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In the current conjuncture, when the competitive environment is getting ever fiercer,
the importance of creating brand value and the effect of wom in all processes be-
fore/after a purchase have been grasped. Along with this, in the service sector, where
the customer-employee relationship is dense, applications regarding the perception
of value creation have started to be used in an increasingmanner. For this reason, the
aim of the study is to determine the effect of the brand equity of foreign tourists on
wom andwhether there is amoderator effect of the Perception ofValueCo-Creation
on this effect. The population of the study is comprised of foreign tourists com-
ing to Marmaris, Turkey. On the 358 surveys gathered from foreign tourists, efa,
cfa, second-order cfa analyses, path analyses and Slope tests have been carried
out. Consequently, it has been determined that hotel brand equity has effects on the
perception of value co-creation and wom, and that perception of value co-creation
has effects on wom. Also, in the relationship between foreign tourists’ hotel brand
equity and wom, it has been determined that there is a moderator effect on the per-
ception of value co-creation.
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Introduction
Enterprises are proving inadequate with regard to
dealing with increasingly challenging and competi-
tive conditions by using conventional marketing tech-
niques. It is considered that new customers will be
gained by the contemporarymarketing approach, sus-
tenance will be maintained for the customers gained,
and in addition the permanence of existing customers
will be ensured. Ensuring customer sustenance will
only be possible if customers feel valued during/after
the purchasing of the goods or service. Grönroos
(2000) emphasizes that brand equity is a result of the

brand relationship which is constantly developed with
the customer.

According to the current perspective of salespeo-
ple, Word-of-Mouth communication (wom) is seen
as an important topic which plays a key role in mar-
keting, and it is known that it has substantial effects
and consequences (Albarq, 2014). wom, which deter-
mines behaviour and has great interpersonal effect,
is seen as one of the most important information re-
sources of the consumer. Salespeople who wish to cat-
alyze and manage these interactions that will benefit
them have started to think about and develop strate-
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gies in order tomanage this interpersonal effect. These
effects are seen as important for tourism enterprises,
where it is difficult to evaluate the product before it is
consumed (Ergün & Akgün, 2016). According to Jalil-
vand and Samiei (2012), wom is an importantmethod
that is used for influencing tourists to endow them
with a high coefficient effect.

The effect of wom on brand equity (Yang et al.,
2015; Murtiasih et al., 2014; Moise et al., 2019) and
increasing value co-creation (Seifert & Kwon, 2020)
can be observed in previous studies. In this study, the
moderator role of value co-creation differentiates this
research from the others. While referring to the effect
of brand equity on wom, the enriching effect of value
co-creation, which is a third variable, makes the re-
sults of the research notable. The businesses that want
to be different and connectwith consumers by creating
a value for them are trying to form strong and valu-
able brands (Marangoz & Aydın, 2021). Considering
the positive results achieved without creating value, it
is of great importance for accommodation businesses
to learn how to manage this process, which requires
active customer participation. It is easily understood
that the creation of such value depends largely on how
the hotel is perceived (Cantallops, 2019). In order to
ensure brand equity, the importance of offering value
to the customer and matching this value with the cus-
tomer perception has been increasingly recognized.
Within this context, the finding that brand equity and
value co-creation will together have a stronger effect is
thought to be a guide, especially for businesses. What
is more, in the literature review, no study was found in
which these variables were simultaneously examined.
Accordingly, it is thought that the research will fill the
gap in the literature and be a guide for future studies.

The main aim of this study is to measure the effect
of hotel brand equity on wom and determinewhether
value co-creation has a moderator effect in this pro-
cess. Prior to the research analyses (customer-based), a
literature review has been provided in order to ensure
understanding of the theoretical bases for the concepts
of hotel brand equity, wom and perception of value
co-creation, and to develop hypotheses. Subsequently,
in order to achieve the aim of the study, efa, cfa,
second-order cfa analyses, path analyses and Slope

tests have been carried out in the methodology sec-
tion.

Literature Review
WOM

wom can be defined as an interpersonal communi-
cation occurring informally between a source and a
buyer that does not have a commercial agenda at-
tributable to a brand, product or enterprise (Ander-
son, 1998). When wom’s effects are taken into consid-
eration, it is assumed that it has a mysterious power
and is a tool that works to determine the satisfaction
or dissatisfaction created after a product experience
(Gremler, 1995).

wom, which is seen as a popular market phe-
nomenon by writers (Laczniak et al., 2001), is not lim-
ited to face-to-face interaction, and can be transferred
by interactive tools such as the telephone and internet
(Dellarocas, 2003). Also, in online and offline commu-
nication, opinion leaders and reliable and knowledge-
able individuals comment on content and influence
those searching for opinions (Lee et al., 2011).

As the complexity of products increases and their
evaluation becomes harder, or when it is considered
risky to purchase, the rate of individuals who need rec-
ommendations from people they trust increases. It is
seen that people have a tendency to follow users’ rec-
ommendations rather than messages conveyed thro-
ugh advertisement (Barlow & Moller, 2008). In fact,
technically, wom can be used in order to reduce am-
biguity with regard to goods or services and minimize
risk (Abubakar, 2016). Those services are intangible
renders pre-trials impossible. For this reason, wom
plays an important role in the decisions taken regard-
ing service businesses. Also, wom becomes especially
important when the service provided is complex or it
has a high perception of risk (Zeithaml et al., 1996).
Since tourism services are one of those that cannot be
evaluated prior to purchase, they are considered high
risk purchases (Sotiriadis & Zyl, 2013).

Hotel Brand Equity

Brand is one of the fundamental marketing concepts.
Until recently, the following definition of the concept
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of brand has been dominant in both the general mar-
keting and tourismmarketing literature. Kotler (2000,
p. 404) defines ‘brand’ as follows: ‘A name, term, sign,
symbol, design or a combination of these that define a
seller or seller group’s goods or services and differenti-
ates it from others.’ However, Grönroos (2000) claims
that this definition takes the concept of brand only
with a unilateral perspective and excludes the consum-
ing process and customer. According to this perspec-
tive, if a brand is to be built, the customer is the one
who does that. In this case, the role of the salesperson
is to ensure communication support by using various
planned marketing communication tools and to cre-
ate frameworks in the minds of customers in order to
develop a brand.

It is known that right branding bears a critical im-
portance for organizational success (Huang & Cai,
2015). Brand managers are responsible generally for
creating a strong brand and sustaining it, while they
also have to find ways to measure brand value (Kaya-
man&Arasli, 2007). Brand value is themost prevalent
concept that is used to represent brand performance
and is measured as financial value in the organiza-
tional statement (Pike, 2010). There are three differ-
ent perspectives regarding brand equity in the litera-
ture. These are the finance-based approach, customer-
based approach and mixed approach (Bailey & Ball,
2006; Kim & Kim, 2005). Researchers taking the fi-
nancial approach into consideration define brand eq-
uity as the cash flow created by a product’s brand
name (Akgün & Akgün, 2014). This approach is criti-
cized since it cannot encapsulate all factors constitut-
ing a brand’s power and ignores consumer behaviour.
Customer-based brand equity, as the other approach
acknowledged in brand equity, regards the way goods
and services are perceived and evaluated and proves a
determining factor in subsequent purchases (Broyles
et al., 2010). With this perspective, Keller (1993) fo-
cuses on what the customer learned, saw, heard and
felt about the brand. Lastly, a mixed approach com-
prises both the market power and the financial value
of the brand (Seric et al., 2017). The reason behind the
concept of brand being measured with the customer-
based brand equity is the change oriented towards a
customer-based approach from a product-based ap-

proach in the service marketing paradigm (Grön-
roos, 2000). It is considered that the conceptualiza-
tion of brand equity with the customer perspective
will be beneficial for both marketing strategies and
the decision-making process in management (Keller,
1993) and that the brand is more valuable relative to its
raw financial evaluation (Pike, 2009).

When the studies focused on brand equity in the
literature are reviewed, it is seen that the conceptual
framework underlying all of these studies is based on
Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993). Aaker (1991) identi-
fied four main brand value variables in their study.
These are brand loyalty, perceived quality, brand im-
age and brand awareness, respectively. Keller (1993,
p. 8) defines brand value as ‘the different effect of
the brand knowledge on the customer reaction to
the brand marketing’ and the concept of brand is
evaluated in two dimensions: brand awareness and
brand image. In addition to these studies, Yoo and
Donthu (2001) have developed the multi-dimensional
consumer-based brand equity scale.

Although here are a number of different definitions
with regard to the concept of customer-based brand
equity, there is a common consensus on the brand
value’s being comprised of the four perceived dimen-
sions suggested by Aaker (1991). These dimensions are
brand awareness, brand image, perceived quality and
brand loyalty as a relational variable (Seric et al., 2018).

The concept of brand equity is seen as quite im-
portant in the tourism sector as well as other service
sectors. According to certain studies carried out on
the concept of brand in the literature, it is claimed that
brand hotels provide better performance in compar-
ison to others (Forgacs, 2003). Also, it is contended
that there is a positive relationship between the brand
value success of luxury hotels and their financial per-
formances (Kim & Kim, 2005). The main topic of the
studies in the concept of hotel brand equity is defined
by Prasad and Dev (2000, pp. 23–24) as ‘the positive
or negative attitudes and perceptions affecting cus-
tomers’ reservation.’

The increasing international activities of accom-
modation businesses render it necessary to carry out
more research on customer-based brand equity. Des-
tinations and hotel enterprises that endeavour to dom-
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inate other countries in the tourism sectors placemore
importance on the issue of branding in comparison
to the past (Çınar et al., 2019). Hotel enterprises that
take on the heavy load of the sector are dramatically
affected by global developments and lean heavily on
thematter of creating brand value in order to turn this
situation into opportunity. All positive or negative at-
titudes and perceptions affecting a customer in prefer-
ring a hotel brand represent brand equity. Whereas a
customer’s good experience in a brand hotel increases
brand equity, a bad experience damages brand equity
(Prasad & Dev, 2000). It is considered that as hotels
are becoming brands, their customer perceptions will
be affected, and positive mental attitudes will be en-
sured. Furthermore, instead of advertisements asmass
media tools that are losing their validity, the advan-
tages of wom established as a result of branding will
be utilized. Brand equity does not necessitate a per-
son’s experiencing a brand in order to have a brand
impression; that they are subjected to certain recom-
mendations can prove adequate on its own (Prasad &
Dev, 2000). In addition to all of these, customer-based
brand equity is considered an effective tool in hotel
managers understanding their own brands (Çınar et
al., 2019).

There are studies in the literature that put forth the
relation between brand loyalty, brand image, perceived
quality, brand awareness and wom (Murtiasih et al.,
2014; Moise et al., 2019). Ansary and Hashim (2018),
in their study, measured the moderator effect of wom
on the relations between brand value components and
brand value. Xu and Chan (2010), in a study carried
out on hotel brand equity, state that wom has a strong
effect on brand awareness and brand image. Yang et al.
(2015), in their study, concluded that wom has an im-
portant effect on destination brand value. According
to the results obtained by Sofiane (2019), it is seen that
all dimensions of brand equity have a positive effect on
wom.

Although the concept of brand equity was stud-
ied frequently by correlation with different variables
within the context of destination (Boo et al., 2009;
Chekalina et al., 2018; Davras, 2019; Dedeoğlu et al.,
2019; Kim et al., 2017; Pike & Bianchi, 2016) and hotel
(García et al., 2018; Seric et al., 2017; Seric et al., 2018;

Seric & Gil-Saura, 2019; Sijoria et al., 2019; Sürücü et
al., 2019; Uslu et al., 2020), no studies have been en-
countered that address the relationship between per-
ceived value co-creation and wom. In the light of this
information, the first hypothesis has been put forth as
follows.

h1 Hotel Brand Equity has a positive and signifi-
cant effect on wom.

Perception of Value Co-Creation

The nature of the concept of value has been discussed
since Aristoteles and it is known that it has two mean-
ings acknowledged as ‘changing value’ and ‘value in
use.’ Changing value is that emerging from the prod-
uct-dominant logic. According to this perspective, the
value is created by the company (produced) and gen-
erally distributed to the market via goods or mone-
tary exchange. In the service-dominant (s-d) logic,
the concept of value refers to value in use (Vargo et al.,
2008). This approach entails more than merely prov-
ing to be customer oriented. Here, collaborating with
the customers, learning from customers and adapting
to their individual and dynamic needs become promi-
nent. This service-dominant logic expresses that value
is defined by the consumer and created with them in-
stead of by output (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Despite the
consensus that the customer has amore active role and
that the value is subjective, there is no consensus yet on
the definition of the concept and the processes inher-
ent in this concept (Alves et al., 2016).

Businesses can present services as only value propo-
sitions and this becomes the input of value realization.
It is seen that value realization depends on the partic-
ipation of customers in the service process. Beneficia-
ries (namely, customers) determine whether value is
actually created, and this situation renders the service
specific to the beneficiary (Cabiddu et al., 2013).

The concept of value co-creation is correlated with
developing a unique competence by using organiza-
tional resources and technological capabilities aim-
ing to meet customers’ demands more efficiently and
thereby gaining a competitive advantage (Maduka,
2016). Among the propelling forces of the concept,
there are the developments and maturation in tech-
nology, accelerated consumer information and expec-
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tations as well as the logic of integrating consumer
needs and expectations in the value chain of a com-
pany (Chathoth et al., 2016).

From an organizational standpoint, in the percep-
tion of value co-creation, the participation of man-
agers and employees is needed as much as that of the
customers, although it should not be forgotten that
the primary and ultimate actor is always the customer.
Managers are held responsible for designing and im-
plementing a process that allows and even encourages
customers to take an active role. Within this context,
it is seen as indispensable to train and improve em-
ployees in achieving success (González-Mansilla et al.,
2019). For this reason, enterprises need to train em-
ployees in the importance of customer experience and
on value creation resourcing from these experiences
(Chathoth et al., 2016).

Grönroos (2011) considers the expression ‘[c]us-
tomer is always a value creator’ to be true, yet incom-
plete. They express that this definition is too basic to
account for theoretical development or practical deci-
sionmaking. It is not entirely clear what value creation
means. Does the definition of value in this expression
refer to the customer creating value in use or a more
comprehensive process where the customer is creating
value in use? This is only a single part of the ambi-
guity. Generally, in the service-dominant logic, value
creation refers to a process encompassing everything,
and it is created not only by the customers but by dif-
ferent stakeholders, including the enterprise and the
customer (Grönroos, 2011).

The concept of the perception of value co-creation
focuses on enhancing the customer’s experience by
way of improvements in the process of service provi-
sion or by adjusting the service individually accord-
ing to the needs of the customer. The situation in
question is especially considered important for lux-
ury hotels (González-Mansilla et al., 2019). While co-
creation is examined in unison in various areas in-
volving strategy, management and marketing, that it
is implemented within the context of tourism and ho-
tel administration as a proactive service provider gains
a special importance (Chathoth et al., 2016).

Chekalina et al. (2014) carried out a study in or-
der to test the relationship between customer-based

brand equity and the perception of co-creation of
value. In the study conducted by González-Mansilla
et al. (2019), it was determined that the customer per-
ception regarding the process of value co-creation has
a positive effect on the brand value. Xu et al. (2019)
examined the customer-based brand equity theory for
destinations based on the value co-creation theory.
In the study, empirical results were obtained that will
encourage brand value management and the partici-
pation of tourists in value co-creation activities. Ac-
cording to the findings in Frías Jamilena et al.’s (2017)
study, it is put forth that the value co-creation per-
ception is a premise of the customer perceiving the
destination brand value to be higher. In the study con-
ducted by Seifert and Kwon (2020), it was concluded
that the e-wom has a higher effect on the brand value
and value co-creation loyalty behaviour. As a result of
the literature review, the second and third hypotheses
have been constituted.

h2 Hotel Brand Equity has a positive and signifi-
cant effect on the perception of value co-creation.

h3 Perception of value co-creation has a positive
and significant effect on wom.

As a result of the study conducted by Prebensen
et al. (2016) on tourist experiences, it was determined
that there is a moderator effect on the relation of per-
ceived value and satisfaction. Chou et al. (2018) ex-
amined the moderator effect of the value co-creation
variable in their studies conducted on travel agencies.
The fourth hypothesis has been put forth in light of the
studies reviewed in the literature review.

h4 Perception of value co-creation has a moder-
ating effect on the relationship between Hotel
Brand Equity and wom

Methods
The Aim of the Study and the Conceptual Model

The aim of this study is to: (1) determine the brand
value perceptions of foreign tourists coming to Mar-
maris on the perception of value co-creation and wom,
(2) ascertain the effect of tourists’ perception of value
co-creation on wom, and (3) determine the modera-
tor effect of perception of value co-creation on the re-
lation between hotel brand equity and wom. For this

Academica Turistica, Year 14, No. 2, December 2021 | 153



Abdullah Uslu and Gözde Seval Ergün The Moderator Effect

Hotel brand
equity

Perception of
value co-creation

WOM

+H
2 +H3

+H1

+
H
4

Figure 1 The Conceptual Model

reason, by utilizing the studies in the relevant litera-
ture (Prebensen et al., 2016; Ansary & Hashim, 2018;
Sofiane, 2019; Moise et al., 2019; González-Mansilla et
al., 2019; Seifert & Kwon, 2020; Xu et al., 2019), the
model of the study has been created as in Figure 1.

The Method, Population and Sample of the Study

In this study, the quantitative research survey method
has been used in order to determine the effects of hotel
brand equity dimensions (brand awareness/recogni-
tion, brand association/image, perceived quality and
loyalty) on wom and the moderator role of the per-
ception of value co-creation on the relations between
these variables. This study is important in terms of its
uniqueness in the literature, for explicating the rela-
tions between these variables, and for understanding
the moderator role of perception of value co-creation.

In this study based on hypothesis testing, a quan-
titative approach has been adopted and the survey
method was used in data collection. 10 questions were
created for the study survey in order to determine the
socio-demographical characteristics of the tourists.
For the 11 questions created with the sub-dimensions
of hotel brand equity, surveys created by González-
Mansilla et al. (2019) have been adapted. Statements
comprised of 3 questions for the wom variable have
been adopted from the study carried out by Yazgan
et al. (2014). 12 questions created with the sub-dimen-
sions for the perception of value co-creation have been
adopted from the surveys created by González-Man-
silla et al. (2019). A 5-point Likert scale has been used
in the survey as 1 = Completely disagree, 5 = Com-

pletely agree. The survey questions were prepared
by three researchers who are experts in the area of
tourism and marketing. After the questions were ex-
amined, the statements in the survey were controlled
by a native English speaker expert.

The study was carried out by two surveyors who
knew the aim of the study, and one of the authors,
with convenience sampling, between 1 May and 1 Au-
gust 2019. While foreign tourists were leaving the ho-
tel enterprises that they stayed in, 370 surveys were
elicited from those tourists by informing them about
the aim of the study in the hotel lobby. 12 surveys that
were empty or understood to be erroneous have been
excluded and the rest, 358 surveys, have been included
in the study. These 358 surveys can be considered
adequate in representing the population (Bryman &
Cramer, 2001).

The population of the study is comprised of for-
eign tourists visiting hotel enterprises in Marmaris.
The number of accommodation facilities with min-
istry accreditation operating in Marmaris is 200. Ac-
cording to the getob (South Aegean Hotel Enter-
prises’ Union), the number of foreign tourists visiting
Marmaris is around 900 thousand people per annum.

Percentage and frequency, along with exploratory
factor analysis in spss 22.00, was applied to the data
obtained and subsequently the cfa, second-order
cfa and structural model analysis were carried out in
the amos 22.00 package software. Subsequently, the
Slope test was utilized in determining the moderator
effect.

Results
In order to evaluate the research findings, primarily
the lost data, outlier value, homogeneity and reliabil-
ity oriented towards the raw data obtained from the
survey needed to be tested. Therefore, when the lost
data for the study was gleaned, it was seen that the rate
of empty items in the survey was not higher than 15
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) and it was not replaced
with any data.

Checking at the outlier values for the data; ‘Z’ and
‘T’ scores has been found that there is no value beyond
+3 and –3. As a result of the homogeneity test, data
was determined to be homogenous since the p-value
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Table 1 Demographic Characteristics of Foreign Tourists

Category Item n 

Gender Female  .

Male  .

Nationality British  .

Dutch  .

Swedish  .

Others  .

Marital Status Single  .

Married  .

Married with children  .

Education status Primary School  .

High School  .

University  .

Master’s degree  .

No response  .

With whom
travelling

Alone  .

Family/Relatives  .

Friends  .

No response  .

Continued in the next column

was higher than0.05 (Kalaycı, 2008). A pilot studywas
conductedwith 40 foreign tourists visiting hotel enter-
prises in Marmaris between the dates of 1 and 15 April
2019. The Cronbach’s Alpha value (α = 0.908) regard-
ing the 26 statements involved in the survey scale was
determined to be quite reliable and the study contin-
ued.

According to the 358 population number, theCron-
bach’s Alpha (α) values of the scales used in the study
were examined in order for their reliability and valid-
ity to be ensured. As seen in Table 1, it was determined
that the hotel brand equity and perception of value
co-creation dimensions in the conceptual model and
the variable that has the highest reliability value within
the wom variable (α = 0.984) is the brand association
variable and the variable that has the lowest reliability
value (α = 0.792) is the dialogue variable. It is seen that
the Cronbach’s Alpha values of all the variables used
in the study are over (α) 0.70 and adequately reliable
(Hair et al., 2014).

Table 1 Continued from the previous column

Category Item n 

Household
annual income
()

<,  .

,–,  .

,–,  .

,–,  .

,–,  .

,–,  .

>,  .

No response  .

Occupation
status

Manager  .

Retired  .

Self-employed  .

Worker  .

Student  .

Civil servant  .

Housewife  .

Other  .

No response  .

Demographic Characteristics of Foreign Tourists

The frequency and percentage distributions of the for-
eign tourists visiting Marmaris that were surveyed
within the scope of the study can be seen in Table
1. The tourists’ average age was determined to be 44
and their length of stay as 4 days. Accordingly, it was
determined that 53.6 (192 people) of the participants
are male, 46.4 (166 people) female, 45.8 (164 peo-
ple) single, 39.9 (143 people) married and 14.2 (51
people) married with children. When the nationali-
ties of the foreign tourists visiting Marmaris was ex-
amined, it was determined that 63.1 (226 people) are
comprised of British tourists, 26.0 (93 people) are
Dutch, 7.5 (27 people) are Swedish and the remain-
ing 3.4 (12) are of other nationalities (Irish, Scot-
tish, German). When the levels of education of the
tourists were examined, a 34.4 (123 people) majority
was identified as college/university graduates. When
whom the tourists travelled with was reviewed, it was
determined that a large majority of 67.0 (240 peo-
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Table 2 Convergent and Discriminant Validity Values

cr ave maxr(h) tra awa ass pqual loy dia acc risk wom

tra . . . .

awa . . . . .

ass . . . . . .

pqual . . . . . . .

loy . . . . . . . .

dia . . . . . . . . .

acc . . . . . . . . . .

risk . . . . . . . . . . .

wom . . . . . . . . . . . .

Notes Column/row headings are as follows: tra = Transparency, awa = Brand Awareness, ass = Brand Association,
pqual = Perceived Quality, loy = Loyalty, dia = Dialogue, acc = Access, risk = Risk, wom = Word of Mouth, cr =
Composite Reliability, ave = Average Variance Extracted. Diagonal values are square roots of ave values per construct;
off-diagonal values are the correlations of the variables.

ple) were travelling with Family/Relatives. In the an-
nual household income, it is seen that 21.2 (76 peo-
ple) are comprised of tourists within the income range
between the $50,000–$59,000 interval. On the other
hand, when their occupations were examined, it was
determined that 29.9 (107 people) at most are com-
prised of workers. When all these results are generally
reviewed, it can be said that most of the tourists vis-
iting the hotel enterprises are comprised of individu-
als who are mostly male, British, University graduates,
travellingwith Family/relatives with an average annual
income range between the $50,000–$59,000 interval.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity

Within the scope of determining the reliability and
validity of the study, the values of cr, ave, maxr(h)
have been examined (Table 2). In order to establish
cr (Convergent Reliability), it is expected that the cr
should have values of 0.70 and higher and ave (Aver-
age Variance Extracted) values should have values of
0.50 and higher (Byrne, 2010). That the ave value is
higher than 0.50 means that adequate levels of vari-
ance was explicated by variables relational to factors,
and that the cr value is higher than 0.70 means that
the factors have high internal reliability (Fornell&Lar-
cker, 1981). The facts that the maxr(h) (Maximum H
Reliability) value is higher than the cr value and that

the square root of the ave value is higher than the
correlation values of that variable with other variables
mean that discriminant validity is established (Fornell
& Larcker, 1981).

When Table 2 is reviewed, it is understood that the
lowest ave value calculated for the latent variables is
0.576 and the lowest cr value calculated is 0.729, ren-
dering the assumptions of convergent validity ensured.
It is seen that the maxr(h) value is higher than the cr
value for each latent variable integrated into themodel
for divergent reliability. Again, it is seen that the square
roots of the ave value and the inter-variable correla-
tion values are acceptable, thereby ensuring divergent
validity for all latent variables.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (efa) Results

Initially, to test the structure validity of the scales used
in the study, exploratory factor analyses have been car-
ried out. For this reason, exploratory factor analyses
have been carried out for the dimensions of brand eq-
uity and perception of value co-creation in the study
scale. kmo and Bartlett’s tests have been carried out
initially in order to understand whether they are suit-
able for factor analysis. As a result of the efa con-
ducted, the kmo value has been determined as 0.873
and the Bartlett’s test χ2 value has been determined as
4547.808 (p < 0.000). For the perception of value co-
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Table 3 Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Hotel Brand Equity variable, cfa and Second-Order cfa values

Brand equity dimensions efa values cfa values

Std.
loadings

Variance
explained

Eigenvalue α Std.
loadings

t values P

Perceived quality pq . . . . . . .

pq . . – –

pq . . . .

pq . – – –

Loyalty loy . . . . . . .

loy . . – –

loy . . . .

Brand awareness awa . . . . . – –

awa . . . .

Brand association ass . . . . . – –

ass . . . .

Second-Order cfa analysis results

Brand equity Perceived quality – – – – . . .

Loyalty – – – – . . .

Brand awareness – – – – . –

Brand association – – – – . . .

Notes Extractionmethod: Principal ComponentAnalysis; Rotationmethod:VarimaxRotation.Goodness-of-fit statistics of
cfa:Δχ2 = 77.959, df = 29,χ2/df = 2.688, rmsea = 0.069, cfi = 0.988, gfi = 0.959, ifi = 0.988. Goodness-of-fit statistics
of second order cfa: Δχ2 = 125.097, df = 31, χ2/df = 4.035, rmsea = 0.092, cfi = 0.977, gfi = 0.936, ifi = 0.977.

creation dimensions, the kmo 0.896 and the Bartlett’s
test χ2 value has been determined as 2713.991 (p <
0.000) and these results show that it is suitable for
factor analysis (Kalaycı, 2008).

In Table 3, initially, the efa results for the expres-
sions of the foreign tourists visiting the hotel enter-
prises in Marmaris regarding hotel brand equity di-
mensions are included in the study. As a result of the
efa conducted, it has been determined that the hotel
brand equity dimensions involve a four-dimensional
structure explaining 90.212 of the total variance and
that each of the factor loads are over 0.32 (Tabach-
nick & Fidell, 2007). As a result of the efa, it has been
determined that brand awareness, brand association,
perceived quality and loyalty comprise the brand eq-
uity dimensions and factor loads are between 0.877
and 0.747.

On the other hand, as seen in Table 4, efa analy-

sis has been conducted on the statements where there
are the dimensions of tourists’ perception of value
co-creation. As a result of the efa, it has been de-
termined that the dimensions of the perception of
value co-creation involve a fourfold structure explicat-
ing 78.070 of the total variance and that each of the
factor loads are over 0.32 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
The dimensions which emerged are Dialogue, Trans-
parency, Accessibility, Risk and Access, with their fac-
tor loads determined to be between 0.889 and 0.421.

Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) for the

Dimensions of Hotel Brand Equity and Perception

of Value Co-Creation

In order to be able to test the structure validity of the
scales used, cfa was carried out on the dimensions
of Hotel Brand Equity and Perception of Value Co-
Creation. Fit indices needed to be reviewed for the
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Table 4 efa, cfa and Second-Order cfa values for the variable of the Perception of Value Co-Creation

Perception of value
co-creation variables

efa values cfa values

Std.
loadings

Variance
explained

Eigenvalue α Std.
loadings

t values P

Access acc . . . . . . .

acc . . – –

acc . . . .

Risk ris . . . . . . .

ris . . – –

ris . – – –

Transparency tra . . . . – – –

tra . . . .

tra . . – –

Dialogue dia . . . . – – –

dia . . – –

dia . . . .

Second-order cfa analysis results

Perception of value
co-creation

Access – – – – . . .

Risk – – – – . . .

Transparency – – – – . . .

Dialogue – – – – . – –

Notes Extractionmethod: Principal ComponentAnalysis; Rotationmethod:VarimaxRotation.Goodness-of-fit statistics of
cfa: Δχ2 = 52.216, df = 21, χ2/df = 2.486, rmsea = 0.065, cfi = 0.985, gfi = 0.967, ifi = 0.986. Goodness-of-fit statistics
of second order cfa: Δχ2 = 78.934, df = 23, χ2/df = 3.432, rmsea = 0.083, cfi = 0.974, gfi = 0.952, ifi = 0.974.

cfa results obtained from the amos software. Fre-
quently reviewed indices among the fit indices are
Chi-Square Fit test (Δχ2 ≤ 5), root mean square error
of approximation, rmsea (≤0.080), Goodness of Fit
Index, gfi (≥0.80), Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index:
agfi (≥0.80), comparative fit index, cfi (≥0.90), and
incremental fit index, ifi (≥0.90) (Schumacker & Lo-
max, 2010).

According to Table 3, hotel brand equity dimen-
sions are subjected to cfa and the pq4 statement
were excluded from the study since its factor load was
low and it reduced the goodness of fit values of the
study. As a result of the repeated analysis, it was de-
termined that the factor loads of all the statements
are 0.50 (Kalaycı, 2008) and over. The goodness of fit
values of the cfa for the hotel brand equity dimen-
sions are Δχ2 = 77.959; df = 29; χ2/df = 2.688; rm-

sea = 0.069; cfi = 0.988; gfi = 0.959; ifi = 0.988.
These results show that cfa has adequate goodness
of fit values (Hair et al., 2014).

As a result of the cfa applied on the perception of
value co-creation dimensions, the statements of tra3,
ris3 and dia2 were excluded from the model since
they had low factor load and they reduced the good-
ness of fit values. As a result of the repeated cfa anal-
ysis, it was determined that all the factor loads are over
0.50. The goodness of fit values of the cfa conducted
for the perception of value co-creation dimensions are
Δχ2 = 52.216; df = 21; χ2/df = 2.486; rmsea = 0.065;
cfi = 0.985; gfi = 0.967; ifi = 0.986 and it is seen
that it has adequate goodness of fit values (Hair et al.,
2014).

In order to reduce the hotel brand equity and per-
ception of value co-creation dimensions which will
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be involved in the conceptual model to a single di-
mension, second-order cfa analyses have been con-
ducted. The goodness of fit values of the second-order
cfa conducted to reduce the hotel brand equity to a
single dimension are Δχ2 = 125.097; df = 31; χ2/df
= 4.035; rmsea = 0.092; cfi = 0.977; gfi = 0.936;
ifi = 0.977. On the other hand, the goodness of fit
values of the second-order cfa conducted in order
to reduce the dimensions of the perception of value
co-creation to a single dimension are Δχ2 = 78.934;
df = 23; χ2/df = 3.432; rmsea = 0.083; cfi = 0.974;
gfi = 0.952; ifi 0.974. According to all of these re-
sults obtained, the second-order cfa analyses are de-
termined to have the adequate goodness of fit values
(Hair et al., 2014).

Measurement Model and Testing the Hypothesis

Through the study, the case of whether the primary
condition of creating a model was fulfilled has been
tested by analyzing the relations between the dimen-
sions used in the study in hotel brand equity, percep-
tion of value co-creation and wom.

As a result of the measurement model carried out,
it was determined that the apparent variables are in
relation with their dependent latent variables and also
that the relations between all variables are signifi-
cant at the p < 0.05 level and that the covariance val-
ues between variables are lower than <0.85. In order
to elevate the goodness of fit values of the measure-
mentmodel, adjustments have beenmade between the
acc1 (e15) and acc3 (e17), acc2 (e16) and acc3
(e17) as well as wom2 (e25) and wom3 (e24), and the
goodness of fit values were elevated. The goodness of
fit criteria for all the variables for the measurement
model were determined as Δχ2 = 682.169; df = 195;
χ2/df = 3.498; rmsea = 0.084; cfi = 0.941; gfi =
0.845; ifi = 0.942. These results show that the good-
ness of fit values are adequate (Hair et al., 2014).

After the measurement models were confirmed,
the relations between the variables used in the study
were tested through the structural model. Within the
scope of the structural model analysis, 3 different hy-
potheses were analyzed in order to determine the ef-
fects of hotel brand equity on the perception of value
co-creation and wom along with perception of value

Hotel brand
equity

Perception of
value co-creation

WOM

+H
2 =

0.
88
5 +H3 =

0.395

+H1 = 0.426

+
H
4
=
–0

.0
66

Figure 2 The Standardized Values Determined
by the Conceptual Model

co-creation on wom. Another unique aspect of this
study is that 1 (one) hypothesis has been tested in or-
der to determine whether the hotel brand equity and
its effect on wom has a moderator role on the percep-
tion of value co-creation. As a result of the structural
model implemented in line with all these aims, the
path diagram regarding the findings is seen in Fig-
ure 2. As seen in the path diagram, it was determined
that there is a positive and significant effect of hotel
brand equity on the perception of value co-creation
and wom. Moreover, it was determined that the per-
ception of value co-creation has a positive and signif-
icant effect on wom. Furthermore, it is seen in the
model in Figure 2 that the variance exploration rate
for the co-creation variable is 78.4 (R2 = 0.784), and
the variance exploration rate for the wom variable is
63.6 (R2 = 0.636).

When the t values in Table 5 are examined, it is seen
that the significance level is higher than 2.56 and at p
< 0.001 between the hotel brand equity and the per-
ception of value co-creation and wom; and the per-
ception of value co-creation and wom (Schumacker
& Lomax, 2010). Also, when the goodness of fit val-
ues for the path analysis regarding the significance
of the structural model, it is seen that they are: Δχ2

= 682.169; df = 195; χ2/df = 3.498; rmsea = 0.084;
cfi = 0.941; gfi = 0.845; ifi = 0.942 and that these
values are adequate goodness of fit values (Hair et al.,
2014).

When the conceptual model in Figure 2 and the
hypothesis results in Table 5 are examined, it is seen
that the hotel brand equity of the foreign tourists vis-
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Table 5 Path Analysis and Hypothesis Results

Hypotheses Path Analysis srw t values p Results

+h Hotel Brand Equity→ wom . . .*** Supported

+h Hotel Brand Equity→ Perception of Value Co-Creation . . .*** Supported

+h Perception of Value Co-Creation→ wom . . .*** Supported

Notes srw – Standardized Regression Weights. *** p < 0.001. Goodness-of-fit statistics of path analysis: Δχ2 = 682.169, df
= 195, χ2/df = 3.498, rmsea = 0.084, cfi = 0.941, gfi = 0.845, ifi = 0.942.

Table 6 Path Analysis Results Showing the Moderating
Effect (n = 358)

Variables β se t

Hotel brand equity (x) .** . .

Percept. of value co-creation (w) .** . .

x.w –.* . –.

Notes R2 = 0.608; ** p < 0.001, * p < 0.05, se = stan-
dard error, β = standardized regression coefficients, depen-
dent variable = wom.

iting hotel enterprises in Marmaris has a positive and
significant effect on wom and perception of value co-
creation (h1: β = 0.426, t = 3.670, p = 0.001; h2: β
= 0.885, t = 10.887, p = 0.001). For this reason, the
hypotheses of h1 and h2 formed as ‘Hotel Brand Eq-
uity has a positive and significant effect on wom and
perception of value co-creation’ have been corrobo-
rated. Furthermore, it has been determined that per-
ception of value co-creation has a positive and signifi-
cant effect on wom (h3:β=0.395, t = 3.434, p=0.001).
Therefore, the hypothesis h3, formed as ‘Perception of
value co-creation has a positive and significant effect
on wom,’ has been corroborated.

In order to be able to test the moderator role of
the perception of value co-creation on the effect of ho-
tel brand equity on wom, path analysis has been car-
ried out using the amos software. In the path analy-
sis conducted with the apparent variables, the method
of calculating maximum likelihood has been used and
its path analysis results are in Table 5. While the val-
ues for the estimation and themoderator variable were
standardized beforehand, the values were centralized
in order to minimize the multicollinearity issue. It is
seen that all the estimation variables included in the

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

Low Brand Equity (x) High Brand Equity (x)

Figure 3 Graphic Representation of the Moderating Effect
of the Perception of Value Co-Creation (light –
low Value Co-Creation (w), dark – high Value
Co-Creation (w))

path analysis explained 61 (R2 = 0.608) of the change
on wom. On wom, it has been determined that hotel
brand equity (β = 0.438, p < 0.001) and perception of
value co-creation (β = 0.382, p < 0.001) have a positive
and significant effect. It has been ascertained that the
hotel brand equity and perception of value co-creation
variables’ interactive effect (moderator effect) is signif-
icant and negative (β = –0.066, p < 0.05).

Determining the form and direction of the com-
bined effect of the interaction between hotel brand
equity and perception of value co-creation, in cases
where the hotel brand equity was low and high, the
opinions of those with high and low perception of
value co-creation on wom are shown in Figure 3.
Whether the slopes in Figure 3 differ at a significant
level from the 0 (zero) value, has been tested with a
slope test. As a result of the slope test, it has been deter-
mined that the correlation between hotel brand equity
and wom is both high and that its correlation to the
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value co-creation is significant and positive (β = 0.44,
p < 0.001; β = 0.38, p < 0.001, respectively). Conse-
quently, it is seen that tourists with high levels of value
co-creation perception carrymore wom compared to
those with low perception of value co-creation when
there is high hotel brand equity, and hypothesis h4 is
accepted in this case. According to this result, it can be
said that when hotel managers use the perception of
value co-creation by taking hotel brand equity charac-
teristics into consideration, they will increase wom.
Furthermore, it is possible to state that although the
relationship between hotel brand equity and wom is
as claimed in the h4 hypothesis, according to the lev-
els of the perception of value co-creation, this relation
is thinning. In other words, according to the findings
obtained, the relationship between hotel brand equity
and wom is stronger in tourists who attribute low im-
portance to the perception of value co-creation com-
pared to those who attribute more importance to it.

Discussion and Conclusion
As the share of the service sector in the economy
grows, the importance of participatory applications
that are customer-based is gradually increasing. In
Turkey as well, the largest share of the service sector
is held by the tourism sector. The branding efforts of
hotel enterprises as the locomotives of the sector, the
effort to determine the value perceptions of customers
and the results of these efforts being spread among the
customers in a positive way have become prioritized.

According to the sources obtained as a result of the
literature review carried out what was tested in gen-
eral was whether hotel brand equity had any effect on
wom, and no study has been found that suggests that
the perception of value co-creation has a regulating
effect. Therefore, in order to define the relationship
between hotel brand equity, perception of value co-
creation variable and wom of the tourists visiting ho-
tel enterprises inMarmaris, and to determine whether
the perception of value co-creation has a moderator
effect on the relationship between hotel brand equity
and wom, 4 hypotheses were constructed and all of
them have been accepted. That the moderator effect
has been ascertained can be seen as a justification for
the study and its most prominent characteristic.

Four dimensions have been uncovered as a result
of the efa conducted on hotel brand equity. The di-
mensions are conceived as quality, loyalty, brand as-
sociation and brand awareness. As a result of the efa
conducted on the dimensions of perception of value
co-creation, a four-dimensional structure has been
identified involving dialogue, risk, transparency and
access. As a result of the subsequently conducted cfa
analyses and second-order cfa analyses, they were
integrated into the model with the names of hotel
brand equity and perception of value co-creation and
their relations with the other variables were examined.

According to the findings, it has been determined
that tourists’ hotel brand equity increases the percep-
tion of value co-creation and wom. These findings
show similarity to many studies such as Moise et al.
(2019), Sofiane (2019), and González-Mansilla et al.
(2019). On the other hand, it has been determined that
the perception of value co-creation affects wom. This
state of affairs correlates with the findings obtained
in Seifert and Kwon’s (2020) study. The result to be
obtained out of the value co-creation perception of
the customers will result in positive or negative wom.
Hotels are primarily obligated to understand the di-
mensions of hotel brand equity in order to make accu-
rate diagnoses in the long run. The perception of value
co-creation formed with well-understood hotel brand
equity will lead to the forming of positive wom from
the perspective of the customer.

Lastly, except for the findings of the study that over-
lap with the literature, as a distinctly revealed finding,
it was seen that the perception of value co-creation
has a negative moderator effect on the effects of ho-
tel brand equity on wom. Hotel enterprises are one of
the most important components of the tourism sector.
Due to hotel enterprises being high-cost businesses, it
is necessary for them to wish to create a feeling of be-
ing valued for the customer in order to render their
customers loyal to the enterprise. It is evident that
there is perception of value, and sharing their per-
ceptions through wom rapidly as a result of develop-
ing the perception of being valued is quite important
for hotel enterprises in the exponentially challenging
competitive environment of the 21st century.

There are certain limitations in this study. It was
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carried out in the Marmaris destination and only ap-
plied to foreign tourists coming to hotels in the sum-
mer months of the year 2019. It is recommended that
relevant studies need to be carried out so as to encom-
pass other destinations and also to domestic tourists
in order to prove generalizable.
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