4. Financial Perspective 

0.328 
0.179 
0.178 
0.314 

1 
3 
4 
2 

0.259 
0.210 
0.166 
0.364 

2 
3 
4 
1 

 
Table 7.1.2 – Customer Perspectives profile: Excelsior Grand Hotel: Demand-Side 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Excelsior R 

1.1 Repeat Experience 
1.2 Guest Room 
1.3 Hotel Facilities 
1.4 Location 
1.5 Brand Awareness 
1.6 External Environment 

0.113 
0.198 
0.154 
0.243 
0.101 
0.191 

5 
2 
4 
1 
6 
3 

0.110 
0.144 
0.142 
0.207 
0.125 
0.271 

6 
3 
4 
2 
5 
1 

 
Table 7.1.3 – Employee Perspectives profile: Excelsior Grand Hotel: Demand-Side 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Excelsior R 

2.1 Experienced Staff 
2.2 Good Management 
2.3 Staff Appearance 
2.4 Trained Employees 
2.5 Staff Turnover 
2.6 Satisfied Employees 

0.179 
0.178 
0.138 
0.171 
0.094 
0.239 

2 
3 
5 
4 
6 
1 

0.140 
0.154 
0.124 
0.178 
0.097 
0.307 

4 
3 
5 
2 
6 
1 

 
Table 7.1.4 – Internal Process Perspectives profile: Excelsior Grand Hotel: Demand-Side 

Internal Process Dim. - Criteria: Overall R Excelsior R 

3.1 Reservation Process 
3.2 Check-in/Check-out 
3.3 Room Cleanliness 
3.4 Food & Beverage Service 
3.5 Business Centre 
3.6 Room Service 

0.112 
0.136 
0.351 
0.177 
0.097 
0.127 

5 
3 
1 
2 
6 
4 

0.087 
0.155 
0.364 
0.177 
0.108 
0.109 

6 
3 
1 
2 
5 
4 

 
Table 7.1.5 – Financial Perspectives  profile: Excelsior Grand Hotel: Demand-Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Excelsior R 
4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 
4.4 Transport to/from hotel 
4.5 Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6 Payment – Time and efficiency 

0.306 
0.178 
0.105 
0.143 
0.121 
0.148 

1 
2 
6 
4 
5 
3 

0.259 
0.194 
0.114 
0.140 
0.132 
0.165 

1 
2 
6 
4 
5 
3 
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Overall:  Excelsior Grand Hotel, Valletta 

 

N   = 108  N   = 25 

SD = 0.115  SD = 0.108 

IR  =  0.194  IR  = 0.157 
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8. Survey Analysis by Hotel – The Palace Hotel, Sliema 

 

8.1 MEAN ANALYSIS – Weighting (R = ranking) 

 

Table 8.1.1 – Balanced Scorecard Perspectives profile: The Palace Hotel: Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Overall R The Palace R 

1. Customer Perspective 
2. Employee Perspective 
3. Internal Business Process Perspective 
4. Financial Perspective 

0.328 
0.179 
0.178 
0.314 

1 
3 
4 
2 

0.344 
0.160 
0.205 
0.291 

1 
4 
3 
2 

 
Table 8.1.2 – Customer Perspectives profile: The Palace Hotel: Demand-Side 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Overall R The Palace R 

1.1 Repeat Experience 
1.2 Guest Room 
1.3 Hotel Facilities 
1.4 Location 
1.5 Brand Awareness 
1.6 External Environment 

0.113 
0.198 
0.154 
0.243 
0.101 
0.191 

5 
2 
4 
1 
6 
3 

0.078 
0.262 
0.174 
0.200 
0.098 
0.188 

6 
1 
4 
2 
5 
3 

 
Table 8.1.3 – Employee Perspectives profile: The Palace Hotel: Demand-Side 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Overall R The Palace R 

2.1 Experienced Staff 
2.2 Good Management 
2.3 Staff Appearance 
2.4 Trained Employees 
2.5 Staff Turnover 
2.6 Satisfied Employees 

0.179 
0.178 
0.138 
0.171 
0.094 
0.239 

2 
3 
5 
4 
6 
1 

0.202 
0.157 
0.135 
0.174 
0.092 
0.239 

2 
4 
5 
3 
6 
1 

 
Table 8.1.4 – Internal Process Perspectives profile: The Palace Hotel: Demand-Side 

Internal Process Dim. - Criteria: Overall R The Palace R 

3.1 Reservation Process 
3.2 Check-in/Check-out 
3.3 Room Cleanliness 
3.4 Food & Beverage Service 
3.5 Business Centre 
3.6 Room Service 

0.112 
0.136 
0.351 
0.177 
0.097 
0.127 

5 
3 
1 
2 
6 
4 

0.127 
0.171 
0.307 
0.179 
0.079 
0.138 

5 
3 
1 
2 
6 
4 
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Table 8.1.5 – Financial Perspectives profile: The Palace Hotel: Demand-Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Overall R The Palace R 

4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 
4.4 Transport to/from hotel 
4.5 Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6 Payment – Time and efficiency 

0.306 
0.178 
0.105 
0.143 
0.121 
0.148 

1 
2 
6 
4 
5 
3 

0.272 
0.196 
0.100 
0.143 
0.128 
0.161 

1 
2 
6 
4 
5 
3 

 

Overall:  The Palace Hotel, Sliema 

 

N   = 108  N   = 21 

SD = 0.115  SD = 0.111 

IR  =  0.194  IR  = 0.174 
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9. Survey Analysis by Hotel – Comparative Analysis 

 

9.1 MEAN ANALYSIS – Weighting (R = ranking) 

 

Table 9.1.1 – BSC Perspectives profile: Comparative Analysis: Demand-Side 

Balanced Scorecard 
Perspectives: 

Overall R Radisson R Corinthia R Excelsior R Palace R 

1.  Customer Perspective 
2.  Employee Perspective 
3.  Internal Bus. Process Perspective 
4.  Financial Perspective 

0.328 
0.179 
0.178 
0.314 

1 
3 
4 
2 

0.391 
0.197 
0.159 
0.252 

1 
3 
4 
2 

0.286 
0.222 
0.236 
0.257 

1 
4 
3 
2 

0.259 
0.210 
0.166 
0.364 

2 
3 
4 
1 

0.344 
0.160 
0.205 
0.291 

1 
4 
3 
2 

 
Table 9.1.2 – Customer Perspectives profile: Comparative Analysis: Demand-Side 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Radisson R Corinthia R Excelsior R Palace R 
1.1  Repeat Experience 
1.2  Guest Room 
1.3  Hotel Facilities 
1.4  Location 
1.5  Brand Awareness 
1.6  External Environment 

0.113 
0.198 
0.154 
0.243 
0.101 
0.191 

5 
2 
4 
1 
6 
3 

0.153 
0.225 
0.173 
0.208 
0.098 
0.143 

4 
1 
3 
2 
6 
5 

0.131 
0.127 
0.184 
0.213 
0.169 
0.175 

5 
6 
2 
1 
4 
3 

0.110 
0.144 
0.142 
0.207 
0.125 
0.271 

6 
3 
4 
2 
5 
1 

0.078 
0.262 
0.174 
0.200 
0.098 
0.188 

6 
1 
4 
2 
5 
3 

 

 
Table 9.1.3 – Employee Perspectives profile: Comparative Analysis: Demand-Side 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Radisson R Corinthia R Excelsior R Palace R 

2.1  Experienced Staff 
2.2  Good Management 
2.3  Staff Appearance 
2.4  Trained Employees 
2.5  Staff Turnover 

0.179 
0.178 
0.138 
0.171 
0.094 

2 
3 
5 
4 
6 

0.260 
0.172 
0.131 
0.160 
0.080 

1 
3 
5 
4 
6 

0.194 
0.217 
0.118 
0.140 
0.130 

3 
1 
6 
4 
5 

0.140 
0.154 
0.124 
0.178 
0.097 

4 
3 
5 
2 
6 

0.202 
0.157 
0.135 
0.174 
0.092 

2 
4 
5 
3 
6 
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2.6  Satisfied Employees 0.239 1 0.197 2 0.201 2 0.307 1 0.239 1 

 
Table 9.1.4 – Internal Process Perspectives profile: Comparative Analysis: Demand-Side 

Internal Process Dim. - Criteria: Overall R Radisson R Corinthia R Excelsior R Palace R 

3.1  Reservation Process 
3.2  Check-in/Check-out 
3.3  Room Cleanliness 
3.4  Food & Beverage Service 
3.5  Business Centre 
3.6  Room Service 

0.112 
0.136 
0.351 
0.177 
0.097 
0.127 

5 
3 
1 
2 
6 
4 

0.123 
0.125 
0.317 
0.171 
0.118 
0.145 

5 
4 
1 
2 
6 
3 

0.180 
0.115 
0.294 
0.192 
0.090 
0.130 

3 
5 
1 
2 
6 
4 

0.087 
0.155 
0.364 
0.177 
0.108 
0.109 

6 
3 
1 
2 
5 
4 

0.127 
0.171 
0.307 
0.179 
0.079 
0.138 

5 
3 
1 
2 
6 
4 

 
Table 9.1.5 – Financial Perspectives  profile: Comparative Analysis: Demand-Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Overall R Radisson R Corinthia R Excelsior R Palace R 
4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 
4.4 Transport to/from hotel 
4.5 Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6 Payment – Time and efficiency 

0.306 
0.178 
0.105 
0.143 
0.121 
0.148 

1 
2 
6 
4 
5 
3 

0.306 
0.205 
0.139 
0.108 
0.119 
0.122 

1 
2 
3 
6 
5 
4 

0.270 
0.194 
0.116 
0.132 
0.133 
0.155 

1 
2 
6 
5 
4 
3 

0.259 
0.194 
0.114 
0.140 
0.132 
0.165 

1 
2 
6 
4 
5 
3 

0.272 
0.196 
0.100 
0.143 
0.128 
0.161 

1 
2 
6 
4 
5 
3 

 

 

Overall:  Radisson Blu:               Corinthia:           Excelsior:        The Palace: 

 

N   = 108  N   = 27                            N   = 10               N  = 25             N   = 21 

SD = 0.115  SD = 0.115                      SD = 0.113         SD = 0.108       SD = 0.111 

IR  =  0.194  IR  = 0.213                       IR = 0.172          IR = 0.157        IR = 0.174 
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SUPPLY-SIDE QUESTIONNAIRE 
EXPERT CHOICE WEIGHTINGS 

 

10. Respondent’s Data 

 

Overall respondents: N =   39       

Sample size = 244      

Percentage respondents = 16% 

Reduced IR  ( < 1.99 ): N =  33 

 
Table 10.1 – Gender profile: Supply-Side 

Gender: Overall Reduced IR 

Male (27)  69% (23)  69% 

Female (12)   31% (10)   31% 

 

 

Graph 10.1 – Gender profile: Supply-Side 
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11. Supply-Side Survey Analysis (N=33) 

 

11.1 MEAN ANALYSIS - ALL RESPONDENTS (< 1.99) 

 
Table 11.1.1 – BSC Perspective profile – All Respondents: Supply-Side 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Weighting 

1  Customer Perspective 

2  Employee Perspective 

3  Internal Business Process Perspective 

4  Financial Perspective 

0.386 

0.187 

0.188 

0.239 

 
Graph 11.1.1 – BSC Perspective – All Respondents: Supply-Side 
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Table 11.1.2 – Customer Perspectives profile – All Respondents: Supply-Side 

 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

1.1 Repeat Experience 
1.2 Guest Room 
1.2 Hotel Facilities 
1.3 Location 
1.4 Brand Awareness 
1.5 External Environment 

0.180 
0.179 
0.158 
0.212 
0.149 
0.122 
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Graph 11.1.2 – Customer Perspectives – All Respondents: Supply-Side 
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Table 11.1.3 – Employee Perspectives profile – All Respondents: Supply-Side 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

2.1  Experienced Staff 
2.2  Good Management 
2.3  Staff Appearance 
2.4  Trained Employees 
2.5  Staff Turnover 
2.6  Satisfied Employees 

0.184 
0.241 
0.108 
0.165 
0.068 
0.233 

 

 
Graph 11.1.3 – Employee Perspective – All Respondents: Supply-Side 
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Table 11.1.4 – Internal Process Perspective profile – All Respondents: Supply-Side 

 

Internal Process Perspective - 
Criteria: 

Weighting 

3.1  Reservation Process 
3.2  Check-in/Check-out 
3.3  Room Cleanliness 
3.4  Food & Beverage Service 
3.5  Business Centre 
3.6  Room Service 

0.149 
0.157 
0.299 
0.180 
0.101 
0.114 

 

 
Graph 11.1.4 – Internal Process Perspective – All Respondents: Supply-Side 
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Table 11.1.4 – Internal Process Perspective profile – All Respondents: Supply-Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 

4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 
4.4 Transport to/from hotel 
4.5 Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6 Payment – Time and efficiency 

0.374 
0.179 
0.117 
0.113 
0.100 
0.117 
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Graph 11.1.5 – Financial Perspective – All Respondents: Supply-Side 
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N   = 33 

SD = 0.102 

IR  =  0.192 (range min. 0.016 to 0.199) 

 

 

11.2   MEAN ANALYSIS – BY GENDER 

Table 11.2.1 – Balanced Scorecard Perspective profile by Gender: Supply-Side 

 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Weighting 
 

1.  Customer Perspective 
2.  Employee Perspective 
3.  Internal Business Process Perspective 
4.  Financial Perspective 

Male Female 

0.421 
0.155 
0.173 
0.251 

0.307 
0.259 
0.222 
0.212 
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Graph 11.2.1 – Balanced Scorecard Perspective by Gender: Supply-Side 
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Table 11.2.2 – Customer Perspective profile by Gender: Supply-Side 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 
 

1.1  Repeat Experience 
1.2  Guest Room 
1.3  Hotel Facilities 
1.4  Location 
1.5   Brand Awareness 
1.6  External Environment 

Male Female 

0.192 
0.176 
0.162 
0.233 
0.136 
0.102 

0.154 
0.185 
0.148 
0.164 
0.181 
0.168 

 
 

Graph 11.2.2 – Customer Perspectives by Gender: Supply-Side 
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Table 11.2.3 – Employee Perspective profile by Gender: Supply-Side 

 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 
 

2.1 Experienced Staff 
2.2 Good Management 
2.3 Staff Appearance 
2.4 Trained Employees 
2.5 Staff Turnover 
2.6 Satisfied Employees 

Male Female 

0.181 
0.259 
0.107 
0.154 
0.059 
0.240 

0.190 
0.201 
0.112 
0.191 
0.090 
0.216 

 

 
Graph 11.2.3 – Employee Perspective by Gender: Supply-Side 
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Table 11.2.4 – Internal Process Perspective profile by Gender: Supply-Side 

Internal Process Perspective - 
Criteria: 

Weighting 

 

3.1 Reservation Process 
3.1 Check-in/Check-out 
3.3 Room Cleanliness 
3.4 Food & Beverage Service 
3.5 Business Centre 
3.6 Room Service 

Male Female 

0.144 
0.150 
0.321 
0.183 
0.113 
0.090 

0.160 
0.173 
0.251 
0.174 
0.074 
0.169 
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Graph 11.2.4 – Internal Process Perspective by Gender: Supply-Side 
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Table 11.2.5 – Financial Perspective profile by Gender: Supply-Side 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Weighting 
 

4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 

4.4 Transport to/from hotel 
4.5 Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6 Payment – Time and efficiency 

Male Female 

0.394 
0.171 
0.098 
0.114 
0.097 
0.127 

0.328 
0.198 
0.161 
0.111 
0.107 
0.095 

 
Graph 11.2.5 – Financial Perspective by Gender: Supply-Side 
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N(M)  = 23       N(F)   = 10 

SD (M) = 0.102      SD(F) = 0.096 

IR (M)  = 0.189      IR(F)  = 0.199 
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DEMAND vs SUPPLY SIDE 
 

12. MEAN ANALYSIS – DEMAND vs SUPPLY SIDES (R = ranking) 

 
Table 12.1 – Balanced Scorecard Perspective profile: Demand vs Supply 

Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Demand R Supply R 
1.  Customer Perspective 
2.  Employee Perspective 
3.  Internal Business Process 
Perspective 
4.  Financial Perspective 

0.358 
0.190 
0.167 
0.286 

1 
3 
4 
2 

0.386 
0.187 
0.188 
0.239 

1 
4 
3 
2 

 
Graph 12.1 – Balanced Scorecard Perspectives: Demand vs Supply 

 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

1. Customer Dimension

2. Employee Dimension

3. Internal Business Process 
Dimension

4. Financial Dimension

Demand

Supply

 
 

Table 12.2 – Customer Perspective profile: Demand vs Supply 

Customer Perspective - Criteria: Demand R Supply R 
1.1  Repeat Experience 
1.2  Guest Room 
1.3  Hotel Facilities 
1.4  Location 
1.5  Brand Awareness 
1.6 External Environment 

0.099 
0.223 
0.160 
0.257 
0.080 
0.180 

5 
2 
4 
1 
6 
3 

0.180 
0.179 
0.158 
0.212 
0.149 
0.122 

2 
3 
4 
1 
5 
6 
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Graph 12.2 – Customer Perspective: Demand vs Supply 
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Table 12.3 – Employee Perspectives profile: Demand vs Supply 

Employee Perspective - Criteria: Demand R Supply R 
2.1 Experienced Staff 
2.2 Good Management 
2.3 Staff Appearance 
2.4 Trained Employees 
2.5 Staff Turnover 
2.6 Satisfied Employees 

0.197 
0.177 
0.132 
0.179 
0.077 
0.238 

2 
4 
5 
3 
6 
1 

0.184 
0.241 
0.108 
0.165 
0.068 
0.233 

3 
1 
5 
4 
6 
2 

 

 
Graph 12.3 – Employee Perspective: Demand vs Supply 
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Table 12.4 – Internal Process Perspective profile: Demand vs Supply 

 

Internal Process Dim. - Criteria: Demand R Supply R 

3.1 Reservation Process 
3.2 Check-in/Check-out 
3.3 Room Cleanliness 
3.4 Food & Beverage Service 
3.5 Business Centre 
3.6 Room Service 

0.107 
0.145 
0.367 
0.182 
0.083 
0.116 

5 
3 
1 
2 
6 
4 

0.149 
0.157 
0.299 
0.180 
0.101 
0.114 

4 
3 
1 
2 
6 
5 

 
Graph 12.4 – Internal Process Perspective: Demand vs Supply 

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

3.1 Reservation Process

3.2 Check-in/Check-out

3.3 Room Cleanliness

3.4 Food & Beverage Service

3.5 Business Centre

3.6 Room Service

Demand

Supply

 
 

 
Table 12.5 – Financial Perspective profile: Demand vs Supply 

Financial Perspective - Criteria: Demand R Supply R 
4.1 Room Rate 
4.2 Food & Beverage Cost 
4.3 Ancillary Services (e.g. Wifi, Spa, etc) 
4.4 Transport to/from hotel 
4.5 Billing Accuracy and Timing 
4.6 Payment – Time and efficiency 

0.332 
0.190 
0.119 
0.132 
0.106 
0.121 

1 
2 
5 
3 
6 
4 

0.374 
0.179 
0.117 
0.113 
0.100 
0.117 

1 
2 
4 
5 
6 
3 
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Graph 12.5 – Financial Perspective: Demand vs Supply 
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N(D)  = 103        N(S)   = 33 

SD (D) = 0.104      SD(S) = 0.102 

IR (D)  = 0.134      IR(S)  = 0.192 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 


