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Strategic Drivers of Perceived Customer Value in Post-Pandemic Hospitality: Balancing Operational Efficiency, Personalisation and Human Connection

1 – Research Topic & Rationale
1.1 - Introduction
The global hospitality industry experienced unprecedented structural disruption during the COVID-19 pandemic, (Gössling et al., 2021). Mandatory lockdowns, social distancing regulations, and heightened health anxieties fundamentally altered consumption patterns, service delivery models, and organisational priorities. In response, hospitality firms rapidly implemented digital technologies and restructured operating processes in order to maintain operational continuity, (Shin and Kang, 2020). While these changes were initially reactive, many have since become institutionalised within post-pandemic strategic practice. Across the sector, organisations increasingly rely on contactless ordering systems, QR-code menus, self-service kiosks, delivery-platform integration, reduced staffing configurations, and automated customer journey touchpoints. These adaptations reflect a strategic emphasis on operational efficiency, labour cost optimisation, and process standardisation. From a strategic management perspective, such changes align with efficiency-driven competitive positioning, emphasising operational efficiency and cost optimisation in order to sustain margins with an uncertain environment, (Dwivedi, et al., 2020). 
Drawing upon eight years of professional experience within the hospitality sector, it is evident that the industry has traditionally been conceptualised as a relational, experiential, and high-contact service environment. Service-dominant logic and experiential consumption theory suggest that value is co-created through interpersonal interaction, emotional labour, and personalised engagement, (Lashley, 2008). My previous undergraduate dissertation explored the phenomenon of atomisation in hospitality post-COVID, highlighting how reduced human interaction and increasing technological mediation affected employee engagement, service delivery, and customer perceptions. Building on this work, the present study moves beyond operational and employee perspective to examine the strategic implications for customer value creation, investigating how efficiency, personalisation, and human connection interact to shape perceived value in post-pandemic hospitality, (Vargo and Lusch, 2004; Pine and Gilmore, 1999). This shift prompts a fundamental strategic question: To what extent has the post-pandemic prioritisation of operational efficiency reshaped the drivers of perceived customer value within hospitality? 
While existing literature has examined digital transformation, service atomisation, and post-pandemic recovery strategies in isolation, (Buhalis and Law, 2008; Okumus, 2021), limited research has comparatively analysed the relative influence of efficiency, personalisation, and human connection on perceived customer value in contemporary hospitality environments. This represents a notable gap in understanding how strategic operational decisions translate into customer-level value perceptions.
Accordingly, this study seeks to examine the strategic drivers of perceived customer value in post-pandemic hospitality through a comparative analysis of three key dimensions: operational efficiency, personalisation, and human connection. By empirically investigating how customers evaluate these factors, the research aims to contribute to both strategic management and hospitality literature, offering actionable insights for organisations seeking to balance technological advancement with experiential differentiation in an increasingly digitised service landscape, (Porter, 1985). This approach demonstrates a clear intellectual progression from prior research on atomisation to a strategically orientated, customer-focused investigation, positioning the study within the broader context of evidence-based managerial decision-making. 

1.2 – Strategic Rationale 
Customer value is widely recognised as a critical determinant of competitive advantage in service industries, as organisations increasingly compete through delivery of superior value to customers rather than solely through price or product, (Woodruff, 1997). In hospitality, perceived customer value influences multiple strategic outcomes, including customer satisfaction and loyalty, repeat patronage, online reputation, revenue stability, and long-term brand equity. These factors collectively underpin organisational stability and market differentiation, particularly in sectors where service experiences constitute the core product. The post-pandemic operating environment has introduced a complex set of challenges for hospitality organisations. Rising labour costs, ongoing recruitment and retention difficulties, accelerated digital adoption, shifting consumer expectations, and broader cost-of-living pressures have all reshapes operational priorities, (Jones, et al., 2022). Many organisations have responded by embedding technology-driven efficiency measures such as automated ordering, self-service kiosks, and digital loyalty programmes into standard operating models. While these innovations enhanced operational efficiency and process reliability, they may inadvertently alter the experiential and relational components of customer value that are central to hospitality differentiation, (Zeithaml, 1988). This tension is strategically significant. Organisations must balance the financial imperatives of efficiency and cost management with the experiential demands of personalised service and authentic human connection. Failure to do so risks undermining the very sources of competitive advantage upon which long-term brand equity depends. 

1.3 Academic Rationale
Existing literature in hospitality and service management has extensively examined several dimensions of customer experience and value creation. Key areas include service quality and customer satisfaction, experience economy constructs, digital transformation in service sectors, emotional labour, and relationship marketing, (Olawuyi et al., 2025; Dang and Nguyen, 2023; Anderson, 2025). Collectively, these studies demonstrate that customer value is multidimensional, encompassing both tangible outcomes such as speed, efficiency and cost effectiveness, and intangible experiential factors, including perceived authenticity, relational engagement, and emotional connection, (Abrian, et al., 2024). Despite this breadth of research, there remains a critical gap in the literature regarding how multiple strategic drivers interact to shape perceived customer value in post-pandemic hospitality. Specifically, few studies have comparatively analysed operational efficiency strategies, digital personalisation, and human connection as competing or complementary drivers within the same analytical framework. While efficiency initiatives such as automation, contactless service, and standardised processes are widely documented, their impact relative to relational and personalised elements of service remains underexplored, (Georg, et al., 2025; Jinging, et al., 2023). Similarly, while digital personalisation and human connection have been examined individually, their combined influence, particularly in a post-pandemic context characterised by technological acceleration and reduced human contact, has not been systematically investigated. 
	This research aims to address this gap by integrating these three constructs into a unified analytical framework. It seeks to advance understanding of how hospitality organisations can balance operational efficiency with experiential differentiation to enhance customer value. By adopting a quantitative, questionnaire-based methodology, this research will not only contribute to the academic discourse on post-pandemic service management but will also offer actionable insights for strategic decision-making in hospitality organisations. The study thus situates itself at the intersection of theory and practice, providing both empirical evidence and strategic guidance for enhancing customer experience in an increasingly digitised and efficiency-driven sector.

2. Research Aim, Objectives and Questions 
2.1 Research Aim
The aim of this study is to critically examine how the strategic priorities of operational efficiency, personalisation, and human connection influence perceived customer value within post-pandemic hospitality organisations, and to evaluate their relative importance as drivers of value creation. The COVID-19 pandemic accelerated structural changes across the hospitality sector, prompting widespread adoption of contactless technologies, automation systems, and digitally mediated service encounters, (Sigala, 2020; Jiang and Wen, 2020). While these adaptations were initially implemented as risk mitigation and cost-containment strategies, they have become embedded within contemporary operating models, (Tussyadiah, 2020; Koo et al., 2017). 
At the same time, hospitality has traditionally differentiated itself through experiential value, emotional engagement, and personalised service, (Zeithaml, 1988; Lemon and Verhoef, 2016). This study therefore seeks to assess how these competing and complementary priorities shape customer perceptions of value. By examining these drivers comparatively, the study aims to contribute to the determination of how hospitality organisations can strategically balance efficiency, personalisation, and human connection to enhance competitive advantage in a transformed service landscape, (Slack and Brandon-Jones, 2019). 
 
2.2 Research Objectives 
To address the research aim, the study will pursue the following objectives.
	First, it will analyse the role of operational efficiency strategies in shaping customer perceptions of value in post-pandemic hospitality, particularly in relation to automation, contactless technologies, and service standardisation, (Ivanov et al., 2019). Second, it will evaluate how personalisation influences perceived service value, with consideration of data-driven and technology-enabled customer experiences, (Huang and Rust, 2021). Third, it will examine the impact of human interaction on customer perceptions of value, including emotional engagement, trust, and authenticity, drawing on customer experience literature, (Schmitt, 1999). Finally, it will compare the relative influence of operational efficiency, personalisation, and human connection on overall perceived customer value, and develop strategic recommendations for hospitality organisations seeking to balance cost-efficiency with experiential differentiation, (Sweeney and Soutar, 2001; Kandampully et al., 2018).

2.3 Research Question 
In line with these objectives, the study is guided by the following research questions. First, how do operational efficiency strategies influence perceived customer value in post-pandemic hospitality? Second, to what extent does personalisation shape customer perceptions of service value? Third, how does human connection impact perceived customer value within hospitality settings? Finally, what is the relative importance of operational efficiency, personalisation, and human connection in shaping overall perceived customer value, and how can organisations strategically balance these factors to enhance competitive advantage?

3. Literature Review and Key Debates
3.1 Conceptualising Customer Value
Customer value is a central construct within marketing and service management literature and has been widely conceptualised as the trade-off between perceived benefits and perceived sacrifices, (Smith and Colgate, 2007). Early value theory positions ‘value’ as a cognitive evaluation in which customers assess what they receive (quality, utility, emotional reward) against what they give (price, time, effort, risk). However, contemporary scholarship recognises that value extends beyond economic exchange and incorporates emotional, relational, and experiential dimensions, (Holbrook, 1999). 
	Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) perspectives further develop this view by conceptualising value as co-created through interaction between the firm and the customer rather than embedded within the product or service itself, (Grönroos, 2008). Under this perspective, value emerges through use, engagement, and relational exchange. The customer is not a passive recipient but an active participant in the value creation process. This theoretical shift is particularly relevant within hospitality, where consumption and production occur simultaneously, and service encounters are inherently interactive. 
Experiential perspectives extend this argument by suggesting that consumers seek memorable and emotionally engaging experiences rather than purely functional transactions, (Gentile et al., 2007). Pine and Gilmore argue that experiences constitute a distinct economic offering, in which staged interactions, atmosphere, and symbolic meaning become primary value drivers, (Pine and Gilmore, 1999). Within this paradigm, hospitality organisations are not merely service providers but experience designers, orchestrating sensory, emotional, and social elements to create lasting impressions.
However, rapid digital transformation, accelerated by COVID-19 pandemic, has introduced significant tension into these relational models. Technological mediation, including contactless check-in systems, QR code ordering, mobile concierge applications, and automated communication platforms, alters the nature of the service encounter, (Mariani and Borghi, 2021). While such innovations enhance operational efficiency and convenience, they simultaneously reduce direct interpersonal interaction. This raises a critical theoretical question: if value has traditionally been co-created through relational engagement, how does value formation operate when interaction is digitally mediated?
	Emerging debates within hospitality and service literature therefore centre on whether technological efficiency complements experiential value or displaces relational depth, (Gretzel et al., 2020). Some scholars argue that digital tools enhance customer value through convenience, speed, and personalisation capabilities, (Radović et al., 2025). Others contend that excessive automation risks commodifying service encounters, reducing opportunities for emotional connection and relational depth, (Khan et al., 2024; Blüher et al., 2026). The post-pandemic environment intensifies this tension, as organisations attempt to balance cost efficiency with the experiential foundations of hospitality. 
Accordingly, conceptualising customer value in contemporary hospitality requires integrating functional, emotional, relational, and technological dimensions. This study builds upon these theoretical foundations to examine whether efficiency, personalisation, and human connection operate as competing, complementary, or hierarchical drivers of perceived value in post-pandemic hospitality contexts. 

3.2 Operational Efficiency as Strategic Imperative
Operational efficiency has long been strategic priority within the hospitality industry, driven by lean management principles, cost optimisation, and performance control systems. Given the sector’s tight profit margins and high fixed costs, organisations have traditionally pursued process standardisation, labour productivity, and waste reduction to sustain competitiveness (Nikopoulou et al., 2023). 
	The COVID-19 pandemic intensified this focus. Revenue instability, labour shortages, and rising operating costs prompted many organisations to accelerate digital transformation initiatives. The mass number of digital tools used in everyday modern hospitality represents a structural shift towards leaner more resilient operating models. From a strategic perspective, efficiency-based approaches enhance cost control, scalability, and operational consistency. Speed, reliability, and frictionless service can also contribute to functional value and strengthen competitive positioning in highly saturated markets, (Dang and Nguyen, 2023). However, within experience-driven industries such as hospitality, this efficiency orientation presents a potential paradox. Greater standardisation and automation may reduce opportunities for interpersonal interactions, potentially weakening emotional engagement and relational value creation, (Deloitte, 2024).
	In the post-pandemic environment, where convenience and seamless service have become embedded expectations, understanding how customers interpret efficiency is strategically significant. This study therefore examines the extent to which operational efficiency predicts perceived customer value within contemporary hospitality settings.  

3.3 Digital Personalisation
Technology innovation has significantly expanded the capacity for data-driven personalisation within hospitality. Advances in customer relationship management (CRM) systems, artificial intelligence (AI), and predictive analytics enable organisations to collect and analyse customer data at scale, allowing them to tailor services and interactions based on guest behaviour and preferences, (Hospitality Net, 2024). From a strategic perspective, digital personalisation is positioned as a mechanism for enhancing perceived relevance and convenience, with personalised offers and interactions contributing to both functional and experiential value, (PwC, 2025). By anticipating customer needs, organisations can streamline decision-making processes and reduce cognitive effort, contributing to both functional and experiential value. Personalisation may also strengthen loyalty by reinforcing familiarity and recognition across repeated service encounters.
	However, this perspective is limited by the assumption that algorithmically generated personalisation can replicate human understanding. A key weakness in this argument is that it overlooks the absence of emotional intelligence and contextual sensitivity inherent in human-led service interactions. Algorithmic tailoring therefore operates through pattern recognition rather than empathy, potentially appearing customised without fostering genuine relational engagement, (Ivanov and Webster, 2025). 
	In post-pandemic context, where digital interfaces have become normalised but social interaction may be increasingly valued, understanding whether digital personalisation enhances or diminishes perceived customer value is particularly important. Accordingly, this study evaluates the contribution of personalisation relative to operational efficiency and human connection within post-pandemic environments. 

3.4 Human Connection and Emotional Labour 
Emotional labour theory provides an important framework for understanding the role of human interaction within service industries. Originally conceptualised as the management of emotions to meet organisational expectations, emotional labour highlights how employees regulate feelings and expressions to shape customer experiences, (Lee and Madera, 2019). Within hospitality, this process is central to value creation, as frontline employees contribute to experiential and relational outcomes through empathy, attentiveness, and interpersonal responsiveness. 
	Empirical research consistently demonstrates that authentic human interaction positively influences customer satisfaction, service quality, and loyalty outcomes in hospitality settings, (Xu, Cao and Huo, 2020). Studies show that emotional deep acting, where employees genuinely align felt emotion with display requirements, is associated with higher service quality and stronger customer loyalty, while surface acting tends to undermine service perceptions, (Wang et al., 2019). These affective experiences align with experience economy theory, which emphasises emotional engagement as a key source of competitive differentiation and lasting customer value.

3.5 Identified Research Gap – Significance of the Study
A substantial body of literature has examined customer value within service industries, particularly in relation to service quality, experiential consumption, and relational engagement. Research grounded in service quality models has traditionally focused on dimensions such as reliability, responsiveness, and assurance as determinants of satisfaction, (Brady and Cronin, 2001). Experiential perspectives argue that memorable and emotionally engaging experiences are crucial in differentiating service offerings in experience‑based sectors (Klaus and Maklan, 2013). More recently, digital transformation literature has expanded to examine the impact of automation, artificial intelligence, contactless technologies, and data-driven personalisation within hospitality contexts, (Lo et al., 2022). Operational efficiency has also been widely explored through lean management and performance improvement lenses in hospitality operations, (Harrington, 2021).
	However, despite this breadth of research, these dimensions are frequently examined in isolation. Studies of digital transformation tend to emphasise technological adoption outcomes without comparatively assessing relational or emotional consequences, (Wirtz et al., 2018). Research on emotional engagement tends to focus on human interaction without integrating operational cost pressures or automation effects, (Karatepe and Avci, 2017). Similarly, efficiency-centred studies predominantly assesses productivity and financial performance rather than customer-level value constructs (Jones and Lockwood, 2022).
	Crucially, few empirical investigations analyse these constructs comparatively within a unified framework, particularly in the post-pandemic strategic environment. The COVID-19 crisis did not merely accelerate digital adoption; it fundamentally restructured hospitality operating models, recalibrated customer expectations, and intensified cost constraints, (Novelli et al., 2020). As such, the relative importance of efficiency, personalisation, and human connection may have shifted in ways that pre-pandemic literature does not fully capture. 
	This gap is both theoretical and managerial. Theoretically, there remains limited integration between value co-creation theory, digital mediation scholarship, and operational strategy within contemporary hospitality settings, (Ballantyne et al., 2011). Managerially, organisations face ongoing decisions regarding labour allocation, technology investment, and service design without clear empirical evidence regarding which drivers most strongly influence perceived value. 
	This study addresses this gap by comparatively analysing the interplay between operational efficiency, digital personalisation, and human connection as predictors of perceived customer value in post-pandemic hospitality. By examining these dimensions within a single analytical framework, the research seeks to clarify whether they operate as complementary drivers, hierarchical influences, or competing strategic priorities. In doing so, it contributes to a more integrated understanding of value formation in a structurally transformed service landscape. 

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework for Drivers of Customer Value in Post-Pandemic Hospitality
Based on the reviewed literature on service value creation and post-pandemic hospitality operations, a conceptual framework has been developed to guide this study. The framework identifies operational efficiency, personalisation, and human connection as key strategic drivers that may influence perceived customer value. It also acknowledges that customer expectations may moderate how these service elements are evaluated within hospitality experiences.

Operational Efficiency ──────┐
                          │
Personalisation  ├──────────► Perceived Customer Value
                          │                                   • Functional Value
Human Connection   ───────┘       • Emotional Value
                                                                • Relational Value
                    │
                    ▼
           Customer Expectations
                  (Moderator)

>Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual framework guiding this study.
	These drivers represent three distinct strategic approaches that organisations may adopt when designing service experiences. The framework also suggests that customer expectations moderate these relationships, as customers may prioritise these three drivers differently, the model therefore provides analytical structure guiding this study. 

4. Research Philosophy and Methodology
4.1 Research Philosophy
This study adopts a predominantly positivist-pragmatic research philosophy. The philosophical positioning reflects the study’s objective to empirically examine the relative influence of operational efficiency, digital personalisation, and human connection on perceived customer value within post-pandemic hospitality contexts. Given the comparative and predictive nature of the research question, a paradigm grounded in measurement and statistical analysis is considered most appropriate, (Bryman, 2016). 
From an ontological perspective, the study assumes that perceived customer value, while subjective in individual experience, can be conceptualised as a measurable construct. Although value is internally experienced, it can be operationalised through structured indicators derived from established theoretical frameworks. Constructs such as efficiency perception, personalisation relevance, emotional engagement, and overall value evaluation can therefore be quantified using validated measuring scales. This position reflects a realist ontology in which social phenomena are considered to exist independently but are accessible through systematic observation and measurement, (Saunders et al., 2019). 
Epistemologically, the study aligns with a positivist orientation in that knowledge is generated through empirical testing, hypothesis evaluation, and statistical analysis. Rather than relying solely on interpretive narratives, the research seeks to identify measurable relationships between variables and determine the relative strength of their predicted influence. Statistical modelling enables the identification of significant patterns and comparative weighting across the three strategic drivers. This approach supports the research objective of determining whether efficiency, personalisation, or human connection exerts greater influence on perceived value in contemporary hospitality experiences, (Hair et al., 2019). 
However, the study also incorporates a pragmatic dimension. Pragmatism prioritises methodological choices that best address the research question rather than strict adherence to a single philosophical tradition, (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2010). In this study, the integration of established theoretical constructs with empirical measurement reflects a practical orientation toward generating actionable managerial insights for hospitality organisations navigating post-pandemic restructuring. 
The philosophical positioning is appropriate as the research seeks to measure relationships between defined variables, compare their explanatory power, and identify statistically significant patterns within customer perceptions. A positivist-pragmatic approach therefore provides both analytical rigour and practical relevance, aligning with the strategic focus of the study.

4.2 Research Design
This study will employ a quantitative cross-sectional survey design. A structured questionnaire will be developed to measure four primary constructs: perceived operational efficiency, perceived personalisation, perceived human connection, and overall perceived customer value. Each construct will be operationalised using multi-item Likert-scale measures informed by established literature to ensure construct validity and reliability, (Hair et al., 2019). 
	A cross-sectional design allows for the collection of data at a single point in time, enabling statistical comparison of the relative influence of each independent variable (efficiency, personalisation, and human connection) on the dependent variable (perceived customer value). This approach is particularly appropriate given the study’s focus on identifying relationships between variables and assessing their predictive strength. Through comparative and predictive statistical analysis, the research design supports identification of the most significant value drivers, aligning directly with the study’s research question. The use of a structured questionnaire is consistent with a positivist approach, facilitating standardised data collection and statistical generalisation.

5. Justification of Research Method: Questionnaires 
5.1 The Advantages of Questionnaires
The use of structured questionnaires offers several methodological advantages aligned with the aims of this study. First, questionnaires enable access to a larger sample size, increasing statistical power and enhancing generalisability of findings, (Dillman et al., 2014). In examining the relative influence of operational efficiency, personalisation, and human connections, a sufficiently large dataset is essential to identify meaningful patterns and conduct comparative analysis.
Second, quantitative surveys support statistical reliability and replicability. Standardised question and Likert-scale measures ensure consistency across participants, allowing for objective comparison and future replication of the study in different contexts or geographic regions, (DeVellis, 2017). This strengthens the robustness of findings and contributes to methodological transparency. 
Third, questionnaires reduce researcher bias relative to purely qualitative approaches. By limiting intervention during data collection, the design minimises the influence of researcher subjectivity on participant responses, (Fowler, 2014). 
Fourth, the structured format allows for comparative strength testing between variables. Statistical techniques such as regression analysis enable identification of the relative predictive power of efficiency, personalisation, and human connection. This directly aligns with the research objective of determining which driver most strongly influences perceived customer value.
Finally, quantitative outputs enhance managerial applicability. Numerical findings, effect sizes, and statistically significant relationships are often perceived as more actionable within strategic decision-making environments. In industry contexts, measurable evidence tends to carry persuasive weight in board-level discussions, particularly when resource allocation decisions are required. 

5.2 The Limitations of Questionnaires
Despite these strengths, questionnaires present notable limitations. First, they offer limited depth in capturing emotional nuance and contextual complexity. Hospitality experiences are inherently affective and relational, and structured scales may not fully reflect the richness of individual perception. 
	Second, response bias remains a potential concern. Participants may provide socially desirable answers or respond in ways influenced by recent experiences rather than holistic evaluation. Additionally, as the data relies on self-reported perception, the findings reflect subjective interpretation rather than objective behavioural observation, (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
	Third, questionnaires cannot capture detailed narrative accounts that might reveal subtle tensions, contradictions, or situational variability in value formation. As such, qualitative approaches may offer deeper insight into the lived experience of hospitality encounters, (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). 
	However, these limitations are acknowledged in light of the study’s primary aim. The research focuses on comparative measurement rather than narrative exploration, seeking to examine relationships between clearly defined variables and determine their relative predicted strength. A quantitative survey design is therefore appropriate, as it prioritises measurement precision and analytical comparability over interpretive depth. Recognising these trade-offs explicitly demonstrates methodological awareness and critical engagement rather than uncritical reliance on a single method. 

6. Data Collection and Analysis 
6.1 Sampling Strategy 
The target population for this study comprises customers who have engaged with hospitality services in the post-pandemic period (2021 onwards). This includes individuals who have experienced restaurants, cafés, hotels, or quick-service establishments where digital transformation and operational restructuring have been implemented. Focusing on post-pandemic users ensures that responses reflect contemporary service models rather than pre-COVID expectations.
	A non-probability convenience sampling approach will be employed. This method is appropriate given time constraints, accessibility considerations, and the exploratory-comparative nature of the research, (Etikan et al., 2016). Participants will be recruited through online distribution channels and social networks, enabling efficient data collection from a broad demographic base. While convenience sampling limits full generalisability, it is commonly utilised in hospitality research where access to comprehensive customer databases is restricted, (Dolnicar, 2018). To enhance analytical value, responses may be stratified by hospitality sector (e.g., casual dining versus quick-service restaurants, or full-service versus limited-service hotels). This allows for exploratory comparison across service formats and strengthens the interpretive depth of findings, (Vehovar et al., 2016). 
The target sample size is a minimum of 150-200 responses, with an ideal threshold of 250 or more. Achieving this range is important to ensure statistical validity, reliability testing (e.g., internal consistency of scales), and sufficient power for regression analysis, (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2019). A larger sample increases confidence in identifying statistically significant relationships and strengthens the robustness of comparative modelling between our three core predictors of perceived value.  Although probability sampling would enhance generalisability, the proposed strategy balances methodological rigour with practical feasibility while maintaining sufficient scale for meaningful statistical analysis, (Taherdoost, 2016). 

6.2 Questionnaire Design
The questionnaire will be structured into five sections to ensure systematic measurement of the study’s key constructs. Section one will collect demographic data, including age, gender, frequency of hospitality use, and the type of establishment visited. This information will allow for descriptive analysis and potential segmentation. 
Sections two to four will measure the independent variables using five-point Likert scale statements (1 = strongly disagree > 5 = strongly agree). Perceived operational efficiency will be assessed through items relating to service speed, seamless processes, and technological convenience. Perceived personalisation will measure the extent to which service felt tailored, preferences were recognised, and digital systems enhanced relevance. Human connection will evaluate perceptions of genuine staff interaction, emotional value, and meaningful engagement. 
Section five will assess the dependent variable, perceived customer value, through items measuring value for money, overall experience worth, and intention to return. The use of structured, multi-item scales enables reliable construct measurement and supports subsequent statistical analysis of variable relationships, (Netemeyer et al., 2003).  

6.3 Data Analysis Strategy
Data will be analysed using a structured statistical approach. Initially, descriptive statistics will summarise demographic characteristics and overall response patterns. Reliability testing will then be conducted using Cronbach’s alpha to assess the internal consistency of the multi-item scales measuring efficiency, personalisation, human connection, and perceived customer value, (Cronbach, 1951). 
	Subsequently, correlation analyses will examine the strength and direction of relationships between variables. The primary analytical technique will be multiple regression analysis, which will test the predictive power of several independent variables on the dependent variable, (Field, 2018). In addition, moderated regression analysis will be conducted to examine whether variations in customer expectations moderate the relationships between predictors and perceived value, reflecting potential contextual influences on service evaluation. This approach enables comparison of the relative influence of each predictor and identification of the most statistically significant drivers of perceived customer value within the post-pandemic hospitality context. Additionally, this approach allows direct testing of the study’s research questions by quantifying the relative influence of operational efficiency, personalisation, and human connection on perceived customer value. 

7. Research Timeline – Figure 2: Research Timeline Table 
	A structured research timeline has been developed to ensure the project progresses systematically and is completed within the required timeframe. The timeline reflects the sequential structure of the research process, ensuring adequate time for data collection, statistical analysis, and critical interpretation of findings.

	Stage
	Activities
	Timeframe

	Literature Review
	Finalise literature review and theoretical framework
	January-February 2026

	Research Design
	Finalise sampling strategy, and research methodology
	March 2026

	Ethical Approval
	Submit ethics form and obtain approval 
	Late March 2026 

	Data Collection 
	Distribute online questionnaire and collect responses
	April 2026

	Data Cleaning & Preparation 
	Organise responses, remove any incomplete data
	May 2026

	Data Analysis
	Conduct reliability testing, correlation analysis, and regression analysis
	May – June 2026

	Findings & Discussion
	Interpret results and link findings to literature 
	June – July 2026

	Final Writing
	Complete conclusion, recommendations, and final edits
	August 2026

	Submission
	Final proofreading and dissertation submission
	September 2026



8. Ethical Considerations
Ethical considerations will be carefully addressed throughout the research process. Participation in the study will be entirely voluntarily, with strict adherence to principles of anonymity and confidentiality. No personally identifiable information will be collected, and responses will be reported solely in aggregated form, ensuring individual participants cannot be identified. Participants will be informed of the purpose of the research and their right to withdraw at any time before submitting their responses. All data will be stored securely and used solely for academic purposes in accordance with university research guidelines and the principles of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR, 2016). Collectively, these measures ensure that the study upholds rigorous ethical standards throughout the research process. 

9. Appendix

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework for Drivers of Customer Value in Post-Pandemic Hospitality – found in PART 3.5

Operational Efficiency ──────┐
                          │
Personalisation  ├──────────► Perceived Customer Value
                          │                                   • Functional Value
Human Connection   ───────┘       • Emotional Value
                                                                • Relational Value
                    │
                    ▼
           Customer Expectations
                  (Moderator)

Figure 2: Research Timeline Table – found in PART 7
	Stage
	Activities
	Timeframe

	Literature Review
	Finalise literature review and theoretical framework
	January-February 2026

	Research Design
	Finalise sampling strategy, and research methodology
	March 2026

	Ethical Approval
	Submit ethics form and obtain approval 
	Late March 2026 

	Data Collection 
	Distribute online questionnaire and collect responses
	April 2026

	Data Cleaning & Preparation 
	Organise responses, remove any incomplete data
	May 2026

	Data Analysis
	Conduct reliability testing, correlation analysis, and regression analysis
	May – June 2026

	Findings & Discussion
	Interpret results and link findings to literature 
	June – July 2026

	Final Writing
	Complete conclusion, recommendations, and final edits
	August 2026

	Submission
	Final proofreading and dissertation submission
	September 2026
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