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Abstract: The aim of this study was to analyze hotel brand loyalty (HBL) based on a systematic
literature review conducted according to the preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and
meta-analysis (PRISMA) statements. Following these statements, we searched two databases
(Scopus and Web of Science) for studies containing the term “hotel brand loyalty’. Additionally, the
backward and forward snowballing methods were applied. Only empirical studies concerning
loyalty towards brand hotels were included, resulting in 26 studies in the final review. The quality
of the various studies was evaluated according to the Joanna Briggs Institute critical appraisal
checklist. The studies included in the systematic review were analyzed in three areas: general details
and study design (authorship, year of publication, type of study, research country or location,
characteristic of the sample population, the purpose of stay or travel, type of hotels, hotel brands),
research specifications (factors/variables, hypotheses, measurement items, data analysis), and
general findings (findings related to HBL and managerial recommendations). To summarize the
results, word cloud visualization was applied. For studies included in the systematic review, HBL
was analyzed on two levels: in the context of factors determining the guest/tourist loyalty to the
hotel brands (such as frequently mentioned brand awareness, brand image, and perceived quality)
as well as those pertaining to models of brand equity. This highlighted the need for managers to
perform activities in terms of brand experience and shape long-term relationships in order to
strengthen loyalty to hotel brands.

Keywords: hotel brand loyalty; brand equity; brand image; perceived quality; brand awareness

1. Introduction

1.1. Brand Loyalty

Brand loyalty is an important element of business strategy [1-3] to achieve long-term success in
the hospitality industry [4]. The largest global hotel corporations focus on the development of the
brand-based competitive advantage [5] and place considerable emphasis on brand marketing [6] and
brand management [7]. This is due to the growing customer demand for branded experiences and
diversification of customer needs [8]. Moreover, the development of the global hotel industry and
increasing competition [9] determine the opening of new hotels under existing brands, the extension
of hotel brands, and the introduction of new ones [10].

In literature, brand loyalty is analyzed in behavioral [11], attitudinal [12,13], and
multidimensional approachs [13-15]. In a behavioral approach, brand loyalty is related to repeat
transactions [11], while attitudinal loyalty is connected with preferences, commitment, or purchase
intentions of the consumer [12]. In this aspect, a brand-loyal consumer is likely to prefer a certain
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brand, and has the intention to buy that brand on future purchase occasions [13]. In a
multidimensional approach, brand loyalty should be distinguished from simple repetition of
purchasing behavior. It is conceptually defined in terms of six necessary and sufficient cumulative
conditions [14], listing a nonrandom behavioral reaction, expressed over time, by the decision maker
regarding one or more brands from a set of alternative brands using psychological (decision-making,
evaluation) processes [16]. Brand loyalty is also defined as a positively biased emotive, evaluative,
and/or behavioral response tendency toward a branded, labelled, or graded alternative or choice by
an individual in his capacity as the user, the choice maker, and/or the purchasing agent [15]. In this
respect, loyalty should be indicated as “a deeply held psychological commitment to re-buy or re-
patronise a preferred product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-
brand or same brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the
potential to cause switching behaviour” [17].

For our study, the definition of brand loyalty proposed by Aaker was relevant, indicating the
measure of attachment that a consumer has towards a brand. It reflects how likely a consumer will
change brands when that brand makes a product change either in product price or product features
[18]. Brand loyalty can be presented as a pyramid of five levels. The bottom represents disloyal
consumers who saw each brand as suitable. The second level is those who are satisfied with the
product or at least not dissatisfied. The next level is satisfied buyers who do not want to risk a product
change. The fourth level is loyal buyers who treat the brand as a friend. On the fifth level there are
committed buyers who are extremely loyal to the brand. They are proud users and will recommend
the product to others [18].

Brand loyalty is also analyzed as an element of brand equity. In the literature, two models are
crucial: the brand equity model by Aaker [18] and the consumer-based brand equity model by Keller
[19]. Aaker [18] indicated that brand equity consists of four major components: brand loyalty, brand
awareness, perceived quality, brand associations, and other proprietary brand assets. In these
aspects, brand equity provides value to customers (satisfaction, confidence in the purchase decision,
interpretation and processing of information) and to the company (i.e., efficiency and effectiveness
of marketing programs, trade leverage, competitive advantage, and brand extensions) [18]. In turn,
Keller [19] defined consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) as the differential effect that brand
knowledge has on consumer response to the marketing of that brand [19]. Brand knowledge,
including brand awareness and brand associations, is the basis and the source of CBBE. He presented
amodel in the form of a pyramid, comprising: (1) brand identity with special attention given to brand
salience and deep, broad brand awareness; (2) brand meaning, including brand performance and
brand imagery, related to strong, favorable, and unique brand associations; (3) brand responses with
consumer feeling and judgments; and (4) relationships as a consumer brand resonance, including
brand loyalty [19]. Both models of brand equity differ in their approach to brand loyalty, which is
important for HBL. In Keller's model, brand loyalty is the result of the pyramid [19]. In Aaker’s
model, brand loyalty is one of the equivalent elements that are part of the brand equity and shape it
[18]. Both models were tested in different markets and modified for brands of products [20-23],
retailing [24,25], services [26-29], and destinations [30-32].

1.2. Importance of Loyalty

Loyalty, as a comprehensive concept [7,33-36], is a link between the relative attitude of the
individual and the repeatability of the purchase [37]. This relationship is seen through the prism of
social norms and situational factors [37,38], and can be perceived as consumer word of mouth
reactions, intention to support, and satisfaction [39]. It should be also underlined that loyal customers
are less price-sensitive [40], and in this respect, loyalty can lead to certain marketing benefits, such as
lower financial expenditure on the marketing campaign, a greater number of new customers, and a
stronger market position [41]. Other marketing benefits include positive word of mouth messages
and reduced susceptibility to a competitive offer [38]. Moreover, recommendations from a loyal
customer, especially those that help to attract new customers, increase the value that the customer
brings to the company. A loyal customer contributes significantly to the company’s revenue growth,
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given reasonably predictable sales and a stable source of revenue [42]. The basis for gaining loyal
customers is a quick response to customer requests and suggestions, maintaining high-quality
products and services signed by the company brand, and striving to provide exceptional and unique
customer service [43]. In this term, loyalty is used to indicate the relationship between the company
and the consumer in the long term [38,44—48] and can be perceived as a basis of strategic planning
and an element of the company’s competitive advantage [49].

Customer loyalty is particularly important for service companies because services provide
greater opportunities for interpersonal interactions [41]. The scientific literature has analyzed this
issue in relation to hospitality, indicating the importance of quality [50-54], customer satisfaction [54—
56], brand image [52,55-57], price [51,52], and corporate social responsibility [9,58,59]. Hotel loyalty
was also analyzed in the context of loyalty programs [46,60,61]; range of services [62]; promotion [54];
brand relationship [63]; relationship marketing [64,65]; and reputation, innovation, and brand
extension [54]. The relationship with the brand based on a triangle of three elements is important in
building loyalty: process, database management/communication, and value creation [63]. It also
refers to emotions in the context of relationship quality [65].

1.3. Hotels Brands

Hotel companies manage their brands by the extension of existing brands and the creation of
new ones [66]. Such a strategy allows hotels to operate in a variety of quality and price segments [67],
ensuring long-term stability [5]. This enables hotels to meet the increasing customer expectations,
growing demand for branded experience, and diversification of consumer needs [8]. This is part of
the understanding of ‘brand’ as “a distinguishing name and/or symbol intended to identify the goods
or services of either one seller or a group of sellers, and to differentiate those goods or services from
those of competitors” [18].

The largest hotel chains (such as InterContinental Hotels, Wyndham Hotel Group, Marriott
International, Hilton Hotels, Accor Group, Choice Hotels International, and Best Western Hotels and
Resorts [68]) offer a diverse range of hotel services for different quality and price segments. This is
related to the ownership of many brands of hotel chains that form the brand architecture. For
example, the largest hotel chain, InterContinental, has 15 hotel brands in three segments: luxury (e.g.,
InterContinental), upscale (e.g., Indigo), and mainstream (e.g., Holiday Inn) [8]. Wyndham Hotels
and Resorts has 20 hotel brands in 5 segments: upscale (e.g., Wyndham), lifestyle (e.g., Dazzler),
midscale (e.g., Ramada), economy (e.g., Microtel), and extended-stay (e.g., Hawthorn) [69]. In turn,
Marriott International offers a range of 30 brands, with two overall styles of hotels: classic, offering
time-honored hospitality for the modern traveler; and distinctive, offering memorable experiences.
There are three segments in each of these groups, which allow for appropriate brand positioning
strategies: luxury (e.g., The Ritz-Carlton, ST Regis in the classic segment and W Hotels in the
distinctive one), premium (e.g., Marriott, Sheraton in the classic segment and Westin, Le Meridien in
the distinctive one), and select (e.g., Courtyard in the classic segment and Alotf and Moxy as
distinctive hotels) [70].

At the same time, the largest hotel chains introduce new hotel brands, e.g., InterContinental has
added Even Hotels (wellness brand), Hualuxe (a brand tailored to the Chinese consumer), and
Kimpton (luxury brand) [8]. In turn, since 2011, Hilton Worldwide Holdings has introduced nine new
brands, including Curio Collection by Hilton, Canopy by Hilton, and Tru by Hilton [71].

1.4. Study Description

Therefore, the aim of this study was to analyze hotel brand loyalty based on a systematic
literature review conducted in accordance with the preferred reporting items for systematic reviews
and meta-analysis (PRISMA) statements. Our study refers, on the one hand, to the factors and
variables determining HBL, and on the other hand, it also points to HBL in the context of hotel brand
equity. We posed the following research questions:

¢  What influences hotel brand loyalty?



Sustainability 2020, 12, 4810 4 of 34
e  What is the relationship between hotel brand loyalty and hotel brand equity?

The contribution of this study to the literature is that it deepens knowledge of HBL, which is
valuable to scientists. This analysis is also important to practitioners due to the effectiveness of activities
aimed at increasing loyalty to hotel brands. This study fills a research gap by comparing different
studies on the variables determining HBL and presenting HBL in the context of hotel brand equity.

The outline of this study is as follows:

e  Section 2 ‘Materials and Methods’ describes the method used in the literature review based on
PRISMA statements; it is divided into six subsections: Section 2.1 —Study Design; Section 2.2 —
Information Sources; Section 2.3 —Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria; Section 2.4—Search Strategy;
Section 2.5—Quality Assessment; and Section 2.6 —Data Presentation;

e  Section 3 ‘Results’ presents the results of a systematic literature review, including three
subsections: Section 3.1 —General Details and Study Design, Section 3.2—Research
Specifications and Hypotheses, and Section 3.3 —General Findings and Managerial Implications;

° Section 4 ‘Discussion’ describes the results in six subsections: Section 4.1 —General Remarks;
Section 4.2 —HBL vs. Brand Equity; Section 4.3 —HBL vs. Brand Awareness; Section 4.4 —HBL
vs. Brand Image; Section 4.5—HBL vs. Perceived Quality; Section 4.6—Managerial
Recommendations;

° Section 5 ‘Conclusions’ presents conclusions, limitations, and directions for future research.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Design

A systematic review of scientific literature is an important research method for many academic
studies [72-77]. This systematic review, including 26 studies, was based on the preferred reporting
items for systematic reviews and meta-analysis (PRISMA) statement [78], a well-established
guideline applied in many systematic reviews of various scientific areas [76,77,79-81].

2.2. Information Sources

Two databases were selected for the systematic review of the HBL: Scopus and Web of Science.
Scopus was chosen due to its extensive coverage of over 25,100 titles, including over 23,452 peer-
reviewed journals, 294 trade publications, over 852 book series from more than 5000 international
publishers, and over 9.8 million conference papers from over 120,000 global events [82]. Web of
Science (Clarivate Analytics) provides access to multiple databases, including over 21,294 journals,
books, and conference proceedings [83].

The databases were searched between 15 and 30 March, 2020. After deleting duplicates and applying
inclusion and exclusion criteria (Section 2.3), the snowballing method was applied (Section 2.4).

2.3. Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria

In the database search following inclusion and exclusion criteria were applied:
Inclusion criteria included:

e  Studies based on empirical research;

e  Studies describing HBL;

e  Studies describing brand loyalty in the hospitality and accommodation sector;
e  Peer-reviewed papers;

¢  Any population;

e Any date;

e  Papers written in English.
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Exclusion criteria included:

e  Studies not based on empirical research;

e  Papers published as “short papers”;

e Workshop papers;

¢  Work-in-progress papers;

e  Studies describing loyalty not related to hotel brands;

e  Studies describing loyalty related to the brands of other tourist companies;
e  Book chapters.

2.4. Search Strategy

Two databases were selected for the systematic review: Scopus and Web of Science. The search
terms for the database searches were constructed to fulfil the scope related to HBL. The first search
criterion was to cover ‘hotel brand loyalty’, the second was related to ‘brand loyalty” and “hotel’. As
for the term ‘hotel’, we have adopted the vocabulary used in each article. This is due to the fact that
there is no uniform definition and standards in the global hotel industry. If the word “hotel” was
used in an article, we took it into consideration in our search process. The strategy applied for
electronic search was as follows:

e  Scopus: TITLE-ABS-KEY (hotel AND brand AND loyalty), and (TITLE-ABS-KEY (brand AND
loyalty) AND hotel))
e  Web of Science: ALL FIELDS: (hotel) AND ALL FIELDS: (brand) AND ALL FIELDS: (loyalty)

Studies were searched by 2 researchers and screened using the inclusion and exclusion criteria.
More than 1350 records were selected from two databases; after deleting duplicates, 931 records were
obtained. The snowballing methods were used to obtain 185 records. The backward snowballing
consisted of checking the reference lists in studies being examined. The forward snowballing entailed
identifying new studies citing the papers being examined in the systematic review [84]. In the first
stage, records were screened by title based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria, and in the second
stage, records were screened based on an abstract.

The flow diagram related to identification, screening, assessment of eligibility, and inclusion is
presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Flow diagram of studies included in the systematic review. Preferred reporting items for
systematic reviews and meta-analysis (PRISMA). Source: [78,85]

2.5. Quality Assessment

The quality of the collected studies was evaluated according to Joanna Briggs Institute critical
appraisal checklist for critical and interpretive research (Table 1). The Joanna Briggs Institute is an
international, membership-based research and development organization within the Faculty of
Health Sciences at the University of Adelaide. JBI critical appraisal tool enabled the quality
assessment of a study selected for inclusion in the systematic review [86]. For this systematic review,
the quality of the studies was assessed by asking 10 questions with the following possible answers:
yes, no, unclear, or not applicable [87,88]. Also, explanations for each question have been included to
allow a proper assessment of the study [86].

Table 1. Quality of the studies included in the systematic survey.

Article Year Authors Q1 Q2 Q3 4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10
[89] 2020 Liu et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes unclear
[90] 2019 Rather et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes
[91] 2019 Surucu et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes

[92] 2018 Ibrahim et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no unclear yes no
[93] 2018 Rather et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes unclear yes yes unclear
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[94] 2017 Ko et al. yes yes yes yes unclear yes no - - yes
[95] 2017 Liu etal. yes yes yes yes yes yes unclear yes yes yes
[96] 2017 Nassar yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes
[97] 2016 Back et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes
[98] 2016  Manthiouetal. yes yes yes yes yes yes unclear yes yes yes
[99] 2016 Rather et al. yes yes yes yes unclear yes unclear yes yes yes
[100] 2015 Alnawas et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes
[101] 2015 Al-Msallametal. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes no
[102] 2015 Hosseini et al. yes yes yes yes no yes no no no yes
[103] 2015 Liu et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes
[104] 2015 Suhartantoetal. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes
[105] 2015 Wong et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes unclear yes yes yes
[106] 2014 Oh et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes
[107] 2014 Seri¢ et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes
[108] 2013 So et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no unclear yes yes
[109] 2012 Callarisa et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no - - yes
[110] 2011 Ahmad et al. yes yes yes yes unclear yes no yes yes yes
[111] 2011 Nam et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes
[112] 2007 Kayaman et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes
[113] 2007 Kim et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes
[114] 2005 Kim et al. yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes

Q1) Is there congruity between the stated philosophical perspective and the research methodology?
(Does the study clearly state the philosophical or theoretical premises on which the study is based?
Does the study clearly state the methodological approach adopted on which the study is based? Is
there congruence between the two?). Q2) Is there congruity between the research methodology and
the research question or objectives? (Is the study methodology appropriate for addressing the
research question?) For this systematic review, it was also considered whether research hypotheses
were formulated. Q3) Is there congruity between the research methodology and the methods used to
collect data? (Are the data collection methods appropriate to the methodology?) Q4) Is there congruity
between the research methodology and the representation and analysis of data? Q5) Is there congruity
between the research methodology and the interpretation of results? Q6) Is there a statement
describing the researcher culturally or theoretically? Are the beliefs and values, and their potential
influence on the study, declared? Q7) Is the influence of the researcher on the research, and vice versa,
addressed? (Is the relationship between the researcher and the study participants addressed? Does
the researcher critically examine her/his role and potential influence during data collection? Q8) Are
participants and their voices adequately represented? Q9) Is the research ethical according to current
criteria or for recent studies, and is there evidence of ethical approval by an appropriate body? In the
case of this question, the specificity of the research among hotel guests was adopted, relating to the
anonymity of the respondents, the nature of the data collected (without personal data allowing the
identification of the surveyed person), and the method of distribution of the questionnaires, e.g., by hotel
employees. The literature of the subject indicates that such method of delivering the questionnaires
ensures convenient and nondisturbing access to the hotel’s guests [115]. Q10) Do conclusions drawn in
the study report flow from the analysis or interpretation of the data? Source: [86-88].

2.6. Data Presentation

The list of all 26 studies included in the systematic review is presented in the Supplementary
Table S1. For analysis of the studies, three areas were identified: general details and study design
(authorship, year of publication, type of study, research country or location, characteristics of the
sample population, purpose of stay or travel, type of hotels, hotel brands) (Table 2), research
specifications (factors/variables, hypotheses, measurement items, data analysis) (Table 3), and
general findings (findings related to hotel brand loyalty and managerial recommendations) (Table 4).
In all these tables the papers are presented according to the year of their publication.
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Table 2. General details and study design for the studies included in the systematic survey.

8 of 34

Author,

Article Year Study Design Country/Location Sample Population Purpose of Stay/Travel Type of Hotels Hotel Brands
622 hotel managers
survey, 1270 . . (China): captains, Kempinski, Wanda Vista,
(89] Liu et al., questionnaires Siz;i?ﬁs}l;?agiz; supervisors, n/a 11 luxury star-rated Westin, InterContinental,
2020 distributed, response Fuzhou angcll 0 anz};ou managers, hotels Fuzhou, Sheraton, Crowne
rate: 49% " ! . department directors, Plaza
general managers
?11:.5‘:16(3:15:323 India: Srinagar,
(90] Rather et disqtribute d to hotel Gulmarg, Phalgam, 410 tourists, n/a upscale hospitality n/a
al., 2019 osts, Tes . Jammu, Katra, and International properties
guests, response rate: Amritsar
17%
qiti‘:f(i;jjﬁ(és TA?;T;;A;;;;: 1007 tourists, according to type of hotels: 39 five-star hotels:
t / i Turkey (43.2% ’ hotels (29.5%
[91] S;ruzcgllg distributed to hotel Balikesir, Bolu, Bursa, UK (Lllz 9e 3/, )( éer;i/an urban or holiday/beach Eg?;; ;)bgascla l?:tgl)s/ n/a
M guests, response rate: Istanbul, Izmir, Mersin, o " y hotels ¥ o
9% Mugla (16.9%) (70.5%)
. survey, sample drawn . 5 largest five stars
h t t t:
[92] I};Iia 21(;1 8e from hotel customers of Cyprus: Kyrenia city Iiiirr?;l;snz/l n/a hotels in Northern n/a
i selected 5 hotels Cyprus
survey, 400 self- . . Radisson Blue, Holiday
Rath t 40 t t: 1 y d t
(93] a aler N administered India: 6 main tourist in(c)iizl(lg; /s), e(;s;;i (S;i/oz'ois‘gg(;; N four- and five-star Inn, Vivanta by Taj,
! questionnaires, response destinations . . ; o) TeE o hotel brands Khyber Resorts, Grand
2018 international (35%) business (12%) .
rate: 85% Lalith, Best Western
TripAdvisor dataset
analysis using
232 hotels, 1 t
Ko etal., WebCrawler program . 32 hotels, _O m.o s
[94] 2017 implemented in Java— whole world 1921 reviews all purposes popular destinations n/a
in TripAdvi
text review, ratings 1 HHpAdvIsor
review
survey, 400 .
herat: fitel, W’
Liuetal questionnaires 327 travelers, ch?Lrlj g;ssoc;; eéonryallln’
[95] 2017 }?;fglbszi t(;el;ux;:ze China: Macau Asia (90%) n/a Five-star hotels Grand Hyatt, Okura,
grate‘ éz"/ P Altira, Sands, the Venetian
survey, 620 Egypt: Alexandria, . )
280 t t four- and five-st
[96] Nassar 2017 questionnaires Luxor, Sharm El-Sheikh, 80 Omjls S n/a our-and Hve-star n/a
L . . International hotels
distributed to hotel Cairo Metropolitan
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guests, response rate:

45%
survey, 969
questionnaires . . . .
Back et al. 10 t -middle- M tt, Hilt
[97] acketal, distributed to hotel Us ,3 0 Oufls S business (69%) 3 upper-middle arnot, Htton,
2016 international class hotels Hyatt
guests;
32% response rate
one-on-one interviews 250 tourists,
Manthiou et among international Singapore, USA,
98 travelers; Malaysia: Kuala Lumpur Australia, UK, sightseeing tours name-brand hotels n/a
al, 2016 Y P 8 8
7 survey locations: top Indonesia, India,
attractions China, Japan
180 tourists
1f- ' ti tertai t four-star hotels (61%
Rather et surfle.y, se. India: Jammu and India (61%), USA recreation/entertainmen our-star hotels (61%
[99] administrative . . (60%), adventure (24%), of respondents) n/a
al, 2016 estionnaires Kashmir (6%), UK (6%), Russia religious (12%) five-star hotels (39%)
a (6%), Bangladesh (6%) glous (127 °
survey, questionnaires 423 tourists, 7 hotels; 5 four-star
Alnawas et L Europe (67%), Asia leisure (45%), business P
1 distributed to hotel d hotels and 2 five-st
[100] al, 2015 istribu ee Stso ote Jordan (23%), North America (36%), otels a;:OtelSwe star n/a
su and Canada (8%)
survey, 600
questionnaires .
Al-Msall 4 t t
[101] ot al sa2 0?1;1 distributed to hotel Syria: Damascus iisters:tzfnz n/a 3 different hotels n/a
N guests, response rate:
97.3%
Hosseini et survey, 4?0 Iran, major cities: 302 tourists, 18 five-star hotels
[102] al. 2015 questionnaires Teheran, Mashhad, Iran (>50%), n/a 32 four-star hotels n/a
M distributed Esfahan, Tabriz, Shiraz international
Liu etal, survey, questionnaires . o 608 tourists, Taiwan business (46.4%) well-known upscale Le meridian Taipei, Hyatt,
[103] distributed to hotel Taiwan: Taipei (25%) . Caesar Park, Sheraton
2015 . . leisure (53.6%) hotels -
guests international (75%) Grande Taipei
survey, 600 self-
Suhartanto adml‘mster'ed . 444 tourists, business (44.2%) three-star and four-
[104] questionnaires Indonesia: Bandung . . . n/a
etal., 2015 distributed to hotel international holiday (38.8%) star hotels
guests
46 hotel managers:
istructured 10 general managers,
Wong et al., | semustuciured . 12 marketing hotels from Marriott Marriott, Courtyard by
[105] interviews with senior China n/a . :
2015 managers, 12 human group Marriott, Renaissance

managers

resource directors, 12
sales directors
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11 Chinese brands

29 upscale (four-
18 foreign brands

and five-star or

survey in 15 domestic

Chinese and 15 foreign
China: 12 major cities

China (48.7%),
Europe and North

n/a

equivalent) hotels

h et al.
[106] Ohetal, hotel brands; at least 20
2014 . .
domestic and 20 foreign .
; America (51.3%)
tourists at each hotel
quz;t‘ilce)i,l,r:(i)fes 335 travellers, 20 hotels: 5 first-
< Italy (32.8% 1 first-cl
Seric et al., administered through aly 3 8,/ ) US vacations 84%, ¢ ass,. 3 first-class
[107] . . Italy: Rome (21.2%), Spain (6.9%), . superior, 3 luxury, n/a
2014 face-to-face interviews business 11%
.. France (6.6%), and 5 super luxury
and self-administered,
o Germany (5.7%) hotels
response rate: 83.7%
survey, 2500 luxury, upper
questionnaires 252 respondents from Y, upp Marriott, Hilton, Sheraton,
Soetal.,, . . . upscale, upper . .
[108] distributed in consumer Australia the panel of n/a i Sofitel, Holiday Inn,
2013 midscale, and
panel; consumers Mercure, Best Western
o economy
10% response rate
TripAdvisor dataset Marriott, Hilton,
Callarisa et analysis using 11,917 reviews 653 hotels in 10 most InterContinental, Accor,
[109] Webcrawler program whole world . . all purposes o Best Western, Hyatt,
al., 2012 . i international popular destinations
implemented in Java— Carlson, Wyndham,
text review, rating review Starwood, Choice Hotels
survey, 500 415 conference
Ahmad et questionnaires attendees, attended fi df "
[110] al,, distributed to hotel Penang and Klang Valley and stayed in the participation in conference e a}r:Otetl)Sur star n/a
2011 guests, response rate: same hotel where the
83%% conference was held
11 lei Y% i 2 well-k hotel
Nam et al,, survey,. p.ersona y 378 tourists, eisure (?8 %), busmgss 32 well-known hote Marriott, Hilton,
[111] administered southeast of England (25%), business and leisure and restaurant
2011 . . UK Travelodge
questionnaire (15%) brands
345 tourists at the
time of their
survey, 421 departure in Ercan
questionnaires personally Airport, . .
[112] Kayaman et retrieved, self- North Cyprus Turkey (48.4%), UK hohde}y (study cond}lcted m 6 five-star hotels n/a
al., 2007 .. high season period)
administrated; response (26.1%), Cyprus
rate: 82% (5.8%), Germany,
Greece, USA, France,
Russia
Kim et al art?gr\;etZ:itirr?‘;EleeZiud 277 travelers, Wesgfil‘;aznizg;s(e)ﬁalit
[113] v P pated . y USA: midwestern city USA (85%), Spain n/a 6 hotels brands f ,euatly
2007 at the airport in . Inn, Howard Johnson,
(7%), Asia (6%) .
Four Points

midwestern city
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Survey, 840
. questionnaires .
[114] Kim etal, distributed to travelers at Korea ,513 tOuI.'IStS, n/a luxury hotels n/a
2005 . . international
Kimpo airport (departure
site), response rate 61%
Table 3. Research specifications for the studies included in the systematic survey.
Data
Article Factor/Variable Hypotheses Measurement Items Analysi
s
intellectual capital (IC)
so'aal.capltal.(SC) 46 items (7-point Likert scales)
organization capital (OC) SC—5items
relational capital (RC) BE mediates the positive relationship between IC and SC (+) .
1 I, . - HC—7 items
managerial ties (MT) MT moderates the positive relationship between BE and SC (+) . .
. . .. R . OC—8items, RC—4 items CFA
[89] human capital (HC) BA mediates the positive relationship between PQ and BL (-) . . .
brand equi ] . . . . BE—22 items, including: SEM
quity (BE): BI mediates the positive relationship between PQ and BL (+) . .
. . R .. . k BI—4 items, BL—4 items
perceived quality (PQ) OC mediates the positive relationship between RC and HC (+) BA—3 items
brand image (BI) PQ—11 items
brand loyalty (BL)
brand awareness (BA)
COnsumer_br(fg‘;)‘demﬁca“0“ CBI - BL (+), CBI > CBE (+), CBEBL (+) 22 items (5-point Likert scales)
rand . PSQ >CBE (+), PSQ - CBI (+) CBE—8 items
constmer-branc engagemen CBI mediated the relationship between PSQ and CBE and between CBVC CBI—4 items
(CBE) . CFA
[90] ived . lity (PSQ) and CBE CBVC—-3 items SEM
percetve _;ervi;:e qlu ality ) CBE mediated the relationship between PSQ and CBI BL—4 items
consumer r(aC“B\;’g)ue congruity CBVC >CBI (+), CBVC S>CBE (+) PSQ—3 items
CBI mediated the relationship between CBVC and BL
brand loyalty (BI)
br;“‘% a‘;"arerl‘,ess ((1133)) BA > CBBE (+) 24 items (7-point Likert scales)
b tysflfcs fllua, ‘ty( 5B PQ > CBBE (+) BA—3 items
sba (f. avior o PB > CBBE (+) PQ—4 items
o1] ra“b ‘m(;‘%e e BI > CBBE (+) PB—4 items CFA
consumer (E‘CSEBE)“‘“ equity CBBE > BL (+) BI—5 items SEM
" fisfaction (CS) CBBE - BT (+) BT—3 items
customer satistacton CS > BT (+), CS > BL (+) CS—2 items
brand trust (BT) BT = BL (+ BL—3 item:
brand loyalty (BL) ™ ems
o] brand trust (BT) SMMA - BL (+); Sl\gl;jﬂ; Ellzl—)ﬁ); SMMA - BT (+) 26 ]13’:;1254 (i—pom’; Iffzrtt scales) CFA
revisit intention (RI) Hems, tems SEM

BT - RI (+); BT > RI (+)

PF—4 items, BL—4 items
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social media marketing activities SMMA - BT 2> RI (+) SMMA 10—items
(SMMA): entertainment, SMMA - BT - BL (+)
interaction, trendiness,
customization, word of mouth
value congruity (VC)
customer-brand engagement VC - CBI (+); VC & CBE (+); VC > ABC (+) 22 items (7-point Likert scales)
(CBE) CBI - CBE (+); CBI - BL (+); CBI > ABC (+) VC—4 items
(93] customer-brand identification ABC - BL (+); CBE = BL (+); CBI—4 items CFA
(CBI) VC > CBI - CBE (+) CBE—4 items SEM
affective brand commitment VC > CBI 2> ABC (+) ABC—4 items
(ABC) VC > CBI-> BL (+) BL—6 items
brand loyalty (BL)
brand equity (BE).explained by 5 BV > BL (+) TripAdvisor data:
dimensions: BQ = BI > BASBV (+) BV:.Value 1 t0.5
brand awareness (BA) BQ: rooms, location, cleanliness and sleep
[94] brand image (BI) BQ=BI > BA > BV >BL (+) quality 1 to 5; BI: service 1 to 5 CEA
brand quality (BQ) BA > BV () BL recommendation (1 yes and 0 not SEM
BI > BA > BV (+)
brand value (BV) BI > BA> BV SBL () recommended) and overall loyalty (1 to 5)
brand loyalty (BL) BA: market share of the chain
brand equlc?f (BE).exp%amed by 4 BL = Bat (+), BL = PI (+)
brangrii’;?ft’;s(m) BA - Bat (+), BA > PI (+) 39 items (X-point Likert scales):
brand awareness (BA) PQ - Bat (+), PQ > PI (+) BL—4 items, BA—3 items
[95] perceived quality (PQ) BI-> Bat (+), BI > PI (+) PQ—11 items CFA
brand image (B) For luxury Bat mediates the effect of BL on PI, BI—12 items SEM
brand performance (BP) BA on PI, BL on PQ and BL on BI BP —3 items, PI—3 items
. . In the market of luxury hotel industry, BP can moderate the effect of Bat Bat—3 semantic differential scales
purchase intention (PI) on PI (4)
brand attitude (Bat)
brand equity (BE) explained by 4
braiﬁi?:l?;iém BL > CS (+) 24 items (7-point Likert scales)
(96] brand awareness (BA) BA-> CS(+) BL—6 items, BA—5 items CFA
. . PBQ-> CS (+) PBQ—5 items, Bass—5 items SEM
perceived brand quality (PBQ) Bass=> CS (+) CS—3 items
brand association (BAss)
consumer satisfaction (CS)
social IC > CS (+) 13 items (7-point Likert scales)
image congruence (IC) ideal social IC - CS (+) IC—4items CFA
[97] customer satisfaction (CS) CS = cognitive BL (+) CS—3items SEM
brand loyalty (BL) Cognitive BL = affective BL (+) cognitive BL—3 items; affective BL—3 items
Affective BL - conative BL (+) conative BL—3 items
brand experience (BEx): sensory, The richer BEx is for consumers, the higher their loyalty toward the brand 20 items (7-point Likert scales) CFA
[98] . . . . .
affective, behavioral, intellectual will be BEx: sensory Ex—3 items, SEM
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brand knowledge (BK) The more BK consumers have, the higher their loyalty toward the brand affective Ex—3 items, behavior Ex—3 items
brand loyalty (BL) will be intellectual Ex—3 items
BK serves as a mediator in the path of BEx and BL BK—3 items, BL—5 items
customer brand identification correlati
18 it 7-point Likert scal
o el
[99] brand satisfaction (BS) BS > BL BC_4 i,terns regressi
brand commitment (BC) BC 2> BL . ’ on
BL—6 items
brand loyalty (BL) analyses
b dli?fn d Klien.tlty.l(B.Id) (BLS) Bld > CBI (+) 28 items (5-point Likert scales)
rand-lifestyle similarity (B BLS > CBI (+) BId —4 items, CBI > 5 items
customer—brand identification . CFA
[100] CBI > BLo (+) BLS - 3 items
(CBI) - . . ) SEM
BLo > BL (-) BLo: intimacy 5 items, passion—6 items
brand love (BLo) CBI - BL (+) BL (decision/commitment) —5 items
brand loyalty (BL)
brand m}age (BI) CS>BL( 17 items (7-point Likert scales)

[101] customer satisfaction (CS) BI > CS (+) CS—3 items. BI—2 items CFA
price fairness (PF) PF > CS (+), PF > BL (+) PF—4 items/BL 8—items SEM
brand loyalty (BL) BI - BL (+) ’

serv1f:e perform.emce (SP) as a SP €>QE (+) 35 items (7-pomt_ Likert scales) regressi
direct experience (DE) DE—10 items

(102] quality of experience (QE) QE > BL () QE—15 items on
brand loyalty (BL) QE mediates the relationship between SP and BL (+) BL—10 items analysis

(1) value equity (VE): convenience BE > VE (+) C&E—5 items, P—3 items
and environment (C&E), service BE - RE (+) QC—4 items, SQ—6 items
quality (5Q), price (P), quality of VE-> RE (+) BAss—3 items
commodities (QC) BE > CL (+) BA—2 items CFA
[103] (2) brand equity (BE): brand RE->CL (+) BI—2 items SEM
association (BAss), brand VE-> CL (-) RE: satisfaction—2 items
awareness (BA), brand image (BI) Leisure and business traveler moderate drivers forming a customer RE: trust—2 items
(3) relationship equity (RE) loyalty. Specifically, leisure travelers select for VC and BE and business RE: affective commitment—4 items
(4) customer loyalty (CL) travelers select for VE and RE on CL (+) CL—4 items
brand loyalty: 'cogmtlve, affective, Attitudinal L. > behavioral L. (+) . o
conative loyalty S 26 items (7-point Likert scales)
. SQ - attitudinal L (-) . . . .
brand loyalty: behavioral loyalty S cognitive L—3 items, affective L—3 items
. i PV - attitudinal L (-) . . . . CFA
[104] service quality (SQ) . conative L—3 items, behavioural L—3 items
. . CS > attitudinal L (+) . . SEM
customer satisfaction (CS) SQ—5 items, CS—3 items
brand image (BI) BI>SQ () BI> PV (%) PV —3 items, BI—3 items
ne imag BI > CS (-), Bl > attitudinal L (-) g
perceived value (PV)
resources resources and capabilities = resources: 6 elements Content
capabilities - brand assets (brand loyalty, brand awareness, brand association, capabilities: 5 elements analysis

[105] . : . .

brand assets/brand equity perceived quality, others) brand assets: 5 elements —five-

desired organization outcomes

- desired organizational outcomes 2

7 desired organizational outcomes

stage
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- desired market position protocol
with
two
rounds
of
coding
rules
bran(.i equity (BE) 21 items (7-point Likert scales)
BE: perceived quality (PQ) . .
. . . . BCI—3 items, BL—3 items
BE: brand awareness (BA) The hotel BE model is configurally/metrically equivalent across: .
. . . BQ—3items
BE: brand image (BI) - domestic and foreign hotel brands (+) . CFA
[106] - . . . i BA —3items
BE: management trust (MT) tourists speaking Mandarin and English as their first language (+) . SEM
s . . . BI—3 items
BE: brand reliability (BR) - the regions the tourist reside (+) .
BT —3 items
brand loyalty (BL) BR—3 it
brand choice intension (BCI) rems
integrated marketing
communication (IMC) . . .
advanced information and IMC - BI (+) 22 1temsI(Ii34-g(iI;t.I;1kert scales)
communication technology (ICT) IMC = PQ (+) BI_7 itlerennsls CFA
[107] brand equity (BE) explained by 3 IMC - BL (+) PQ—7 it SEM,
dimensions: PQ - BI(+), PQ - BL (+) 1 ems
. BL—4 items
brand image (BI) BI-> BL (+) .
. . ICT—4 items
perceived quality (PQ)
brand loyalty (BL)
CuStomer_br(aggll)denhﬁcahon CBI > BL (-) 14 items (7-point Likert scales)
. . SQ 2>BL (+); PV 2 BL (+) CBI—5 items; BT —4 items
service quality (SQ) . CFA
(108] erceived value (PV) BT >BL () BL—5 items SEM
P CBI > SQ (+); CBI > PV (+) 7 semantic differential scales:
brand trust (BT) CBI > BT (+) SQ—3 scales, PV —4 scal
brand loyalty (BL) scales, scales
brand quality (BQ): internal TripAdvisor data:
quality and location quality BV > BL (+) BV:valuelto5
brand equity (BE) explained by 4 BQ - BI > BA>BV (+) BQ: rooms, location, cleanliness and sleep
(109] dimensions: BQ > BI > BA > BV > BL (+) quality 1 to 5 CFA
brand image (BI) BA > BV (+) BI: service 1 to 5 SEM
brand awareness (BA) BI-> BA > BV (+) BL recommendation (1 —yes; 0—not
brand value (BV) BI > BA-> BV 2>BL (+) recommended) and overall loyalty (1 to 5)
brand loyalty (BL) BA: market share of the chain
br;{;‘z(:si‘g;z;"ngjfef‘is:r}zice SS - BS (+), S5 > BL (+) 27 items (7-point Likert scales)
[110] (89) and self-image congruence SIC - BS (-), SIC > BL (-) SS—8 items; SIC—4 items CFA
&€ cong BA - BS (+); BA > BL (+) BA—3 items; BS—3 items SEM

(SIC)
brand awareness (BA)

BS > BL (+)

BL—9 items
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brand satisfaction (BS)
brand loyalty (BL)
CBBE: physical qua.hty Q) PQ > CS(+) 18 items (7-point Likert scales)
CBBE: staff behavior (SB) . .
. SB > CS (+) PQ—4 items, SB—3 items
CBBE: ideal self-congruence (SC) . .
. . SC > CS(+) SC—3 items, BI—3 items CFA
[111] CBBE: brand identification (BI) .
CBBE: lifestvl LO) BI> CS (+) LC—2items SEM
+ ifestyle tc.o?grt‘,w“‘(:és) LC > CS (+) BL—3 items
consumer satis action CS—>BL (+) 2 semantic differential scales for CS
brand loyalty (BL)
customer-based b.rand e.qulty tang > BL (+)
expressed by 4 dimensions:
(1) perceived quality (PQ): tang = BI (+)
tan 'bi};i (tang), res onsiverlless resp = BL (+), resp = BI (-) 35 items (5-point Likert scales)
[112] ( gl) ?,b'l'tg E l'p) relia > BL(-), relia > BI (+) PQ (tang, resp, relia, assur, empa) 22 items CFA
resp(, re IE; ity r;la (’ assu)r ance assur > BL (-), assur > BI (-) BI—9 items SEM
assur), empaty (empa empa > BL (=), empa = BI (+) BL—4 items
(2) brand image (BI)
BL - BI (+)
(3) brand awareness (BA) BA > BL (-)
(4) brand loyalty (BL)
brand equity (BE) BL S BE 33 items (7-point Likert scales)
brand loyalty (BL) BL—3 items, PQ — 4 items
. . PQ - BE . CFA
[113] perceived quality (PQ) BA —3 items
BA - BE . SEM
brand awareness (BA) BAss>> BE Bass—3 items
brand association (BAss) 5 BE—5 items
brand equity (BE) 33 items (7-point Likert scales)
brand loyalty (BL) Customer-based BE and these four components in the hospitality industry BL—6 items CFA
[114] brand awareness (BA) will have a significant relationship with the performance of the firms of the PBQ—11 items SEM
perceived quality (PQ) corresponding brands (+) BI—13 items
brand image (BI) BA —3 items
(+) hypothesis supported, () hypothesis not supported.
Table 4. General findings and managerial implications for the studies included in the systematic survey.
Article Findings Related to HBL Managerial Implications
¢ Intellectual capital is related to BE, managerial ties, and social capital.
¢ HBL plays a mediating role between intellectual and social capital. e Hotels need to develop and accumulate intellectual capital and create unique
(89] e The mediating role of brand awareness and brand image combines the relationships advantages to strengthen BE and loyalty.
between perceived quality and brand loyalty. ¢ Hotel managerial staffs must establish the correct BE values covering 3 aspects: brand
o The moderating role of managerial ties strengthens BE’s influence on the development image, brand awareness, and brand loyalty.
of social capital.
(90] o Customers are increasingly involved in creating brands that reflect their identity and e Luxury hotels should meet customers’ needs for distinctiveness and self-enhancement

personal values.

whilst exceeding their expectations for service quality.
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e Consumer-brand value congruity and high service quality are important elements of
consumer-brand identification and engagement.
¢ Consumer-brand identification is a precursor of consumer-brand engagement and

brand loyalty.

e Hotel managers must ensure that their brand consistently delivers a high level of
tangible and intangible service quality in order to establish long-lasting relationships
with guests.

e Service quality and brand experience should meet and exceed the expectations of
guests in order to satisfy their needs for self-enhancement and their sense of well-

being.

e Consumer-based brand equity consists of brand awareness, physical quality, staff

behavior, and brand image.

e Managers should invest in advertising and promotions to enhance four dimensions of
BE (brand image, physical environment, brand awareness, and personnel behavior).

e Positive brand image should be created not only by design, architecture, logo, and

[91] ¢ Consumer-based brand equity improves customer satisfaction and trust. furniture. Important details must be taken into consideration to distinguish one hotel
¢ Hotels should increase customer satisfaction, build trust, and develop consumer-based from another.
brand equity to build customer loyalty. Hotels should invest in improving staff behavior by proper recruitment of passionate
team members, employee empowerment, motivation, and training.
(92] Social media marketing activities have a significant impact on brand loyalty and revisit The dataset offers a model for marketers interested in predicting brand loyalty and
intention, also the mediation outcome of brand trust is partially supported. revisit of intention.
¢ Top management should understand the significance of customer loyalty and make
an effort to improve brand loyalty, leading to hotel brand equity.
Perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand associations were found to be the core . i .
i . . L K o Hotels should improve brand awareness and brand associations, develop a valid and
[93] components of brand equity, while brand awareness did not exert a significant influence
on building brand equity of mid-priced hotels. reliable measure to assess customer-based brand equity, as well as gather information
about customer loyalty, perceived service quality, brand awareness, and brand
associations.
. L . . . . e Forums such as TripAdvisor can increase the relevant knowledge about destinations
o The relationships in the validated model is as follows: brand quality — brand image — i ) . )
and tourist accommodations and therefore have become a critical factor in the context
[94] brand awareness — brand value — brand loyalty. ) )
. ] . L . ) of hotel marketing, brand management, and the achievement of future loyalty
¢ Social networking sites have become a critical factor in the context of hotel marketing. .
behavior.
e All CBBE elements (brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand image) . . ) .
. . o Hotels should adapt the brand experience to the needs of their customers, stimulating
positively relate to brand attitude. .
. . . . . their loyalty toward the hotel brand.
e Brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand image have a direct impact on purchase . . L. .
[95] tenti e Hotels need to increase visual appeal to create a positive, strong brand image to
intention.
. . . strengthen consumers’ brand equity and help companies develop a positive attitude
e Brand performance moderates the relationship between brand attitude and purchase .
] . towards their brands.
intentions.
¢ Brand loyalty, brand awareness, and brand associations had a significant positive impact L .
. . Brand managers should focus on brand loyalty, awareness, and associations to increase
[96] on customer satisfaction.

e Perceived quality had no impact.

customer satisfaction.
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e The total impact of image congruence and customer satisfaction on brand loyalty is

e Hotel marketers should develop marketing information systems to monitor

significant. perception of the brand image.
(97] e Social and ideal social image congruence has a direct impact on customer satisfactionand e Selective target marketing should be carefully considered when using the hotel brand
an indirect impact on attitudinal brand loyalty. image.
e Positive information about the brand held by the customer does not directly increase the e The customer should experience positive service, have strong beliefs, and exert a
repurchasing intention. positive influence on the brand to be a brand loyal customer.
e Name-brand hotels should develop a sensory experience for guests through sight,
. . o . . . . sound, touch, and smell.
e Brand experience is a holistic concept with sensory, affective, behavioral and intellectual L . .
(98] . ¢ Hotel managers can launch green inspiration programs and work with eco-friendly
aspects.
P L . . initiatives to protect the environment.
¢ It influences brand loyalty and its impact is partly mediated by brand knowledge. L . . .
¢ Loyalty can be maintained and strengthened by offering premium brand experiences
to increase positive brand knowledge.
¢ Hotel brand managers should create a positive customer perception of services.
Four variables (customer—brand identification, brand satisfaction, brand commitment, and ~ ¢ Four- and five-star hotels must place much more emphasis on building valuable
(99] brand loyalty) are significantly interrelated, generate competitive advantages, and relationships.
differentiate themselves from competitors by building and maintaining long-term ¢ Hotel managers must focus on social networking tactics in order to maintain and
customer relationships. improve engagement and create higher levels of customer satisfaction, brand identity,
and personalized services to meet customer needs.
¢ Brand experience needs to be adapted and personalized to support the individuality,
. . . . uniqueness, and distinctiveness of the guests.
¢ Brand-lifestyle congruency seems to have a stronger and more meaningful relationship . . .
. . . ¢ Hotel brands can create engagement-based symbolic consumption by changing the
[100] with customer-hotel brand identification (CHBI). . . . .
. . layout, equipment, style, and interior design of hotel rooms.
o CHBI contributes to the development of brand love and influences brand loyalty. . .
e Hotel brands could develop new products and services that reflect the different
lifestyles of their guests.
e Marketers should improve hotels’ brand strategy to increase brand loyalty and
[101] Brand image and price fairness are positively related to brand loyalty as important factors customer satisfaction.
in building consumer satisfaction. e A branded hotel should provide solutions tailored to the customer needs and
expectations.
e Service performance, quality of experience, and brand loyalty are important elements of
BE in hotel industry. In the management of hotel and the tourism industry, the relative importance of service
[102] o Direct experience of service performance consists of 3 elements: interaction with hotel ~ performance and quality of experience in building brand image and loyalty must be
staff and customers, service environment, and service performance. taken into account.
o Direct and indirect experience contributes to brand image and brand loyalty.
. . . Upscale hotels should improve brand associations and brand image and strengthen
e Leisure travelers are more focused on BE, while business travelers focus more on . . . . .
[103] relationship marketing strategies through:

relationship equity.

e Emotional connections (use of the guest’s name by hotel staff);
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e BE has a positive impact on value equity and relationship equity.

e BE is the most influential factor for the upscale hotels to enhance customer loyalty,
followed by relationship equity, and then value equity. BE influences customers’
perceptions of the value of prices/services in upscale hotels and also creates relationship

equity with customers.

o Experiential connections (provision of additional services);

¢ Functional connections (provision of additional facilities,);

¢ Financial connections (low price guarantee or fixed price room price per year);

e Customized connections (development of a preferential offer tailored to customer

needs).

o Attitudinal loyalty is a first-order hierarchical factor, which consists of cognitive loyalty,
affective loyalty, and conative loyalty indicators.

e Service quality, perceived value, and customer satisfaction have a direct impact on

e Hotel managers should regularly evaluate their service performance and compare it
with the services of other hotels in the same class to maintain relative performance.

e Managers of three- and four-star hotels should be aware that satisfaction of hotel

[104] attitudinal loyalty. guests is an important strategy to building loyalty.
e The brand image plays a role in strengthening these three loyalty determinants. Managers should ensure a high level of service quality by providing a safe hotel
The development of brand loyalty is associated with excellent service quality, high environment, employing staff capable of developing guest trust, and understanding
perceived value, and customer satisfaction. individual customer needs.
In order to successfully enter the emerging market, managers of Western hospitali
The brand equity model covers six resource categories (financial capital, internal .. y . g, & . ) . 8 ) pitality
. . . . . . organizations should establish communication links with the functional areas of the
[105]  relationships, internal operating systems and programs, international brand reputation, o . . . . . .
. . . organization, establish relationships with key national stakeholders and introduce
human capital, and domestic stakeholder relation management). , ..,
brand audits’.
[106] Hotel brand equity can be generalized in three cultural customer segments, as evidenced Brand managers of both international and Chinese domestic hotels can rely on a model
by acceptable metrics, as well as configuration equivalences. to assess the brand equity with different customer groups.
) . . . . Hotel managers need to understand how their marketing communication affect
o There are relationships between the guests’ perception of integrated marketing .
consumer perceptions.
07] communication and CBBE, and in particular between perceived unified communication, Hotel managers should actively communicate with guests, and create a favorable
- p}elrlcelvledfc.luality, and b.randfl.oyalty. d Keti < cation in the hotel brand image, ensure comfort, cleanliness, and high level of service.
. 1gh level obimp emfentatlon © 1nte.grate rnal.‘ .etlng communication in the hotel can Hotels should create a differentiated image, making sure that their guests feel special
increase BE and provide the hotel with competitive advantages. duri .
uring their stay.
¢ The hotel loyalty depends on the customer’s positive evaluation of factors relating to e Hotel managers must create a positive customer perception of the service
[108] service experiences. consumption experience to build and maintain strong customer loyalty.
e The consumers’ identification with the hotel brand affects their evaluation of these e Managers should leverage customer brand identification to create a positive
factors. evaluation of the hotel brand as well as increase brand loyalty
e Brand awareness is the central element of all relationships between the BE dimensions. H(.)tels ne.ed to better.understand the dynamics of the tech.nology and consider actively
[109] Th ¢ relationshios i oll. brand i brand i brand using social networking and user-generated content to build customer loyalty,
* The sequence of relationships 1s as follows: brand quality — brand image — brand 1,015 should be more proactive and establish a continuous dialogue with the
awareness — brand value — brand loyalty customer to protect their brand equity.
In CBBE, staff service is the most prominent aspect in understanding customer purchase
[110]  behavior. The relationship between staff service and satisfaction shows the strongest n/a
relationship between the CBBE constructs.
[111] o Consumer satisfaction partly influences brand loyalty, through staff behavior, ideal self- e Brand managers should use tangible cues such as colors, designs, music, celebrities,

congruence, and brand identification.

or words as symbols to create brand image and support brand loyalty.
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o The impact of physical quality and lifestyle congruence on brand loyalty fully depends

on consumer satisfaction.

¢ Hotel managers should monitor consumers’ lifestyles to understand their needs, and
develop suitable services.
¢ Brand experience should be customized to support a customer’s individualism and

stimulate brand loyalty.

Three-dimensional model of CBBE (brand loyalty, brand image, perceived quality) is

Hotel managers should try to influence the perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand

[112] o image, and brand awareness by formulate strategies for tangibilizing their intangible

significant. ; .

service offerings.

Perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand associations are the basic components of
[113]  brand equity, while brand awareness has no significant impact on building brand equity Hotel managers should develop a valid and reliable measure to assess CBBE.

of mid-priced hotels.

e Brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand image are important components of CBBE. L . . .

. i . The hotel company needs to design its marketing mix to increase brand awareness set

[114] e A positive relationship was found between the components of CBBE and performance of

luxury hotels.

and influence the choice.
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We used word cloud visualization to present factors and variables related to the HBL (Figure 2,
Section 4.1). Word clouds, known as ‘tag clouds’, ‘term clouds’ [116], or ‘content clouds’ [117], are a
useful analytical tool that provide a summary of text data and provide meaningful interpretations [116].
Word clouds enable a direct visual representation of the content being measured [117] by depicting the
words that appear most often in larger, darker type within the cloud [118]. The general interpretation
of the word cloud is based on the size of frequently repeated words [119,120]. The context that creates
the word cloud is important because the same sentence can be interpreted depending on the nature of
the character of the research [119]. The statistical overview is achieved by positively correlating the font
size of the depicted tags with the word frequency [120]. Word clouds allow for combining elements of
qualitative research analysis, content, and visualization [118]. It is a useful analytical tool that helps to
summarize different text data [119,121] during academic lessons and analyses of research results [119].
We created our word cloud visualization with factors and/or variables analyzed in studies included in
our systematic review. These were factors/variables tested in research hypotheses mainly using
confirmation factor analysis (CFA) and a structural equation model (SEM).

Figure 2. Hotel brand loyalty —word cloud visualization. Source: based on Wordle [121]

3. Results

The list of all 26 studies included in the systematic review is presented in the Supplementary
Table S1. This section, presenting the studies included in the systematic review, consists of three
parts:

e  General details and study design—Section 3.1.
e  Research specifications and verified research hypotheses—Section 3.2.
¢  General findings and managerial implications—Section 3.3.

3.1. General Details and Study Design

General details and study design for the studies included in the systematic review are presented
in Table 2. The reviewed studies were published between 2005 and 2020, and the most (six studies)
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in 2015. Only three studies were published between 2005-2007. In most of the studies, a survey was
used as a research method (22 studies). Questionnaires were distributed to hotel guests (17 studies),
travelers at the airports (two studies), hotel managers (one study), customers using hotel Facebook
profiles (one study), or respondents in consumer panel (one study). Surveys were carried out on
samples from 180 to 1346 respondents, with the sample size distribution as follows: up to 200
respondents (one study), 200-300 respondents (four studies), 300-400 respondents (seven studies),
400-500 respondents (three studies), 500-1000 respondents (three studies), and over 1000
respondents (two studies). In four studies, another research method was used: one-on-one
semistructured interviews with hotel guests and hotel managers (two studies), and the analysis of
opinions and assessments made by tourists and obtained as a TripAdvisor dataset (two studies).

Empirical research on studies included in the systematic surveys was conducted in many
countries, including China (four studies), India (three), US (two), Cyprus (two), Malaysia (two),
Jordan, Italy, England, Indonesia, Taiwan, Australia, Egypt, Turkey, Syria, Iran, and Korea. The
population to be surveyed was international (11 studies). In nine studies, the structure of the
surveyed population in terms of nationality was specified in detail. In the case of analysis of opinions
and assessments based on TripAdvisor datasets, the location was defined as global.

In 15 studies, the purpose of travel was defined precisely as a business, leisure, adventure,
religious, sightseeing, or recreation/entertainment (11 studies); described by the phrase “different
purposes” (two studies); or participation in a conference (one study).

The type of hotels was given in different ways: as five- and four-star hotels (seven studies), five-
star hotels (four studies), luxury and super luxury hotels (five), upscale and upper upscale hotels
(five), middle- and upper-middle-class hotels (one), first hotels (one), well-known hotels (one),urban
and holiday/beach hotels (one), and hotels in most popular destinations (2). In 14 studies, the number
of hotels was specified, and about 3 to 232 hotels were examined. On the other hand, hotel brands
were specified in 10 studies, ranging from 3 to 10 hotel brands. It was also indicated that these were
brand name hotels and domestic vs. foreign hotel brands.

3.2. Research Specifications and Hypothesis.

In all the studies included in the systematic survey, research hypotheses related to variables and
factors influencing the HBL were formulated (Table 3). The number of research hypotheses was
between 3 and 13. These included factors/variables influencing HBL directly or indirectly, as well as
those related to consumer-based brand equity based on the Aaker and Keller concept. To verify the
hypotheses, Likert scales were used (24 studies), such as 5-point Likert scales (seven studies) or 7-
point Likert scales (17 studies). The number of items tested ranged from 14 to 46. In two other studies,
semantic differential scales were applied. Taking into account statistical methods, in 23 studies
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and a structural equation model (SEM) was used.

3.3. General Findings

In the table below, general findings were collected and separated: on the one hand, findings
related to HBL, and, on the other hand, managerial implications. Among the main conclusions, there
were the factors influencing hotel brand loyalty, as well as the factors that were part of the consumer-
based hotel equity and thus, are directly related to the HBL.

4. Discussion

4.1. General Remarks

In this paper, we present results from a systematic literature review focused on the HBL. We
included 26 studies presenting the results of empirical research on loyalty to hotel brands belonging
to different hotel types and located in different parts of the world. The subjects of the research were
brands of five-star hotels [91,92,95,112]; four- and five-star hotels [93,96,100,102,106,110]; three- and
four-star hotels [104]; hotels classified as luxury [89,107,108,114], upscale [90,103,106,108], or middle-
class [97,108]; and hotels described as well-known [111] or located in the most popular tourist
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destinations [94,109]. They belonged to well-known hotel chains such as Marriott
[97,105,108,109,111], Hilton [97,108,109,111], Crown Plaza [89], Westin [89], Sheraton [89,95,103,108],
InterContinental [89,109], Mercure [108], Holiday Inn [93,108,113], Best Western [93,108,109,113],
Radisson Blue [93], Accor [109], Carlson [109], Starwood [109], Sofitel [95,108], Conrad [95], and Hyatt
[95,97,103,109].

To better present the diversity of factors and variables associated with HBL, we drew up a word
cloud visualization identifying all analyzed factors and variables from studies included in our
systematic literature review (Figure 2). These factors/variables were tested in research hypotheses
mainly using confirmation factor analysis and a structural equation model, presented in Table 3. The
interpretation of the word cloud was based on the size of frequently repeated words [119].
Additionally, a numerical list of factors/variables is given in Table S2 in Supplementary Materials.

To summarize, in studies included in our systematic literature review on HBL, the most common
brand loyalty was analyzed in the context of brand equity, brand awareness, brand image, and
perceived quality related to the brand. Therefore, we discussed the results in the following areas:

e  HBL vs. brand equity;

e  HBL vs. brand awareness;

e  HBL vs. brand image;

e  HBL vs. perceived quality related to the brand;
e  HBL vs. managerial implications.

4.2. HBL vs. Brand Equity

In studies included in our systematic survey, HBL was analyzed on two levels: in the context of
factors/variables determining the HBL, as well as concerning models of brand equity and consumer-
based brand equity.

The first level of research in studies included in our systematic review was focused on
identifying the factors/variables involved in directly and indirectly determining the HBL. Among the
factors directly influencing the HBL were: service quality [104,108], brand satisfaction
[97,99,101,104,110], customer-brand engagement [90,93], consumer-brand identification
[90,93,99,100], brand commitment [93,99], brand image [101,104], price fairness [101], brand trust
[108], and perceived value [104,108]. Single studies have suggested that brand loyalty was influenced
by brand experience [98], brand knowledge [98], brand love [100], and integrated marketing
communications [107]. Indirectly, brand loyalty was determined by the value of the congruity [93],
consumer brand value congruity [90], social media marketing activities [92], and self-image [97].

In the literature on the subject, brand loyalty has been analyzed based on various areas of
tourism. For example, loyalty was analyzed with destinations, not always identifying the destination
name with the brand. The research included the impact of the different sources of information on
behavioral and attitudinal loyalty in terms of destination-loyal and horizontal-loyal tourists [122], the
impact of destination brand authenticity and destination brand self-congruence on tourist loyalty
[123], and the relationships between four concepts (involvement, commitment, loyalty, and habit)
and consistency in behavior across leisure and tourism [124]. The tourist loyalty index is being set up
[125]. In the scientific literature, loyalty has also been analyzed more broadly, without any indication
of brand loyalty. Factors such as quality [50-54], customer satisfaction [54-56], range of services [62],
price [51,52], corporate social responsibility [9,58,59], and promotion [54] should be mentioned.
Important areas of loyalty research in the hospitality industry are loyalty programs [46,60,61]; brand
relationship [63]; relationship marketing [64,65]; and reputation, innovation, and brand extension
[54].

The second area of analysis of the HBL in our systematic review was brand equity. In the
literature, two models have been subjected to numerous research and modifications: the brand equity
model by Aaker [18] and the consumer-based brand equity model by Keller [19]. Both models of
brand equity differ in their approach to brand loyalty, which is important for HBL. In the Keller
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model, brand loyalty is the result of the pyramid. In Aaker’s model, brand loyalty is one of the
equivalent elements that are part of the brand equity and that shape it.

In studies included in our systematic review, brand loyalty was analyzed by adapting the Keller
or Aaker model. Research based on Keller’s concept (six studies) identified factors influencing brand
loyalty directly and indirectly, indicating physical quality [91,111], perceived quality [89,106], staff
behavior [91,111], brand identification [111], ideal self-congruence [111], lifestyle congruence [111],
brand awareness [89,91,106] brand image [89,91,106], management trust [106], and brand reliability
[106]. The indirect impact on brand loyalty was related to the fact that brand equity elements had an
impact on consumer satisfaction, which was found in relation to 32 hotels belonging to the Marriott,
Hilton, and Travelodge in the southeast of England [111], 11 luxury hotels in China (InterContinental
and Sheraton) [89], and 39 five- and four-star hotels in Turkey [91]. The brand equity of luxury hotels
was influenced by intellectual capital, comprising organizational capital, human capital, and
relational capital, followed by brand loyalty and social capital [89]. The trust that directly determined
brand loyalty [91,106] also proved to be important. At the same time, CBBE and customer satisfaction
together had a significant effect on customer trust.

In the HBL's research based on the Aaker model (5 studies), brand loyalty was analyzed as one
of the elements of brand equity, alongside brand awareness [95,96,113,114], perceived quality
[95,96,113,114], brand image [95,114], brand association [96,113], influencing consumer satisfaction
[96], brand attitude [95], firms” performance [114], and overall hotel brand equity [95,96,113,114].

An interesting approach presenting brand loyalty as an element of brand assets/brand equity
can be found in the study conducted among 46 hotel managers from the Marriott group. The five
elements of brand equity (brand loyalty, brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality, and
other proprietary brand assets) determined desired organizational outcomes. Among them, the
managers have identified adding value to the organization and customers, brand protection,
enhanced brand extension opportunities, enhanced brand reputation, improved marketing
communication effectiveness, increased market share, and increased profitability. This, in turn, led
to the desired market position [105].

The literature on the subject analyzed the brand equity for tourist destinations i.e., San Antonio,
Puerto Rico, New Zealand, and Spain [126]; Slovenia [127]; islands of Madeira [31]; Australia [128];
and Sarajevo city [129]. The research took into consideration consumer-based destination brand
equity, assuming that positioning is the main source of competitive advantage for the organization,
combined with an effective communication strategy for this positioning [130]. This general
relationship was confirmed by a study based on a consumer survey in Malaysia measuring the brand
dimensions of Korea, identifying the relational linkages between four brand equity dimensions
(brand awareness, brand image, brand associations, and brand loyalty), and overall customer-based
brand equity [131].

In the city branding studies in five European capitals—London, Paris, Berlin, Rome, and
Madrid —it was found that the brand equity of the European capitals consist of the awareness and
perceived quality of a city as a destination with the influence of attitude on brand and brand image
[132]. Another study concerning airlines indicated that an airline brand equity model from the
customer’s perspective operationalized the airline brand equity with four dimensions: brand
awareness, brand image, perceived quality, and brand loyalty [133].

An interesting area of research is the analysis of brand equity in relation to restaurants. Brand
equity for quick-service restaurants included four elements: brand awareness, brand image, brand
loyalty, and perceived quality [134]. The modified set of elements of customer-based brand equity
included brand association instead of brand image [135]. For consumer-based chain restaurant brand
equity, four dimensions—food and service quality, brand effect, brand awareness, and brand
association—were found to have positive effects on brand reputation [136].

In summary of this part of the discussion, the following conclusions should be draw:

e  HBL is considered on two levels: in the context of factors determining brand loyalty, as well as
in relation to the hotel brand equity.
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e HBL is directly influenced by quality, brand satisfaction, brand identification, brand
engagement, brand commitment, and perceived value.

e  Inthe Aaker’s model of brand equity, HBL is analyzed as an element of brand equity alongside
brand awareness, perceived quality, brand image, brand association, influencing customer
satisfaction, brand attitude, firm performance, and overall brand equity.

e In the Keller's model of consumer-based brand equity, HBL is influenced by brand image,
perceived quality, staff behavior, brand identification, management trust, brand awareness, and
brand reliability.

4.3. HBL vs. Brand Awareness

In studies included in our systematic review, brand awareness was found to be an important
element related to the HBL [91,103,105,106,109,110,112-114]. It determined brand equity
[91,96,106,113,114] and influenced firm performance [114], organizational outcomes [105], consumer
satisfaction [96], brand loyalty [106,112], and brand attitude [95]. This applied to luxury hotels [114],
four- and five-star hotels [91,96,106], and well-known hotel brands [105,113]. Brand awareness turned
out to be important for tourists and hotel managers [105]. For example, studies conducted among
guests of five-star hotels in Turkey indicated that brand awareness influenced consumer-based brand
equity and then consumer loyalty. It also determined brand satisfaction and trust, and thus brand
loyalty [91]. The importance of brand awareness as an element of brand assets/brand equity
influencing organizational outcomes was also confirmed by hotel managers from the Marriott group
[105]. However, not all studies have confirmed the impact of brand awareness on loyalty. One study
did not confirm the hypothesis that awareness mediates the positive relationship between perceived
quality over brand loyalty [89].

In the literature, brand awareness has been defined as the knowledge of a specific brand by an
individual, and is not limited to the knowledge of the brand name by the customer and their previous
exposure to the brand. It consists of linking the brand and its name, logo, and symbol with specific
memory associations [137]. From this perspective, brand awareness refers to whether consumers are
able to remember, recognize, or are aware of a brand [42]. In addition, it reflects the presence of the
brand in the mind of the customer [138]. Brand awareness consists of two main elements: ‘brand
recognition” and ‘brand recall’. Brand recognition means the ability of the customer to confirm previous
exposure to a given brand, while recall means recovering the brand from memory on its own [19].

Brand awareness is also important in other areas of tourism. Research of brand equity of tourist
destinations conducted among Chinese tourists visiting Seoul suggested that price and word of
mouth have beneficial effects on perceived quality, publicity, and brand awareness. At the same time,
brand awareness and perceived quality were found to have impacts on brand image, and brand
image is related to brand loyalty [127]. The importance of brand awareness in shaping destination
brand equity has also been achieved for the Slovenia tourism industry from the perspective of
German tourists [139], for Rome from the perspective of international tourists [140], and for Korea’s
brand based on a consumer survey in Malaysia [131]. The brand equity of the five European capitals
(London, Paris, Berlin, Rome, and Madrid) was found to consist of the awareness and perceived
quality of a city as a destination and the influence of attitude on the brand and brand image [132].
Research conducted in Macau indicated that better-performing casino brands were associated with
greater customer-based brand equity, which comprises brand loyalty, brand image, and brand
awareness [2].

Brand awareness is also important for the development of restaurant brand equity. With regard
to chain restaurants’ brand equity, brand awareness influences brand loyalty, and its impact is
mediated by the effects of brand image and perceived quality. Furthermore, brand awareness is a
prerequisite for brand loyalty, brand image, and perceived quality in order to have a greater impact
on brand loyalty [29]. Other studies indicated four dimensions of customer-based brand equity —
brand loyalty, perceived quality, brand awareness, and brand association—in determining the
customer-based brand equity ratings [134,135]. In turn, in research on consumer-based chain
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restaurant brand equity, food and service quality, brand awareness, and brand association were
found to have positive effects on brand reputation, and then on brand trust [136].

To sum up this part of the discussion, it should be indicated that brand awareness is an
important element of HBL-determining brand equity. It was mainly observed in luxury, four- and
five-star hotels and operating under well-known brands.

4.4. HBL vs. Brand Image

In studies included in the systematic review, brand image was an important element related to
the HBL [89,91,94,95,101,103,104,106,107,109,112,114], influencing the brand loyalty directly and
indirectly, as well as being a part of the CBBE. The direct impact of brand image on brand loyalty
was found in studies conducted among hotel guests in Rome [107], Syria [101], and Indonesia [104].
Brand image—as shown by the research of selected hotels in Indonesia—also determines customer
satisfaction, service quality, and perceived value, and these, in turn, influence the attitudinal loyalty
and then behavioral loyalty [104]. The TripAdvisor dataset analysis showed that brand equity
determines brand loyalty, indirectly influencing brand awareness and brand value [94,109].

In our systematic review, brand image was also analyzed as an element of the CBBE,
determining brand loyalty directly [89,91,106] and indirectly through its impact on customer
satisfaction and consumer trust [91]. These conclusions were drawn from a survey of 39 five-star
urban and holiday/beach hotels in Turkey [91], 29 upscale four- and five-star hotels in China [106],
and 622 hotel managers of 11 luxury star-rated hotels in China [89].

In the scientific literature, brand image has been defined as an overall perception of the brand,
based on the information about the brand and past experience [141]. There is also a brand image term,
referring to the set of beliefs, ideas, and impression that a person holds regarding an object [142]. The
term brand image should also be indicated as a set of perceptions about a brand as reflected by brand
associations in a consumer’s memory [19], as well as a set of associations, usually organized in some
meaningful way [18]. Brand image is also identified with the corporate image and defined as the
general impression of the public toward a firm or its brand [143].

The importance of the brand image for other areas of the tourism industry has been confirmed
by the results of empirical research. They refer, among others, to tourist destinations [31,127,129] and
airlines [133]. In destination research, brand image is an important element of brand equity and was
referred to as image awareness for Slovenian destinations [127], destination brand image for islands
of Madeira [31], brand image for Korea’s brand [131], tourist destination brand image for the
Southland region of New Zealand [144], and city brand image for Sarajevo [129]. In addition, a unique
image can be treated as a new component of destination brand associations. At the same time, the
overall destination image (i.e,, brand image) is a mediator between its brand associations (i.e.,
cognitive, affective, and unique image components) and tourists’ future behaviors (i.e., intentions to
revisit and recommend) [145]. Other studies referred to the airline brand equity model from the
customer’s perspective. They operationalize the airline brand equity, where brand image is one of
the elements [133]. In the scientific literature, the brand image was also analyzed in a broader context
relating to loyalty in the hospitality industry [52,55-57].

The conclusions of this part of the discussion should indicate that:

e  Brand image directly or indirectly influences the brand loyalty;
e Brand image as an element of brand equity influences loyalty to brands of luxury and upscale
four- and five-star hotels.

4.5. HBL vs. Perceived Quality Related to Hotel Brands

Brand quality is an important parameter of the HBL and in our systematic review, it was
described as perceived quality [89,95,105-107,112-114], perceived service quality [90], physical
quality [91,111], brand quality [94], perceived brand quality [96], quality of experience [102], service
quality [103,104,108], and quality of commodities [103]. Brand quality also included internal quality
and location quality [109].
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In studies included in our systematic review, perceived brand quality was treated as
determining brand loyalty directly [104,107,108,110] or indirectly through consumer-brand
engagement with consumer-brand identification [90], customer satisfaction [104], and brand image
[107]. It was also an element of brand equity both in studies based on the Keller model [89,91,106]
and in relation to the Aaker model [95,96,105,113,114]. Studies carried out in five-star hotels in North
Cyprus [112] took into account the quality in the five elements of the brand (tangibility, reliability,
responsiveness, assurance and empathy), as compatible with the SERVQUAL model [146].

In the scientific literature, it has been indicated that the brand should represent a credible
guarantee of quality to the consumers [18]. At the same time, service quality means the consumer’s
judgment about a service’s overall excellence or superiority [147]. The quality dimensions are
important in this respect, for example, Keller [148] identified seven dimensions of product quality:
performance, features, conformation quality, reliability, durability, serviceability, style, and design.
This multidimensional approach to quality also determines how it is measured, including the
SERVQUAL model [146], the SERVPERF service quality model [149], customer value and customer
satisfaction model [150], and the INTSERVQUAL internal service quality model [151].

In relation to tourism, different quality dimensions were analyzed [152], for example in the
consumer-based brand equity for tourism destination model, perceived quality refers to how tourists
perceive the quality of the environment surrounding the destination. Specifically, it relates to the
quality of accommodations, food, atmosphere, and personal safety, among others [127]. Other studies
indicated that quality plays the most important role in tourists’ evaluation of a destination, regardless
of whether they are first-time visitors or repeaters. [132,139,140]. Perceived quality is an element of
consumer-based restaurant brand equity [134-136], being a factor differentiating between high-
performing and low-performing groups restaurants [134].

In conclusion to this part of the discussion, it should be indicated that:

e  Perceived quality related to the hotel brands has been described as perceived quality,
perceived brand quality, quality of experience, physical quality, perceived service quality, or
service quality;

e  Perceived quality determines brand loyalty directly or indirectly;

e  Perceived quality is an element of hotel brand equity, both according to the Aaker model and
the Keller model.

4.6. Managerial Implications

The findings of 25 out of 26 studies included in our systematic review provided some practical
implications for hotel managers. Top managers should understand the significance of customer
loyalty and make an effort to improve brand loyalty [93,113]. This may be done by establishing the
correct values of brand equity covering brand image, brand awareness, brand loyalty [89,112], and
perceived quality [112], as well as developing a valid and reliable measure to assess customer-based
brand equity [93,113]. This will allow systematic monitoring of current and potential consumers’
lifestyles to understand their needs, interests, and developing suitable services in order to enhance
brand equity [111]. It will contribute to gathering additional information about customer loyalty,
perceived service quality, brand awareness, and brand associations [93].

The results of empirical research published in studies included in our systematic survey suggest
that hotel managers should offer personalized services to meet customer needs [99], to reflect the
different lifestyles of their guests [100], and to satisfy customers, stimulating loyalty toward the hotel
brand [90,95]. This applies to brand experience, which should be personalized to support the
individuality, uniqueness, and distinctiveness of guests. Hotel brands could create engagement-
based symbolic consumption by changing the layout, furnishings, style, and interior decoration of
hotel rooms to create certain types of ambience that match those of the target audience [100]. Effective
branding tactics should be based on the four dimensions of brand experience, including sensory,
affective, behavioral, and intellectual experience. For example, sensory experiences for guests can be
developed through sight, sound, touch, and smell. Hotels can be ‘packaged’ as places for
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disseminating cultural and historical knowledge, launch green inspiration programs, and work with
eco-friendly initiatives dedicated to protect the environment [98].

The other findings suggest that the brand experience should be customized to support a
customer’s individualism and distinctiveness to stimulate brand loyalty. To achieve this goal, brand
managers should use tangible cues such as colors, designs, music, celebrities, or words as symbols
for the development of distinct brand images to support brand loyalty. It is also recommended to
ensure that existing facilities and physical surroundings maintain or upgrade visual appeal to
develop a strong brand image and brand loyalty [111].

The brand experience is related to quality assurance. Recommendations in this respect,
formulated in the studies included in our systematic literature review, refer to investing in improving
staff behavior. This could be done with the proper recruitment of passionate team members,
employee empowerment, motivation, and training [91]. In addition, the hotels” provision of the
service quality and brand experience ought to meet and exceed their guests’ expectations to satisfy
their self-enhancement needs and their sense of well-being [90].

To ensure satisfactory loyalty to hotel brands, there is need to establish a continuous dialogue
with the customer [109] and create long-lasting relationships with them [90]. This can be achieved by
ensuring a high level of tangible and intangible service quality to valued guests [90]. Hotels should
also strengthen relationship marketing strategies in areas such as emotional connections (e.g., use of
the guest’'s name by hotel staff at check), experiential connections (e.g., providing additional
services,), functional connections (e.g., providing additional facilities), financial connections (e.g., or
fixed price room rates for a year), and customized connections (e.g., introducing preferential offers
tailored to the customer’s needs) [103].

In summary, top managers should understand the importance of brand loyalty and take action
to offer personalized services to increase customers’ branded experiences. Dialogue with consumers
should be conducted and strengthened in order to build long-lasting relationships, which will result
in long-term brand loyalty.

5. Conclusions

On the basis of the systematic literature review on the HBL, we can conclude that there are many
factors influencing the loyalty of guests/consumers to hotel brands. The group of factors directly
influencing the HBL includes, among others, perceived/service quality, brand satisfaction, customer—
brand engagement, brand identification, brand image, and brand trust. This indicates the importance
of brand management and marketing activities in creating brand image. In individual studies, brand
loyalty was influenced by brand experience, brand knowledge, and integrated marketing
communications.

An important area of the systematic review concerning HBL was the inclusion of brand equity.
In studies based on two models of brand equity, loyalty was considered —on the one hand —as an
element equivalent to perceived quality, brand awareness, and brand associations, and on the other
hand, brand loyalty was the result of brand image, brand knowledge, and other elements such as
perceived quality, staff behavior, brand identification, lifestyle congruence, brand awareness,
management trust, and brand reliability.

Despite the importance of our systematic review for scientists and practitioners, there are certain
limitations resulting from the techniques applied in this review. First, the search was conducted in
scientific journals, excluding books, conference papers, commercial journals, or practical reports.
Second, the study search was limited to two scientific databases (Scopus and Web of Science), while
other sources of information may contain information about the studied subject. Third, the study
search was limited to publications in English.

The future directions of systematic reviews could be a detailed recognition of the determinants
of the city brand loyalty, destination brand loyalty, and brand loyalty relating to airlines, restaurants,
travel agencies, and other companies providing accommodation services. It would also be important
to indicate what factors determine city brand equity, tourist destination brand equity, restaurant
brand equity, and airline brand equity, as well as brand equity of other companies providing services
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to tourists. Research should also be undertaken in areas such as green brand equity, smart brand
equity, sustainable tourist brand equity, and relationship marketing. An interesting research area
would also be loyalty analysis in a wider area than brand, with the following research questions: To
what extent does the number of stars awarded to a hotel, the range of services provided, or the type
of tourist facility (hotels, motels, hostels, inns, resorts, and others) affect tourists’ loyalty? Future
research should also take into account doctoral theses, tourism publications, studies of national and
international tourism organizations, etc. as a source of information.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/12/12/4810/s1, Table S1:
List of studies included in the systematic literature review (in alphabetic order), Table S2: Factors/variables used in
word cloud visualization.
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