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Technology has been described as a primary ingretbe
service firms to add value to what they offer bibikir internal
and external customers (Lee et. al., 2003). A gocm

hotel technology while traveling, especially asgeéved ease of use improving the “guest experience,” in all categorddodging,

and usefullness impacts intention and the adoptmn hotel

technology. A measurement model was developed aed to

investigate the relevant relationships among thastwicts viewed
through the lens of the technology acceptance madeélanalyzed
using structural equation modeling. As expecteairmss traveler's
intention to engage in hotel technology was paslyiassociated with
the technology’s ease of use and usefulness. lticpkar, this study
found that perceived ease of use of hotel techyoleas a stronger
driver of the intent to engage in hotel technoldggn perceived
usefulness of hotel technology.
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l. INTRODUCTION

In 2012, companies in the United States spent rtiaae
$250 billion on business travel (U.S. Travel Asation, 2012).
It is widely recognized that business travelersehawmique
characteristics and technology needs compared igurde
travelers (e.g.,. access to relevant business niraton,
business center services, internet accessibility speed). A
business traveler must be productive while tragelisnd
therefore is often dependent on the proximity awailability
of power, Internet connectivity and
technologies. According to travelers surveyed ir02y
American Airlines, more than one-quarter (26%) kfgfient
business travelers polled identified the inabil@yocate power
as a major complaint when traveling (American Aek and
HP, 2009). Furthermore, nearly one-half (47%) obsth
surveyed also identified Wi-Fi access as the mogtortant

has been responsible for driving continual tramafdfon in
hospitality technology offerings. Uber high-speeateinet
access, property-wide wireless coverage, video ecenting
and new guest room business and entertainmentdieciies
are among the leading-edge developments for todagtsl
environment.  Accordingly, business travelers expect
technologies found on the road to be of the sartileecand to
offer the same capabilities as technologies they insother
areas of their live (i.e. working from home, leistiravel, etc.).

Considering the competitiveness of the lodging
environment and the significant impact the recesanemic
environment has had on hotel occupancy, averadg dde
and revenue per available room, hoteliers need dtieb
understand and serve their guests. One way tocganpetitive
advantage is to foresee and manage the expectatibns
business travelers and their use of technologyderao drive
traveler productivity, customer satisfaction and peat
patronage. Technology is typically applied at tvewels in
hotels: (1) in-room (guest room) services; and (Bg
managerial and operations level.

In the past, the technologies that hoteliers hawasen to

communicationinvest in have largely been based on corporateatdict

competitive offers, direct customer feedback and@r
combination of all these factors. Capital invesitaein new
technologies were subject to gaps between consdereand,
actual usage and rapid technological evolutionhe desire to
have certain technologies shown in customer feddivaay
differ than what is actually being used by the guEsis makes

airport amenity, thus outscored other basic trawels, such as It challenging for hoteliers to plan for, purchase upgrade

food, by nearly 30 percentage points, thereby lagtihg the
importance of connectivity to productivity. “Busseetravelers
expect connectivity and see it as a necessityahatury," said
Carol Hess-Nickels, director of marketing in HP'stébook
Global Business Unit (2009).

technology to properly service guests’ needs whilaking
intelligent investments decisions for the hotel.ncer' i
technologies evolve at a very rapid pace they ofiecome o
quickly obsolete, therefore compounding the problem &
matching business traveler demand with the teclgyolo
supplied by the hotel. One way for hotel ownerd aranagers
to determine in which technology to invest in tlufe is to
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explore and identify the actual preferences andhnelogy
usage of business travelers.

The purpose of this study is three fold: (1) to lere
business traveler use and perceived usefulnessiffefedt
types of hotel technologies; (2) to investigateitess traveler
attitudes toward the adoption of hotel technologyd (3) to
inform hotelier strategy for investment in techrgytdased on
business traveler technology preferences and intent

Although there are numerous studies about the vimys
which travelers are using hotel technology (Lubbale 2010;
Kah et al., 2008); Chia-Yu Chen, 2007) there awme $éudies
about the types of technology used by businesel#e and
their perceptions of the available hotel technoladfgerings.
This study allows for future examination of thisgps desire,
usage, and intentions toward hotel guest room tdobgwy.
Current research has largely focused on examimaignology

adoption and usage by employees (Siguaw et al.0)200 predicting user acceptance of technology.

focused on measuring the effects of consumer peéoosp(e.g.,
perceived usefulness and perceived ease of usufidlogy)
on consumer attitudes towards technology, intentmruse
technology, and actual usage of technology.

The technology acceptance model has received much

academic attention, and comprehensive summarieshef
literature and its adaptations can be found in (2886), who
examined the impact of select lifestyle factorscomsumers’
perception and adoption of technology products; kée and

Lee (2006) and Wang and Qualls (2007) examined the

relationship between managers’ perceptions aneéfbabward
information technology systems and processes anthgess
daily usage.

The technology acceptance model has been applidtkin
context of internet commerce (Dunn, 2005) and tees Bound
to be a robust, powerful,
In 201 |nstitute

however business traveler acceptance and use dfl hofor Scientific Information’s Social Science Citatitndex listed

technology is largely missing in current hospitaliesearch.
This study attempts to address business travelecgptance of
technology by presenting a modified technology ptarece
model (TAM) and examining what they perceive asfulse
hotel technology (e.g., the hotel’s internet) aneirt perceived
ease of use, or in this case, their “likelineserigage” in hotel
technology. Customers as a market segment, arsindss
travelers for this study, may desire to have certechnology,
however when it comes to what technology is acjuadled, a
gap is formed which makes it challenging for mamaget to
purchase technology for its property. Therefomsights
provided from research on the perception, behawnd
intentions of business travelers may be usefuhfanagement
when making hotel technology investment decisionhe
insights gleaned from this research will also a&ssistel
management and technology providers to better statet the
drivers of technology use by tech-savvy businesseters.

Il.  LITERATURE REVIEW

A. Technology Acceptance Model

The technology acceptance model has been widelyedpp
in consumer behavior research on the acceptance
information technologies (IT) and information syste (IS).
The TAM, first proposed by Davis (1986), was cowediin an
attempt to predict and explain an individual's IT &

over 2300 citations to the two the research thst fintroduced
TAM (Davis, 1989; Davis et al.,, 1989). The TAM poses

that behavioral intention is a significant deterenirof actual

system use, and that behavioral intention is deteanby two

salient beliefs: perceived usefulness and percerase of use.
According to TAM, individuals’ beliefs determinedin attitude

towards, and usage of, an information technologgystem.

For the purposes of this paper,
theoretical framework to examine business
perceptions and intentions toward hotel technolg@ggure 1).
It is reasoned that if a consumer has positive gpiens
towards an object, generally their intention to agg and use
that object is favorable. Across the many empiriesits of
TAM, perceived usefulness has consistently beemdoas a
strong determinant of consumer intention and use
technology, while perceived ease of use, has beendf to
have a lesser effect on consumer intention towactiriology
(Venkatesh and Davis, 2000). A better understandinthe
drivers of hotel technology preference and use wdwdlp to
inform hotel managers in their planning and purtiasof
hotel information technology and systems. Fig. picts the
hypothesized model used to analyze the relatioadbgbween:
Gf) perceived usefulness and intention to engagéhdtel
technology; (2) perceived ease of use and intentiarse hotel
technology; (3) intention to engage in hotel tedbgy and
actual use of hotel technology; and (4) perceiveefulness of

acceptance. The TAM is an adaptation of the Ajzed a hotel technology and perceived ease of use of kextbhology.

Fishbein’s (1980) Theory of Reasoned Action (TRAich is
a basis for specifying the causal linkage and fid\a sequence
of beliefs, attitude towards use, and behavior&nition to use
information technology and systems. The intentmnoge IT/IS
is jointly determined by a consumers’ attitude tovihe use of
technology and the perceived usefulness of teclggplahere
perceived usefulness directly influences a conssirattitude
towards its usage. The theory of reasoned actidrite theory
of planned behavior (TPB) also proposed by Ajz&88), laid
the theoretical foundation of the technology acaepé model
which proposes that consumer behavior is driveratbiyjude
and intention. A significant amount of a prior rasdh has

and parsimonious modeal fo

TAM is used as the
traveler’

of
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Figure 1. Hypothesized Hotel Technology Acceptance Model

Ill.  METHODOLOGY

A. Data Collection

Data for the study was collected using a self-atstered
30-minute survey distributed via email to 12,508-gualified
members of an industry leading marketing reseaichsft
U.S.-based consumer panel. Respondents were pliegua
along the following criteria: (1) active businesavelers (e.g.,
defined as having taken more than four businegs tfi at least
75 miles or more from home during the previous Ifhths in
which they stayed in commercial lodging, and (2jvacusers
of technology (e.g., consider themselves to bevaaisers of
personal, business and entertainment technologied)3) geo-
demographics (i.e. U.S. residents aged 18 yearslded).

B. Instrument

A multi-stage process was employed for the devetlypm
of the questionnaire. First, preliminary measurds the
variables included in the study were adapted froevipus
research that investigated consumer use, preferemmk
intentions toward technology. The questionnairetaioed 5
sections: (1) trip characteristics and preferen¢®spersonal
technology ownership and usage, (3) lodging tedwol
preferences and usage, (4) interest in personalizaf future
technology, and (5) demography.
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using technology to engage in personalizing youelfesort
stay); and 6 questions on demography (e.g., pleatieate
your total annual household income).

Questions related to the perceived usefulness o&l ho

technology were derived from Lai & Li, (2005) andild
(2004) using 13 items (e.g., use of internet cogeiesupport
available through the toll-free hotline, choosinizing options

based on the speed of internet connection pricdjilew
questions related to the perceived ease of use otél h

technology were derived from Hsu & Lin (2004) ussigteen
items (e.g., watching a full length TV program thgh the
internet, downloading movies onto an Ipod, carryintaptop
on business trips). Questions related to the iiento use
technology were derived from Morosan & Jeong (2008hg

fifteen items (e.g., availability of wired accessguest rooms,
availability of wireless access in meeting roomsefinternet in
guest rooms). Questions related to the actual uséadetel

technology were derived from several studies inolgd.ee et
al. (2003, 2006) using nine items (e.g., respoms&ss of tech
support staff, reliability of the internet connectj. The final

section of the questionnaire contained seven aquestielated
to demographic information (e.g., gender, age, é&loois

income, marital status, and race).

A pre-test was administered to further refine thiguainal
and behavioral measures derived from the literatergew.
Thirty-five travel marketing professionals who mdhe
screening criteria participated in the pretestti€ipants were
asked to take the survey online and provide feddtmaensure
all instructions and questions were understoodt@nied. The
initial emailing to consumers was followed by 4 meders sent
every 5 days after. Respondents who opted out
communicated their preference to be taken off tladimg list
were deleted appropriately from the email list aftizipants.
The survey resulted in an 8.8% delivery rate aB®#&%6 usable
response rate (n = 651 usable questionnaires)ifispéy, of
the 1100 respondent visits to the survey, 651 werapleted
while 449 were partially completed and or deemedsable-
and thus discarded. The unusable questionnaires g to
the following reasons: (1) a large number of migsiEsponses,
(2) respondents did not meet the minimum qualifygugstion
of having booked at least four business trips dutime past
year, or (3) the focus on the business travel asd of
technology may have initiated consumer hesitancy

The majority of the interview time was spent askingparticipation due to concerns about privacy, spachsharing

respondents about their ownership, usage, prefeselnd
intentions toward personal and hotel technolodreparticular,
respondents were asked 10 questions related tolbbeiness
trip characteristics (e.g., when traveling for lmgsis, which

type of lodging accommodations do you prefer?) and

preferences (e.g. please rate the desirabilityaefriy each of
the following technologies available to you in adi@r resort);
14 questions related to personal technology owiperahd
usage (e.g., regarding Web-based phone servicehvdiithe
following do you currently utilize?); 10 questionslated to

of personal information (Miyazaki and Fernandez®08ased
on these considerations, the response rate andethasable
responses were considered acceptable for furthey.st

IV. RESULTS

The properties of the four
exogenous variables— perceived usefulness of teatkhology
and perceived ease of use of hotel technology; tavml

endogenous variables- intention to engage in hietdinologgy?)

or

in

research constructso (tw

videoconferencing while traveling for business, athiof the
following do you prefer to use?); 4 questions agirtinterest in
personalization of technology (e.qg., rate your l@fénterest in

application of structural equation modeling (SEM)tware T

(Muthén & Muthén, 2009). SEM is designed to eveduzow
well a proposed conceptual model that contains rebde
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indicators and hypothetical constructs explains fitg the
collected data (Bollen, 1990; Yoon, Gursoy, & Ch2o01). It
also provides the ability to measure or specify tamisal
relationships among sets of unobserved constructstaory.
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B. Reliability and Validity

The reliability of each construct was measured by
computing the composite reliability Cronbach’s aph
coefficients (Table 1). Kaiser (1974) recommendsepting

The SEM procedure was an appropriate application foqriaples for further analysis with reliability déeient values

analyzing the proposed hypothetical model.

A. Descriptive Statistics

above 0.8.The reliability coefficients for the fooonstructs
were: (1) perceived usefulness of hotel technol@gy88), (2)
perceived ease of use of hotel technology (.92)in{8ntion to

A sample of six hundred and fifty-one completedengage in hotel technology (.92), and (4) actual efshotel

guestionnaires was deemed usable for further titatis
analysis. More than one-third (36%) of respondentse
classified as half (earn an annual household incomeore
than $75,000 per year, and six in ten (respondesie taken
between four and seven overnight business tripsgiuhe
previous year. Nearly all (97%) respondents haved uhe
internet while staying at a hotel or resort dutting previous 12

technology (.93). In addition, discriminant validiof the four
constructs was also confirmed and found to befaatary. All
correlation coefficient values fell in the accep¢atange (e.g.,
between .85 and .10) according to Kline, 1998. i#aithlly
the average variance extracted (AVE) for all foongtructs
exceeded the target threshold value of .5 (Fo&élarckaer,
1981) and the square root of AVE of each constenceeded

months and approximately seven in ten (68%)% usi bo target values as recommended by Gefen & Strauls.200

wireless and wired connections while staying in aieh or
resort.

TABLE I. RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS
Demographics
Demographic Variable Frequency Peg/(; Ll
Gender
..Male 391 60.1
..Female 260 39.9
Age
..Generation X 413 62.4
..Baby Boomers 238 36.6
Annual Household Income
..Less than $39,999 58 8.9
..$40,000 - $59,999 112 17.2
..$60,000 - $74,999 89 13.7
..$75,000 - $99,999 157 24.1
..$100,000 or more 235 36.1
Number of overnight trips taken 75
miles or more from home during last
12 month_s 392 60.2
.4 to 7 trips 559 39.8
..More than 8 trips )
Use of the internet in a hoteliresart
during the last 12 months
.Yes 635 97.5
..No 16 25
Use of wireless or wired internet
access in a hotel/resort during the last
12 months
..Wired only ﬁ% 263‘,15
..Wireless only '
’ ) 441 67.7
..Both wired and wireless
- : ] 1 2
..Neither wired or wireless
Occupation ' . _ 233 358
..Management, business, financial
. : : 90 13.8
..Science, engineering, commercial
professionals
- . 37 5.7
..Healthcare practitioner professiona|
: 68 10.4
..Other Professional workersprofes 140 216
..Non-professional workers '
83 12.7
..Othe

; a-l

TABLE II. CRONBACH S ALPHA COEFFICEINTS
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients
Constructs N of Items gfonbach’s
Alpha

Perceived usefulness of 13 881
hotel technology
Perceived ease of use of
hotel technology 19 915
Intention to engage in 15 883
hotel technology
Actual use of hotel 9 925
technology

C. Exploratory Factor Analysis

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was employed to
uncover the underlying structure of the variabldsatt
comprised perceived ease of use of hotel technolmgy
perceived usefulness of hotel technology. EFA immmonly
used to identify the underlying relationships betweneasured
variables and when developing scales and idengjfgrset of
latent constructs within a battery of measuredaldeis (Hair et
al. 2003). Three factors were derived for perceiease of use
with hotel technology (Table 2) and include: (1)teténg TV
and movies through the computer, (2) Ipod use,(8hdravel
with laptops. Two factors were derived for percdive
usefulness of hotel technology: (1) pricing opticenrsd (2)
availability of wireless internet.

Page4

m“‘“ Index Copernicu$lCValue: 6.14) Ulrich, DOAJ, BASE, Google Scholar, J-Gate and Academic Journal Database.




TABLE III.

Perceived Usefulness of Hotel Technology

Factor

Item Loadings Eigenvalue
Factor 1: Pricing Options 32.12
Variable pricing options based on the
speed of the internet connection .727
(price)
Frequent user program that includes
prices and rewards from the internet .722
service provider (prict
Different prices for heavy user (lots of
downloading) VS. light use .699
(email/Internet surfing) (pric
Download music for fee (price) .682
Internet "concierge" support availabje 676
through toll-free hotline (price) )
Daily pricing usage plans less than 621
$10 per day (prict )
Hourly pricing usage plans (price) .607
Factor 2: Availability of Wireless
Internet —
Availability of wireless access i 583
meeting rooms T )
Availability of wireless access in 560
public areas (lobby, restaurant, etc.) r
Availability of wired access in guest 540
rooms )
Free Internet access for guests 500
Availability of wireless access in 439
guest rooms )
Privacy protection 422
Perceived Ease of Use of Hotel Technology
Factor 1: Watching TV/Movies via the 44.00
internet )
Download a full length movie via the 841
internet )
Watch a full length TV program 838
through via the intern )
Watch a full length movie via the
h .824
internet
Download a network TV program op 811
a computer )
Watch a program while traveling that 788
has been downloaded to a computer;,  *
Factor 2: iPod Use 7.90
Download a music video from the 675
internet to a computer )
Record a music video from the
. 671
internet onto a computer
Record a music video from the 638
internet to an iPod )
Factor 3: Travel with laptops 4.15
Carry a laptop on a business trip .867
Caryy a laptop on a business trip
.856
longer than 2 da'
Carry a laptop on a business trip fewer 801
than two days )
Carry a cell phone on business trips .782
Carry a cell phone on leisure trips 779

Mm‘ﬁ [JTEMT; www.ijtemt.org; EISSN: 2321-5518; Vol. II, Issue V, Oct 2013

RESULTS OF THEEXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS

Perceived Usefulness of Hotel Technology
Item LE:(Cj?g;s Eigenvalue
Carry a laptop on leisure trips .702
Carry a PDA on business trips .875
Carry a PDA on leisure trips .867

D. Overall Model Fit

Path analysis using MPlus Version 5.21 was empldged
test the hypotheses of all four constructs. Ttk paodel was
estimated for the Hotel Technology Acceptance Modsl
shown in Figure 2. The model included 53 itemscdbig
four latent constructs: perceived usefulness aflitechnology,
perceived ease of use of hotel technology, intanioengage
in hotel technology and actual use of hotel teabgyl The
measurement model test resulted in a good fit batwiee data
and the proposed measurement model. At the overadiel
level, the goodness of fit indices for the meas@mmmodel
were (CFl =0.925 and RMSEA=0.051), which met the
recommended values for goodness of fit (e.g., GBl>and
RMSEA<.05) met. Chi-square statistical analysiss vedso
used to evaluate how well the model reproducedstraple
covariance/correlation matrix. The final 37 itetwo factor
model had a significant chi-squang@€2454.231, p<001, df =
952). The normed chi-square valy/@f = 2.6) indicated a
marginal fit against the recommended value y@fdf<5.0
(Tanaka & Huba, 1985). However, since chi-squargample
size sensitive it is often found as significant wizesample size
is larger than 100 (Hair, et al 1998).

To determine the structural model fit, additionabdness
of fit indices (e.g. CFl, SRMR) and root mean seguaf
approximation (RMSEA) were examined. An acceptable
model fit should have a CFI value greater than (Rlne,
2005). RMSEA is a parsimony-adjusted index in tftat
formula includes a built-in correction for modelngplexity.
This means that given two models with similar ollera
explanatory power for the same data, the simplatehwill be
favored (Kline, 2005). While the CFI is generallged as a
key indicator of a models goodness of fit to thead®@ MSEA
is sometimes viewed as a ‘badness-of-fit” indethat a value
of zero indicates the best fit and higher valuekcate a worse
fit between the model and the data. Thereforejeaof thumb
is that a RMSEA value of less than .05 indicateslase
approximate fit, while RMSEA values between .05 aff
suggest a reasonable error of approximation and afitd
RMSEA values of more than.10 suggest a poor fibyBr &
Cudeck, 1993). Tests of the initial hypothesizeddei
resulted in mixed goodness of fit indices (e.gsatisfactory
RMSEA value of 0.049 and an SRMR value of 0.082,are
unsatisfactory CFl value of .913).

The study then looked to improve the model fif py
examining factor loading reliabilities, and modifiion indices. &,
First, a review of all factor loadings was made easure £
significance at the alpha = 0.05 level. Next, haoteview of
the item reliabilities was conducted to ensurewadte above
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the recommended acceptable value of 0.50 (Haia] &098).
A total of eight of the 37 items were eliminatednfr further
analysis, resulting in a 29 item final measurenmeadlel.

TABLE IV. GOODNESS OF FIT INDICES
Goodness of Fit Test — Measurement Model and Hypog#isized Model
. - Measurement| Hypothesized | Recommended
Fit Statistic Model Model Value
o/df 1558.662 2052.287 -

X (574) (866
p-value 0.000 0.000 <0.05
RMSEA 0.051 0.046 <0.05
CFlI 0.929 0.934 >0.90
SRMR 0.079 0.078 <0.10

A test of the final measurement model resulted large
chi-square statistic significant at the p<.001
(x2=1558.662, p<001, df = 574). A small chi-squardégrees
of freedom statistic usually indicates a good mdidgbut in
this case the chi-square statistic was large agdifisant
suggesting a poor model fit. The normed chi-squtaéstic
[(x2/df) = 2.4] also indicated a marginal fit as comgobto the
preferred normed chi-square valuey@idf < 5.0 (Tanaka &
Huba, 1985). Moreover, the CFI for the measurenmeodtlel
(CFlI = 0.929) was also found to be satisfactoryg.(e.
CF1.>0.90) therefore indicating an acceptable méitlelA chi-
square difference statistical analysig&) was then conducted
to test the statistical significance of positive egative
changes in the overall model fit as paths are ghted
(trimmed) or added (built) (Kline, 2005). The aysa$ of chi-
square differenceg2D =y2H (866) -x2M *(574) = 2052.287
— 1558.662, and therefop@D (292) = 493.625). The analysis
found that the overall fit of the structural measunent model
was found to be statistically better than the oadi
hypothesized model at the .05 level.

The model was then tested by structural equatiodetimng
(SEM), which included a test of the overall modelveell as
individual tests of the relationships among theratvariables.
All path coefficients were found to be positive aignificant
as shown in Figure 2. Accordingly, all
relationships (H1 — H4) between constructs wer@stipd and
found significant. As expected, the intention tgage in hotel
technology was positively associated with the peeck
usefulness of hotel technolog§y=15, p<.05), supporting H1.
A stronger, positive association was also foundvbenh the
intention to engage in hotel technology and thegiged ease
of use of hotel technology+£.72, p=<.05), supporting H2. A
positive association between the intention to eagaghotel
technology and actual use of hotel technology wss found
(B=.30, p<.05), supporting H3. Finally, H4 was supgd as
there was also a strong and positive associationdfdoetween
perceived usefulness of hotel technology and peedetase of
use of hotel technology€.76, p<.05).
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Figure 2. An Estimated Hotel Technology Acceptance Model

V.

The purpose of this study was to (1) explore bwsine
traveler perceptions of the ease of use and us=fsilrof
different types of hotel technologies, (2) inveatgperceptions
and intentions toward the adoption and actual uUséotel
technology, and (3) provide suggestions for hatéfieestment
in information technology and systems based on negsi
traveler technology preference and usage. Resptmdeithe
survey were asked to rate listed hotel technoloigigerms of
perceived usefulness or ease of use on a five poak, where
1 equaled not at all and five equaled very muche $tudy
found that business travelers perceived free higled internet
in the guest room (mean=4.56), free wireless imein the
guest room (mean=4.55), variable pricing optionsedaon the
speed of the internet connection (mean=4.40), aa\fireless
internet access in the hotel/resort public areasa(m4.36) as
highest in terms of perceived usefulness of higehnology,
while the ease to which business travelers can bagn
movies (mean=4.52) and network TV (mean=4.47) ghdst
in terms of ease of use of hotel technology. Theelho
technologies that business travelers most intenckrtgage
include sending/receiving email over the interndt38),
watching news, sports and weather on the televigdy), and
searching web sites for detailed information abdadal

DISCUSSION ANBCONCLUSIONS

hypothesizedrestaurants, attractions, special events, to ddewisiting

locally (4.09). The technologies rated the highederms of
business traveler actual use include carrying laptelne on a
business trip (4.59), carrying a cell phone on iaute trip
(4.57), and carrying a laptop with them on a bussng&ip
(4.45).

There are several implications from this reseaFitst and
to the author’s knowledge, this is the first stadyise TAM as
a conceptual framework and employ structural equoati
modeling in an analysis of the proposed set ofllietdénolog
variables. Second, the technology acceptance npdpbsech
that behavioral intention toward technology, drivdsy %0
perceived usefulness and ease of use, is a keyndetat of =~
hotel technology usage. In prior empirical studiead
applications of TAM, perceived usefulness has hdentified
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as a strong determinant of intention and usagekatesh and
Davis, 2000). However, in this study, while peregv
usefulness was once again found to be a positirdmant of
intention and usage, it was a fairly weak determir(és=.15,

p<.05). In fact, perceived ease of use of technolegs found
to be a much stronger determinant of technologgntin and

usage (§=.72, p<.05). Furthermore, this study also confotme

that business traveler perceptions toward the efaese of
technology have both direct and indirect effectbamavioral
intention to use hotel technology. More specificahe results
of the study not only presented the direct effdcparceived
usefulness of hotel technology on intentions, &t andicated
an indirect effect of intention to engage on acusdge. This
study found a strong positive association betweercgived
ease of use and perceived usefuln@ss7@, p<.05), which is
in line with the findings from prior studies (Avi$989; Chau,
1996). Finally, this findings in this study arettb@imilar yet
different than that found in prior research in tl@nsumer
intention to engage in technology has a posititenyaederately
weak association with the actual use of technol{fsy.30,

p<.05).

One of the implications from this study is thatedigtrs must
recognize the importance of free and or reasoraibgd high-
speed wireless access is to business travelersl kathagers
must expect to continue to make capital investméantsew
guest technologies and internet connectivity ineortb meet
and exceed future consumer demand for greater hdtdas a
result of consumer preference for, and adoptioimofeasingly
useful and easy to use technologies such as newrag®n
smartphones, laptop computers and hand-held gadeviges.
There are limitations in this research that shdédonsidered.
First, the sample for the study was generated @eenience
sample where respondents were pre-qualified anuited as
business travelers through the use of a leadingketiag
research panel and therefore the results of tlearels may not
be generalizable to the population. Second, teeareh was
conducted with business travelers residing in tingdd State
and future research is recommended on consumedénge
different geographic regions. Third, the researels wonducted
with consumers who stayed in various hotels andiréut
research may want to explore traveler attitudesfepences
toward hotel technology providers or hotel braridsaddition,

this model is recommended to be tested among éeisur

travelers, and group and convention travelers tentify
similarities and differences on perceptions, interg and
usage of hotel technologies.

REFERENCES

[1] Ajzen, . (1985). From Intentions to Actions: a Bme of Planned
Behavior in J. Kuhland and J. Beckman (Ed.). Astiontrol: From
Cognitions to Behavior, Springer, Heidelberg, P1-3

[2] Ajzen, . (1991). The Theory of Planned Behaviomg&izational
Behavior & Human Decision Processes, 50, 179-211.

[3] Ajzen, I. and M. Fishbein (1980). UnderstandingtAtte and Predicting
Social Behavior. New Jersey, Prentice Hall.

[4] American Airlines and HP Survey Shows Bigger CotinedBetween
Travel and Technology in 2009. In Hewlett-PackamiN\Release.
Retrieved from
http://www.hp.com/hpinfo/newsroom/press/2009/09G@6R&NI

[5] Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. C. (1988). Structeguation modeling
in practice: A review and recommended two-step @gogh.
Psychological Bulletin, 103, 411-23.

[6] Bollen, K.A. (1990). Overall fit in covariance stture models: Two
types of sample size effects. Psychological BuletD7(2), 256-59.

[71 Browne, M. W.. & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative vgagf assessing
model fit. In K. A. Bollen & J. S. Long (Eds.), Ttexy structural
equation models (136-162). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

[8] Chang, M. (1998). Predicting unethical behaviorcémparison of the
theory of reasoned action and the theory of plaretdwior. Journal of
Business Ethics, 17, 1825-34.

[9] Davis, F. D. (1989). Perceived Usefulness, Perdelvase of Use and
User Acceptance of Information Technology. MIS Qedy, 13(3),
319-39.

Davis, F. D., Bagozzi,
Acceptance of Computer

[11] Technology: A Comparison of Two Theoretical ModelBlanagement
Science, 35(8), 982-1002.

[12] Davis, F. D. (1986). Technology acceptance model €mpirically
testing new end users information systems: theomd aesults,
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Massachuseltstitute of
Technology, Cambridge, Mass.

Dillman, D. A. (2000). Mail and Internet surveyshd tailored design
method. New York, NY : John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Dunn, G. E. (2005). An examination of consumer y&lty to online
travel intermediaries (Unpublished doctoral disswh). University of
Nevada Las Vegas, Las Vegas, NV.

Fishbein, M. and I. Ajzen. (1975). Belief, attitydntention, and
behavior: An Introduction to Theory and ReseardReading, Mass.:
Addison Wesley.

[16] Fredicks, A.J. and D. L. Dossett. (1983). Attituskhavior relations: A

comparison of the Fishbein-Ajzen and the Bentleze®prt Models.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45552.

Hair, J. F., B. Babin, et al. (2003). EssentialsBrefsiness Research
Methods, London, England: Wiley.

Hastings, W. and K. Fletcher. (1993). The relevantehe fishbein
model to insurance buying. The Services Industoyrdal, 296-307.

Huh, H. J., T. Kim and R. Law. (2009). A comparisohcompeting
theoretical models for understanding acceptancawwehof information
systems in upscale hotels. International Journfl Hospitality
Management, 28, 121-134.

Kaiser, H. F. (1974). An index of factorial singity. Psychometrika,
39, 31-6.

Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and practice ofustural equation
modeling (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Guilford.

Lee, H. Y., W. G. Kim and Y. K. Lee. (2006). Tegfithe determinants

of computerized reservation system users’ intentionuse via a

structural equation model. Journal of Hospita&tyTourism Research,

30(2), 246-266.

Lee, S.C., S. Barker, et al. (2003). Technologyyise quality, and

customer loyalty in hotels: Australian manageriaérgpectives.

Managing Service Quality, 13(5), 423-32.

Lee, Y., K. Kozar and K. R. T. Larsen. (2003). Ttechnology

acceptance model: Past, present and future. Coioatioms of the

Association for Information Systems, 12(50): 752.78

[25] Madden, T.J., P.S. Ellen and I. Ajzen. (1992). Anparison of the
theory of planned behavior and the theory of reedoraction.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 18, 3-9

[26] Mohr, K., Backman, K. F., Gahan, L. W., & Backm&h,J. (1993). An
investigation of festival motivations and eventigfattion by visitoi\
type. Festival Management and Event Tourism, B3)97.

[27] Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (2009). Mplus 5.2 d@puter %D
software]. Los Angeles CA: Muthén & Muthén. =¥

[28] Siguaw, J. A., C. A. Enz, et al. (2000). Adoptiof laformation

Technology in U.S. Hotels: Strategically Driven &dijves. Journal of

Travel Research, 39(2), 192.

[10] R. P., and Warshaw, P. R989). User

[13]

[14]

[15]

[17]
(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

& ““ Index Copernicu$lCValue: 6.14) Ulrich, DOAJ, BASE, Google Scholar, J-Gate and Academic Journal Database.




[29]

(30]

(31]

(32]

[33]

Tanala, J. S. & Huba, G. J. (1985). A fit index émvariance structure
models under arbitrary GLS estimation. Britishrial of Mathematical
and Statistical Psychology, 38, 197-201.

U.S. Travel Association.(n.d.). In U.S. Travel Asistion online
website. Retrieved fromhttp://www.ustravel.org/news/business-travel-
roi.

Venkatesh, V. and Davis, F. D. (2000). A Theorétiegension of the
Technology Acceptance Model: Four Longitudinal &ieStudies.
Management Science, 46(2), 186-204.

Wang, Y. and W. Qualls. (2007). Towards a theoaétimodel of
technology adoption in hospitality organizations. Hospitality
Management, 26, 560-73.

Yoon, Y., Gursoy, D., & Chen, J. (2001). Validatirey tourism
development theory with structural equation modglinTourism
Management, 22(4), 363-72.

AUTHORS PROFILE

Greg Dunn joined the faculty of Metropolitan Stdt@iversity
Denver in the fall of 2013. Previously, Greg seresdExecutive Vice
President at MMGY Global (formerly Ypartnershipdam member of the
faculty at the University of South Florida. At MMGYe was responsible
for sourcing, composing, managing implementatiod iaterpretation of
marketing research and brand strategy while plagimgctive role in key

o:-a

Mm‘ﬁ [JTEMT; www.ijtemt.org; EISSN: 2321-5518; Vol. II, Issue V, Oct 2013

account leadership and development of client mamdsettrategy. As an
Assistant Professor at USF, Greg specialized inhteg, research and
service in the areas of marketing and managementhén travel,

hospitality and gaming industry. Greg joined MMGYséftnership and
USF after acquiring more than 25 years of expeeiénc/arious industry
disciplines working in both management and markefiositions. He
earned an MBA from the University of Denver, a Phfibm the

University of Nevada Las Vegas and a diploma inehatanagement
from Ecole Hoteliere, Lausanne, Switzerland.

Erinn Tucker joined the faculty at Boston Universichool of
Hospitality Administration in the fall of 2011. Hessor Tucker has
worked in the areas of corporate sponsorships tewarketing and sales,
and special events for General Motors, R*Works, Biagte & Busters,
Inc. (formerly Jillian’'s Entertainment). She heldsfiions such as
southeast promotions manager where she negotigpeshs@ship
proposals for PGA Tour-sanctioned events and kdea special events
manager. Professor Tucker holds a bachelor's iméss administration
from Florida A&M University, a master's in sportsrainistration from
Florida State University, a master's in businessiadtration (MBA)
from Winthrop University, and a PhD from Oklahom&t8 University
(OSU). Prior to beginning her studies at OSU, Rrsfe Tucker was an
assistant professor at Johnson & Wales Universititarotte and an
adjunct instructor at UNLV-Singapore.

Page8

& “‘] Index Copernicu$lCValue: 6.14) Ulrich, DOAJ, BASE, Google Scholar, J-Gate and Academic Journal Database.




