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[bookmark: _GoBack]Executive Summary
Due to the financial crisis, lots of international companies are having trouble keeping their heads above water. This is not different for the aviation industry. Because of companies and consumers having less money to spend, they decide less often to use the airplane as a mode of transport. In order to remain in financial health, airlines need to differentiate themselves from competition. With the upcoming market of low-cost carriers, lowering prices is not an option any longer for the major airlines. Another option might be to differentiate themselves based on service quality. Since research on service quality expectations of Dutch airline passengers has never been done, this research will focus on the Dutch airline market. The main research question that will be addressed in this research will be: Do consumer’s perceptions of service quality lead to different market segments amongst passengers in the Dutch airline passenger market?
By the use of the five SERVQUAL dimensions and two extra dimensions (price and loyalty) this main research question will be answered. Data on 26 service items spread over these 7 dimensions is collected by spreading a questionnaire under 177 Dutch airline passengers. Performing Factor analysis, Cluster analysis and several t-test on this dataset has resulted in testing hypotheses and answering the main research question.
Results show that having a flight without problems is the most important for Dutch airline passengers. Size of the airplane comes in second place, which is not surprising due to the length of the average Dutch. As a dimension as a whole, price is seen as the most important dimension. Concerning the SERVQUAL dimensions, reliability is the most important. Furthermore, Dutch airline passengers do not care much about loyalty towards airlines. Next to these results, no differences exist between low income consumers and high income consumers concerning expectations of price. On the other hand, no differences exist between low income consumers and high income consumers on expectations of service, based on living standards. Concerning the market segments, three, significantly different segments were identified in this research. Unfortunately, the market segments do not have completely different interests, but just value their expectations high or low. Therefore, they are seen as a group, but still the most important service items are relatively alike for two of the segments. The third segment has a bit different expectations of service quality, but is very small and could therefore be a bunch of outliers. Based on the results, it is possible to state that market segments exist in the Dutch airline passenger market, although they do not differ extremely in their interests concerning airline service.
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1. Introduction
In the summer of 2007, a financial crisis started in the United States. Obligations of packed mortgages started to decline in value very rapidly, leading to monetary problems for several financial institutions. The amortization of these obligations had led to insecurity among consumers of these financial institutions. They were afraid of losing their money in case their bank was going bankrupt, due to these monetary problems. Therefore, lots of consumers decided to withdraw their funds from these banks and banks decided to stop lending each other money. Due to this, several financial institutions went bankrupt or got taken over by other financial institutions or the national government. To prevent themselves from the same negative ending, the financial institutions started to strengthen the conditions of lending for consumers. Lots of consumers and businesses could not lend money any longer and this led to stagnation of the world economy. Businesses that were not able to innovate any longer, needed to fire employees. These employees therefore needed to cut back on their expenses leading to even fewer revenues for the companies. Due to this, a large amount of developed countries worldwide got in a recession. With the new development of countries like Greece and Portugal that are on the edge of bankruptcy in 2011, the financial crisis is not over yet. Therefore, companies are still struggling to make profits.
A business which is affected very much by this financial crisis is the transportation business. Because companies and consumers have less money to spend, consumers decide not to buy that new car or go on a holiday and companies decide not to let their employees travel when it is not strictly necessary. The aviation industry has felt the consequences of the economic crisis very badly. In 2009, IATA (International Air Transport Association) CEO Giovanni Bisignani announced that “the global economic crisis has cost the industry two years of growth”. Especially Europe and North America have felt the consequences, which can be seen from IATA statistics on growth between October 2008 and October 2009. Both continents show a decrease of over 6% in passenger capacity and over 12% in cargo capacity. The major airlines of these continents show a decrease in revenue, profit and passenger turnover. For example, Dutch airline KLM shows a decrease of 14% in revenue from their Passenger Business Unit. This is not only because of the economic crisis, but also due to the upcoming business of low-cost carriers like easyJet, Ryanair and Vueling Airlines. These airlines provide flights from one destination to another against very low prices, but also against a very low service level. To distinct themselves from these low-cost carriers, the major airlines need to provide something else than a low price. An option is to provide a high service quality. But which aspects of service quality are most important for airline passengers in a specific region? And is it possible to segment the market based on these service quality perceptions? Since this research has never been done for the airline passenger market in the Netherlands and the accessibility to the Dutch consumers is very good for the researcher, the specific region in this research will be the Netherlands. Therefore, the main research question in this research will be:
Do consumer’s perceptions of service quality lead to different market segments 
amongst passengers in the Dutch airline passenger market?

In order to answer this research question, it is necessary to answer a few sub questions. At first, it is necessary to decide which aspects of service quality need to be questioned in this research in order to find consumer’s perceptions towards service quality. Furthermore, a choice has to be made on how to segment the market based on the service quality aspects questioned. When different consumer segments are found in this research, another question is how they can be targeted? In summary, the sub questions are the following:
· Which service quality aspects need to be questioned to find consumer’s perceptions towards service quality?
· How can the market be segmented based on the information gained about service quality perceptions of consumers?
· If market segments are found, how can these segments efficiently be targeted by the airlines?

Answering the main research question is relevant from both a social point of view as from a scientific point of view. The airline passenger market is going through some rough years due to the worldwide economic crisis and an answer has to be found on how to stimulate consumers to travel by airplane more often. Answering this research question can provide airlines with some useful insights in stimulating the business. From a scientific point of view, this research is relevant since it has never been done for the airline passenger market in the Netherlands. Many of these researches have been performed in Asian countries, which will be explained in the paragraph on literature review, but for the Netherlands this research is new. With this research being of social and scientific relevance, the purpose of this research is to provide both the airline industry as the transportation researchers with some valuable visions on the airline passenger market in the Netherlands based on the service quality perceptions of consumers.
To keep the content of this research clear, the following text will outline the structure of this thesis. Chapter two will contain a literature review on scientific research of the past. The literature review will have a global introduction which will be followed by the topics of SERVQUAL, segmentation and loyalty in the airline industry. Furthermore, this chapter will contain the hypotheses that are based on the literature review and an explanation on how these hypotheses were formulated.
Chapter three will provide information on the data used in this research. The questionnaire that is used will be explained and information on the sample will be stated in this chapter.
In chapter four, the methodology of the research will be outlined. An explanation will be given on which methods were used in testing the hypotheses and answering the main research question.
When all information on the research is provided, it is time to look at the results that were gained from performing the methods. Chapter five will give the results of testing the hypotheses and will provide any further information that has been founded while doing this research.
After the results are gained, chapter six will state the managerial implications that can be linked to these results. The chapter will give information on what managers of airlines and travel agencies could do best to reach the consumers in the Dutch airline passenger market.
Chapter seven is used to offer a wrap-up of all information that is gained from this research and to discuss the limitations of the research.
The last chapter contains a reference list with all the literature that is used in this thesis.


2. Literature review and hypotheses
In this chapter, information will be given on researches that have been done and published in the past. A general introduction on these researches will be provided in the first paragraph and will be followed by specific literature review on SERVQUAL, segmentation and loyalty in the airline industry. After this review of the literature, the hypotheses that will be tested in this research are stated.

2.1 Literature review
Nowadays, almost all companies have a pricing objective for the selling of their products. Some of the possible pricing objectives are profit maximization, revenue maximization and sales maximization. In order to reach these objectives, it is essential for every business to use a strategic marketing plan. The essence of a strategic marketing plan lays in the STP-formula (Kotler & Keller, 2006, p. 37). The STP-formula is an abbreviation of the three key elements – segmentation, targeting and positioning – of a strategic marketing plan. In this thesis, segmentation, the primary step of the strategic marketing plan, will have an explicit central role.
Since the end of World War II, there has been a trend towards globalization over the world. Due to the fact that companies have expanded beyond their home-country boarders and government policies are more and more reflecting global models and standards, individuals around the world are becoming more global (Meyer, 2007). Even though this globalization trend is existing, consumers around the world are not yet completely homogeneous. Some consumers might have the same needs and wants for a certain product, but may differ  in these needs and wants in case of another product. For a company, it is crucial to identify the consumers that are relatively alike in these needs and wants. Segmentation is a way to detect, evaluate and select homogeneous groups (Sarabia, 1996). By doing this, the company can identify groups of consumers that are homogeneous and optimize the company’s sales by targeting products and resources in a more effective way. The targeting of one or more homogeneous groups, leads to development of marketing mixes that adapt to particular market needs (Restrepo, 1996). Furthermore, segmentation can be seen as an effective way to reduce a huge amount of individuals in a manageable number of groups that have relatively the same preferences (Yankelovich & Meer, 2006).

An interesting business for segmentation is the airline industry. The airline industry is highly important for the tourism industry and is also essential in international business (Tiernan et al., 2008), as employees need to travel more and more in the globalizing world. At this moment in time, airlines are providing all different kinds of products to fulfill the needs of their customers. In providing these products, the airlines make use of so-called hub-and-spoke networks. Figure 1 shows the basic idea of a hub-and-spoke system, as it is used by United Airlines in North America. North America consists of five hubs, which are indicated with the red letters (Washington DC, Chicago, Denver, Los Angeles and San Francisco). All short distance flights head to the nearest hub. In performing these flights (spokes), smaller aircrafts are used to be sure that the aircraft is not half-empty, which would make the flight non-beneficial for the airline. When the passengers are delivered at the hub, a larger aircraft flies them to another hub. These larger aircrafts are always filled to the maximum, in order to make these flights highly beneficial for the airline. After landing at one of the other hubs, the passengers are again transported in a smaller aircraft to their final destination. In this way, the airlines make sure that the right aircrafts are used to perform the right flights. By using a hub-and-spoke network instead of direct flights to all destinations, the amount of spokes in the network is reduced, which means that the airline needs less aircrafts and makes sure that they are beneficially filled with customers and cargo (Bryan & O’Kelly, 1999). 

Figure 1: Hub-and-spoke network of United Airlines
[image: http://www.airlineroutemaps.com/USA/img/United_Airlines.gif]
Source: http://danoshinsky.com/2010/08/24/five-things-to-rethink-the-newsroom-create-your-hubs-and-spokes/
The airlines need to decide carefully which airports they use as hubs. The hub has to be central in the network, but also needs to attract a lot of customers. In order to make the right decision, the airline has to know its customers. Very often, flights from hubs to final destinations, have a lot of homogeneous customers on board. For example, flights from Amsterdam to Crete during summer, have a very large amount of tourists on board, while mid-week flights from Amsterdam to London transport huge amounts of business people. To find these homogeneous groups, the airlines need to segment the market. By finding these homogeneous groups, airlines can provide a certain amount of service, charge different fares and reorganize flight schedules based on the needs of these homogeneous groups of customers, compared to other customers. 

2.1.1 SERVQUAL in the airline industry
Customers can be segmented on all kinds of needs and wants, but this will lead to a very broad research that will distract too much from the main research question in this thesis. Therefore, the focus will be on customers’ perceptions of the quality of service of airlines. Service and quality perceptions of customers are investigated many times in all kinds of industries. Most of the times this was done by the use of a very famous system in market research which is called SERVQUAL. This is a multiple-item scale for measuring consumer perceptions of service quality (Parasuraman, Zeithaml & Berry, 1988). Since the development of SERVQUAL by Parasuraman et al. in 1985, there has been a lot of criticism on the theory, but it has also been used plenty of times in all kinds of service quality-related researches. SERVQUAL is an assessment that is conceptualized as a gap between customers’ expectations and perceptions of service quality of all service providers in an industry, and customers’ evaluations of the service quality of one of the companies in that particular industry (Buttle, 1996). Parasuraman et al. identified a number of ten components to measure service quality, including reliability, communication and security. These ten components were then collapsed into five dimensions, namely reliability, assurance, tangibles, empathy and responsiveness. Some criticisms on SERVQUAL are for example the fact that there is much correlation between the five dimensions used in the model; it is hard for consumers to evaluate service, since their opinion changes over time; and SERVQUAL does not draw on the large literature of psychology of perception (Buttle, 1996). Even though, there are some criticisms on the model, the model is widely adopted and many companies evaluate their services based on a SERVQUAL analysis.
The SERVQUAL model has also been used in investigating airline services, for example by Pakdil and Aydin in 2007. They investigated the expectations and perceptions of customers of a Turkish airline. As a result, they found that responsiveness is the most important dimension for airline consumers, while availability is the least important dimension. An interesting conclusion that can be made out of this, is the fact that consumers do care less about whether the service is performed right at the first time. On the other hand, they care very much about how airlines react in case of problems (for example handling of delayed luggage and employees willingness to help). A same kind of study was conducted on a Taiwanese airline (Chou et al., 2010). The study of this Taiwanese airline also showed that responsiveness was highly valued by the airline customers, but this was not the most important dimension. For this airline, consumers valued reliability and assurance higher as responsiveness. The least important aspects for consumers of this Taiwanese airline, are size of the airplane, in-flight entertainment facilities and convenient flight schedules.
	Chen and Chang (2005) also investigated the Taiwanese airline market. They did research on customers of a Taiwanese domestic airline. They investigated consumers’ expectations and perceptions with regards to service quality of the domestic airline. In their questionnaire, they addressed 17 service points that are almost the same as the points addressed in the research of Chou et al. (2010). The result of the study showed that consumers were concerned about the responsiveness of ground personal, which was highly valued in the research of Chou et al. (2010). Assurance and responsiveness are valued very high in in-flight service, while seat comfort has the highest priority for improvement. Next to responsiveness, assurance is also an aspect that is mentioned relatively a lot. Safety and security are the basis of the assurance dimension. A case study in Hong-Kong (Gilbert & Wong, 2002) showed assurance even as the dimension that was by far the most important in service quality expectations. This is a very interesting result, but it can probably be explained by the fact this study was conducted relatively soon after the attack on the World Trade Center on the 11th of September, 2001. A few years later, a study on six airlines that have destinations in Taiwan, also showed that safety was the most important aspect for consumers, followed by comfort and cleanness of the seat (Liou & Tzeng, 2007).
	Another Turkish study (Aksoy et al., 2003) showed the differences between consumers flying domestic and foreign airlines. They found that consumers flying on domestic airlines mainly do that based on price and they do not have a real service expectation package. Consumers choosing to fly with foreign airlines, on the other hand, do that based on nine underlying service aspects, under which food and beverage, in-flight activities and personnel. Domestic airline passengers do also care more about these specific nine service aspects, compared to other service aspects, but their focus is primarily on price of the airline.
	These are all results of studies that were performed in the Eastern world. Obviously, researchers also studied the service quality of the airline industry in the Western world. An interesting fact, is the result that Western consumers do not value responsiveness as highest aspect in airline service quality. Consumers in the United States and Europe (Sultan & Simpson, 2000; Clifford et al., 1994) seem to value reliability higher as responsiveness, although responsiveness is still in second place. This result can be due to cultural differences, but also due to the fact that these researches were performed in decennia before the studies of the Eastern world airline market were performed. Sultan and Simpson (2000) investigated differences between the United States and Europe and, while both find reliability the most important dimension, there are significant differences in service quality expectations. In 17 out of 22 countries, the result was that United States consumers have significantly higher expectations concerning the service quality as is the case for European consumers. An interesting conclusion, since European flights have much higher percentages for arriving on-time, operating as scheduled and delivering bags without problems (Tiernan et al., 2008). Therefore, expectations of European passengers are grounded to be higher, which is not the case. Furthermore, differences between Chinese/Japanese and North American/West European passengers exist in the airline industry. According to Gilbert and Wong (2003), Chinese and Japanese consumers value in-flight entertainment programs significantly higher as North American and West European consumers, while on the other hand, West European and North American passengers have higher expectations of an airline loyalty program compared to Japanese and Chinese passengers.
	Because this is a lot of information about different researches in the Eastern and Western world, table 1 will provide a short summary of all results found. As can be seen from the table, the Eastern world cares most about responsiveness and assurance, while the Western world has its focus on reliability and, in less extent, loyalty.






Table 1: Summary of results from researches on important dimensions in airline industry
[image: ]
Since researching consumers’ expectations in airline industry is relatively new in scientific research (as can be seen from dates of former research), it is not surprisingly that, to the best of my knowledge, this has never been done for the Netherlands. Unfortunately, no Dutch airline was willing to participate in this research. Furthermore, since Dutch airports are privatized, they do not allow people to interview passengers or spread questionnaires on the airport. Due to this, consumers’ perceptions of service quality aspects of their made trips with Dutch airlines, are very hard to be gathered. Because of that, it makes it highly difficult to evaluate Dutch airlines by using a SERVQUAL analysis. Therefore, I decided only to do research after customers’ expectations of service quality in the airline industry in the Netherlands. The results of this study can then be used to segment Dutch consumers, which makes it easier to reach them for Dutch, but also foreign, airlines.

2.1.2 Segmentation in the airline industry
As explained earlier by the research of Sarabia (1996), segmentation is a way to detect, evaluate and select homogeneous groups. It is a theory that is widely used and very often seen in the retailing industry. For example, segmentation researches have been done on consumers in restaurants (Swinyard, 1977), financial companies (Meadows & Dibb, 1998) and supermarkets (Giacobbe & Segal, 1994). Lots of books on marketing (management) spend a lot of time explaining the principles of market segmentation, because not every consumer likes the same cookies, soda, or vegetables. Segmentation is highly important because it identifies customers with similar needs and characteristics, which lead them to responding in the same way to product offerings or marketing programs (Mullins & Walker Jr., 2010, p. 180). Possible ways of segmenting the market are based on demographics, socioeconomics, geographic location, personality (life style), purchase behavior, purchase occasion, benefits sought, attitude towards product and consumption behavior (Dibb & Simkin, 1991). If businesses know which customers act the same, they know that they can use one targeting strategy for all these customers with equal characteristics. Segmentation gives the company a number of benefits that lead to satisfied customers, a primary goal of every business. These benefits are: better understanding of customer needs, more appropriate allocation of resources, easier identification of market opportunities and more effective marketing programs (Meadows & Dibb, 1998). Nowadays, companies are searching for new markets in the developing world. In these markets, segmentation is maybe even more necessary as it already is, because of the high diversity in demographic profiles and market conditions in those countries. 
Market segments can vary in terms of largeness. Most of the times, a total market is split into groups of customers that have relatively equal needs and wants. But, in the last period, there has developed a trend towards microsegmentation (Mullins & Walker Jr., 2010, p. 181). This is a segmentation theory that focuses on very small market segments with consumers that are almost equal in needs and wants. The existence of this new theory is mainly the result of innovative technology that give companies the chance to use a mass-customization theory in which consumers can decide on lots of product attributes before the product is built instead of having to buy a standard product in stores. Another segmentation theory, which is developed after the globalization, is the intermarket segmentation. This theory focuses on groups of consumers that are transcending traditional market or geographical boundaries, which is very often seen in this globalizing world. (Blackwell, Miniard & Engel, 2006, p. 60). Using this theory to segment the market leads to the opposite of microsegmentation, namely huge market segments instead of niche markets.
In this thesis the focus will be on segmentation in the airline industry. Segmentation in the airline industry is a topic that is relatively widely covered in papers on transportation. This is mainly due to the fact that the airline environment has changed over the last years. While the airline industry used to be highly protectionism regulated by the government, nowadays the airline industry in the European Union is very liberalized (Doganis, 2006, p. 10). This has led to a highly competitive environment, with the introduction of low-cost carriers; airlines that provide flights against low prices and with very limited service. The introduction of low-cost carriers, as Ryanair, easyJet, Corendon Airlines and the Dutch carrier Transavia.com, has resulted in changes in segmentation and product strategy for bigger airlines. Traditionally, the airlines segmented the market in business passengers and economy passengers, and had a product strategy of flexibility or price, respectively (Teichert et al., 2008). Because of the introduction of the low-cost carriers, the customers have got more power in the airline market. The needs of customers are now becoming more and more important for airlines, in order to attract these customers, since competition on price is now impossible for the bigger airlines. Therefore, they have to profile themselves as companies with better service or a broader network of destinations. But, do the Dutch customers care more about price and choose for the low-cost carriers, or are they more interested in service quality and choose the major airlines? Next to this, the availability of Internet decreases search costs for consumers. This has led to consumers that can easily compare services and prices of different airlines, instead of sticking to one airline because of former experiences with it. Furthermore, distribution costs have decreased due to Internet, since no intermediaries are needed anymore (Teichert et al., 2008). All this, is in first opinion, not very beneficial for the established airlines, but the results of the questionnaire will show to what extent Dutch consumers care about service quality and by advertising which service aspects, established airlines can attract customers.
Teichert, Shehu and von Wartburg (2008) have segmented the airline market based on expectations of 7 different product features, under which flight schedule, catering and ground services. They gained data by sending questionnaires to customers of an unknown international long- and short-haul airline. As a result, they found five segments within the market. They found evidence for a market segment that cares most about efficiency and punctuality of the airline, but also for a market segment that has comfort as a high priority. The other three segments that were found cared about price, flexibility and the ratio between price and performance. A key conclusion of this article, is the fact that segmentation based on business class and economy class is no longer possible, due to changes in preferences of consumers belonging to both classes. Airlines should reconsider their products and offer services based on the expectations of consumers.
This conclusion is not new, since Bruning, Kovacic and Oberdick made a somewhat related conclusion in 1985 already. They start their article by stating that customers differ in terms of demographic, psychographic and attitudinal factors and that airline passengers should be seen as a set of semi-distinct markets. In their research, they investigated airline passengers from the United States. The result of this study was that it is possible to segment consumers based on convenience, economy, safety and life style. Convenience is the most important factor for consumers flying with the bigger airlines, while the regional airlines are preferred in case of consumers that care more about economy and safety. This is logical, since regional airlines provide less service against lower costs. The safety aspect is harder to interpret, since the safety record of the bigger airlines is significantly better as for the regional airlines. The last conclusion is that work-oriented passengers prefer regional airlines over the bigger airlines. Some of these results might also be the case for the Dutch consumer market, although these results can also be outdated.
2.1.3 Loyalty in the airline industry
	Even though some consumers belong to a specific consumer segment, targeting this particular segment does not guarantee that these consumers will actually choose for the company. One of the reasons for consumers not responding to this targeting, is the fact that consumers are loyal to the company that they used before. This implies that they will stick to a certain brand or company when it comes to buying a specific product. Loyal customers are of high value for a company, since the cost of attracting them is much lower as for new customers (Alegre & Juaneda, 2006). Furthermore, loyal customers are less price sensitive, giving the company a chance to increase their prices and achieve higher profits. A study on food retailers has shown that 64.3 percent of the respondents (business executives) have customer loyalty as their primary goal for their next business year (Huddleston et al., 2003), indicating how important customer loyalty is for businesses. But in order to keep your customers loyal to the business, the customers need to be satisfied. As a result of an experience, a customer can be satisfied, neutral or dissatisfied (Woodruff et al, 1983). Confirmation of the expected quality will lead to an indifferent response. Positive disconfirmation will lead to satisfied customers, while negative confirmation, on the other hand, will lead to dissatisfied customers. If they are dissatisfied, eventually they will defect to the competition. The main reason for defecting (68 percent) is because of poor service (Snow, 2003). In case a company is active in the service industry and does not have tangible products, this indicates that they have to spend a lot of effort in providing good service, in order to keep their customers loyal. Another important aspect that is stated by Snow (2003) is the way in which customers describe poor service. It is not just “bad service”, but “an attitude of indifference on the part of employees”.
	Like stated earlier, face-to-face interactions between customers and employees (service encounters) are of crucial importance for every service company, since the production and consumption of the product are taking place at the same time. Therefore, service encounters are a crucial part in building customer loyalty. Service encounters are based on conversations between two persons and the difficult part is that in every normal conversation it is not totally clear which role and status the two participants have (Giardini & Frese, 2007). But, this is not the case for service encounters, since the role and status of both the customer as the employee are very well defined. In every conversation there is an affective experience for both participants and this affective experience is based on three dimensions, namely pleasantness, arousal and power (Russell, 1991). Pleasantness is a dimension that is highly important in building loyalty. In achieving pleasantness from the side of the customer, the employee has to act in a pleasant way too, during the conversation (Giardini & Frese, 2007). Furthermore, arousal from the side of the employee also leads to customer arousal and powerful employees lead to weak customers. The first two conclusions are in line with the “correspondence rule”, while the last one is in line with the “reciprocity rule”. According to James L. Walker (1995), the service encounter does not consist of one stage, but it consists of three stages. These stages are pre-consumption, consumption and post-consumption. In order to achieve the highest satisfaction of consumers, the service company also needs to pay attention to the first and third stage. The main questions in these stages are: “how”, “why”, “where” and  “when”. The most important aspect for managers is to pay attention to high service quality dimensions, so that consumers’ neutral experiences are valued as positive disconfirmations. 
	Getting customers to be loyal to the company is, most often, not just based on one experience with a company. According to Terblanche and Boshoff (2006), loyalty is a long-term attitude and long-term behavioral pattern that is reinforced by having multiple experiences with the company over time. Nevertheless, customer satisfaction is most important during all of these experiences, in order to get customers loyal. Although there are two more drivers of customer loyalty, namely calculative commitment and affective commitment (Gustafsson et al., 2005). In case of calculative commitment, the customer finds the benefits of the company higher as the costs or has very high switching costs. Therefore, the customer will stick with the company and become loyal. Affective commitment, on the other hand, is a result of emotions that are based on trust and commitment towards the company.
Customer loyalty is a topic that is widely covered in the airline industry. It is a very important aspect for airlines, because relations must be fostered, in order to maintain the competitive advantage and profitability of the airline in the long term (Boland et al, 2002). Loyal customers require less effort to communicate with and are less price sensitive. Therefore, they are highly attractive to businesses (Gomez, Arranz & Cillan, 2006). Nowadays, a lot of airlines are using frequent flyer programs (FFP) to try and get consumers to be loyal to their airline. But, according to Boland et al. (2002), FFP’s are just a small part of customer relationship management. Airlines need to do more to get consumers loyal to the company. They state that segmentation, as mentioned earlier, must be done based on values and needs, instead of mileage. Furthermore, employees must get trained by the company to provide a service mentality and not be indifferent towards the customers. As indicated before, many customers defect to competition because of poor service, indicating the importance of service for the airline industry. But which aspects of service should the airlines focus on, in training their employees?
	Being part of the FFP of an airline is showing loyalty, but the reason for signing up for the FFP is not the existence of the program, but lays in earlier experience of services by the airline (Dolnicar et al., 2011). According to Ostrowski, O´Brien and Gordon (1993), who investigated passengers of two carriers in the United States (a major and a “stuck-in-the-middle”), the most important factors leading to loyalty are seating comfort (for the major airline) and service of flight attendants (for the other carrier). A study of three airlines flying from Barcelona to London (Iberia, British Airways and easyJet), showed that passengers of low-cost carriers have trust as the most important aspect in order to be loyal to the airline (Forgas et al., 2010). This is because passengers expect lower quality, because of the lower price and therefore value safety (trust) as a high aspect for loyalty. Passengers of conventional airlines, on the other hand, value professionalism of the crew as a high aspect for loyalty.
	An and Noh (2009) have performed a research on two types of passengers of a global South Korean airline, namely prestige and economy class passengers. They used four of the SERVQUAL dimensions (reliability, responsiveness, assurance and empathy), food quality and quality of (non-)alcoholic beverages to test their influence on customer loyalty. For the prestige class, responsiveness and empathy were combined and valued as the most important factor in determining customer loyalty. Next to that, availability of (non-)alcoholic beverages is valued very high. Concerning the economy class passengers, the results are almost the same. Responsiveness and empathy is there also combined and valued as highest. On the second place is the availability of alcoholic beverages. Non-alcoholic beverages do not have high importance in determining customer loyalty for economy class passengers. Responsiveness and empathy are two combined dimensions in which the behavior of the crew is the main focus. The importance of the crew in determining customer loyalty is in line with the earlier described researches of Forgas, Moliner, Sánchez and Palau (2010) and Ostrowski, O’Brien and Gordon (1993). Furthermore, a research of the IBM Institute (2002) on customer relationship management (CRM) in the airline industry shows that the highest return on investment of CRM initiatives comes from frequent flyer programs, personalization of websites and having an easy-to-use and efficient search engine for flights.
	But, having good service does not guarantee the company to keep the customers. In case of service failure, which happens now and then in every service company, customers often switch to another company (Chang & Chang, 2010). Even the loyal customers do switch to other companies in case of service failure. Therefore, it is not only important to provide the right service, but also to have good service recovery programs. According to the study of Chang and Chang (2010), recovery satisfaction does not directly influence customer loyalty, but it has an indirect influence through customer satisfaction. This result shows that it is highly important to recover from service failure, to keep customers loyal to the airline, since recovery satisfaction has a high influence on overall customer satisfaction.

2.2 Hypotheses
After reviewing earlier literature on service quality expectations in the airline industry, it is now possible to formulate a number of hypotheses that can be tested on the Dutch population of airline consumers. According to the research by Chou et al. (2010) on a Taiwanese airline, consumers of this airline find the size of the airplane relatively unimportant. This could be due to the fact that Taiwanese people do not belong to the longest people in the world. Asian people are relatively short, in comparison to European people and especially in comparison to the Dutch. At this point in time, the Dutch are the longest people in the world. The average height of a Dutch man is 184.8 cm, compared to 171.45 cm for Taiwanese men (WDI database). For women, the average height is respectively 168.7 cm against 159.68 cm. Said this, the expectation is that Dutch consumers will care more about the size of an airplane as Taiwanese consumers do and value it as a very important item of airline service. This brings us to the first hypothesis:
H1 = For Dutch consumers, size of the airplane will belong to the most important aspects in service quality expectations of an airline.

	The different SERVQUAL studies that were discussed earlier, showed that consumers in Eastern countries value responsiveness of the airline as the most important dimension. On the other hand, consumers in Western countries find reliability more important. In Eastern studies, reliability was also valued very high. Even though the Eastern studies were performed more recently as the Western studies, I expect these variances to be the result of cultural differences. With the Netherlands being a very Western country, therefore the expectation is, that Dutch airline consumers will value reliability as the most important dimension of service quality. Responsiveness will probably also be valued very high, but the second hypothesis will be:
H2 = Reliability is the most important dimension of consumers’ perceptions of service quality for Dutch consumers.

	Referring to the paragraph about customer loyalty, the main result of earlier studies was the fact that behavior of the airline crew (responsiveness and empathy) is the major determinant for getting customers to be loyal to an airline. This result comes from currently executed researches on customers in developed countries like the Netherlands. Hence, conclusions made in those researches can probably also be applied to the Dutch airline consumer market. Based on this, the following two hypotheses can be framed:
H3 = Responsiveness is more important for the group of people that are choosing the airline based on earlier experience, compared to the people choosing on other reasons.
H4 = Empathy is more important for the group of people that are choosing the airline based on earlier experience, compared to the people choosing on other reasons.

Related to hypothesis three and four, another two hypotheses can be formulated associating to the reason for choosing an airline. These hypotheses are not based on earlier discussed theory, but are just seen as extra expectations. Therefore, they will have the letter E next to their hypothesis number. Consumers that choose an airline based on service, will probably have higher expectations of the service during their flight in comparison to people that choose their airline based on other reasons. Passengers choosing based on price, on the other hand, will value the dimension price higher as passengers choosing based on another reason. This is the expectation, because it would be completely surprising if respondents answer to select based on price and then do not value price of very high importance in the 26-items list. The same can be stated, and thus expected, for service dimensions. Therefore, hypothesis five and six will be:
E1 (H5) = People having service as the most important reason for choosing the airline will have significantly higher expectations of service dimensions, compared to people choosing based on other reasons.
E2 (H6) = People having price as the most important reason for choosing the airline will have significantly higher expectations of the dimension price, compared to people choosing based on other reasons.

Concerning the demographics, there are also some expectations in this research. Just like in the previous two hypotheses, these hypotheses are not based on earlier discussed theory. Instead, they are based on what can generally be seen in daily life. In most of the times, people with higher income have higher living standards. Therefore, they will probably have higher service expectations as people with a lower income. The lower income consumers are used to living with less money to spend. Due to this, they will probably care more about price, as they would do for service. Therefore, the following two hypotheses can be formulated:
E3 (H7) = People with high income (above €4.000) will have significantly higher service expectations compared to people with lower income.
E4 (H8) = Low income people (below €1.000) will have significantly higher price expectations compared to the people with higher income..


3. Data description
In this chapter, the focus will be on the data. At first, the questionnaire will be discussed. What are the questions and how were they developed? In the second part of this chapter, the focus will be on the sample that was used for answering the questionnaire. Sample size and structure are topics that will be discussed.

3.1 Questionnaire build-up
After formulating the hypotheses, it is now possible to test them. In this study, the service quality expectations of Dutch consumers will be examined by the use of a questionnaire. This questionnaire consists of some useful demographics, but the most important part in this research concerns customers’ expectations towards airlines. The expectations will be examined by the use of 26 items that need to be valued on a Likert scale (1 = very unimportant, 7 = very important). The items are made on the hand of the five dimensions of SERVQUAL that were discussed earlier on. A large number of these items were also used in the research of Chou et al (2010). Next to the five dimensions of SERVQUAL, two more dimensions were added to the questionnaire, namely price and loyalty. These extra dimensions are very likely to provide extra insights in service quality expectations of Dutch airline consumers and furthermore, help in answering the hypotheses. All items are based on inspiration of earlier performed studies on service quality in the airline industry. In table 2, the different items are stated and divided under the seven different dimensions. Furthermore, the total questionnaire is shown under Appendix 1.

The first dimension that is used in the research is the dimension “tangibles”. The items discussed under this dimension are all items that give insight in the appearance of physical equipment and facilities. When discussing airline service quality, items to think about are seats, entertainment, readings, food and beverage, and size of the plane. The second dimension is “responsiveness” and covers everything that has to do with the willingness to help of the company. In this dimension there can be thought of crew’s reaction to requests or check-in services. The third important dimension is called “reliability and assurance” and is about everything that has to do with accurately and trustfully performing services by the company. In this dimension, the three questioned items will be safety, on-time departure and arrival and consistent ground/in-flight services. Dimension four shows, at first sight, some overlapping with “responsiveness”, but if looked at more closely, there is a difference between “responsiveness” and “empathy”. While “responsiveness” is all about the willingness to help the customer in case of a request, “empathy” is about caring about the customer in case there are no requests or there are complaints arising. The fifth dimension is “flight pattern” and is concerned with the flight itself instead of service of the crew. Items used for this dimension are frequency of the flight, whether it is a non-stop flight, problems arising in flight and whether the flight schedule is convenient. As earlier explained, there are two more dimensions added to the dimensions used in the research of Chou et al. (2010), which are “price” and “loyalty”. Both speak for themselves and are very likely to provide extra insights for this research.

Table 2: Criteria used for the evaluation of service quality expectations of Dutch consumers
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Next to these expectations of airline service quality, the respondent will also be asked to answer another 10 questions. These questions are related to demographics (gender, age, education, income and marital status), use of airplane (frequency and reason), selection of airline (help in selection and reason for choosing) and use of media. By connecting the consumers based on service expectations and thus segmenting them in homogeneous groups, these groups can be given a face based on the last 10 questions. Furthermore, these questions provide information in who to target with which item as most important in the advertisement.

3.2 Sample selection
In order to receive a large number of respondents to the questionnaire, which were also very dedicated to flying, the idea was to spread the questionnaire at Amsterdam Schiphol Airport and some smaller Dutch airports. In this way, it would be relatively easy to reach a large amount of random respondents. Unfortunately, the company Schiphol Group stated that it was not allowed for non-employees to spread a questionnaire on the airport. This is because the airport is private terrain and the company did not want people walking on their terrain to get bothered with all kinds of questionnaires. Schiphol Group is also the owner of most of the smaller airports in the Netherlands, like Rotterdam-The Hague Airport and Eindhoven Airport. Since spreading the questionnaire in this way was not possible, another option had to be found in order to reach respondents. Unfortunately, the new option was less random as the first one, but much easier to achieve. The idea was to spread the questionnaire amongst neighbors, Facebook-friends, colleagues at Ecorys, members of the tennis club in Pernis and employees of Ernst & Young. By sending the questionnaire to all these kinds of different groups, the idea was to reach passengers with business reasons as well as holiday reasons. Next to that, these respondents varied very much in age from young respondents (Facebook-friends) to older respondents (neighbors, living in a 55+ flat). In this way, it was assured that the sample would not consist of a totally homogeneous group.
The questionnaire was spread at the end of August 2011 in both hard-copy as online format. At the end of September 2011, a number of 143 respondents had filled up the online version of the questionnaire, while a number of 34 respondents had filled up the hard-copy version. In total, this resulted in 177 respondents, a number that is big enough to use for answering the research question. Unfortunately, after checking the answered questionnaires, a number of 5 hard-copy versions appeared to be unusable because of an incorrect way of responding. Furthermore, a number of 4 online versions were unusable because of incorrect responding or answering all items with the same value. This led to a total number of 168 useful answered questionnaires. The second part of the questionnaire consists of questions on demography. Regrettably, 4 people that answered the online questionnaire forgot or did not want to fill up questions on their demographics. The results of these questionnaires will be used for answering which items are most important in airline service quality, but can’t be used in segmenting the Dutch airline passenger market.

3.3 Data numbers and percentages
To give an idea of what the group of respondents is looking like, this paragraph will be used to provide information on the demographics of the total sample. In total a number of 164 people provided answers on their demographics, although some of them decide not to answer all questions on these demographics. In the whole population, a number of 4 people decided not to answer on the question about their income, while 1 person did not want to answer the question on age and another 1 person did not want to answer the question on education. All the other answers have led to table 3 as it is shown on the following page.
As can be seen from the table, the majority of the sample consists of males. While 58 females have filled up the questionnaire, almost the double amount of males has taken the time to answer the questions, with 106 respondents. On the other hand, the population is very heterogeneous when it comes to the age of the respondents. Only three people were younger than 21 years at the moment of answering the questions, but all other answers covered at least 20 respondents, with between 21-30 years old and between 31-40 years old providing the highest amount of respondents. Respectively, they contain of 25.2 percent and 25.8 percent of the population. Based on that, although the population is widespread, the conclusion can be drawn that this was a relatively young sample. Furthermore, the sample consists of a large amount of high educated people. Over 50 percent of the population has done a study at university-level, with 85 respondents. The second biggest group of people performed a study at HBO-level, with 40 respondents (24.5%). Together, these two sources of education cover over 75 percent of the sample. None of the respondents answered the question with having elementary school as the highest source of education, so that answer was left out of the table. Concerning the marital status, the population contains a large amount of married people, but also a large amount of unmarried people. Respectively, 80 and 74 respondents gave these answers, while only 7 got divorced and 3 were widowed. This is a logical result of having a relatively young population. The last part of demographics provided information on the income of the respondents. Not surprisingly, since the population is high educated, the largest amount of people (35.6%) answered this question with having an income of over 4.000 euro per month (after taxes). 

Table 3: Information on demographics of the sample
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Next to the information on these demographics, the questionnaire also provided some information concerning the flight behavior of the respondents. Information is available on how often and for what reason the respondents use the airplane. Furthermore, the respondents answered questions on why they choose a specific airline and who is helping them in selecting the airline. A last question that was asked them is a question on which kind of media they use most. This could provide some useful information in how different segments can be targeted most effectively. A summary of the output of these questions is provided in table 4 on the next page.
Table 4: Information on flight behavior and media of the sample
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The first question on flight behavior of the respondents was about how often these respondents use the airplane. While only 2 respondents use the airplane very often and 30 respondents use the airplane once a month (18.3%), a number of 113 respondents (68.9%) have answered to use the airplane as a mode of transportation once a year. Another 19 people use the airplane less than once a year, but the main conclusion of this question states that the majority of this sample uses the airplane once a year. The reason for the use of the airplane is also very homogeneous, because 75.0 percent of respondents (123 people) say that there last flight was for vacation reasons. Another 34 respondents used the airplane on their last flight for work purposes.
In their choice of the airline, 75 people answer the question with having price as the most important reason for their choice. Another 32 people choose the airline based on having earlier experiences with it. But, most important for this thesis, only 11 respondents make their choice based on the service that is provided by the airline. So, is it worth it for the airlines, to focus on service? While selecting the airline, 81 respondents (almost 50%) answered to make the choice on their own. An additional 40 respondents got help from their partners, while 25 respondents have asked the travel agency to help with selecting the airline. Family and friends seem not to have much influence on the selection, with 5 and 6 respondents respectively. The last question that was stated in table 4 provided insights in the most used media by the respondents. Internet is by far the most often used media with 96 respondents, while TV is still important with 38 respondents. Newspapers and magazines are still used more than Social Media, while the radio is losing ground towards the other media sources.


4. Methodology
Now that the data is collected and shortly summarized, it is possible to use and analyze the data. This chapter will outline the different methods that were used in analyzing the data, in order to answer the main research question of this thesis. Cluster analysis and Factor analysis are of high importance in this research and will therefore be explained briefly. Since the output is given in the next chapter on results, this chapter will only outline what the two methods, Cluster analysis and Factor analysis, consist of and are used for.

4.1 Factor analysis
An interesting method for finding structure in datasets and reducing these datasets to a smaller size is Factor analysis. This method is often used in the analysis of questionnaire output, since answers to question might be correlated because these questions are (without knowing that) measuring the same. Factor analysis clusters these correlated questions and finds underlying factors in the dataset. There are two types of Factor analysis, namely Exploratory Factor analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor analysis (CFA). Exploratory Factor analysis is used to find structure in the data, while Confirmatory Factor analysis is focused on confirming the structure based on hypotheses. Since none of the hypotheses is about structure in the data, in this research Factor analysis will only be used for exploratory purposes.
Running the Factor analysis over the data does result in a table containing the values for all components in all factors. Based on these values, it is possible to decide which items belong to which factor. In this way, it is possible to see whether different items are correlated and, if so, could be merged into different factors to reduce the size of the dataset. After the analysis is performed, the number of factors within the dataset is known. But at that point, it is still uncertain if these factors are reliable. In order to test this, it is necessary to look at Cronbach’s α. The higher the number of Cronbach’s α is, the more reliable the factor is. 

Formula 1: Deriving Cronbach’s α
[image: http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/spss/faq/alpha2.gif]
Source: http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/spss/faq/alpha.html

Cronbach’s α is calculated by the use of the number of items in the factor (N), the average of the inter-item covariances (c) and the average variance of the items (v). Based on the reliability of the factor, which results from this formula, the decision can be made whether the factor is reliable enough to be used in finding the structure in the dataset or declining the dataset based on these factors. 

4.2 Cluster analysis
A very important method in market segmentation research is Cluster analysis. Briefly stated, clustering is a method of grouping objects or observations based upon their internal similarity. For this research, this means that respondents can be grouped based on answering in a similar way as other respondents. The idea behind this method is to assign respondents to groups of relatively homogeneous respondents, based on the fact that their answers are correlated. From an economic viewpoint, these clusters can be seen as market segments. Groups of people that have relatively the same needs and wants. In this research, Cluster analysis will lead to market segments of airline consumers that have relatively the same needs and wants concerning the service they expect from the airlines.
Two types of clustering are widely used in the development of groups, namely the Partitioning Method and the Hierarchical Method. The Partitioning Method most often makes use of k-means Clustering. The problem with this kind of method, is the fact that it is limited to continuous data. This means that the data must have the ability to take any value. Unfortunately, the items in this questionnaire are answered based on the Likert-scale. This means that they can only take a value between 1 and 7, and because of that, they are not continuous. Therefore, the Hierarchical Method will be used in this research. The best known mode of clustering in the Hierarchical Method is Ward’s Clustering. Ward’s Method can be explained on the hand of the following formula:

Formula 2: Ward’s Method
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Source: http://www.stat.cmu.edu/~cshalizi/350/lectures/08/lecture-08.pdf

In Ward’s Method, everything is about sum of squares. It states that the distance between two clusters is the value with which the sum of squares will increase when these clusters are merged. Because it is a theory of Hierarchical Clustering, the sum of squares will start at zero. This is due to the fact that every point is in its own cluster, so there will be no differences. By merging the clusters, the sum of squares will start growing. In this formula ∆ is therefore called the merging costs of merging clusters A and B. The middle of the cluster j is given by mj, while nj is the number of points in that cluster. These sum of squares are necessary to decide how many clusters exist within the dataset.


5. Results
Since an explanation has been given on which methods were used in the research and the data is already discussed, it is time to discuss the results that were gained from performing the methods. In order to test the hypotheses and ,more important, find an answer to the main research question, the results of this research will be outlined. Next to that, this chapter will provide information on interesting information that has been found during this research, even though it might not be related to the hypotheses.

5.1 Finding structure and reducing the amount of data
First of all, the Factor analysis was performed in order to find structure in the data. When a Factor analysis is performed on a dataset, the output provides information on the initial Eigenvalues. Every component that has an initial Eigenvalue of 1.000 or more, represents an underlying factor. For the dataset used in this research, the initial eigenvalues are given in table 5. The output of the Factor analysis provided a number of 26 components, but as can be seen from the table, only 6 components have an initial Eigenvalue of 1.000 or more. Therefore, only the first 10 components are given in table 5.

Table 5: Initial Eigenvalues of Factor analysis done on questionnaire data
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As 6 components have a value of 1.000 or higher, the component matrix provides information on the correlation of these 6 components with the question that was asked. A number of 0.451 or higher indicates a substantial correlation for a sample of the size used in this research, while lower values do not indicate correlations necessary to interpret. In order to reach only large or small values in the component matrix, the factors can be rotated with the Varimax method. The rotated component matrix as resulted from the Factor analysis of the questionnaire data is provided in table 6. To make the table easier to interpret, the values lower as 0.451 are left out of the table, since they are not statistically significant. At this point, it is possible to state that six components have related items. For example, respondents that find convenient flight schedules important, also value having non-stop flights and having the possibility to choose between multiple flights on a day (frequency of flights) as high items (component 4). Before a further interpretation is done on the results of the rotated component matrix, it is necessary to look at the reliability of each factor. 
To test the reliability, Cronbach’s α has to be observed for all six factors. A value of .700 or higher is seen as acceptable in statistical research. The values of all factors are given in table 7a and 7b. Next to the overall Cronbach’s α of that specific factor, the α is also given for every item if that item would be removed. This could probably increase the reliability of the factor. The first factor results in a Cronbach’s α of .925, which indicates that this factor is highly reliable. Furthermore, the table shows that removing safety would improve the reliability, but this would not lead to substantial differences, so that will not be done. Therefore, this factor can be seen as highly reliable and nothing has to be changed about it. Same can be stated for the second factor, as the value of Cronbach’s α is .913 and none of the items would improve the reliability of the factor when they were removed. Factor 3 is a lot less reliable compared to the first two factors, but still has an overall value of more than .700 (.746) and, although one of the items would improve the reliability after it would be removed, this difference is not substantial. For that reason, the item will not be removed from the factor. So, still the same conclusion can be drawn as for factor 1 and 2, namely that this factor is reliable. Factor 4 has an overall Cronbach’s α of .711 and, just like in the other factors, there is no item that would improve the reliability of this factor after it would be removed. Because of that, the factors 1 to 4 can be described as reliable. But, when factor 5 is observed, a different conclusion needs to be drawn. The value of α is .692, which is slightly lower as .700 and therefore, this factor can’t be seen as reliable. Removing any of the items does not result in a higher reliability, so factor 5 is not reliable. Factor 6 consists of only one item, which is price. Because of the fact only one item is significant in this factor, it is not possible to calculate Cronbach’s α for factor 6. As can be seen from formula 1 in the methodology chapter, the top of the formula would give zero, since there is only one item and therefore, no inter-item correlation. Since no Cronbach’s α can be calculated, it is not possible to state whether this factor is reliable or not based on Cronbach’s α, but usually the value of α increases with the number of items in a factor. Based on the low value for factor 5, which has only three items, it is possible to state that factor 6 would probably have a Cronbach’s α of lower as .700 and is thus not reliable. Concluding, it is possible to state that the first four factors are of good reliability, while the fifth is of a reliability that is slightly too low and the sixth factor also has a too low reliability.

Table 6: Rotated Component Matrix of Factor Analysis on questionnaire data
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Based on the results of the reliability analysis, only the first four factors are reliable enough to be used in this research. Going back to table 6, the observation can be made that the factors are based on the different SERVQUAL dimensions. While the number of items used in factor 1 is too widespread to assign it to one (or more) dimensions, the conclusion can be drawn that factor 2 is based on responsiveness and empathy. Component 3 has tangibles as underlying factor and component 4 is based on flight pattern. Even though not reliable, even factor 5 (loyalty) and factor 6 (price) are based on the 7 dimensions explained at the beginning of this research. But reliability is only underlying in the widespread factor 1.

Table 7 (a): Values of Cronbach’s α for factors 1, 2, 3 and 4
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Table 7 (b): Values of Cronbach’s α for factors 3, 4, 5 and 6
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Because of the fact that factor 1 is relatively widespread over the 26 different items and factor 5 and 6 are not reliable, the decision has been made to not completely reduce the data to these factors. In testing the hypotheses, the different items are observed on their own or in the 7 dimensions, but not based on the factors. 

5.2 Mean values of the questioned items
The first step that has been taken in order to test the hypotheses, is an outline of the average values that were given to the different items and different dimensions. At first, the individual items will be discussed, since the first hypothesis is only on the size of the airplane and not on a dimension as a whole. Therefore, table 8 provides information on the mean values of the 26 individual items.
As can been seen, the 168 respondents have valued the item “flight problems” the highest. This implies that the Dutch airline passenger market cares the most about flying from point A to point B without having any problems before, during and after the flight. The second most important item is the size of the airplane. As expected, the Dutch airline passengers find it of high importance to have enough space in the airplane while they are travelling. This is probably due to the fact that Dutch habitants have the highest average length in the world. Given this result, the first conclusion of this research is that H1 is accepted. Out of the items that are ranked third and fourth, the conclusion can be drawn that the respondents find it highly important that everything goes on time. Apparently, Dutch consumers do not like to waste time and therefore value on-time flying and efficient check-in, respectively, as third and fourth. Furthermore, price of flight is of high importance to the 168 respondents, as it is closing the top-5.
On the other hand, the respondents seem not to be very loyal to airlines. The lowest average importance was given to the availability of a FFP by the airline. With 68.9% of the respondents answering to only fly once a year, this result is not very surprising. When an airline passengers flies on average once a year, the amount of air miles he or she collects can be neglected. Therefore, being part of a FFP will not often result in gifts or discounts, so it is not of high worth to the respondents. But, earlier use of the airline is also not very important to the Dutch airline consumers. With an average of 4.48 it is number 24 on the list. As a result it can be stated that the respondents are not very loyal to the company they have flown with earlier on. As long as the price is good, the flight is without problems and the consumers have enough space to sit comfortably, they do not doubt in switching from one airline to another. An interesting conclusion with almost 20 percent of respondents answering to choose an airline based on earlier experiences with it. 

Table 8: Mean values of all 26 individual items questioned
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Next to the loyalty issues, another interesting result is the fact that the respondents do not care that much about in-flight entertainment and literature. Nowadays, consumers bring their own entertainment on board (think of Ipod, Ipad and other tablets or music devices), which may be the reason for not caring about on-board entertainment.
In order to answer H2, the different items have to be combined into the 7 dimensions. This is done in the way it was given in table 2. By taking the item scores of the respondents and using them to compute new variables (the dimensions), it is possible to calculate the mean value of these dimensions and rank them based on their importance. The results of this ranking are given in table 9.

Table 9: Ranking of the 7 dimensions based on average importance
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This table shows that the most important dimension, according to the respondents, is the price of the airline. Basically, this shows that the respondents care more about a cheap flight over the services provided. Loyalty, on the other hand, is seen as a very unimportant dimension in this research. But, as explained earlier in this research, the focus is on service quality. Therefore, the second hypothesis was based on the five SERVQUAL dimensions and stated that reliability would be the most important dimension of service quality for Dutch airline consumers. As can be seen from the table, reliability and assurance is indeed seen as the most important service quality dimension with an average of 5.70 over the 3 items under that dimension. Based on this result, the conclusion can be drawn that H2 is accepted. This was already expected based on earlier studies of the Western market that showed similar results. Furthermore, tangibles are seen as the least important service quality dimension for the respondents. This implies that paying attention to in-flight entertainment and food has the least influence on generating consumers to choose for your airline. On the other hand, size of the airplane and comfort and cleanness of the chair are also part of tangibles and are seen as important items of service quality.

5.3 Loyalty, service and price
H3 and H4 are all about loyalty items related to the five dimensions of SERVQUAL. Earlier studies stated that responsiveness and empathy were the major determinants for getting customers to be loyal to an airline. Therefore, there should be some correlation between these dimensions and customers that valued earlier experience as the most important reason for choosing an airline. To test this, a new variable is computed. This variable is based on question 34 of the questionnaire, which is about the reason for selecting the airline. The new variable gives a number 1.00 in case the reason is “earlier experience” and a number 0.00 in case the reason is one of the other five options. In this way, the data set can be divided in two groups relevant for testing these hypotheses. By running a t-test over both groups of respondents, the decision can be made whether the hypotheses need to be rejected or accepted. The t-test has to be an independent means t-test, since the participants of each group are different and there are no participants that are used in both groups, because it is either “earlier experience” or another answer to question 34 of the questionnaire.
The independent means t-test has been done on both dimensions responsiveness and empathy and results are given in table 10 and 11. Table 10 provides some summary statistics that are gained from the data, while table 11 is more concerned with the test itself. Table 11 shows the results of Levene’s Test, which tests the hypothesis that the variances in the two groups are equal. Furthermore, the t-test calculations are performed and given in this table.

Table 10: Summary statistics for responsiveness and empathy under both conditions
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Table 11: Results of t-test on responsiveness and empathy between two groups
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The p-value used in most researches is 0.05. This p-value indicates that there is a chance of 5% in which a false conclusion is drawn from the sample. Since it is a widely used and very acceptable significance level, it will also be used in this research. Levene’s Test shows a significance level of .537 and .079 for responsiveness and empathy respectively. For both responsiveness and empathy, the significance level provided in the table, exceeds 0.05. In both cases, the hypothesis of Levene’s Test is rejected and therefore, the results of “equal variances assumed” should be used for testing H3 and H4. Concerning H3, the conclusion can be drawn that, on average, respondents have higher expectations of responsiveness in case they choose based on earlier experience (Mean = 5.81, SE = .13) compared to respondents choosing based on other reasons (Mean = 5.52, SE = .09), but this difference is not significant, since t(153) = 1.512 leads to a p-value that exceeds .05. A simple calculation furthermore gives an r of .121, which indicates that there is just a minor effect. Given all these results, the conclusion can be drawn that H3 has to be rejected.
For H4 a somewhat same conclusion can be drawn. On average, respondents have higher expectations of empathy in case they choose based on earlier experience (Mean = 5.19, SE = .13) compared to respondents choosing based on other reasons (Mean = 5.01, SE = .10). But again, the difference is not significant at a 5 percent level, since t(154) = .883 and the p-value gained from that exceeds this 5 percent level. In this case, the effect is even smaller with a value of .071 for r. Because of these results, H4 also has to be rejected. Even though not significant, high values would be expected for the correlation between responsiveness and empathy and the answer “choosing based on earlier experience” in question 34, based on both hypotheses. If this was the case, the correlation would show a number that is close to 1.000 or -1.000, but the values for both dimensions do not even get close to some correlation. Concluding, it is logical to see that there is no real relation between the two dimensions and the reason for choosing the airline, because earlier on in this research, the conclusion was already drawn that there is not much loyalty amongst the consumers when it comes to choosing an airline.
Next to the people that made their choice of an airline based on earlier experiences, there were also respondents that made their choice based on service or price. These two choices are related to hypotheses five and six, which are the first two extra expectations. These hypotheses state that a person choosing based on one of these options, must have significantly higher expectations of these options in comparison to the respondents that made their choice based on another reason. To test these hypotheses, it is necessary to look at the differences between the respondents that made their choice based on service or price and the respondents that didn’t do that. In line with the tests of hypotheses three and four, this hypotheses will also be tested by the use of a t-test. First of all, H5 is tested. Therefore, the average dimension importance of the 11 respondents that answered question 34 with “service” is compared to the average service dimensions of the other respondents. In case of responsiveness and reliability only 10 respondents were used in the t-test, because of incorrect results by 1 respondent. Since this hypothesis is concerned with the service dimensions, the dimensions price and loyalty are left out of this test. Again, the first table (table 12) provides information on the summary statistics, while table 13 provides information on the results of the t-test.

Table 12: Summary statistics for SERVQUAL dimensions between service and other answers
[image: ]

Table 13: Results of t-test on SERVQUAL dimensions between service and other answers
[image: ]
Looking at the results of the t-test on the SERVQUAL dimensions, some unexpected results are found. When people select an airline based on the quality of service of that airline, the expectation was that the service expectations of these people would also be higher as for respondents that made their choice based on other reasons (e.g. price or earlier experience). On average, for flight pattern and tangibles this is the case, although table 13 shows that these differences are not significant (resp. .446 and .460). But, for reliability, responsiveness and empathy the results show that, even though also not significant, the respondents that choose based on other reasons as service, value these dimensions of higher expectancy. Based on these results, the conclusion must be that for none of the service dimensions, significant differences exist between the group of respondents that select an airline based on service and the group that selects based on other reasons. Therefore, the conclusion has to be that H5 will be rejected.
The same type of testing is done for H6, which is based on consumers that make their choice of an airline based on the price of it. The respondents making their choice based on price were expected to have a significantly higher price dimension expectation in comparison to the other respondents. Only the dimension price is relevant for testing this hypothesis, but since the other dimensions provided some useful insights, all of them are given in tables 14 and 15.

Table 14: Summary statistics for all dimensions between price and other answers
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As can be seen from table 14, the respondents that choose an airline based on price, on average, have higher expectations of price compared to respondents that choose based on other reasons. Furthermore, this table shows that people who make their choice of an airline based on price, on all other dimensions have an average lower expectation as the people who choose based on other reasons. To see whether these differences are significant, the results of the t-test in table 15 should be observed. As can be seen from the table, there is a significant difference between the price expectations of respondents making their choice based on price compared with the other respondents. The significance level of price is .044, which is lower as the 0.05 which is used as p-value. Because of that, the conclusion must be that H6 is accepted.

Table 15: Results of t-test on all dimensions between price and other answers
[image: ]
The rest of the table also shows some interesting results. Not only price has a significance level of lower than 0.05, but the same is the case for tangibles (.048), responsiveness (.041) and empathy (.042). This implies that there are significant differences between respondents that select based on price and other respondents for the dimensions tangibles, responsiveness and empathy. In all of these cases, the “price-choosing” consumers have lower expectations of these service dimensions, compared to the consumers choosing based on other reasons. This means that consumers that make their choice based on price, really care about price and do not care that much about the service dimensions. As long as their flight is cheap, they are easier to satisfy compared to the other respondents, because their expectations are less high. This is interesting information for managers, but that will be discussed in the next chapter on managerial implications.

5.4 Income and expectations
The last two hypotheses are both extra expectations that are related to income. H7 states that respondents with a higher income (above 4.000 euros a month) shall have higher expectations of service, because they usually have higher living standards. In this sample, 57 respondents answered to have an income of above 4.000 euro. To test the hypothesis, the mean values for both groups are calculated and presented in table 16. Next to these mean values, the significance level of the difference between the two income groups is given by the use of an independent means t-test.

Table 16: Differences between high income (over €4.000) and lower income
[image: ]
As can be seen from the table, in 11 cases (green) the service expectations of respondents with a high income are, on average, higher as for the lower income group. Nevertheless, in a number of 15 cases (red), the lower income group finds the service items more important as the high income group. In order to see if these differences are significant, it is necessary to look at the values in the last column of table 16. The table shows that there are significant differences between the two income groups for only two service items, namely non-stop flight (rank 3rd .003) and convenient flight schedules (rank 8th .037). In all other cases, the significance values exceed 0.05 and therefore, these differences are not significant. Based on this, it is possible to state that the high income group has significant higher expectations of (parts of) the flight pattern compared to the lower income group. This might be related to their busy working schedules, which is often the case for people with high income jobs. Their time is for them of high value and therefore, they expect their flights to suit them as best possible. Compared to the lower income group, only significant higher expectations exist on two service items. On none of the service items, significant lower expectations exist, which is completely in line with the hypothesis. But, based on the fact that only 2 out of 23 service items are having significant higher means for the high income group, this hypothesis (H7) has to be rejected.
Price was already in the top 5 of most important items in the questionnaire of this research, but H8 states that there will be significant higher expectations of price for low income respondents (under €1.000 monthly) in comparison to the respondents with higher income. This is because these respondents do not have much money to spend and therefore will probably care more about flying as cheap as possible to their destination instead of receiving all kinds of services at a higher price. The mean values of the respondents with an income under 1.000 euros (14 respondents) were calculated and presented in table 17. 

Table 17: Mean values of all 26 individual items questioned for low income group
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The table shows that price has made it to the 2nd place on the ranking for the group of low income respondents. Based on that, it is possible to state that it is of higher importance to the lower income group (Mean = 6.31) as for the whole sample population (Rank 5th, Mean = 6.02). But, in order to see if this higher mean value is the result of a significant difference between the lower income group and the rest of the respondents, again this has to be tested with a t-test. When the mean values of the low income group and the higher income respondents are compared, the significance level is .596, which implies that there is no significant difference between the two income groups. This is surprising, since, on average, the expectations of the low income group (6.31) are much higher as the expectations of the other respondents (6.02). The mean value of the other respondents stays the same as of the whole population, so the reason for the much higher mean of the low income group must come from very high variance within the group. Concluding, based on the significance level of the t-test, H8 must be rejected.
With the result of the last hypothesis, all hypotheses are tested. To make the results a bit more clear, they are provided in a small table which is presented under here (table 18). As can be seen, only three of the hypotheses are accepted, while the other five are rejected. Based on this, it is already possible to answer part of the main research question, but more research has been done. This will be outlined in the next paragraph on market segmentation.

Table 18: Results of hypotheses
[image: ]

5.5 Market segmentation
Next to the hypotheses that were tested, the chapter on methodology already provided some information on a Cluster analysis that would be performed. This Cluster analysis is done on the 26 service items that were questioned in the questionnaire. The gained information was highly useful in making an interpretation of how the Dutch airline passenger market looks like. In this paragraph, more information on this market will be given based on this analysis.
When the sum of squares of a dataset is known, it is possible to derive how many clusters exist within the dataset. By taking the last 10 values of the dataset and dividing them through the total sum of squares, 10 numbers are gained, which can be used for an elbow plot. The point at which the elbow is formed, gives away how many clusters exist in the dataset. Using Ward’s Method on the data results in table 19. The column under amount provides data on the weighted sum of squares (WSS). In case there is only 1 cluster, the amount is the total sum of squares (TSS). By dividing WSS by TSS, the numbers are given that are necessary for making the elbow plot, which is necessary for dividing the number of clusters.

Table 19: Results from Cluster analysis of questionnaire data
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The data gained from this table is used in figure 2 on the next page. On the horizontal axis is the number of clusters given, while the vertical axis shows the values of the weighted sum of squares divided by the total sum of squares (WSS/TSS). An easy observation shows that the elbow is formed at cluster 3, since both before as after that point, the line is declining at a steady rate. This means that there are three clusters in the dataset of this research. In economic words, the sample contains 3 market segments amongst Dutch airline passengers.

Figure 2: Elbow plot as result of Cluster analysis

To test whether there are significant differences between these three discovered market segments within the dataset, an One-Way ANOVA test has to be performed on the service items. Results are given in table 20 and show that there are significant differences between the three market segments for all service items. The highest significance value is given to price (.021), but this value is still much lower as the 0.05 which is the boundary of being significant. Based on this, the conclusion can be drawn that the three market segments significantly differ over all service items, and therefore are correctly seen as market segments. Actual differences between the segments will be explained later on in this chapter. 

Table 20: Results of ANOVA on service items of three market segments
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Now that is known that the Dutch airline consumer market has three market segments that differ significantly in their expectations of airline service quality, it is interesting to take a look at the identity of these market segments. For managers of airlines or travel agencies, it is highly useful to know what describes the people in each market segment and how large these segments actually are. With the use of the statistical data program SPSS, it is possible to derive the number of respondents that belong to each segment. A number of 107 respondents (72.3%) are part of segment 1, another 37 respondents (25.0%) are part of segment 2 and segment 3 consists of only 4 respondents (2.7%). Furthermore, as explained in the chapter on data, some respondents have not answered their questionnaire completely correct. Therefore, a number of 24 respondents could not be placed in a segment.
Now the size of the segments is known, it is possible to derive the demographics of these segments and see what kind of people belong to each market segment. First of all, table 21 shows the amount of males and females that are part of each segment. Furthermore, it provides information on age and education. As can be concluded, 3 respondents of segment 1 have not answered the question on gender and therefore, the total of that segment for this table is 104 respondents. This is exactly the same for education. In case of age, this has happened for 4 respondents in segment 1. 

Table 21: Crosstab of clusters and gender, age and education
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Based on gender, it is not yet possible to observe some substantial differences between the segments. All clusters contain more males compared to females and in all cases, the ratio is somewhat alike. Age, on the other hand, gives more information on segment differences. Cluster 1 contains mostly young respondents (between 21 and 50), while cluster 2 contains mostly older respondents (51 and older). Since cluster 3 is very small, it is very hard to tell whether most respondents are of middle age or that this is just a coincidence. When education is being observed, cluster 1 shows a large amount of high educated respondents. Although cluster 2 also has the most respondents in their University-cell, they have a large number of respondents that have high school as their highest education level. For now, the conclusion is that segment 1 contains mostly high educated, younger respondents, while segment 2 has mostly older and relatively low educated respondents. Segment 3 does not really show a clear heading based on gender, age and education. To find out more on demographics of the segments, the following table shows insights on marital status and income.

Table 22: Crosstab of clusters and marital status and income
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Segment 1 has the most respondents in all categories based on marital status, but the main difference is made in the unmarried category. As the difference between segment 1 and 2 is not that big for married people, the opposite is the case for unmarried people. The result of segment 1 having so much unmarried respondents is not that surprising, since table 21 already showed that segment 1 is relatively young. Segment 2, contains a large amount of people that are married. Income shows that segment 1 is wide spread over all categories, although “above 4.000 euros” has the highest amount of respondents. Reason for being this widespread, even though education is high in this segment, is probably the age of the segment respondents. They are relatively young and therefore do not yet have the highest loan possible matching their capacities or are even still searching for a job. Segment 2 has a large number of respondents with a large income. This is somewhat surprising, since a relatively high number of them is low educated. On the other hand, they are relatively old and are therefore already working for a long time, which could have brought them to higher positions within a company, which led to higher income. Segment 3 is also earning relatively much income, but it is still not possible to give this group an identity based on their demographics. 
Now that the identity of the market segments is (somewhat) discovered, it is interesting to look at the reason for the respondents belonging to a specific market segment. By observing the mean values of the 26 service items, which significantly differ over the clusters, it is possible to see the differences between the market segments. For managers this information can be of high value, since the following table provides insights in which service items have to be used in advertising, to reach these market segments. 

Table 23: Mean values of each cluster for every service item
[image: ]
Based on these values, a very simple conclusion can be drawn. The reason for the segmentation of this market in to three segments is not because of the fact that each segment has other interests. Unfortunately, the segment differences are mostly based on one group of 107 respondents (segment 1) that answered there expectations all on average with important and unimportant outliers versus two other groups of 37 (segment 2) and 4 (segment 3) respondents that, respectively, found almost all service items of high or low importance. Therefore, it is very hard to target these segments. To find target items for each segment, it is necessary to take a look at the most important items of each segment (items with the highest mean value). In this way, it is possible to conclude that segment 1 cares the most about having a flight without problems, an efficient check-in and enough space in the airplane. Segment 2 also cares most about having a flight without problems and an efficient check-in, but instead of caring about space in the airplane, they find safety and on-time departure and arrival more important. The third segment shows totally different results, with having convenient flight schedules of highest importance. Furthermore, they care about the price of the flight and having a non-stop flight. This is very useful information for airline managers and marketing employees in order to develop efficient marketing strategies for each segment within the Dutch airline passenger market. In order to develop the best strategy for each segment, the questions on flight behavior and most used media are put in a crosstab with the market segments.
Table 24 shows that all segments contain mostly vacation flyers, although a substantial part of the segments also uses the airplane for working reasons. The results for help in selection are somewhat alike. The majority of respondents in segment 1 and 2 say not to receive help in selecting an airline and another part of the segments states to receive help from their partner. Furthermore, all segments show that price is the main reason for them in their choice for an airline. The last part of the table shows that the majority of respondents in segment 1 and 2 fly once a year, while this is even less for segment 3. The options of flying once a week or over once a week were combined in this table, since both contained just one respondent. The time lag between the two answers is very small and therefore, it was better to combine these options.
Furthermore, table 25 provides information on which source of media is most used by the airline passengers in each segment. The table shows that internet is the most used source of media for all three segments. Next to that, it displays that TV is still a good source of media for reaching both segment 1 and 2. What managers can do with the information provided in this paragraph on market segmentation will be explained in broad terms in the next chapter on managerial implications.


Table 24: Crosstab of market segments and flight behavior
[image: ]

Table 25: Crosstab of market segments and most used media
[image: ]


6. Managerial implications
For managers of airline companies or travel agencies, the results of this research might be very useful. Based on the segmentation on service items that resulted in the existing three market segments in the Dutch airline passenger market, it should be possible to target different consumers with different service items as main point of strength of the airline. The younger, high educated and unmarried segment (segment 1) can best be targeted by the use of an Internet campaign which shows an airline that is very efficient in everything they do. The campaign must outline that the airline does not have major problems and is always on-time in departure and arrival, but as well in check-in lines. Furthermore, attention can be given to the fact that the airline has enough room to sit comfortably in the airplane. The older, high income and married segment (segment 2) can also be approached in the best way by the use of an Internet campaign, although a TV campaign might also be effective. The focus in this campaign should be on flying without problems and in the safest way possible. This segment does also care about flying on-time, but safety is a point in which the campaign can differentiate itself from the other campaign that is aimed at segment 1. An option might be to use an Internet campaign that focuses on efficient flying and checking-in without problems, while a TV campaign is used to show what the airline does to provide the highest possible safety. In this way, both segments are targeted and probably reached in an effective and cost-efficient way. Concerning segment 3, the best option is probably not to aim a total campaign on this segment, since it is very small and costs may exceed benefits. If managers still decide to use a campaign for this segment, the best way is to do this through Internet. The focus of this campaign should be on being able to decide whenever you want to fly directly to your destination and against very low costs. Next to the different segments, this research has also provided information on the Dutch airline passenger market as a whole. For example, Dutch airline passengers care about having a flight without problems and, in contrast to other countries where this research has been done, enough space to sit comfortably. Furthermore, price is more important than any other service dimension, but when the Dutch consumers have to choose between the service dimensions, they want reliability. This means they care most about safe flights that are performed on-time. Loyalty programs are something the Dutch consumers do not care much about, probably because they fly on average once a year. Next to that, when taking a look at the SERVQUAL dimensions, tangibles are of least importance. This means that Dutch airline consumers care less about the entertainment facilities or the quality of food and beverages. Therefore, managers of airlines should not invest too much money and time in developing high quality FFP’s and high quality entertainment or food and beverages.
Having stated this, it shows that this research might be useful for managers in developing marketing campaigns that provide benefits for the company. On the other hand, the research shows that the differences between the segments are not that big, so it could also be efficient to use only one marketing campaign to reach the whole Dutch airline passenger market. But, one way or another, from a manager’s point of view, this research could definitely be useful.


7. Conclusion
The main goal of this research was to provide an answer to the main research question that was given in the introduction chapter. The question was whether consumer’s perceptions of service quality would lead to different market segments in the Dutch airline passenger market? Based on the research that was performed and the data that was gained from it, this main research question can be answered with a “Yes, but”. A number of three, significantly different segments were found during this research on a sample of the Dutch airline passenger market. Unfortunately, one segment was so small that it is hard to interpret it as a complete market segment. This segment could also be seen as a number of outliers. The other two segments show differences in the mean values of importance of the service items, with segment 1 finding all items a bit less important as segment 2. Concluding this, it is possible to state that segment 2 is more demanding for what concerns service quality of an airline. On the other hand, both segments have relatively the same items on the top of their ranking. This means that even though the importance might differ over both segments, the items that are important are mostly the same. Therefore, in that way, no major differences exist in the Dutch airline passenger market. The market as a whole cares a lot about having a flight without problems and against a low price. No real differences exist between low and high income groups and their expectations towards price. So, price is just imported for all Dutch airline passengers. Furthermore, like expected, the Dutch consumers care much about having enough space in the airplane. This is something that differs from consumers in Asian countries, probably because of the length of the Dutch people.
As expected, reliability is the most important dimension for the Dutch airline passengers. This is the case for most countries in the Western world and is therefore no surprise for this research. Two surprises came from hypothesis 5 and 7. The first one revealed that consumers that make their choice based on the service of an airline, do not especially have higher expectations of that service as people who choose based on other reasons. The second one showed that high income people do not demand higher service as low income, because of having higher living standards. Differences exist for only two service items, which are related to the dimension “flight pattern”. With having specified all this, the conclusion of this research can be: Market segments exist in the Dutch airline consumer market, although differences between them are not big.
This research also had its limitations that were found during the time the research was performed. At first, the sample that was used for this research was not totally random, something that might have influenced the outcome of this research. It might be good to do further research in collaboration with an airport or airline, in order to get closer to the random sample that can be found on a huge airport like Amsterdam Schiphol Airport. Furthermore, some respondents found difficulties in answering the questionnaire since it was not complete for them. For example, the difference between being able to choose flying once a month or once a year is too big. Some respondents indicated to fly around four times a year, something that could not be answered in this research and could probably have led to somewhat different results. Next to that, over 23 percent of respondents answered to make their selection of an airline based on other reasons than the once that were provided. Since this is quite a large number, further research could find out what more reasons people have in choosing an airline. Due to lack of time, all questionnaires were spread out in the period between half August 2011 and half September 2011. This might be a reason for many respondents answering the question on reason of last flight with vacation. When more time would be taken to perform this research (a whole year), probably more respondents would give other reasons. At this point, lots of people that usually fly many times a year for work reasons might now have answered vacation, because this questionnaire was just taken after the summer break. Furthermore, spreading the questionnaire out to respondents over a whole year could, first of all, lead to more respondents, but more importantly, to other results. In case an aircraft crash has just happened a week before spreading the questionnaire (this was not the case), respondents might value safety much higher as they would do two months after that crash happened. Therefore, spreading a questionnaire to a small sample like this, on a short term, might not give the best results possible, because they are influenced by all kinds of information from outside the research that has happened at that actual time or within a few weeks before. Further research could focus on differences of Dutch consumers compared to airline passengers around the world. Furthermore, research could pay attention to expectations of different airlines, because consumers might, for example, be more forgiving towards a home-based airline in comparison to a foreign airline. These are topics that are interesting to assess in further research.
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Appendix
Appendix A: Dutch questionnaire used for this research
Geachte heer/mevrouw,

Door middel van deze enquête wil ik u vragen naar uw verwachtingen ten opzichte van het gebruik van het vliegtuig als vervoersmiddel. Ik wil u vragen om een 26-tal onderwerpen te bekijken en te beoordelen naar de mate waarin u ze belangrijk vindt in de keuze voor een maatschappij. Verder heb ik nog enkele demografische aspecten die ik graag zou willen weten voor mijn onderzoek. Deze enquête is anoniem, dus uw persoonlijke resultaten zullen niet bekend worden gemaakt.

Alvast bedankt voor uw deelname.

Hoe belangrijk vindt u de volgende aspecten bij de keuze voor een luchtvaartmaatschappij?
					         Zeer	 				         Zeer
					  onbelangrijk				      	     belangrijk
1.Comfort en schoonheid van zitplaats.		o	o	o	o	o	o	o
2.Kwaliteit van voedsel en drank aan boord.	o	o	o	o	o	o	o
3.Aanwezigheid van kranten, magazines
   en boeken.					o	o	o	o	o	o	o
4.Aanwezigheid van entertainment 
   (bijv. films).					o	o	o	o	o	o	o
5.Ruimte in vliegtuig (beenruimte, etc.).	o	o	o	o	o	o	o
6.Vriendelijkheid van bemanning.		o	o	o	o	o	o	o
7.Snelle afhandeling van vertraging.		o	o	o	o	o	o	o
8.Efficiënte check-in en afhandeling van
   bagage.					o	o	o	o	o	o	o
9.Snelheid van personeel in afhandeling van
   uw verzoek.					o	o	o	o	o	o	o
10.Bereidheid van bemanning om u te helpen.	o	o	o	o	o	o	o

11.Uiterlijke verzorging van bemanning.	o	o	o	o	o	o	o
12.Aandacht voor veiligheid tijdens de vlucht.	o	o	o	o	o	o	o
13.Op tijd vertrekken en aankomen.		o	o	o	o	o	o	o
14.Goede samenhang tussen service op de 
      grond en tijdens vlucht.			o	o	o	o	o	o	o
15.Manier van reageren door bemanning ten
      opzichte van vertraagde passagier.		o	o	o	o	o	o	o
16.Individuele aandacht voor passagier.		o	o	o	o	o	o	o
17.Begrijpen van uw specifieke behoeften
      door bemanning.				o	o	o	o	o	o	o
18.Omvang van service tijdens gehele vlucht.	o	o	o	o	o	o	o
19.Goede en snelle klachtenafhandeling
      door maatschappij.				o	o	o	o	o	o	o
20.Het maken van vlucht zonder problemen.	o	o	o	o	o	o	o



21.Gemakkelijkheid van vliegschema
     (vliegtijden die u uitkomen).			o	o	o	o	o	o	o
22.Frequentie van uitvoering vlucht waar u
      naar op zoek bent.				o	o	o	o	o	o	o
23.Directe vlucht (zonder tussenlandingen).	o	o	o	o	o	o	o
24.Prijs van de vlucht.				o	o	o	o	o	o	o
25.Het hebben van eerdere ervaring met de 
      maatschappij.				o	o	o	o	o	o	o
26.Aanwezigheid van FFP-programma bij 
      Maatschappij (e.g. air miles)		o	o	o	o	o	o	o

27.Wat is uw geslacht?		o man		
o vrouw

28.Wat is uw leeftijd?		o onder 21 jaar	
o 21-30 jaar
o 31-40 jaar
o 41-50 jaar
				o 51-60 jaar
				o ouder dan 61 jaar

29.Wat is uw hoogst genoten opleiding?	o basisschool
						o middelbare school
						o MBO
						o HBO
						o WO

30.Wat is uw burgerlijke staat?		o Gehuwd
					o Ongehuwd
					o Gescheiden
					o Verweduwd

31.Wat is uw gemiddeld gebruik van het vliegtuig?	o meer dan eens per week
							o eens per week
							o eens per maand
							o eens per jaar
							o minder dan eens per jaar
							
32.Wat is de reden van uw laatste vlucht?	o werk
						o vakantie
						o bezoek
						o anders

33.Wie helpt er in het selecteren van de maatschappij?	o partner
							o familie
							o vrienden
							o reisbureau
							o dat doe ik zelf
							o anders



34.Wat is de belangrijkste reden voor uw selectie van de maatschappij?	o prijs
									o service
									o eerdere ervaring
									o advertenties
									o aanraden van anderen
									o anders

35.Wat is uw bruto inkomen per maand?	o minder dan €1.000
						o €1.000 - €1.750
						o €1.750 - €2.500
						o €2.500 - €3.250
						o €3.250 - €4.000
						o meer dan €4.000

36.Wat is de door u meest gebruikte media?		o TV
							o Radio
							o Social Media (Twitter, Facebook, etc.)
							o Internet
							o Kranten/tijdschriften
Bedankt voor uw tijd!

# of clusters
1	0.82885427906512843	0.68435463441493294	0.63265162868399905	0.60664590118930428	0.58585332573336013	0.56560792331573095	0.54543803077738906	0.52709210047847954	0.50951596447690095	WSS/TSS
 (
61
)
image4.emf
Criteria category Evaluation criteria

Tangibles Q1 Comfort and cleanness of the seat

Q2 Quality of food and beverage

Q3 In-flight newspapers, magazines and books

Q4 In-flight entertainment facilities and programs

Q5 Size of the airplane

Responsiveness Q6 Courtesy of crew

Q7 Handling of delay

Q8 Efficient check-in/baggage handling services

Q9 Crew's speed handling request

Q10 Crew's willingness to help

Q11 Appearance of crew

Reliability and assurance Q12 Safety

Q13 On-time departure and arrival

Q14 Consistent ground/in-flight services

Empathy Q15 Crew's behavior to delayed passenger

Q16 Individual attention to passenger

Q17 Understanding of passenger's specific needs

Q18 Extent travel services

Q19 Customer complaint handling

Flight pattern Q20 Flight problems

Q21 Convenient flight schedules

Q22 Frequency of flight

Q23 Non-stop flight

Price Q24 Price of flight

Loyalty Q25 Earlier use of airline

Q26 Availability of FFP by airline
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Demographic n %

Gender

Male 106 64.6

Female 58 35.4

Age

< 21 years 3 1.8

21-30 years 41 25.2

31-40 years 42 25.8

41-50 years 28 17.2

51-60 years 29 17.8

> 60 years 20 12.3

Education

High School 16 9.8

MBO 22 13.5

HBO 40 24.5

University 85 52.1

Marital Status

Married 80 48.8

Unmarried 74 45.1

Devorced 7 4.3

Widowed 3 1.8

Income

< 1.000 euro 14 8.8

1.000-1.750 euro 10 6.3

1.750-2.500 euro 20 12.5

2.500-3.250 euro 26 16.3

3.250-4.000 euro 33 20.6

> 4.000 euro 57 35.6
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n %

Use of airplane

more than once a week 1 0.6

once a week 1 0.6

once a month 30 18.3

once a year 113 68.9

less than once a year 19 11.6

Reason of last flight

work 34 20.7

vacation 123 75.0

visit 5 3.0

other 2 1.2

Reason for selecting airline

price 75 46.0

service 11 6.7

earlier experience 32 19.6

advertisements 2 1.2

recommendations of others 5 3.1

other 38 23.3

Help in selecting airline

Partner 40 24.4

Family 5 3.0

Friends 6 3.7

Travel agency 25 15.2

By myself 81 49.4

Other 7 4.3

Most used media

TV 38 23.2

Radio 5 3.0

Social Media 7 4.3

Internet 96 58.5

Newspapers/Magazines 18 11.0
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Initial Eigenvalues

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative %

1 10.123 38.935 38.935

2 2.365 9.097 48.032

3 1.966 7.562 55.594

4 1.515 5.828 61.422

5 1.063 4.089 65.511

6 1.019 3.919 69.430

7 .925 3.557 72.988

8 .793 3.050 76.037

9 .714 2.746 78.783

10 .583 2.243 81.027
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Components

1 2 3 4 5 6

Comfort and cleanness of the seat .454 .616

Quality of food and beverage .615

In-flight newspapers, magazines and books .483 .659

In-flight entertainment facilities and programs .796

Size of the airplane .526 .554

Courtesy of crew .708

Handling of delay .761

Efficient check-in/baggage handling services .826

Crew's speed handling request .686 .458

Crew's willingness to help .554 .681

Appearance of crew .634

Safety .472

On-time departure and arrival .786

Consistent ground/in-flight services .658

Crew's behavior to delayed passenger .615

Individual attention to passenger .812

Understanding of passenger's specific needs .732

Extent travel services .678

Customer complaint handling .704

Flight problems .758

Convenient flight schedules .801

Frequency of flight .781

Non-stop flight .688

Price of flight .844

Earlier use of airline .684

Availability of FFP by airline .744
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Factor 1 Alpha if Item Deleted

Comfort and cleanness of the seat .922

Size of the airplane .920

Handling of delay .915

Efficient check-in/baggage handling services .914

Crew's speed handling request .916

Crew's willingness to help .915

Safety .926

On-time departure and arrival .916

Consistent ground/in-flight services .919

Customer complaint handling .917

Flight problems .919

Overall α of factor 1 .925

Factor 2 Alpha if Item Deleted

Courtesy of crew .902

Crew's speed handling request .905

Crew's willingness to help .896

Appearance of crew .905

Crew's behavior to delayed passenger .911

Individual attention to passenger .896

Understanding of passenger's specific needs .899

Extent travel services .899

Overall α of factor 2 .913

Factor 3 Alpha if Item Deleted

Comfort and cleanness of the seat .673

Quality of food and beverage .680

In-flight newspapers, magazines and books .749

In-flight entertainment facilities and programs .682

Size of the airplane .719

Overall α of factor 3 .746

Factor 4 Alpha if Item Deleted

Convenient flight schedules .675

Frequency of flight .538

Non-stop flight .641

Overall α of factor 4 .711
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Factor 5 Alpha if Item Deleted

In-flight newspapers, magazines and books .581

Earlier use of airline .660

Availability of FFP by airline .553

Overall α of factor 5 .692

Factor 6 Alpha if Item Deleted

Price -

Overall α of factor 6 -
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Rank Item Mean

1 Flight problems 6.25

2 Size of the airplane 6.05

3 On-time departure and arrival 6.03

4 Efficient check-in/baggage handling services 6.02

5 Price of flight 6.02

6 Handling of delay 5.94

7 Safety 5.84

8 Non-stop flight 5.81

9 Comfort and cleanness of the seat 5.70

10 Convenient flight schedules 5.68

11 Customer complaint handling 5.66

12 Crew's willingness to help 5.65

13 Courtesy of crew 5.56

14 Crew's speed handling request 5.52

15 Consistent ground/in-flight services 5.21

16 Crew's behavior to delayed passenger 5.02

17 Extent travel services 5.00

18 Frequency of flight 4.90

19 Understanding of passenger's specific needs 4.86

20 Appearance of crew 4.69

21 Individual attention to passenger 4.69

22 Quality of food and beverage 4.62

23 In-flight entertainment facilities and programs 4.48

24 Earlier use of airline 4.48

25 In-flight newspapers, magazines and books 3.15

26 Availability of FFP by airline 2.93
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Rank Dimension Average of item means

1 Price 6.02

2 Reliability and assurance 5.70

3 Flight pattern 5.65

4 Responsiveness 5.57

5 Empathy 5.03

6 Tangibles 4.81

7 Loyalty 3.69
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Condition N Mean Std. DeviationSE Mean

ResponsivenessEarlier experience 31 5,8065 .70198 .12608

Other answer 124 5,5228 .98253 .08823

Empathy Earlier experience 29 5,1931 .71611 .13298

Other answer 127 5,0063 1,08465 .09625
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 Levene's Test  t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df Mean Diff. SE Diff.

ResponsivenessEqual var. assumed .382 .537 1.512 153 .28360 .18759

Equal var. not assumed 1.843 62.902 .28360 .15389

Empathy Equal var. assumed 3.126 .079 .883 154 .18680 .21147

Equal var. not assumed 1.138 61.283 .18680 .16415
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Condition N Mean Std. DeviationSE Mean

Tangibles Service 11 5,0727 .87303 .26323

Other answer 149 4,7852 1,04574 .08567

ResponsivenessService 10 5,2500 1,23040 .38909

Other answer 145 5,6023 .91565 .07604

Reliability Service 10 5,3333 1,22726 .38809

Other answer 150 5,7356 .96725 .07898

Empathy Service 11 4,9273 1,02087 .30780

Other answer 145 5,0497 1,03025 .08556

Flight pattern Service 11 5,7273 1,11498 .33618

Other answer 153 5,6601 .87904 .07107
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 Levene's Test  t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df Mean Diff. SE Diff.

Tangibles Equal var. assumed .548 .460 .888 158 .28749 .32358

Equal var. not assumed 1.039 12,221 .28749 .27682

ResponsivenessEqual var. assumed .819 .367-1.150 153 -0,35230 .30638

Equal var. not assumed -0,889 9,700 -0,35230 .39645

Reliability Equal var. assumed .176 .676-1.252 158 -0,40222 .32134

Equal var. not assumed -1.016 9,760 -0,40222 .39605

Empathy Equal var. assumed .005 .943-0,380 154 -0,12238 .32201

Equal var. not assumed -0,383 11,600 -0,12238 .31947

Flight pattern Equal var. assumed .584 .446 .240 162 .06714 .27951

Equal var. not assumed .195 10,912 .06714 .34361
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Condition N Mean Std. DeviationSE Mean

Tangibles Price 74 4,6730 1,19523 .13894

Other answer 86 4,9186 .86521 .09330

ResponsivenessPrice 72 5,4884 1,12077 .13208

Other answer 83 5,6586 .74258 .08151

Reliability Price 74 5,6171 1,08214 .12580

Other answer 86 5,7907 .89303 .09630

Empathy Price 72 4,9361 1,19945 .14136

Other answer 84 5,1310 .84881 .09261

Flight pattern Price 76 5,5954 .91921 .10544

Other answer 88 5,7244 .87020 .09276

Price Price 74 6,3400 .86400 .10000

Other answer 88 5,8000 1,11600 .11900

Loyalty Price 76 3,5066 1,42710 .16370

Other answer 88 3,9091 1,32297 .14103
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 Levene's Test  t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df Mean Diff. SE Diff.

Tangibles Equal var. assumed 3.966 .048-1.503 158 -0,24563 .16346

Equal var. not assumed -1.468130,829 -0,24563 .16736

ResponsivenessEqual var. assumed 4.229 .041-1.128 153 -0,17021 .15094

Equal var. not assumed -1.097120,270 -0,17021 .15521

Reliability Equal var. assumed .180 .672-1.111 158 -0,17358 .15617

Equal var. not assumed -1.096141,804 -0,17358 .15842

Empathy Equal var. assumed 4.222 .042-1.183 154 -0,19484 .16470

Equal var. not assumed -1.153125,288 -0,19484 .16899

Flight pattern Equal var. assumed .509 .477-0,923 162 -0,12904 .13987

Equal var. not assumed -0,919155,647 -0,12904 .14044

Price Equal var. assumed 4.107 .044-1.873 160 .54200 .15900

Equal var. not assumed -1.863158,987 .54200 .15600

Loyalty Equal var. assumed .021 .886 3.408 162 -0,40251 .21487

Equal var. not assumed 3.483154,348 -0,40251 .21607
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RankItem Mean high incomeMean lower incomeSign.

1 Flight problems 6.19 6.28 .697

2 On-time departure and arrival 6.05 6.00 .863

3 Non-stop flight 6.02 5.70 .003

4 Size of the airplane 6.00 6.08 .583

5 Price of flight 5.96 6.09 .717

6 Efficient check-in/baggage handling services 5.95 6.03 .758

7 Handling of delay 5.85 5.97 .370

8 Convenient flight schedules 5.84 5.58 .037

9 Safety 5.70 5.89 .060

10 Comfort and cleanness of the seat 5.70 5.67 .400

11 Crew's speed handling request 5.61 5.45 .819

12 Crew's willingness to help 5.59 5.70 .906

13 Customer complaint handling 5.52 5.70 .056

14 Courtesy of crew 5.34 5.69 .167

15 Consistent ground/in-flight services 5.16 5.24 .343

16 Crew's behavior to delayed passenger 5.11 5.00 .616

17 Frequency of flight 5.07 4.85 .076

18 Extent travel services 4.98 4.99 .463

19 Quality of food and beverage 4.86 4.47 .472

20 Understanding of passenger's specific needs 4.84 4.91 .283

21 Individual attention to passenger 4.77 4.64 .819

22 Appearance of crew 4.59 4.73 .764

23 Earlier use of airline 4.58 4.45 .554

24 In-flight entertainment facilities and programs 4.07 4.70 .241

25 In-flight newspapers, magazines and books 3.07 3.18 .319

26 Availability of FFP by airline 3.04 2.90 .927
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Rank Item Mean 

1 Flight problems 6.69

2 Price of flight 6.31

3 Efficient check-in/baggage handling services 6.21

4 Size of the airplane 6.08

5 On-time departure and arrival 6.07

6 Handling of delay 6.07

7 Courtesy of crew 5.79

8 Non-stop flight 5.71

9 Customer complaint handling 5.71

10 Crew's willingness to help 5.64
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Accepted

H1: Size of airplane of high importance

H2: Reliability as most important dimension

H6: High price dimension value for choosing based on price

Rejected

H3: Correlation between responsiveness and earlier experience

H4: Correlation between empathy and earlier experience

H5: High service dimension values for choosing based on service

H7: High income leads to high service expectations

H8: Price important for low income passengers
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Measure # of clusters Amount WSS/TSS

WSS 1 6396,514 1

WSS 2 5301,778 0,828854

WSS 3 4377,484 0,684355

WSS 4 4046,765 0,632652

WSS 5 3880,419 0,606646

WSS 6 3747,419 0,585853

WSS 7 3617,919 0,565608

WSS 8 3488,902 0,545438

WSS 9 3371,552 0,527092

WSS 10 3259,126 0,509516
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Service item Sign.

Comfort and cleanness of the seat .000

Quality of food and beverage .000

In-flight newspapers, magazines and books .000

In-flight entertainment facilities and programs .001

Size of the airplane .000

Courtesy of crew .000

Handling of delay .000

Efficient check-in/baggage handling services .000

Crew's speed handling request .000

Crew's willingness to help .000

Appearance of crew .000

Safety .000

On-time departure and arrival .000

Consistent ground/in-flight services .000

Crew's behavior to delayed passenger .000

Individual attention to passenger .000

Understanding of passenger's specific needs .000

Extent travel services .000

Customer complaint handling .000

Flight problems .000

Convenient flight schedules .001

Frequency of flight .000

Non-stop flight .000

Price of flight .021

Earlier use of airline .000

Availability of FFP by airline .000
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Cluster 1Cluster 2Cluster 3

Male 70 23 3

Female 34 14 1

Total 104 37 4

under 21 years 3 0 0

21-30 years 32 3 0

31-40 years 28 8 2

41-50 years 21 5 1

51-60 years 14 10 0

above 61 years 5 11 1

Total 103 37 4

High School 5 9 2

MBO 12 6 0

HBO 28 9 0

University 59 13 2

Total 104 37 4
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Cluster 1Cluster 2Cluster 3

Married 42 27 1

Unmarried 56 7 2

Devorced 5 2 0

Widowed 1 1 1

Total 104 37 4

under 1.000 euro 10 2 0

1.000 - 1.750 euro 7 1 1

1.750 - 2.500 euro 14 5 0

2.500 - 3.250 euro 19 4 0

3.250 - 4.000 euro 20 7 1

above 4.000 euro 32 17 2

Total 102 36 4
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Item Cluster 1Cluster 2Cluster 3

Comfort and cleanness of the seat 5.78 6.30 1.50

Quality of food and beverage 4.36 5.65 3.00

In-flight newspapers, magazines and books 2.71 4.30 2.75

In-flight entertainment facilities and programs 4.37 5.19 2.25

Size of the airplane 6.06 6.43 1.25

Courtesy of crew 5.42 6.43 2.25

Handling of delay 5.86 6.54 1.25

Efficient check-in/baggage handling services 6.02 6.68 1.50

Crew's speed handling request 5.38 6.35 2.00

Crew's willingness to help 5.50 6.54 1.50

Appearance of crew 4.35 5.84 1.75

Safety 5.72 6.65 2.75

On-time departure and arrival 5.95 6.65 1.25

Consistent ground/in-flight services 4.94 6.38 1.75

Crew's behavior to delayed passenger 4.71 6.14 2.00

Individual attention to passenger 4.39 5.86 1.75

Understanding of passenger's specific needs 4.55 6.05 1.75

Extent travel services 4.79 6.11 1.75

Customer complaint handling 5.59 6.59 1.75

Flight problems 6.24 6.76 1.75

Convenient flight schedules 5.48 6.30 5.50

Frequency of flight 4.58 5.86 3.75

Non-stop flight 5.63 6.49 4.50

Price of flight 5.99 6.27 4.75

Earlier use of airline 4.09 5.86 3.25

Availability of FFP by airline 2.45 4.19 3.75
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Reason of use Cluster 1Cluster 2Cluster 3

Work 22 7 1

Vacation 78 28 3

Visit 3 1 0

Other 1 1 0

Total 104 37 4

Help in selection

Partner 27 11 1

Family 2 1 1

Friends 6 0 0

Travel agency 12 9 1

By myself 51 15 1

Other 6 1 0

Total 104 37 4

Reason for selection

Price 49 16 3

Service 6 2 1

Earlier experience 17 10 0

Advertisements 1 1 0

Recommendations 4 0 0

Other 26 8 0

Total 103 37 4

Use of airplane

At least once a week 0 2 0

Once a month 19 7 1

Once a year 75 21 1

Less than once a year 10 7 2

Total 104 37 4
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Cluster 1Cluster 2Cluster 3

TV 21 11 0

Radio 2 1 1

Social Media 7 0 0

Internet 65 20 3

Newspapers/Magazines 9 5 0

Total 104 37 4
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image3.emf
Important dimension

Eastern world responsiveness (Pakdil & Aydin,2007)

responsiveness and assurance (Chen and Chang,2005)

reliability and assurance (Chou et al.,2010)

assurance (Gilbert & Wong,2002; Liou & Tzeng,2007)

Western world reliability (Sultan & Simpson,2000; Clifford et al.,1994)

loyalty (Gilbert & Wong,2003)


