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1. Introduction 

Rate restrictions, also known as rate fences, rate policies or terms and conditions, can be 

defined as “logical, rational rules or restrictions that are designed to allow customers to 

segment themselves into appropriate rate categories based on their needs, behavior, or 

willingness to pay” (Hanks et al., 1992, p. 21). Many hotel industry professionals are 

currently under pressure to develop hotel rate restrictions that are acceptable to and 

preferred by their customers, while protecting their own interests. In the context of 

revenue management practices, in which demand-based pricing is the norm, it is typical 

for hotels to segment customers and charge different prices to different segments based 

on demand. When two or more rates are available to customers at the same time, hotels 

impose rate fences to protect a certain rate from certain customers. In general, low-

discount rates are associated with less restrictive rate fences, whereas medium-to-high 

discount rates are associated with relatively more restrictive rate fences.  

Generally, there are no rules in the hotel industry on setting these restrictions. As a 

consequence, balancing the interests of customers and hotels can represent a dilemma for 

hoteliers. Customers should perceive the restrictions presented to them as acceptable to 

complete their bookings, while hotels need to protect their own interests by restricting the 

customers’ booking behavior in the form of imposing restrictions on payment policies, 

changes, cancellation policies and advance requirements. For instance, it is not unusual 

for a hotel customer to make several hotel room bookings through hotel websites and not 

cancel them until the last minute unless there is a penalty for doing so. There is no 

question that this practice affects the hotel business negatively. The only way for hotels 

to manage this kind of customer behavior is to impose restrictions that protect the 
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interests of hotels. However, revenue managers and marketing professionals should be 

cautious when setting restrictions, as poorly designed restrictions might turn customers 

away. The dilemma for industry professionals lies in not knowing which restrictions are 

more important to customers than others. If they were aware of this, industry 

professionals should be able to design restrictions that are very important to customers 

and in customers’ interests while also designing other restrictions to protect their own 

interests. 

This study investigates the joint influence of room rates and rate fences so that hotels can 

design rate fences that are preferred by both hotels and customers. Rate fences are 

presented to customers along with room rates. For this reason, it is important to analyze 

the joint influence of room rates and rate fences on customer preferences. Findings from 

previous research (Hanks et al., 1992; Kimes and Wirtz, 2003; Teare, 2005; Wirtz and 

Kimes, 2007) indicated that well-designed rate fences help hotel guests to self-segment 

themselves into different rate classes. As such, hotels could attract customers who are 

willing to accept certain fences attached to lower prices in a more effective way.  

This study investigated how customers evaluate different rate fences, such as rule type, 

advance requirement, refundability, and changes allowed when making hotel reservations. 

In addition, this research intends to identify whether there is a significant difference 

between the importance values that customers attach to them. To date, no studies have 

investigated the preferences of hotel customers regarding rate fences. More research in 

the context of rate fences is required to understand customer reactions to different types 

of rate restrictions (Denizci Guillet and Xu, 2012; Hanks et al., 1992; Kimes, 2003; Law 

and Wong, 2010). Using data collected from mainland Chinese travellers in Hong Kong, 
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this study provides useful findings for hotel practitioners in China that will help them to 

formulate better pricing practices at strategic and operational levels. With the number of 

affluent Chinese consumers increasing, their purchase behavior directly affects the 

practices of hoteliers in China and, in turn, potentially contributes to the ethical and 

sustainable practices within the hotel industry in China. 

2. Literature Review 

The literature review covers five areas, namely the relationship between price 

discrimination, revenue management and rate fences, the nature of ethical conflicts, 

conflicts stemming from hotel pricing policies, conjoint analysis in hospitality and 

tourism research, and customer characteristics, with respect to the research questions and 

contributions of this study. 

2.1 Price Discrimination, Revenue Management and Rate Fences 

Price discrimination refers to situations in which a firm charges different prices for the 

same service (Weisman and Kulick, 2010). Weisman and Kulick (2010) assert that the 

essence of price discrimination is creating price differentiation for consumers who would 

willingly pay higher prices for enhanced service, and it involves firms treating customers 

differently because of differences in their demand characteristics. He and Zheng (2013) 

argue that a firm with market power can price-discriminate as long as it can segment its 

customers, so that the firm can extract customer surplus. In the practice of market 

segmentation, firms usually subdivide their target customers into distinct subsets based 

on the similarities in their behaviors or needs (Capon and Hullbert, 2001; Gautam, 2012). 

Once the market segmentation structure has been put in place, various conditions and 
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restrictions will be designed to maintain separation of the price categories and prevent 

high-priced customers from crossing segments and paying less (Zhang and Bell, 2010). 

  

Hotel revenue management is a prominent example of this practice. It is well-known that 

two hotel customers may have paid very different prices for the same room for the same 

night. Hotels implement price discrimination by using various rate restrictions to segment 

consumers into different groups, which is essential to implement differential pricing. The 

restrictions used include, among others, time of day, day of the week, refundability, and 

advance purchase requirements. Given the numerous rate restrictions available, the 

fundamental question is how to appropriately impose fences on the practice of revenue 

management (Hanks et al., 1992; Kimes, 2002).  

 

Revenue management is a sophisticated system of supply and demand management that 

balances pricing strategy with inventory management (Burgess and Bryant, 2001; Edgar, 

1997; Sanchez and Satir, 2005; Tse and Poon, 2012; Wirtz et al., 2003). Kimes (2000) 

defines revenue management as the use of information systems and pricing strategies to 

allocate the right capacity to the right customer at the right time. Following its initial 

implementation in the airline industry, the hospitality industry has benefited from a 

considerable revenue increase with the widespread adoption and application of revenue 

management practices in the 1980s (Choi and Mattila, 2003; Hwang and Wen, 2009; 

Wang, 2012).  

Revenue management consists of two strategic levers: duration control and demand-

based variable pricing (Burgess and Bryant, 2001; Choi and Mattila, 2003; Kimes and 
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Chase, 1998; Kimes et al., 1998; Kimes and Wirtz, 2003; Noone and Mattila, 2009; 

Sanchez and Satir, 2005; Wirtz and Kimes, 2007). In the hospitality industry, hotels 

segment their customers based on differences in their price sensitivity and then price 

hotel rooms accordingly (Choi and Mattila, 2003; Hwang and Wen, 2009). Revenue 

management can help hotels sell high-demand rooms to the most profitable customers 

during peak-demand periods, or stimulate demand for perishable room inventory by 

introducing lower discounted rates during low-demand periods (Choi and Mattila, 2003; 

McEvoy, 1997; Schwartz and Chen, 2010). To prevent customers from taking advantage 

of lower discounted rates when they could pay higher rates, it is essential for hotels to 

attach logical rate fences to room rates (Choi and Mattila, 2003; Gayar et al., 2011; 

Hanks et al., 1992; Vinod, 2004).  

Rate fences are used by hotels to segment hotel guests and also to justify why hotel 

guests pay different prices for the same room-nights (Mauri, 2007; Tse and Poon, 2012). 

It is commonly accepted that well-designed rate fences effectively enable hotels to 

balance the demand between high and low seasons. In addition, well-designed rate fences 

help customers to segment themselves into appropriate price categories based on their 

willingness to accept certain restrictions and conditions with lower prices (Hanks et al., 

1992; Kimes and Wirtz, 2003; Kimes and Singh, 2009; Wirtz and Kimes, 2007).  

Fundamentally, there are two types of rate fence that hotels can use to group customers 

into segments: physical and non-physical (Baker and Collier, 2003; Burgess and Bryant, 

2001; Dolan and Simon, 1996; Hanks et al., 1992; Mauri, 2007; Wirtz and Kimes, 2007). 

Physical rate fences include hotel room location, size, or view; furnishings; extra services; 

and amenities. Non-physical rate fences include transaction features (i.e. timing of the 



6 

 

booking or reservation relative to the arrival date, how flexible booking or reservation is), 

consumption features (i.e. time or duration of use), and buyer features (i.e. frequency or 

volume of consumption) (Hanks et al., 1992; Lovelock and Wirtz, 2007).  

From 1990 to 1992, Marriott conducted numerous studies in their hotels in US and 

Europe.  Five rate fences and their detailed layers (Hanks et al., 1992) have been 

identified as a result of their studies: (1) rule type allows customers to make reservations 

with/without payment requirement; (2) advance requirement refers to how many days are 

required to make booking/reservation in advance of the arrival date; (3) refundability 

regulates whether customers can get refund when they cancel the booking/purchase; (4) 

changes allowed indicates whether customers are allowed to make any changes to the 

reservation/purchase; and (5) required time of stay, which refers to weekdays and 

weekends. Marriott found that these rules helped to segment their customers easily into 

business and leisure travellers, were easy to understand and accepted by customers. More 

importantly, they attracted non-usual Marriott customers effectively. Hanks et al. (1992) 

further concluded that this system allows hotels to make the best use of their room 

inventory. 

The rate-fence pricing strategy has also been prevalent in many other industries. Heo and 

Lee (2009) propose that theme parks could follow  airlines and hotels to apply dynamic 

pricing systems, and incorporate with the currently used variable admission pricing 

strategy.. Their findings show great potential to implement the dynamic pricing strategy 

in the theme park industry. Denizci Guillet and Xu (2012) examine Chinese leisure 

travelers’ rate-fence preferences in the airline industry, indicating that Chinese leisure 

travelers attach the highest importance value to advance purchase when they make airline 



7 

 

reservations. Denizci Guillet and Xu (2012) recommend that airline companies design 

advance purchase restrictions in favor of Chinese leisure travelers, and that airlines 

manipulate the refundability and changes allowed in their own best interests. In a very 

recent study, Heo et al. (2013) focus on customers’ perceptions of a scarcity of capacity 

in restaurants and customers’ varying reactions to price differentials in terms of the 

perceived value of a restaurant’s offerings and the perceptions of fairness regarding 

revenue management practices. The results support the negative effect of price difference 

on customers’ fairness perceptions regarding a restaurant’s pricing practices. 

2.2 The Nature of Ethical Conflicts 

Ethical conflicts refer to the inconsistencies between the duties and responsibilities 

people perceive toward one group and those toward other groups (including oneself) 

(Chonko and Hunt, 2000). Four major conflicts were identified between the corporate 

interest and the interests of (1) the customer, (2) self, (3) society, and (4) subordinates 

(Chonko and Hunt, 2000). Bartels (1967, p. 24) expresses succinctly the nature of ethical 

conflict: 

“In a pluralistic society not one but many expectations must be met. Therefore, 

resolution of what is right to do produces a balance of obligations and 

satisfactions. Ideally, full satisfaction of the expectations of all parties would 

constitute the most ethical behavior. This is impossible, for expectations are often 

contradictory and sometimes exceed social sanction. Therefore, skill and 

judgment must be used to guide one in determining the point at which his own 

integrity can be best maintained.”  
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Research on conflict of interests has never been a neglected area (Chonko and Hunt, 

2000). Bourne and Snead (1995) investigate how community norms and values impact 

employees’ ethical perceptions. The results indicate that a community-based micro-

culture potentially moderates an organization’s ability to create identical organizational 

ethical cultures in all branch properties. Chonko et al. (1996) investigate the role of 

others’ significant influence on salesperson decision-making using sequenced scenarios. 

By manipulating the level of moral intensity, Glover et al. (1997) design an actual 

conflicting environment to investigate the conflicts between self-interest and company 

interests. The findings illustrate that gender and achievement could influence the ethical 

decision process. Kurland (1996) testifies to the influence that commission has on agents’ 

ethical intentions toward clients, along with experience, income, professional 

accreditation, and a modified theory of planned behavior. The results indicate that only 

the modified theory of planned behavior significantly predicts the agents’ ethical 

intentions. 

 

Furthermore, Singhapakdi et al. (1996) examine how professional values and certain 

demographic attributes affect services marketing professionals’ ethics under a series of 

scenarios. Hite et al. (1988) also address conflicts of interest in their examination of 

policy statements. Chonko and Hunt (2000) point out that few studies explicitly address 

the nature of ethical conflicts between different parties and call for more ethics research 

employing scenarios to improve understanding of how changes in stakeholders affect 

ethical decision-making. 
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2.3 Conflicts Stemming From Hotel Pricing Policies 

In the revenue management literature, most studies (Beldona and Kwansa, 2008; 

Campbell, 1999; Choi and Mattila, 2006; Gazzoli et al., 2008; Kahneman et al., 1986; 

Kaufmann et al., 1991; Kimes and Wirtz, 2002; Mauri, 2007; Rohlfs and Kimes, 2007; 

Thaler, 1985; Urbany et al., 1989; Wirtz and Kimes, 2007) examine customer responses 

to pricing policies from the fairness perspective. In general, customer perceptions of the 

fairness of revenue management pricing and related rate fences are primarily affected by: 

the extent of information provided to the customers (Choi and Mattila, 2003; Kimes, 

1994), how the prices are framed (Kimes and Wirtz, 2003), and whether customers are 

familiar with the revenue management pricing policies (Wirtz and Kimes, 2007). 

Customers are more likely to regard pricing policies fair and acceptable if rate fences are 

clear and understandable (Kimes and Wirtz, 2003).  

Many studies (e.g., Kahneman et al., 1986; Kimes and Wirtz, 2003; Yoo et al., 2011) 

illustrate that hotel pricing policies and related rate fences could directly influence 

customer satisfaction and loyalty, leading to profitability in the long term. Enz and 

Withiam (2001) indicate that typical hotel pricing policies are structured around factors 

such as season, weekday/weekend, or the interval between the earliest/latest date of 

purchase and the date of actual consumption of the service. The dynamic pricing strategy 

results in different prices for identical services, and can easily be perceived differently by 

customers with different demographic backgrounds, which will probably impact their 

purchase decisions (Beldona and Kwansa, 2008).  
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At the same time, hotels also need to protect their own interests by restricting customers’ 

booking behavior in the form of imposing restrictions. Hotels do not want consumers 

who are willing to pay higher prices to take advantage of discounted rates (Kimes, 2011). 

Enz (2003) also argues that hotels do not want to offer discounts when demand exceeds 

supply, as in this case their rooms are likely to be sold anyway. Thus, it is critical for 

hotels to make price changes based on customer characteristics, such as demographic 

profiles (Lee et al., 2012). The existing literature suggests that hotel marketers should 

have some knowledge about customer characteristics before offering any discounts 

(Duman and Matilla, 2003).Although past research provides some guidance in terms of 

pricing policies, there is no direction provided regarding the relative importance of rates 

and rate restrictions from the customers’ point of view. For instance, industry 

professionals are not aware of which rate restriction, along with rule type, advance 

requirement, refundability and changes allowed, influences the decision of customers the 

most during their booking process. According to Hanks et al. (1992), rule type, advance 

requirement, refundability and changes allowed are the most widely used rate restrictions 

in the hotel industry. Following Hanks et al. (1992), many studies (e.g. Kimes, 2002; 

Kimes and Wirtz, 2003; Mauri, 2007) also confirm the presence and importance of these 

restrictions in the hotel industry. 

2.4 Conjoint Analysis in Hospitality and Tourism Research 

Consumers have to consider the whole range of product attributes when they make 

buying decisions (Koo et al., 1999). However, the traditional marketing research tools 

tend to treat product attributes independently, which might be ineffective when applied to 

the assessment of consumer preferences (Ding et al., 1991; Koo et al., 1999). Conjoint 
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analysis is designed for measuring consumers’ trade-offs among multi-attribute products 

and services (Srinivasan and Shocker, 1973). This method engages respondents in a more 

realistic context and can better predict overall consumer preferences through assessing 

the joint effects of all product attributes (Levy, 1995). As argued by Hobbs (1996), 

conjoint analysis has become a popular method for identifying and understanding the 

combined effects of product attributes on preferences for a product/service.  

Due to the complex nature of hospitality and tourism products, consumers need to make 

trade-offs among multi-attribute alternatives (Hu and Hiemstra, 1996). Conjoint analysis 

is widely used for understanding consumers’ preferences in the hospitality and tourism 

industries (e.g. Apostolakis and Jaffry, 2005; Chiam et al., 2009; Ding et al., 1991; Hu 

and Hiemstra, 1996; Koo et al., 1999; Millar and Baloglu, 2011; Thyne et al., 2006; 

Wind et al., 1989). Perhaps the most famous application of conjoint analysis in the 

hospitality industry is in the study conducted by Wind et al. (1989) that helped Marriott 

Corporation develop a new chain: Courtyard by Marriott. This study demonstrates the use 

of conjoint analysis in market segmentation, product improvement, and service 

positioning (Hu and Hiemstra, 1996; Millar and Baloglu, 2011). In another study, Ding et 

al. (1991) use conjoint analysis to measure consumer choice between hotel weekend 

packages. The results indicate that price was the most important attribute and that 

amenities were the least important attribute in the decision-making process of consumers 

(Ding et al., 1991). Chiam et al. (2009) use conjoint analysis to examine the influence of 

various elements, including price, package characteristics, travel agents, and a seal of 

approval, in online and off-line environments. Price had the strongest influence on 

people’s preferences (Chiam et al., 2009).  
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Millar and Baloglu (2011) examine the environmentally friendly attributes that guests 

seek in hotel rooms by using conjoint analysis of bundles of seven hotel-room attributes, 

and find that the single attribute with the most influence on hotel-room preference for this 

sample was green hotel certification (such as LEED). Denizci Guillet and Xu (2012) gain 

in-depth knowledge of Chinese leisure travelers’ perceptions of airline rate restrictions 

through a conjoint analysis. The results indicate that advance purchase and price are two 

relatively more important attributes compared to the other restrictions in Chinese 

travelers’ overall preferences. Similarly, the current study was designed to investigate 

consumers’ preferences regarding hotel rate fences under the simultaneous effect of hotel 

rates. The respondents were presented with different combinations of room rates and 

hotel rate fences, and were expected to indicate their preferences by ranking these 

combinations from the most preferred combination to the least preferred combination. 

2.5 Customer Characteristics 

The previous literature indicates that customers with certain demographic profiles, such 

as age, education, and gender, tend to have different acceptance levels for discounted 

prices (e.g. Duman and Matilla, 2003; Lee et al., 2012; Rosa-Diaz, 2004). Duman and 

Matilla (2003) investigate the role of demographic variables that influence cruise 

travelers’ discount acceptance and usage behavior. The results indicate that female and 

younger travelers are more price-sensitive (Duman and Matilla, 2003). Rosa-Diaz (2004) 

examines how demographic variables affect price knowledge, and find that women and 

people with a low income are more knowledgeable about prices (Rosa-Diaz, 2004). In a 

more recent study, Heo and Lee (2011) suggest that young hotel guests and more 

educated people tend to perceive RM pricing as fair in the hotel context. Lee et al. (2012) 
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illustrate that females and less-educated customers tend to indicate higher interest in 

obtaining a discounted hotel room rate. 

Consumers are becoming increasingly less predictable (Bareham, 2004). Uncertainty 

about hotel customer segmentations might lead to uncertainty about how to provide 

discounts (Lee et al., 2012). Lee et al. (2012) also argue that hotels need to update their 

customer profiles frequently in response to dynamic environments. Therefore, this study 

examines the role of certain demographic profiles and customers’ travel behavior in 

influencing customers’ purchase choice of hotel rooms, using the conjoint analysis 

method. It analyzes the preferred combination of hotel rate fences that protects the 

interests of hotels and of their customers. It is unlikely that all rates restrictions are very 

important to customers. Hence, this study helps us understand the relative importance to 

customers of rates and restrictions. The study aimed to answer the following research 

questions:  

 

1. Do customers value certain rate fences more highly than others? 

2. What values do customers attach to different hotel rate fences when they book a hotel 

room?  

3. Do customers attach the same or different values to the same rate fence based on their 

socio-demographic profile? 

4. Do customers attach the same or different values to the same rate fence based on their 

travel behavior information? 

 

3. Methodology 
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3.1 Questionnaire Design 

This study used a questionnaire as the data collection instrument. Conjoint analysis was 

applied to examine customers’ preferences regarding hotel rate fences. The conjoint 

technique is a popular marketing method used to measure the importance value of each 

product attribute individually and also joint influence with other attributes on customers’ 

choice of the overall product (Lewis et al., 1991). Van der Pol and Ryan (1996) suggest 

that three steps should be followed to execute conjoint analysis: (1) determine the 

attributes; (2) assign related attribute levels; (3) compile the profiles of attributes.  

This study adopted four attributes of hotel rate fences that were identified by Hanks et al. 

(1992). The four attributes are: (1) rule type, which refers to whether customers make 

reservation with or without payment in advance; (2) advance requirement, which refers to 

how many days are required in advance for customers to make the reservation; (3) 

refundability, indicating whether customers could get any refund when they cancel their 

reservation/purchase; and (4) changes allowed, illustrating how flexible customers are 

when they would like to make changes to their reservations in terms of changes date of 

their reservation and length of their stay. According to Hanks et al. (1992), rule type, 

advance requirement, refundability and changes allowed are the most widely used rate 

restrictions in the hotel industry. Following Hanks et al.’s (1992) work, many studies (e. 

g., Kimes, 2002; Kimes and Wirtz, 2003; Mauri, 2007) also confirm the presence of these 

restrictions in the hotel industry. We followed Hanks et al. (1992) because the other 

research articles mentioned do not cover rate restrictions to the same extent and as 

comprehensively as Hanks et al. (1992). According to our research, since this time, the 

hotel industry has not been particularly innovative in developing new types of rate 
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restrictions. The attributes selected were presented to respondents and attached to room 

rates. Based on the Hong Kong hotel room occupancy report for 2011 (Hong Kong 

Tourism Board, 2012), three room rates were selected: a highest room rate of 1,386 HKD, 

a lowest room rate of 947 HKD, and an average room rate of 1,129 HKD. The currency 

exchange rate used was 1 USD = 7.76 HKD (Google Finance, 2012). Conjoint analysis as 

a methodology is explained further in Section 3.2. 

The questionnaire included three sections. The first section intended to understand more 

about respondents’ travel habits. Examples of questions include the main purpose of trip, 

type of accommodation customer usually opts, or number of nights spent in hotels in a 

year. The second section included 16 combinations generated by SPSS Conjoint 17.0 

from selected rate fences and room rates. The respondents were expected to indicate their 

preferences by ranking these combinations from 1 to 16. The most preferred combination 

would be ranked as 1 and the least preferred combination would be ranked as 16. Basic 

descriptive information about the hotel rate restrictions included in the study was 

provided to the participants at the back of the questionnaire. The third section obtained 

information about respondents’ demographic backgrounds.  

The questionnaire has been designed in English first and translated into simplified 

Chinese. The back-translation method was carried out to ensure translation validity 

(Behling and Law, 2000; Wilson, 2010). In order to minimize the misunderstandings 

between two different languages, pre-tests were conducted to make sure that the Chinese 

questionnaire conveyed the same meaning as the English version. Necessary changes 

were made to the sections where issues were raised in the pre-tests.  
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3.2 The Conjoint Model 

Rate fences are normally expressed in a non-metric form. The questionnaire respondents 

may have been able to rank these rate fences based on subjective estimations, but it 

would be quite difficult for respondents to assign meaningful mathematical values to 

those rate fences for further analysis. Additionally, as a hotel room rate cannot 

encompass all of the desired rate fences, and offering more than one attribute often needs 

to trade off another attribute, it is not enough only to know respondents’ preferences 

about different attributes. In this respect, conjoint analysis is more suitable for measuring 

customer preferences under the combined effect of two or more different attributes 

(Green and Srinivasan, 1990; Sohn and Ju, 2010). It is important to find out how hotel 

customers make trade-offs between different levels of rate fences, and this is exactly what 

we can learn from conjoint analysis (Fenwick, 1975). 

3.3 Fractional Factorial Design 

In a conjoint study, the first step is to determine the variables and related variable levels, 

which will be used to generate a variety of different combinations later on. Each of the 

combinations is called a “profile” and thus a design including all combinations is called a 

full factorial design (Xu and Yuan, 2001). In this study, 3 room rates and 4 rate fences 

with different levels were chosen. Therefore, the generated possible combinations should 

be 3*2*4*4*4 = 384. In a typical conjoint analysis, a customer is asked to rank the 

likelihood that he/she will purchase a product or service upon seeing each profile. In this 

case, respondents were supposed to rank all 384 profiles, which it is obviously impossible. 

Therefore, a fractional factorial design was utilized with the purpose to generate a smaller 



17 

 

number of combinations. The fractional factorial design only considers the main effects 

among all variables (Green, 1974; Hair et al., 2006). At the end, 16 combinations have 

been generated by SPSS Conjoint 17.0 for respondents to rank in this study.  

A fractional factorial design presents a fraction of all possible combinations of the 

attribute levels. A balanced orthogonal design was used that decreased the combinations 

of room rates and rate fences “without sacrificing the predicting power contained in the 

original design” (Ding et al., 1991, p. 9). The conjoint analysis module of SPSS was used 

to generate a scheme for respondents to rank their most preferred combination of room 

rate and rate fence down to their least preferred combination. An orthogonal fraction of 

this full factorial design allowed the estimation of all main effects without testing every 

combination of rate fences. The next step of a fractional factorial design is to determine 

the needed number of profiles in this study. Xu and Yuan (2001) recommend that the 

number of profiles should be at least 1.5 times the number of parameters. The calculation 

formula of the number of parameters is n(k-1)+1 where n = the number of attributes and 

k = the number of levels for each attribute. Using this formula, the number of parameters 

in this study is (5*(3-1)+1 = 11), and thus 16 profiles is appropriate. The orthogonal array 

design enabled the respondents to review 16 profiles and reduced the burden of reviewing 

too many profiles “without sacrificing the predicting power contained in the original 

design” (Ding et al., 1991, p. 9). 

3.4 Sample 

This study analyzed the preferences of leisure customers by focusing on North Americans, 

Europeans and mainland Chinese traveling to Hong Kong. In 2011, the number of leisure 
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travelers from North America, Europe and mainland China was more than 30 million, 

about 76% of total arrivals (Hong Kong Tourism Board, 2012). A convenient, non-

probability method of sampling was used. All questionnaires were collected at the most 

popular tourist attraction in Hong Kong, which attracts almost 28% of all visitors to the 

city (Hong Kong Tourism Board, 2012). According to Orme (1998, p. 65), “sample sizes 

for conjoint studies generally range from about 150 to 1,200 respondents”. In total, 1,030 

questionnaires were collected. There were 30 invalid questionnaires due to missing data, 

so that 1,000 questionnaires were taken into consideration in the analysis for this study. 

Each respondent received a small gift after completing the questionnaire. 

4. Findings 

4.1 Socio-demographic Profile and Travel Information 

Table 1 shows a summary of the respondents’ socio-demographic profiles and travel 

information. Of the 1,000 respondents, 51.3% were women. Half of the respondents were 

from mainland China, while 23.9% were from North America and 26.1% were from 

Europe. The age of the respondents varied from under 26 to above 46 years. One fifth of 

the sample was younger than 26 years, while 40.8% were in the 26 to 35 years category. 

There were 21.1% of respondents in the 36 to 45 years category, and 17.7% in the over 

45 years category. Almost 60% of the respondents had college or university education, 

19.5% had secondary/high school education or less, and 19.2% had graduate education or 

higher. About 80% of the respondents had a job. 

** Please insert Table 1 here** 
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More than 75% of the respondents were leisure travelers. The distribution of respondents’ 

accommodation types was fairly even: 33.4% chose budget/economy hotels, 34.6% 

preferred medium-level hotels (3-star), and 30.7% made reservations for upscale hotels 

(4-star) or above. The average length of stay for most respondents (62.9%) was 1-3 days. 

The most popular frequency of stay at hotels for all respondents in a year was 1-3 times 

(42.7%), followed by 4-6 times (33.8%) and 7 times or more (23.2%). When asked about 

their perceived travel experience, more than 70% of the respondents perceived 

themselves as “above average” and “experienced.” More than 80% of respondents paid 

the travel expenses themselves. Almost half of the respondents preferred to make room 

reservations one week in advance or less. About 12% of respondents would make 

reservations two weeks before, 15.5% preferred three to four weeks, and 21.1% chose 

five weeks or even longer to make reservations. 

4.2 Conjoint Analysis Results 

Two important results are generated from conjoint analysis: utility values and attribute 

importance (Hair et al., 1998; Levy, 1995). The utility value is a numerical expression of 

a respondent’s overall preference for a particular product profile (North et al., 2003). 

Utility values are interval-scale data, which indicate that utility values of the variables 

and related variable levels are not directly comparable (Orme, 2002). Attribute 

importance is ratio-scale data, and is the range of a particular attribute’s utility values 

expressed as a percentage (Orme, 2002). The importance of attributes can be directly 

compared with one another. Figure 1 shows the overall average importance values for the 

five attributes tested, which provides answers to the first and second research questions. 

Refundability had the highest average importance value (26.3%), followed by price 
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(25.3%), advance requirement (23.0%), changes allowed (17.1%), and rule type (8.3%). 

Based on this finding, it seems that refundability, price, and advance requirement are 

relatively more important than changes allowed and rule type. 

** Please insert Figure 1 here** 

The partial utility scores, which represent the preference and utility associated with each 

specific level of the five attributes included in the conjoint profile, are presented in Table 

2. The respondents attached highest preference to 947 HKD for price, room reservation 

or purchase 7 days in advance for advance requirement, advance reservation for rule type, 

full refund for refundability, and unlimited changes without any restrictions on the 

changes allowed. 

** Please insert Table 2 here** 

The answers to research questions 3 and 4 are shown in Table 3. Table 3 shows the 

average attribute importance based on respondents’ socio-demographic profile and travel 

information. The results indicate that male respondents placed the highest importance on 

refundability (25.73%), while females regarded price as the most important among all 

five attributes (26.25%). When looking at nationality, refundability had the highest 

average importance value among the North American (25.07%) and mainland Chinese 

(26.60%) respondents, while their European counterparts perceived price to be the most 

important attribute (26.60%). Young respondents (younger than 26 years) placed the 

highest importance value on price when making room reservations (29.37%), while 

respondents in the age groups 36-45 years and 46 years or above gave priority to 

refundability, with importance values of 25.35% and 29.33% respectively. Respondents 
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with a college/university educational background attached the highest importance value 

to refundability (25.16%), while respondents with education at graduate level or above 

perceived price as the most important attribute (26.25%). Respondents with a job 

considered refundability the most important attribute when making reservations (25.48%). 

** Please insert Table 3 here** 

Regarding respondents’ travel information, it can be inferred that respondents traveling 

for the purpose of business/meetings or leisure placed the highest importance on 

refundability, with average importance values of 25.49% and 25.52% respectively. 

Respondents who typically stay at budget or economy hotels treated price as the most 

important attribute (27.60%), while respondents staying at medium level and upscale or 

above hotels had the highest importance values for refundability (25.41% and 25.42% 

respectively). Less- frequent hotel customers regarded refundability as the most 

important attribute, with importance values of 26.35% for customers staying 1-3 times a 

year and 24.69% for customers staying 4-6 times a year. Respondents staying at a hotel 

more than 7 times a year gave advance requirement the highest importance value, at 

25.16%. Respondents with above average travel experience (25.78%) and experienced 

respondents (25.74%) both placed the highest importance value on refundability, while 

respondents choosing “not experienced” (25.38%) and “very experienced” (25.84%) 

attached the highest value to price. Respondents whose travel expenses were paid by 

themselves or by their employers attached the highest importance value to refundability 

when making reservations, with importance values of 25.51% and 24.92% respectively. 

4.3 Inferential Statistics 
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There is a whole family of techniques used to test for significant differences 

between/among groups, including parametric and non-parametric tests. Parametric 

techniques are based on the assumption that the sample population is normally distributed 

(Foster, 2001). Non-parametric techniques do not make such a stringent assumption and 

are often more suitable for smaller samples or when data are measured at the ordinal level 

(Foster, 2001). To decide whether parametric or non-parametric techniques should be 

used, the first step is to conduct a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test to check whether the sample 

is normally distributed. If the sample is not normally distributed, the Friedman test, which 

is a non-parametric alternative to the ANOVA test, is used (Foster, 2001). To further 

investigate whether there are any statistically significant differences between groups, the 

Wilcoxon signed ranks test, a non-parametric alternative paired-samples t-test, is then 

used (Foster, 2001).  

This study intended to examine the importance values respondents attached to different 

room rates and rate fences including advance requirement, rule type, refundability and 

changes allowed based on respondents’ demographic information and travel behaviors. A 

series of Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests was conducted to test whether the attribute 

importance values were normally distributed based on respondents’ demographic 

information and travel behaviors. The results indicated that importance values of all 

attributes generally did not have a normal distribution. Therefore, the non-parametric 

Kruskal-Wallis test, which is regarded as a non-parametric alternative to one-way 

ANOVA (Green et al., 1999), was used to test for significant differences in attribute 

importance across respondents’ socio-demographic profile and travel behavior categories.  

A follow-up Mann-Whitney U test was. A follow-up Mann-Whitney U test, a non-
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parametric alternative to the independent samples t-test (Green et al., 1999), was then 

conducted to determine where these significant differences could be found. A Bonferroni 

correction was applied to control for Type I errors across these comparisons. Only results 

with statistically significant differences were reported.  

Table 4 presents the main findings of the Kruskal-Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests 

based on respondents’ socio-demographic profiles and travel information. Two socio-

demographic groups indicated significant differences for attribute price: age and 

occupation. Respondents who were younger than 26 years placed 29.37% importance 

value on price, while respondents from the age group 26-35 years attached only 23.77%. 

Respondents with a job indicated a 24.13% importance value on price, and non-working 

respondents attached much higher importance value on price, at 27.69%. Male 

respondents placed a higher importance value on advance requirement (25.01%) 

compared with females (22.63%). Respondents from the age group 26-35 years also 

placed higher emphasis on advance requirement (25.91%) compared with respondents 

older than 46 years (21.46%). Respondents from North America attached a 9.11% 

importance value to rule type, while European respondents only attached 7.08%. 

Respondents older than 46 years attached a higher importance value to refundability 

(29.33%), while respondents younger than 26 years placed 23.18% on the same attribute. 

Mainland Chinese respondents expressed different importance values regarding changes 

allowed compared with their North American and European counterparts. Mainland 

Chinese respondents attached 16.48% importance value to changes allowed, North 

Americans 19.70%, and Europeans 19.39%. 

** Please insert Table 4 here** 
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When checking the statistical results based on respondents’ travel information, it was 

found that business/meetings respondents attached a lower importance value to price 

compared with leisure respondents and respondents visiting friends/relatives. 

Business/meetings respondents attached a 20.58% importance value to price, while 

leisure respondents attached 25.26% and respondents visiting friends/relatives attached 

28.30%. Respondents who typically stay at budget/economy hotels placed a 27.60% 

importance value on price, compared with respondents staying at upscale or above hotels 

(22.02%). Considering respondents’ preferred number of days for advance hotel 

reservation for the advance requirement, respondents who preferred 1 week or less for 

advance reservation attached a much higher importance value (25.73%), while 

respondents choosing 2 weeks attached 20.86% and respondents choosing 3-4 weeks 

attached 20.70%. No statistically significant differences were found for rule type and 

refundability. For changes allowed, respondents staying at upscale or above hotels 

indicated a higher importance value (20.10%) compared with respondents staying at 

budget/economy hotels (16.67%) and medium-level hotels (17.71%). Respondents 

staying at hotels for 1-3 days attached only a 17.14% importance value to changes 

allowed, while respondents staying for 4-6 days attached a 19.42% importance value for 

the same attribute.  

5. Discussion and Managerial Implications 

The principle of revenue management is setting product prices, and particularly using 

aggregating pricing strategies, to generate more revenue from the marketplace (Gautam, 

2012; He and Zheng, 2013; Kimes, 1994; Zhang and Bell, 2010; Zhang et al., 2010). 

Previous studies illustrate that market segmentation is crucial for implementing the 
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differential pricing practice of revenue management (e.g. Lee et al., 2012; Zhang et al., 

2010). However, a distinguishing feature of market segmentation in revenue management 

is that the firm does not have precise information about the preferences of individual 

customers. Typically, firms offer a bundle of options and let customers self-segment 

themselves, which is achieved by attaching a set of conditions and restrictions to each 

fare category (Gautam, 2012; Zhang and Bell, 2010). These rate restrictions can preserve 

market segmentation and limit spillover between different segments. 

By addressing the above issues, this study examines the possible design options for hotel 

room rates and rate restrictions that can protect the interests of hotels and their customers. 

The study conducts a conjoint analysis to identify the importance values that respondents 

attach to hotel rate restrictions, and also compares these importance values relative to 

their socio-demographic profiles and travel behavior. The study further investigates 

whether there are significant differences in importance values based on customers’ socio-

demographic profiles and travel information. The results permit a better understanding of 

individual customers’ preferences regarding hotel rate fences. Revenue management 

practitioners can use this information to design rate restriction combinations that are more 

preferred by customers, generating more revenue for hotels and at the same time 

increasing customer satisfaction. The main findings reveal that refundability (26.3%) 

followed by price (25.3%) and advance requirement (23.0%) are the most important 

attributes for customers when booking hotels (see Figure 1). Customers seem to place the 

lowest importance on rule type, with only an 8.3% influence on customers’ overall 

decision-making. Rule type in this study refers to advance reservation and advance 

purchase. There is no question that customers prefer advance reservation to advance 
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purchase, as they do not need to pay for reservations in advance and have nothing to lose 

if they find a better price elsewhere. When presented along with refundability, price, and 

advance requirement, it seems that rule type is the least important attribute that influences 

customers’ decision-making process. This finding suggests that hotels can impose 

advance purchase to protect their own interests.  

Second, in contrast to what many people may think, room rate did not stand out as the 

most important attribute during customers’ decision-making process. The findings reveal 

that respondents with different socio-demographic backgrounds and travel behavior 

ascribe a 25.3% importance value to room rate, which is around a quarter of the value of 

the overall importance of all attributes in the study. When calculating the differences 

between the three most important attributes – price, refundability, and advance 

requirement – the range is from 0.46% to 7.87% relative to customers’ socio-

demographic profiles and travel information (see Table 3). In general, the importance that 

customers of all kinds attach to these three attributes is very similar. It is interesting to 

note that there is 6-7% variance among customers younger than 26 or older than 46, and 

customers who prefer making a hotel reservation 2-4 weeks in advance. Hotels could 

design rate fences with low-discount rates together with relatively restrictive 

refundability and advance requirement conditions to prevent customers taking advantage 

of lower rates when they could pay higher rates. 

Third, the essence of rate fences is to help hotel guests self-segment themselves into 

different rate classes, thereby assisting hotels to effectively attract customers who are 

willing to accept certain restrictions and conditions with lower prices (Hanks et al., 1992; 

Kimes and Wirtz, 2003; Wirtz and Kimes, 2007). When comparing the importance values 



27 

 

relative to customers’ socio-demographic backgrounds and travel behavior, the study 

provides much useful information for hotel marketers (see Table 3). For example, female 

guests, young guests (under 26 years), and guests with a graduate-level or higher 

educational background placed the highest preference values on price relative to socio-

demographic profile. Business guests, upscale or above hotel guests, frequent hotel guests 

(more than 7 times a year), and guests who pay for travel expenses themselves attached 

the highest importance values to refundability relative to travel information. Hotels can 

make use of these findings to develop specific rate fences that cater to such customer 

segments.  

Fourth, the partial utility scores for refundability (see Table 2) show that customers prefer 

a percentage refund over a fixed Hong Kong dollar refund. In this respect, it makes sense 

for hoteliers to present their refund restrictions in the form of a percentage rather than a 

fixed amount. It is not surprising that among the advance requirement levels, the most 

preferred is 7 days and the least preferred is 30 days. A more interesting finding is that 

customers attach a positive utility score to 14 days booking in advance. Hoteliers could 

impose 14 days booking in advance together with a relatively attractive room rate to 

attract customers who are not willing to make reservations too early. It is also interesting 

to note that within the changes allowed restriction, respondents preferred a “change the 

rate but not the number of nights” over an “unlimited changes but no refund” restriction. 

Fifth, the partial utility scores illustrate the usefulness of conjoint analysis in determining 

the utility values of hotel room rates and rate fences (see Table 2). In principle, utility and 

preference are “subjective measures to each respondent and who without the assistance of 

conjoint would not know them” (Koo et al., 1999, p. 249). Hotel marketers could use the 
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utility scores from conjoint analysis as subjective measures to enumerate the importance 

that customers attach to each attribute. Alternatively, hotels can use the methodology 

recommended in this study to test their own proposed rate fences. This would help them 

to design reasonable and attractive rate fences based on the underlying needs revealed by 

this powerful research technique. 

The importance of revenue management is increasingly recognized within the hospitality 

industry in China for its ability to manage demand by optimizing revenue through 

maximizing rates at times of high demand and maximizing occupancy at times of low 

demand (Jones et al., 2011). A survey conducted by Kimes in 2011, which aims to 

generate insights about the future of hotel revenue management, concludes that the most 

important function of future revenue management is pricing, and the segment-based 

pricing practice has also been identified as one of the most important pricing practices for 

the future (Kimes, 2011). The findings of this study, including empirical evidence based 

on the behavior of hotel customers in China, will enable hotel managers in China to set 

up appropriate and ethical pricing practices, leading to the sustainable development of the 

hotel industry in the country.   

6. Conclusions 

Kimes and Wirtz (2003) state that different rates are normally associated with different 

rate fences, which may affect customers’ attitudes. However, little research has explicitly 

addressed the connection between pricing policies and rate fences, along with potential 

influence on customers’ purchasing intentions (Kimes and Wirtz, 2003). This study 

makes the first attempt to fill this research gap by identifying preferred hotel rate 
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restrictions as perceived by customers. Denizci Guillet and Xu (2012) examine Chinese 

leisure travelers’ rate-fence preferences in the airline industry and find advance 

requirement to be the most important rate restriction, followed by price, and refundability. 

The findings of this study reveal that hotel customers also consider these three rate 

restrictions as the most important attributes in their decision-making process. 

Chonko and Hunt (2000), Glover et al. (1997), and Singhapakdi et al. (1996) address the 

issue that marketers face many and complex ethical conflicts, and consider how to make 

decisions or trade-offs between these conflicting situations. Wirtz et al. (2003) further 

address the fundamental conflict that hotels adopt revenue management practices with 

direct revenue and profitability goals in mind and may alienate customers by using 

demand-based pricing. This study recognizes that customers place different values on 

different rate restriction attributes based on their demographic and travel behavior 

information. The identification of these preference values should help hotel professionals 

to better understand customers’ decision-making process and underlying needs when 

making hotel reservations, to moderate the conflict of interest between customers and 

hotels.  

Despite its useful findings, this study does have some limitations. First, it primarily 

includes mainland Chinese customers in the research sample. Future studies could 

include customers from other Asian countries to test whether the findings of this study 

also apply to them. It is important to note that the selection of attributes and attribute 

levels is critical in conjoint analysis. The rate fences in this study were identified by 

Hanks et al. (1992). Future studies should conduct research on the currently used rate 

fences in the hotel industry and update the fencing attributes and related attribute levels. 
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Additional studies could be conducted in other sectors of the hospitality and tourism 

industries that also use rate fences, such as spas, restaurants, and cruises. 
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Table 1 – Respondents’ socio-demographic profileand travel information 

Gender  % 

Male  48.7 

Female  51.3 

Nationality   

North American  23.9 

European  26.1 

Mainland Chinese  50.0 

Age   

Below 26  20.4 

26 - 35  40.8 

36 - 45  21.1 

46 or above  17.7 

Education Level   

Secondary/high school or below  19.5 

College/university  58.4 

Graduate level or higher  19.2 

Occupation   

Working  77.9 

 Non-Working
* 

 22.1 

Main purpose of the trip   

 Business/meeting  11.7 

 Leisure  75.1 

 Visiting friends/relatives  10.7 

Hotel category for stay   

 Budget or economy hotel  33.4 

 Medium level hotel (3-star)  34.6 

 Upscale hotel (4-star) or above  30.7 

Frequency of stay at hotels in a year   

 1-3 times  42.7 

 4-6 times  33.8 

 7 times or more  23.2 

Average length of stay at hotels   

 1-3 days  62.9 

 4-6 days  37.1 

Perceived travel experience   

 Not experienced   16.1 

 About average  34.8 

 Experienced  37.5 

 Very experienced  11.2 

Preferred days of advance hotel reservation   

 1 week or less  46.5 

 2 weeks  12.1 

 3-4 weeks  15.5 

 5 weeks or more  21.1 

Who pays for your travel expenses   

 Myself   82.0 

 Employer  10.5 

 Family members  6.9 

Note: *Non-working in this study refers to respondents who are students, retired, and housewives. 
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Table 2 – Partial utility scores 

  Utility Std. Error 

Price 

 1,386HKD -1.805 .083 

 
1,129HKD .420 .097 

947HKD 1.385 .097 

Advance Requirement    

 7 days .920 .107 

 
14 days .325 .107 

21 days -.366 .107 

 30 days -.879 .107 

Rule Type    

 Advance Purchase -.503 .062 

 Advance Reservation .503 .062 

Refundability   

 None -1.461 .107 

 

% refund -.021 .107 

A fixed HKD refund -.193 .107 

Full refund 1.675 .107 

Changes Allowed    

 None -.484 .107 

 
Change date, but not 

number of nights 
-.017 .107 

 Unlimited, but no refund -.233 .107 

 Unlimited .735 .107 

(Constant) 4.951 .065 

Note: The highest utility score of each attribute is shown in bold. 

1. Advance requirement refers to room reservations or purchases 7, 14, 21, and 30 days in advance. 

2. Rule type refers to advance purchase or advance reservation requirements.  

3. Refundability refers to the level of refund received in case of cancellation. It includes no refund, a 

percentage refund, a fixed Hong Kong dollar refund, and a full refund. 

4. Changes allowed has four categories: no changes allowed, customers can change the date of stay but not 

the number of room nights, unlimited changes are allowed but no refund, and unlimited changes are 

allowed without any restrictions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3 

 

Table 3 – Average importance values for rate fence attributes based on respondents’ 

socio-demographic profile&travel information 

 
Price  

Advance 

Requirement 

Rule 

Type 
Refundability 

Changes 

Allowed 

Gender      

Male 23.51 25.01 7.97 25.73 17.78 

Female 26.25 22.63 7.75 25.19 18.22 

Nationality      

          North American 22.71 23.36 9.11 25.07 19.70 

          European 26.60 23.40 7.08 23.61 19.39 

Mainland Chinese 25.06 24.19 7.67 26.60 16.48 

Age      

          Below 26 29.37 23.29 7.42 23.18 16.78 

          26-35 23.77 25.91 7.62 24.96 17.70 

          36-45 24.36 22.11 8.64 25.35 19.59 

          46 or above 23.06 21.46 7.97 29.33 18.25 

Educational Level      

          Secondary/high school or below 25.12 22.18 7.95 27.43 17.32 

          College/university 24.43 24.07 7.91 25.16 18.43 

          Graduate level or higher 26.25 24.05 7.77 24.37 17.62 

Occupation      

Working 24.13 24.08 7.93 25.48 18.39 

          Non-working 27.69 22.76 7.60 25.34 16.67 

Main purpose of the trip      

Business/meeting 20.58 25.24 8.79 25.49 19.92 

     Leisure 25.26 23.48 7.85 25.52 17.91 

Visiting friends/relatives 28.30 21.99 7.37 25.55 16.84 

Hotel category for stay      



4 

 

          Budget or economy hotel 27.60 22.75 7.52 25.51 16.67 

          Medium level hotel (3-star) 24.88 24.24 7.76 25.41 17.71 

          Upscale hotel (4-star) or above 22.02 24.13 8.34 25.42 20.10 

Frequency of stay at hotels in a year      

          1-3 times 25.64 23.18 7.65 26.35 17.20 

          4-6 times 24.94 23.66 8.18 24.69 18.50 

          7 times or more 23.50 25.16 7.81 24.90 18.72 

Average length of stay at hotels      

          1-3 days 24.82 24.76 8.07 25.22 17.14 

          4-6 days 25.14 22.13 7.51 25.82 19.42 

Perceived travel experience      

Not experienced 25.38 23.72 7.88 24.68 18.40 

          About average 24.24 24.19 8.39 25.78 17.40 

          Experienced  25.11 23.52 7.49 25.74 18.15 

          Very experienced 25.84 23.31 7.46 24.79 18.68 

Preferred days of advance hotel 

reservation 
     

          1 week or less 23.34 25.73 8.13 25.15 17.66 

          2 weeks 24.21 20.86 6.68 28.50 19.79 

          3-4 weeks 28.55 20.70 7.36 26.01 17.40 

          5 weeks or more 24.94 24.34 8.17 24.39 18.16 

Who pays for your travel expenses      

          Myself 

Employer 

25.21 23.55 7.80 25.51 17.94 

21.50 24.90 9.18 24.92 19.45 

        Family members 26.84 25.00 6.57 24.83 16.83 

Note: All numbers are in percentage. 
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Table 4– Kruskal-Wallis Tests and Mann-Whitney U Tests findings based on 

respondents’ socio-demographic profile & travel information 

 Price  
Advance 

Requirement  
Rule Type  Refundability  

Changes 

Allowed  

Gender ---- 

Male (25.01) 

– Female 

(22.63) 

---- ---- ---- 

Nationality 

---- ---- 

North 

American 

(9.11) – 

European 

(7.08) 

---- 

North American 

(19.70) – 

Mainland 

Chinese (16.48) 

---- ---- ---- ---- 

European 

(19.39) – 

Mainland 

Chinese (16.48) 

Age 
Below 26 (29.37) 

– 26-35 (23.77) 

26-35 (25.91) 

– 46 or above 

(21.46) 

---- 

Below 26 

(23.18) – 46 

or above 

(29.33) 

---- 

Occupation 

Working (24.13) 

– Non-Working 

(27.69) 

---- ---- ---- ---- 

Travel purpose 

Business/meeting 

(20.58) – Leisure 

(25.26) 

---- ---- ---- ---- 

Business/meeting 

(20.58) – 

Visiting 

friends/relatives 

(28.30) 

---- ---- ---- ---- 

Accommodation 

type 

Budget/economy 

hotel (27.60) – 

Upscale hotel or 

above (22.02) 

---- ---- ---- 

Budget/economy 

hotel (16.67) – 

Upscale hotel or 

above (20.10) 

---- ---- ---- ---- 

Medium level 

hotel (17.71) – 

Upscale hotel or 

above (20.10) 

Length of stay ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-3 days (17.14) 

– 4-6 days 

(19.42) 
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Preferred days 

of advance hotel 

reservation 

---- 

1 week or 

less (25.73) – 

2 weeks 

(20.86) 

---- ---- ---- 

---- 

1 week or 

less (25.73) – 

3-4 weeks 

(20.70) 

---- ---- ---- 

Note:  

1. All numbers are in percentage. 

2. Only statistically significant differences are reported.  
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Figure 1 – Average Importance Values of Attributes 

Note: 

1. Importance values refer to the range of utility values (highest to lowest) for each factor to measure 

how important the attribute is to overall preference. 
2. All numbers are in percentage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


