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DIFFERENTIATIONS BETWEEN EXPECTED AND PERCEIVED
INTERACTIVITY IN HOTEL WEBSITES

Zafiropoulos, Costas, Technological Education totiof Serres, Terma Magnisias, 62124,
Serres, Greece, kz@teiser.gr

Vrana,Vasiliki, Technological Education Instit@ESerres, Terma Magnisias, 62124, Serres,
Greece, V_vrana@otenet.gr

Karystinaiou, Despoina, Economic University of Bua, M.Karaoli and A. Dimitriou 80,
18534, Piraeus, Greece, karistin@panafonet.gr

Abstract

The uniqueness of the web lies in its interactivityeractivity refers to the reciprocity providég a
site during the process of using it and it has beesitioned conceptually as a process, a functioth a
a perception. Implemented appropriately may affbet success or failure of commercial websites.
Perceived interactivity should be based on conssmactual interactions with the stimulus and
means that consumers have perceived control oferniration and communication flow. Expected
interactivity is the extent of interactivity thatperson expects to experience during a prospective
interaction with a medium. The paper explores thféeidntiations between consumers’ expected
interactivity towards the web, and their perceiviateractivity of hotel websites. The top25 hotel
websites are used for the analysis. A group ofusate both expected interactivity towards the web
and perceived interactivity of the hotel websifRecently developed scales of perceived interagtivit
are used, which emphasize response time, commiamcatontrol, responsiveness and
personalization issues. A comparison of expectatli wérceived interactivity is performed. The
findings indicate that the hotel web sites arelinfative and perform fast but they provide less i@int
than expected, while provide primarily one-way andconcurrent communication.

Keywords: Interactivity, Expected Interactivity,rBeived Interactivity, top hotel websites.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The total online shopping population in 2002 wagréiions and is projected to double by 2007 (Nua
Internet Surveys, 2002 [in Wong and Law, 2005])isTgrowing Internet population offers great
online business opportunities (Chen and Yen, 20@4)cthermore lodging will be one of the fastest
growth areas from a value of a $9 billion in 200317 billion in 2007. It is projected that thedrmet
will play a role in more than half of all hotel dangs in the coming years (Wong and Law, 2005).

However an important factor affecting the succeskiture of commercial websites is the nature of
interface design. Newhagen and Rafaeli (1996) ddinthat interactivity when implemented
appropriately is instrumental in differentiatingtiveen successful and failing websites. Furthermore,
interactivity is an assumed attribute of interpeedocommunication (Wu, 1999) and the level of
interactivity is one of the most important desidgengents (Auger, 2005). Haubl and Trifts (2000 p.5)
highlighted the uniqueness of online shopping emvitents is that “they allow for the implementation
of very high degrees of interactivity”. Chen andnY&004) claimed that online interactivity is
becoming a valuable way of improving the communmacatjuality of business websites. Research has
also shown that interactivity engages users (Dy4888; Chen and Yen, 2004). Adding interactivity
to a site may improve user satisfaction (Rafa€lB8), increase in site visibility (Chen and Sockel,
2001), increase performance quality (Schaffer aadrdfin, 1986; Szuprowicz, 1996), is time saving
(Cross and Smith, 1996) and leads to better acoeptédCoupey, 1996). Moreover, interactive
websites may cause more information processindiehnifavourability towards the product and the
website and greater flow state intensity (Sisiliaaé, 2005). As far as hospitality industry is
concerned, Christou (2003) claimed that interactififp customers and satisfying customers’ needs
are vitally important while Sigala (2003) statedtttnoteliers heavily collect guest information by
observing and interacting with guests and theresdata into books and other files.

Interactivity is a multidimensional term that haSatent meanings for different purposes (Gustavsen
and Tilley, 2003). “Interactive technologies areesary, but not sufficient for consumers to bavact
and interactive. Although interactivity is almossamed to be the inherent and defining charadterist
of the web, it is perceived interactivity by consmnof a website, not its actual interactivity dedb

by interactive technologies, that offer criticafdrmation for web marketing ”, claimed Wu (1999,
p.3). Expected interactivity is the extent of maiivity that a person expects to experience duain
prospective interaction with a medium. The studgkio at how consumers’ prior expectations of
interactivity of the web differentiate their pertiep of the interactivity of hotel websites. Thiaper
attempts to: a) Measure interactivity as a multietisional issue. For this reason it incorporates
several scales proposed by scholars to measurerdadiff aspects of interactivity emphasizing
communication and operational characteristics, ®n@are perceived to expected interactivithie
paper is based on the idea that measuring hotediteskinteractivity alone by using several scades i
not necessarily informative by itself. Only comphréo expected interactivity could provide
information of the relative status of interactivity the hotel web sites. For example a low ratifg o
perceived interactivity should not be considered ib the rating of expected interactivity is also
considered low, c) Use a sample of hotel websitek describe the big picture of interactivity use.
Previous studies evaluate justew web pages.

2 INTERACTIVITY

The concept of interactivity has been variouslyirdef from different perspectives. The first view is

that of characteristics of the medium of a webglensen, 1998; Lombard and Snyder-Dutch, 2001,
McMillan, 2000; Sohn et al., 2003). Definitions tHacus on features seek to identify either general
characteristics like two-way communication or sfiectharacteristics of websites such as search
engines (McMillan and Hwang, 2002). The second aggin defines interactivity focusing on process
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(Ha and James, 1998; Heeter, 2000; Miles, 1992lik?ah098; Rafaeli, 1988). From the process
perspective, definitions focus on activities sushiterchange and responsiveness (McMillan and
Hwang, 2002). Lee (2000) proposed that interagtisitould not be measured by analyzing processes
or by counting features. This is the last approtict defines interactivity as a users’ subjective
perception (Sohn et al., 2003; Wu, 1999; Wu, 2000).

2.1 Definitions that focus on features

From this point of view, one often cited definitithat of Jensen (1998, p: 201) “a measure of a
media’s potential ability to let the user exertiaftuence on the content and/or form of the mediate
communication”. The key elements of interactivitycarding to Jensen (1998) and Lombard and
Snyder-Dutch (2001) are the features that enalde emntrol. In the same vein another approach is
that of McMillan (2000) where the key elements diree features that facilitate two-way
communication and control. Ahren et al. (2000) emrated also on features that enable two-way
communication as well as on the multimedia featofdbe websites. For Novak et al. (2000) the key
element is the time required for interaction. Sbteaar and LaRose (1996, p.12) mentioned “We will
use the term interactivity to refer to situationkene real-time feedback is collected”. According to
Aoki (2000) the time dimension concerns persondmspn interaction and is distinguished in
asynchronous or synchronous and she claimed thaddfree of interactivity “may be measured by
the number of tools presented in a website, thelbath each tools requires, the immediacy of
responses, and the degree of personalization trroization”.

2.2 Definitions that focus on process

The second approach defines interactivity focusingprocess. Bezjing-Avery et al. (1998 p.23)
proposed, “In interactive systems, a customer otmitthe content of the interaction requesting or
giving information”. Cho and Leckenby (1999) alsmdsed on interchange between individuals and
advertisers. Ha and James (1998), Miles (1992)Rafdeli (1988) concentrated on responsiveness.
Ha and James (1998, p.461) mentioned “Interactshityuld be defined in terms of the extent to which
the communicator and the audience respond togow#iing to facilitate, each others’ communication
needs”. Pavlik (1998) concentrated on the procéss@mway communication and Heeter (2000) on
action and reaction. Heeter (2000) defined: “Atefiaction is an episode or series of episodes of
physical actions and reactions of an embodied hum#mthe world, including the environment and
objects and beings in the world. These actionsraadtions are actual interactions, a subset of the
range of potential interactions of the human amdvtbrld at that time and place. Another approach is
that of Steuer (1992 p.84), who took into consitlerareal-time participation and mentioned
“Interactivity is the extent to which users cantmfpate in modifying the form and content of a
mediated environment in real time”.

2.3 Definitions that focus on perceptions

The last approach, defines interactivity as a usarsjective perception (Sohn et al., 2003). It was
Newhagen et al. (1996) who proposed the concepiecdeived interactivity. McMillan (2002: p.
162), highlighted “Interactivity means differentrigs to different people in different contexts” and
Reeves and Nass (1996, p.253) noted, “Perceptienfaamore influential than reality defined more
objectively”. Perceived interactivity lies at thentre of various interactions between consumeails an
advertisers, consumers and messages and amongressinemselves (Wu, 1999). “Even thought
definitions and dimensions of interactivity diff@icross previous studies, perceived interactivity
should be based on consumers’ actual interactidtis tive stimulus. Interaction with the website
means that consumers have perceived control of@nation and communication flow. Therefore a
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website, which can allow consumers to seek and azirss to the information on demand where the
content and sequence of consumers’ surfing is uiheé@r own direct control, can be perceived to give
greater interactivity to consumers while they ardisg” (Chung and Zhao, 2004). All these suggest
that a distinction should be made between how gepetceive interactivity subjectively and how it
can be measured objectively. Focusing on perceptian key elements are consumer involvement
(Day, 1998), consumers’ clicking behaviours (Chang Zhao, 2004), consumer’s choice to interact
(Schumann et al., 2001), simulation of interpers@oamunication (Kiousis, 1999) and interaction
by self and others (Newhagen et al., 1996).

2.4  Dimensions of Interactivity

Several researchers have attempted to define atitdta as a multidimensional concept. Laurel
(1990) defined interactivity as a concept basedtlmee dimensions — frequency, range and
significance. In a similar approach, Steuer (199®jceptualized interactivity based on three element
speed, range and mapping — facilitating users’ mdation of contents. Mok(1996) [in Gustavsen and
Tilley(2003)]refers to four Cs of interactive desigontrol, consistency, context and collaborattéa.
and James (1998) claimed that the aspects of atigtg are clustered around five items: playfulees
choice, connectedness, information collection amciprocal communication. A six-dimensional
definition of interactivity developed by Heeter 88 includes: complexity of choice available, effor
that the user must exert, responsiveness to the aase of adding information, facilitation of
interpersonal communication. Hanssen et al. (1¢8&e up with a three dimensional definition of
interactivity including, equality, responsivenessl dunctional communicative environment. Downes
and McMillan (2000) used a qualitative approackdemtify six interactivity dimensions: directioffi 0
communication, timing flexibility, sense of placksvel of control and responsiveness and the
perceived purpose of communication. Dholakia e{2000) gave six criteria for online interactivity:
user control, personalization, responsiveness, exirdness, real time interaction and playfulness.
Based on a functional approach Coyle and Thorse@1(Ridentified mapping, speed and user control
as three important dimensions of website interdgtiv

Regarding perceived interactivity Newhagen etE96) conceptualised perceived interactivity based
on efficacy, which is “a two-dimensional construaternally based self-efficacy and externally lshse
system efficacy”. Internally based efficacy canttanslated into the user’'s perceived control over
where he is and where he is going, while exterradlyed efficacy can be rendered into his sense of
how responsive the web as a system is to his actlora word, according to this approach perceived
interactivity can be defined as a two-componenstioiet consisting of navigation and responsiveness.
Another noteworthy work is that of McMillan and Hmg (2002). They defined the concept of
perceived interactivity in a way that encompasdletha known dimensions of interactivity. The used
a 18-item scale including: Enables two way commatinn, enables concurrent communication, non-
concurrent communication, is interactive, primadhe-way communication, is Interpersonal, enables
conversation, loads fast, loads slow, operatesght $peed, variety of content, keeps my attention,
easy to find my way through the site, unmanageatdesn’t keep my attention, passive, immediate
answers to questions, lacks content. And propdbege dimensions of perceived interactivity:
direction of communication, user control and tirre.a similar vein Wu (2000) pointed out three
underlying dimensions: perceived control, perceivesponsiveness and perceived personalization.
Finally, Sohn and Lee (2005) based on the work af(2000) proposed three composite variables of
perceived interactivity: Control, responsiveness beraction efficacy.

3 EXPECTED INTERACTIVITY

Expectation is defined as one’s subjective belighe probability that a certain kind of behaviuwuit
lead to a particular outcome (Sohn et al., 2003) @na fundamental concept explaining human
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decision-making and behaviour like the processtiitude, the behavioural-intention formation, and
the expected utility theory for choice problemssfiEein and Ajzen, 1975; Savage, 1954; Von
Neumann and Morgestern, 1944). Sohn et al. (2088¢d on Van Leuven’s (1981) attempt to apply
“expectancy theory”, originally developed by VroddP64) to audiences’ decision-making process
for media/message selection, proposed that “neisessary to distinguish the web as a medium from
websites as a specific media/vehicles that contaiessages, and then to consider the relationship
between consumers’ expectations towards the webnasdium and their perception of messages that
come from their interaction experiences with wedssifFrom this medium-message distinction, we can
develop two different levels of the interactivitgrept — consumers’ expected interactivity towards
the web, and their perceived interactivity of atwabsites” Sohn et al. (2003, p.7). In this wagyth
defined expected interactivity as “the extent aéractivity that a person expects to experiencengur

a prospective interaction with a medium”.

4 METHODOLOGY

This paper is oriented to measure people’s permeptif the interactivity of hotel websites and atso
differentiate expected versus perceived interagtiVior this purpose eighty-three university studen
were assigned the project of rating interactivitniversity students are appropriate to use in this
experiment. Young and college students repressigrdaficant proportion of the Internet population.
According to FIND/SVP [in Wu, 1999], 42% of Intetnasers hold college degrees and 30% of the
Internet population fall between ages 18-29. Alsaranrecent studies suggest that users age 15-24
compose 85% of Internet users in Europe. Also acgeographic regions, a basic profile of the
“typical” Internet user takes shape. Internet usasddwide are more likely to be male, educated and
affluent. They tend to be between 18 and 35 yddramd use the Internet from home more often than
other locations (The VeriSign Domain Name RegidtrafProfile. Available at:
http://www.verisign.com/static/003301.pdf).

At first the students rated the expected interé@gtiowards the web by completing a questionnaire
that uses both McMillan and Hwang’'s (2002) and W@B800) scales adjusted to measure expected
interactivity (see the scales items in Tables 1 andspectively). Wu's (2000) scale is a nine-item
scale which reflects the multi dimensional natureerceived interactivity such as perceived control
responsiveness and personalization (Changal, 2e@band Lee, 2002). According to Changal (2005),
McMillan and Hwang's (2002) scale is consideredsaful tool because its ability to measure three
different components of perceived interactivity .vizeal time conversation”, “no-delay”, and
“engaging”. Then the students were randomly atlettdo visit the top 25 hotel brand web sites. Each
student was allocated to visit three sites. Thé&opsbrands according to Lodging Hospitality (March,
2004) were selected for analysis because literauggests that major international hotel chains and
big hotels are most active on the web (O’ Conndd30Chung & Law, 2003; Zafiropoulos et al.,
2005; Zafiropoulos et al., 2006). In order for #tadents to have a good picture of the interagtivit

the sites, certain tasks were assigned to theratiogeaccounts, finding out about prices, locating
certain hotels, signing in to newsletters, finding about rooms availability, looking for offersking

for hotel catalogues, sending emails to hotel albeutain queries, asking last minute information,
locating hotels with certain amenities, asking infation about group stays, completing application
forms about new programs offered, finding vocatiatkages, using communication forms, sending
comments, making virtual tours, registering to tindels, shopping. Relative literature suggests that
assigning tasks to users and then recording théiudes is a way of measuring web performance
especially usability (Battleson et al., 2001; McMual 2001). The tasks were chosen after extended
discussion with a group of seven faculty memberd practitioners who had knowledge of e-
commerce and also had some previous experiencavigating and using the particular sites. Then
the students were given a second questionnaireuieat both McMillan and Hwang (2002) and Wu
(2000) scales to measure perceived interactivitythls way the differences between expected and
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perceived interactivity could be calculated. Thealgsis followed resembles the original analysis
followed in the cornerstone approach of Parasurasetaal. (1985) who introduced the use of
SERVQUAL. What this paper attempts is to comparpeeted with perceived interactivity by
calculating their differences and also to find eutiich are the issues that differentiate expected
interactivity towards the web from the interactwih the hotel web sites. Paired samples t-tegs ar
used. Then a Principal Components Analysis withirdax Rotation produces the dimensions of
differentiation.

5 FINDINGS

5.1 The interactivity scales

Table 1 presents the items introduced by McMillad &lwang (2002). Paired samples t-tests help to
distinguish which are the issues that differentibtdween expected and perceived interactivity.
According to the users, hotel websites do not enablther two way communication nor concurrent
communication to the degree that it is expecteat ith the degree that the Internet should perform
according to the users’ experience. In fact usel&we that hotel websites enable primarily one-way
communication. Hotel websites are considered teesas a means of displaying information to the
audience but primarily in a static way without eliradp two ways communication with potential
customers. One more item of this scale differeasidts values between expected and perceived
interactivity. Hotel websites are considered tadldast. In conclusion it should be noticed that the
hotel websites seems to be behind only in the @ktwo ways and concurrent communication.

Table 2 presents the items introduced by Wu (208@) (2000) distinguishes three main components:
perceived control, responsiveness and personalizatibove all, paired samples t-tests prove thiat it
the responsiveness that differentiates signifigamilthough the hotel websites have the ability to
respond to users’ specific questions quickly anficieftly, they lack in offering real time
communication with other customers or answeringustomers’ queries directly. This is a peculiarity
of the hotel web sites since they do replay toctitomers’ queries but generally they do not have a
real time response. Regarding control of the sitesgrs feel that they have less control of their
navigation when they visit the hotel websites. Bmdther hand, users perceive that the hotel vebsit
are more sensitive to their needs for productgimédion. In conclusion, hotel websites are congider
very informative, but still they are considered mtbe flexible while they do not provide real time
response or links to customers’ communities and. cha

Table 1. T-test statistics (paired samples) for Mcliflan and Hwang’s scale.

ltems Mean of Mean of Differences |t p
Expected Perceived (E-P)
Interactivity Interactivity
Enables two way communication 3.53 3.03 .50 296 07.0
Enables concurrent communication 3.88 3.46 42 2.66.013
Non-concurrent communication 2.12 2.70 -.58 -2.59016.
Is interactive 3.48 3.80 -.32 -1.87 .073
Primarily one-way communication 2.38 3.34 -.96 43.7| .001
Is Interpersonal 2.91 3.29 -.37 -1.74 .095
Enables conversation 4.03 3.73 .30 1.61 118
Loads fast 3.11 3.53 -42 -2.02 .054
Loads slow 2.84 2.24 .60 2.26 .033
Operates at high speed 3.26 3.61 -.34 -1.47 153
Variety of content 3.88 3.88 .00 .00 1.00(
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Keeps my attention 3.57 3.69 -11 -.46 .649
Easy to find my way through the site 3.30 3.76 -.46 -2 .056
Unmanageable 2.23 2.19 .038 .22 .824
Doesn’'t keep my attention 2.23 2.46 -.23 -.88 .387
Passive 2.92 2.76 .15 .81 425
Immediate answers to questions 3.23 3.73 -.50 -1.69102
Lacks content 2.53 2.46 .07 .26 791
(a: 5 points Likert scale used: 1 strongly disagBestrongly agree)
Table 2. T-test statistics (paired samples) for Wi scalé.
Items Mean of Mean of Differences | t p
Expected Perceived (E-P)
Interactivity Interactivity
| was in control of my navigation through this4.07 3.46 .61 3.68 .001
web site
| was in control over the content of this 3.84 3.76 .07 .34 731
Website that | wanted to see
| was in control over the pace of my visitto | 3.72 3.88 -.16 -.84 .405
this Website
| could communicate with the company 3.84 3.38 46 2.06 .049
directly for further questions about the
company or its products if | wanted to
The site had the ability to respond to my 2.72 3.68 -.96 -3.86| .001
specific questions quickly and efficiently
| could communicate in real time with other | 3.84 3.15 .69 4.21 .000
customers who shared my interest in this
product category
Interacting with this site is like having a 3.30 3.46 -.15 -.64 527
conversation with a sociable, knowledgeable
and warm representative from the company
| felt as if this Web site talked back to me | 3.50 3.76 -.26 -1.89| .070
while | was navigating
| perceive the Web site to be sensitive to my 2.42 4 -1.57 -6.86| .000
needs for product information

(a: 5 points Likert scale used: 1 strongly disagestrongly agree)

5.2 Dimensions of differentiation

Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotatie used to produce the dimensions of
differentiation. All the items from both McMillanna Hwang's (2002) scale and Wu'’s (2000) scale
are used jointly in the analysis. The differencesveen expected and perceived interactivity wese th
data for the analysis. PCA produced four meaningfuhponents, which jointly attribute to the
60.85% of the total variance. Each component isethiaccording to its factor loadings. Table 3
presents the components and the factor loadingdupeal after PCA. For interpretation reasons the
mean differences are adopted from Tables 1 andd2aam presented here. Statistically significant
differences according to paired sample t-testsOff)<are discussed. In this way the components serve
to summarize and form components of differentiatirle significant differences help to precisely
locate which are the issues that differentiate giget] hotel website interactivity from expected web
interactivity. According to factor loadings:

Principal component 1 is about communication diogcand real time response. It explains 23.64%
of the total variance. The items that differentigignificantly originate from the McMillan and
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Hwang's scale. Commenting on the significant défarations, it becomes apparent that hotel web
sites are considered to load fast but they do enadither two way nor concurrent communication.

Principal component 2 summarizes navigation andecwntems. It explains 15.71% of the total
variance. It is interesting to notice that accogdio t-tests there exist no significantly different
differentiations to any of the items. Within thentext of this specific experiment, there is no
difference between expected and perceived inteigctegarding navigation and content.

Principal component 3 summarizes control and efficdems. It explains 11.83% of the total
variance. Though the component is about control effitacy, there are only two items that
differentiate significantly between expected andceiwed interactivity. Users believe that they have
less control navigating through hotel web siteslevat the same time they feel that navigating tghou
them is a one-way communication.

Principal component 4 summarizes items about Resspamess and Personalization. It explains 9.67%
of the total variance. Users believe that althotighhotel websites are more informative and reply
quickly, they exercise however non-concurrent comigation.

Table 3. Dimensions of differentiation.

Principal Component 1: “Communication DirectionedR Time Response”, Variance
explained=23.64, Cronbach'’s alpha=0.763

Items Factor loadings| Means difference p
(E-P)

Interacting with this site is like having a conadien with a .831 -.15 -

sociable, knowledgeable and warm representative fhe

company

Loads slow -.815 .60 *

Loads fast .782 -.42 -

Enables two way communication .735 .50 *

Enables concurrent communication -.718 A2 *

Operates at high speed .704 -.34 -

Principal Component 2: “Navigation-Content”, Vamanexplained=15.71, Cronbach’s alpha=0.727

ltems Factor loadings Means difference p
(E-P)
Lacks content -.805 .07 -
Easy to find my way through the site .803 -.46 -
Passive -.720 15 -
Keeps my attention 713 -11 -
Unmanageable -.611 .03 -
Immediate answers to questions .559 -.50 -
Doesn't keep my attention -.543 -.23

Principal Component 3: “Control-Interactivity-Efficy”, Variance explained=11.83, Cronbach’s
alpha=0.678

ltems Factor loadings Means difference p
(E-P)

I was in control of my navigation through this wate 776 .61 *
Variety of content T72 .00 -

I was in control over the pace of my visit to ti&bsite .644 -.16 -
Is Interpersonal -.614 -.37 -

Is interactive -.563 -.32 -
Primarily one-way communication 465 -.96 i
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Principal Component 4: “Responsiveness - Persataliz’, Variance explained=9.67, Cronbach’s

alpha=0.658

Items Factor loadings Means difference
(E-P)

The site had the ability to respond to my spedgjtiestions .827 -.96

quickly and efficiently

| could communicate in real time with other custosngho .685 .69

shared my interest in this product category

Non-concurrent communication -.683 -.58

| could communicate with the company directly forther .559 .46

questions about the company or its products ifritesd to

| was in control over the content of this Websditattl wanted to | -.515 .07

see

Enables conversation -.504 .30

| perceive the Web site to be sensitive to my néexdproduct -.453 -1.57

information

| felt as if this Web site talked back to me whilgas navigating | .390 -.26

(*: p<.05)

6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Expected interactivity is a critical concept makipgyception-technology interaction a continuous or
evolutionary process. In order to exploit the dyiwnof online interactions it is necessary to exami
carefully which factors affect consumers’ perceptid interactivity under what conditions, and how.
Information intensive products would require eveneager levels of interactivity because of the
inherent difficulties of accurately describing th#ributes of these products online. This paper
attempted to measure expected interactivity towdhds Web and compare it to the perceived
interactivity of actual hotel websites. There ardydofew research works that attempt to measure
perceived interactivity and there are even lesardigg hotel websites interactivity. This papeivei

to apply some of the latest improvements of intiévdlg measurement to hotel websites. It used
several dimensions taking into consideration battmmunication and operational issues. In addition,
it compared hotel websites perceived interactiwith expected interactivity towards the web. The
paper is based on the idea that measuring hotesiteshinteractivity alone is not sufficient. Only
comparison with the current status of web intevéagticould provide some clues on how hotel
websites perform. For this reason it reported thdifigs of an experiment designed to record both
expected attitudes and perceived attitudes, usialgs that give emphasis to both communication and
operational issues of the sites. By looking thdedénces in expected interactivity and perceived
interactivity of actual hotel websites, hotel besises would be able to make better business degisio
regarding the inclusion of interactivity and deyelvebsites that effectively use interactivity. This
paper tried to the big picture of the interacti\status for the hotel companies’ websites by snglgi
range of 25 websites from the hospitality indusRggarding the findings, hotel websites providé fas
good information in general and on demand, but theyot do it using real time response. Hence they
perform primarily one way and non-concurrent comioation. Also they do not allow for the users to
communicate with other customers and share opinidistel websites do not include high
interactivity features such as chat rooms, bulletards enhanced navigation bars and seem tode les
flexible that expected. Reservation systems aretiye features that enable two way communication
and concurrent communication. A minory of hotel gitds sell products online.
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