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[bookmark: _Toc199966983]Abstract
The research looks into how guests’ emotional views of hygiene at Premier Inn Elland Road can impact their general satisfaction, since the hotel serves clients for business, leisure and sports events. Since COVID-19, people now expect more from hygiene, wishing to see that environments are both clean and reassuring in appearance. The purpose of this study is to find out how cleanliness makes guests feel by using a ten-item survey that covers conditions such as high-touch points, the look of the bathroom, how linens smell, public signage and the freshness of the corridors. Surveys were carried out with guests over four weeks, giving scores on a 5-point scale, resulting in an Affective-Cleanliness Index (ACI). On a scale of 5, guests gave an overall ACI score of 4.10 (SD = 0.59), which highlights that the hotel’s hygiene measures made most guests feel very reassured. The ACI for business travellers was higher (mean = 4.18) than for other guests (leisure and match-day guests, mean = 3.98), and this difference was confirmed by statistical analysis (t = 2.35, p = 0.021), indicating that guests prefer different hygiene standards. In addition, Pearson’s correlation analysis showed a strong positive relationship between cleanliness cues and overall satisfaction (r = 0.68) and a simple linear regression proved that 46% of the variance in satisfaction is explained by cleanliness cues (R² = 0.46) which means cleanliness cues are important factors in guest satisfaction with their stay. The evidence emphasises that affective cleanliness should be seen as a main quality factor in the hospitality service environment today. Following the results, several suggestions have been given to enhance affective cleanliness at the facility. To do this, ‘Sanitised for You’ stickers are now placed outside room doors where they can be easily noticed, a uniform fragrance is sprayed on all linens, patrols are made to regularly inspect halls during matches, bell staff are told to introduce the Clean Protect programme to visitors and a monthly monitoring dashboard was set up to review feedback and put in place changes quickly. They are set up to ensure cleaning is consistent, visible and helps guests feel more secure while at the hotel or resort. As a result, this research can help organisations effectively measure and enhance affective cleanliness inside the context of a real hotel setting. The findings suggest practical steps for Premier Inn Elland Road, and these steps could be applied to other Premier Inn hotels as well as to other midscale hotels. Ensure transparent cleaning and show guests they will be safe and hotels will receive loyalty, trust and satisfaction from their guests.
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[bookmark: _Toc199966985]1.1 Context & Rationale
Since the advent of COVID-19, cleanliness in midscale hotels has shifted from a functional to-do list—sterile dust, made bed, and scratch-free bathroom—to an emotional, perceptual experience more commonly known as affective cleanliness (Bitner, 1992). Guests no longer want just to pass a hygiene test; they need assurance that all touch points have been disinfected in a manner visible and tactile to them (Carter and Liu, 2023). Such a move is an outgrowth of widespread social fears about germs and contagion, meaning hotels need not only to be using strict disinfection methods but also to be seen to be doing so, in the form of brightly colored "sanitised for your protection" stickers on door handles, hand-sanitiser stations in reception areas, and scented-infusion systems along corridors—that are designed to allay guests' fears on an emotional level (Delgado et al., 2021).
Premier Inn's "CleanProtect" launch is a textbook example: launched in mid-2021, it links more aggressive cleaning protocols with tangible, guest-led cues (e.g., doorframe stickers, laminated housekeeping checklists) to build confidence (Smith, 2023). Premier Inn Elland Road is well placed to observe effective cleanliness as its clientele swings wildly—midweek business travellers, weekend leisure travellers, and high-capture football tourists on match days (Brown et al., 2024). These different segments interpret the same hygiene signals differently, and attendance highs on weekends against their matches can test normal procedures, possibly revealing chasms between operational intention and affect (Jones and Brown, 2022). While there has been extensive work recording objective cleanliness measures (Parasuraman et al., 1988), there are few studies that measure the affective aspect—that is, how others perceive cleanliness and not whether or not surfaces are up to standard (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974). A systematic study that measures affective reactions can indicate what visual, olfactory, and tactile cues most influence satisfaction, leaving a gap in hospitality research (Yin, 2003).
[bookmark: _Toc199966986]1.2 Aim & Objectives
Aim
To measure the influence of affective cleanliness on overall guest satisfaction at Premier Inn Elland Road through a formal guest survey (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
SMART Objectives:
· Derive key affective-cleanness criteria (visual, olfactory, tactile) from literature to guide survey design (Delgado et al., 2021).
· Develop and distribute a 10-item post-visit survey (5-point Likert scale) to around 100 recent Premier Inn  guests (Jones and Lockwood, 2021).
· Cross-tabulate mean affective cleanliness ratings and overall satisfaction between business visitors (Monday–Thursday) and leisure/match-day customers (Friday–Sunday) (Brown et al., 2024).
· Examine statistical correlation (Pearson’s r, simple linear regression) between "overall satisfaction score" and summed "affective-cleanliness index" (Carter and Liu, 2023).
· Make location-specific, data-driven recommendations for effective cleanliness cue reinforcement by taking advantage of survey results (Bower et al., 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc199966987]1.3 Research Question & Sub-Questions
Primary Question:
What is the relationship between affective cleanliness (as indicated through an online post-stay questionnaire) and overall guest satisfaction of guests at Premier Inn Elland Road? (Smith, 2023)
Sub-Questions:
· Which of the individual items from the survey, e.g., "I felt at ease touching the TV remote since it was openly disinfected," have the highest mean scores or variances, and hence most and least influential affective cleanliness cues? (Delgado et al., 2021)
· Do business vs. match-day/leisure visitors register statistically significant mean differences on affective cleanliness scores, by contrasting expectations or experiences? (Jones and Brown, 2022)
· How much does the affective cleanliness index aggregate predict or explain aggregate satisfaction score variance, when measured via regression and correlation analyses? (Carter and Liu, 2023)
· Through answering these questions, this research will build an understanding of the affective channels by which housekeeping practices influence guest satisfaction within a hotel with variable occupancy patterns and operational issues (Brown et al., 2024).
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[bookmark: _Toc199966989]2.1 Defining Cleanliness in Hospitality
Cleanliness has been viewed for a long time as one of the primitive determinants of guest satisfaction in hotels (Parasuraman et al., 1988). Historically, this has been viewed as a thing that could be checked off a checklist or measured in terms of compliance metrics (Grönroos, 1984). One of the most established models of measurement of service quality is Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988), the SERVQUAL model, with "tangibles" being part of five components (Zeithaml et al., 1996). Cleanliness, in this context, is considered through appreciable, physical states: clean floors, immaculate bathrooms, clean furnishings, and neat organisation (Bitner, 1992). This method, however, while still prevalent, essentially overlooks the affective, emotional reaction a guest might have towards these tangibles (Hogreve et al., 2017).
In the past few years, especially since the COVID-19 pandemic, a new dimension of meaning has been added: affective cleanliness (Delgado et al., 2021). This is not about what is clean but rather about how clean one will be thought of by a visitor (Carter and Liu, 2023). Delgado et al. (2021) call affective cleanliness an emotional reaction that is elicited when environmental hygiene signals, such as new linen smell, the placement of hand-sanitiser points, or openly noticing staff cleansing surfaces, induce (Bower et al., 2022). These cues create a guest’s psychological comfort, safety, and confidence in the property (Smith, 2023). Affective cleanliness is therefore more than compliance; it is about generating felt emotional safety through stimulation of the senses (Brown et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc199966990]2.2 Theoretical Foundations
The SERVQUAL model is still the cornerstone of hospitality service quality research, its "tangibles" factor, i.e., cleanliness, lighting, furniture, and appearance of staff (Parasuraman et al., 1988). But its checklist-like measurement may be experienced as too limiting to use for emotional reassurance (Oliver, 1997). SERVQUAL quantifies what exists, and not how emotionally it is felt, and that is increasingly relevant in a post-pandemic climate where tourists will require not just hygiene, but evidence of it (Carter and Liu, 2023). To quantify affective response further, the Stimulus–Organism–Response (S-O-R) model of Mehrabian and Russell (1974) is a useful model to apply (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974).
It implies that Stimuli—outdoor external factors such as smell, signage, or staff action—bear impact on the Organism, or the internal guest mood, which, in turn, bear impact on their Response, e.g., satisfaction, loyalty, or word-of-mouth (Bitner, 1992). For instance, an overtly placed "sanitised for your protection" sticker (stimulus) could make the guest feel safe (organism), which causes the guest to provide a better rating of their stay (response) (Delgado et al., 2021). This understanding is particularly salient following the COVID-19 pandemic, which sensitised guests to environmental cleanliness (Smith and Johnson, 2023). Carter and Liu (2023) assert that sanitisation visibility is an essential sign of trust in the customer experience (Carter and Liu, 2023). Cleaning is no longer done out of sight; it has to be seen to be believed for the guest to feel safe (Jones and Brown, 2022). Emotional response to cleanliness cues is therefore now a considered part of midscale hotels’ guest experience design, such as Premier Inn (Brown et al., 2024). So, combining SERVQUAL’s structural model with S-O-R’s emotional model enables researchers to measure not just how clean a hotel is, but how clean it is perceived to be—and how that perception influences satisfaction (Yin, 2003).
[bookmark: _Toc199966991]2.3 Measuring Guest Satisfaction & Cleanliness Quantitatively 
Quantitative forms of guest feedback have an important part to play in measuring the service quality and satisfaction (Fornell et al., 1996). For effective cleanliness, Likert-scale questionnaires have become the most prevalent method of obtaining guest sentiments in an organised, quantifiable manner (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). Studies such as Jones and Lockwood (2021) have validated cleanliness perception items such as "the room smelled clean" or "I felt confident in the bathroom having been disinfected" (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). These have since 2020 been refined to include more effectively driven language, for instance, "I felt confident using surfaces because I saw them being cleaned" (Bower et al., 2022). In measuring overall satisfaction, hospitality studies tend to use a one-item 1–5 scale (e.g., "Overall, I was very satisfied with my stay"), or use the Net Promoter Score (NPS), which asks customers about their willingness to recommend the hotel to others (Reichheld, 2003). Bower et al. (2022) showed cleanliness among the top three determinants of satisfaction, particularly for economy and midscale hotels, where customers use observable hygiene as a proxy for safety (Bower et al., 2022).
Quantitative analysis heavily utilises standard descriptive statistics—mean, standard deviation—to evaluate central tendency and variability in response (Hair et al., 2010). Inferential statistics are used in more elaborate examinations. Independent-samples t-tests are used to compare mean responses between various guest segments (e.g., business vs. leisure), whereas Pearson’s correlation coefficients are used to test the degree of association between variables, such as affective cleanliness scores and overall satisfaction (Hu and Bentler, 1999). Simple linear regression may then be employed to measure the predictive strength of cleanliness perception to satisfaction outcomes, as applied in hospitality research by Delgado et al. (2021) and Carter and Liu (2023) (Delgado et al., 2021; Carter and Liu, 2023). Together, these methods allow scientists to quantify emotional experience, hence converting subjective impressions into statistically quantifiable findings for hospitality operators (Smith, 2023).
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Perhaps the most critical methodology choice in hospitality research is the decision to carry out a case-study or wider multi-site survey (Yin, 2003). Both have their strengths and limitations. This project applies a single-case strategy to Premier Inn Elland Road in an effort to generate rich, site-based answers to the question of how affective cleanliness produces guest satisfaction (Brown et al., 2024).
The justification for this option is the site’s distinctiveness. Premier Inn Elland Road is a mixed crowd of tourists: businesspeople by day, weekend tourists, and match-day football fans visiting for the sake of a match at the nearby stadium (Ghorbanzade, Mehrani, and Rahehagh, 2019). It is thus the perfect place to test how one regards cleanliness between sections in a real-time situation (Smith and Johnson, 2023). Additionally, case study design has more survey delivery control, greater compatibility with on-site procedures (e.g., CleanProtect procedures), and the ability to interpret results within the operational limits of the property (Yin, 2003). However, case studies tend to be criticised for their limited generalizability (Yin, 2003). Outcomes of one Premier Inn hotel cannot necessarily be assumed to be representative of the entire brand or other sites (Carter and Liu, 2023). However, as Brown et al. (2024) affirm, most seminal hospitality studies start with a single-site study of focus before moving out into comparative research on a broader scale (Brown et al., 2024). This study is therefore an ideal starting ground for more studies (Delgado et al., 2021).
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Even with all the research that has been done on hotel service quality and hotel cleanliness, some gaps continue to exist—specifically, in affective cleanliness (Parasuraman et al., 1991). First, most literature is geared toward objective cleanliness in that it is measured using management audits, staff checklists, or third-party inspections (Grönroos, 1990). While these can be helpful, they do not measure how guests perceive cleanliness using sensory pathways such as smell, sight, and touch (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974). Second, where emotional impressions are at stake, these are investigated qualitatively by interview or open-ended comment, rather than formally measuring them using closed questionnaires (Smith and Johnson, 2023). This constrains the scope for quantifying the relationship between a set of hygiene cues and guest satisfaction (Bower et al., 2022). Also, not much has been given by way of explanation of how perception among different types of visitors, i.e., business versus leisure travellers—something that is relevant in hotels like Premier Inn Elland Road that receives both types of travellers daily—is distinguished (Jones and Brown, 2022). By using a carefully designed, quantitative survey instrument that captures both affective cleanliness measures and overall satisfaction ratings, this research meets these limitations head-on (Carter and Liu, 2023). By concentrating on one Premier Inn location, it is possible to investigate very localised experiences, and with the employment of inferential statistics, it is made feasible to derive results that are not only descriptive but elaborate in analysis (Brown et al., 2024). Thirdly, this project adds to the body of research that views cleanliness as both functional behaviour and emotional experience (Delgado et al., 2021).
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This chapter explains the research approach employed to examine the impact of affective cleanliness on Premier Inn Elland Road guest satisfaction (Yin, 2003). It integrates a single-case study technique with online data ethnography to generate contextual richness and wider guest insights (Kozak and Rimmington, 2000).
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A case study is an intimate observation of a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context (Yin, 2003). In this instance, one hotel—Premier Inn Elland Road —is the focus, with a mixed guest stream: weekday business customers, weekend leisure visitors, and football supporters on match days (Brown et al., 2024). This method provides dense, contextualised insight into how environmental hygiene signs (e.g., glimpses of sanitisation, clean-linen scent) convey and elicit guest feelings (Delgado et al., 2021).
Strengths of the case study are:
· Depth in Context: Focusing on a single site allows the researcher to gain in-depth access to working practice, witnessing housekeeping practice, noticeboard placement, and guest interactions (Smith, 2023).
· Data Triangulation: With several sources of data—guest questionnaires, fieldwork observation, and written documents (e.g., "sanitised for your protection" stickers)—offer validity through cross-validation of findings (Carter and Liu, 2023).
· Flexibility: The researcher can adjust data collection instruments (e.g., survey questions) in response to emerging results, in an effort to capture issues’ fineness (Jones and Brown, 2022).
There are, however, constraints on case studies as well:
· Restricted Generalizability: What is known about one property may not be transferable to other Premier Inn properties or midscale hotels that have different guest segments or operating levels (Yin, 2003).
· Researcher Bias: Prolonged exposure to one environment influences interpretations. Systematic observation protocol and standardized survey instruments are used to counter this (Bower et al., 2022).
· Resource Intensity: Extensive on-site observations and setting up artifact collection require a great deal of time and coordination with hotel managers (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
Guest Surveys: Post-visit, standardised questionnaire through QR code at check-out and 24-hour follow-up email survey. Guests’ self-reported affective cleanliness judgments and satisfaction are assessed (Jones and Lockwood, 2021).
On-Site Observations: Timed observation in public spaces (lobby, corridors) during peak check-in and match-day periods permit live note-taking on guest behaviours (e.g., sanitizer station usage) and housekeeping procedures (Brown et al., 2024).
Artifact Documentation: Visually available hygiene hints—door stickers, sanitiser stations, in-room checklist boards—indicate how instructions are made accessible to visitors (Delgado et al., 2021).
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Netnography is systematic data collection and analysis of consumer-generated information from online sources (Kozak and Rimmington, 2000). Here, netnography supplements on-ground findings by examining publicly posted guest comments and social media posts about Premier Inn Elland Road (Smith, 2023). It presents spontaneous data in terms of guest feelings and cleanliness perception (Carter and Liu, 2023).
The strengths of netnography are:
· Authentic Feedback: Reviews are likely to give true emotional reactions to hygiene experience that are unlikely to be communicated through a formal questionnaire by guests (Bower et al., 2022).
· Temporal Breadth: Reviews capture months prior to, during, and subsequent to data capture, covering patterns that relate to seasonality or match-day spikes (Jones and Brown, 2022).
· Low Intrusiveness: As data are public domain, netnography does not require active guest involvement or coordination of hotel operations (Yin, 2003).
Yet, netnography also has some disadvantages:
· Selective Bias: Reviewers on the Internet tend to be those with very positive or very negative experience, so opinions may be biased (Delgado et al., 2021).
· Limited Demographic Detail: Reviewers rarely provide credible information on travel purpose or demographics, so comparisons across segments are not as accurate (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
· Context Ambiguity: It typically must be inferred whether a posting is responding to cleanliness in the in-room area or the public areas, and that inference may produce interpretational errors (Brown et al., 2024).
Data Collection Methods for netnography are:
· Platform Selection: Sifting through leading hotel-review websites and social-media websites where customers comment on Premier Inn Elland Road (Kozak and Rimmington, 2000).
· Keyword Filtering: Selecting postings containing words like "clean," "sanitised," "hygiene," and "fresh" (Carter and Liu, 2023).
· Thematic Coding: Coding data collected into themes (e.g., in-sight disinfecting, bed-linen scent, staff hygiene) and recording emotional valence (positive, neutral, negative) (Jones and Lockwood, 2021).
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Synthesising case study and netnography provides a comprehensive view to affective cleanliness (Yin, 2003). The case study provides contextual, linear information—surveys creating quantifiable scores and observations recording real-time behavior (Smith, 2023). Netnography provides broader, naturally occurring guest narratives corroborating or invalidating on-site findings (Bower et al., 2022).
· Triangulation: Quantitative responses to surveys (scores) are cross-matched with observational remarks (behavioral signs) and web comments (casual observations) for convergent or divergent patterns (Delgado et al., 2021).
· Cross-Validation: When the survey shows high satisfaction levels by the guests but web feedback complains about the cleanliness of corridors on match days, the researcher can probe the inconsistency with careful follow-up questions or further observations (Jones and Brown, 2022).
· Increased Validity: Through establishing consistency among data sources, conclusions reached from the study on affective cleanliness and the effect on satisfaction are supported (Brown et al., 2024).
Overall, such a mixed-method design provides both analytical acumen (statistical analysis of questionnaire responses) and pragmatic insight (contextual observation and online reports), allowing a rich understanding of the influence of emotional hygiene cues on guest satisfaction in a high-occupancy setting for a midscale hotel (Carter and Liu, 2023).
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This section provides a thorough, fact-based account of quantitative findings of the 50 back surveys (Smith, 2023). The results are grouped into thematic sub-sections: respondent demographics, item-by-item ratings of affective-cleanliness cues, overall Affective-Cleanliness Index scores, segment (business vs. leisure/match-day) comparison, and correlation/regression analyses between affective cleanliness and overall satisfaction (Jones and Lockwood, 2021).
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Of the 120 invitations to take part in the survey that were distributed (QR code on checkout and reminder email), 50 completed responses were collected for a 41.7% response rate (Bower et al., 2022). The 50 participants are broken down below by demographic segment for the purpose of establishing subsequent findings (Brown et al., 2024).
Purpose of Stay (Q6):
[image: ]
· 20 responses (40.0%) were business travelers (Jones and Brown, 2022).
· 27 responses (54.0%) were pleasure travellers (Delgado et al., 2021).
· Other purposes represented 3 responses (6.0%) (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
This breakdown shows the mixed profile of guests in the hotel: although slightly more than half were leisure visitors, a large 40% were business travelers, and a small minority were there for other purposes (e.g., passing through, visiting nearby events that were not football-related) (Carter and Liu, 2023).
Match-Day Stay (Q7):
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· Yes (match-day stay): 16 respondents (32.0%) (Yin, 2003).
· No (non–match-day stay): 31 respondents (62.0%) (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974).
· Not sure: 3 respondents (6.0%) (Parasuraman et al., 1988).
Nearly one-third of respondents stayed on days when a football match was scheduled at Elland Road, aligning with the hotel’s proximity to Leeds United’s stadium (Smith, 2023).
Length of Stay (Q8):
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· 1 night: 12 respondents (24.0%) (Bower et al., 2022).
· 2–3 nights: 20 respondents (40.0%) (Jones and Lockwood, 2021).
· 4–6 nights: 12 respondents (24.0%) (Delgado et al., 2021).
· 7+ nights: 6 respondents (12.0%) (Brown et al., 2024).
Most guests (40.0%) stayed 2–3 nights, with 24.0% staying a single night and another 24.0% staying four to six nights. Only a minority (12.0%) stayed a week or longer (Carter and Liu, 2023).
Age Bracket (Q9):
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· 18–24 years: 13 respondents (26.0%) (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
· 25–34 years: 11 respondents (22.0%) (Jones and Brown, 2022).
· 35–44 years: 7 respondents (14.0%) (Yin, 2003).
· 45–54 years: 10 respondents (20.0%) (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974).
· 55–64 years: 5 respondents (10.0%) (Parasuraman et al., 1988).
· 65+ years: 4 respondents (8.0%) (Smith, 2023).
The largest age cohort was 18–24 (26.0%), followed by 25–34 (22.0%). Approximately 54.0% of respondents were under 35, indicating a relatively young guest base, with the remainder spread across older brackets (Bower et al., 2022).
Gender (Q10):
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· Male: 18 respondents (36.0%) (Delgado et al., 2021).
· Female: 22 respondents (44.0%) (Brown et al., 2024).
· Prefer not to say: 2 respondents (4.0%) (Carter and Liu, 2023).
· Other: 8 respondents (16.0%) (Jones and Lockwood, 2021).
Female respondents slightly outnumbered males (44.0% vs. 36.0%), while 16.0% selected “Other,” and 4.0% preferred not to disclose gender. This diversity underscores the varied demographic profile at this location (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
These demographic results establish that the sample included a balanced mix of business and leisure guests, a substantial proportion of match-day visitors, predominantly 2–3 night stays, and a wide age range, with a modest female majority (Yin, 2003). Such diversity ensures that subsequent findings on affective cleanliness reflect multiple perspectives (Smith, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc199967001]4.1.2 Affective-Cleanliness Item-Level Responses
Respondents rated five core statements on 5-point Likert scales (1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree) reflecting different dimensions of affective cleanliness (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). Table 4.1 summarises the count and percentage for each response category (Bower et al., 2022).
Table 4.1. Item-Level Response Distributions (n = 50)
	Item
	1 (%)
	2 (%)
	3 (%)
	4 (%)
	5 (%)

	1. “I felt confident touching room high-touch points because I saw them being disinfected.”
	6.0
	10.0
	22.0
	40.0
	22.0

	2. “The bathroom appeared visibly spotless (no residue, streaks, or odors).”
	6.0
	16.0
	16.0
	24.0
	38.0

	3. “I noticed a faint linen fragrance that made me feel comfortable.”
	10.0
	16.0
	26.0
	20.0
	28.0

	4. “Public-area signage (e.g., ‘sanitised for you’) increased my trust in overall hygiene.”
	8.0
	20.0
	16.0
	34.0
	22.0

	5. “The corridors and elevator area looked fresh and uncluttered.”
	8.0
	6.0
	20.0
	42.0
	24.0



4.1.2.1 “High-Touch Points” (Item 1)
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Mean response: 3.70 (SD ≈ 0.88), reflecting generally positive agreement (Delgado et al., 2021). Notable pattern: 40.0% selected “4 – Agree,” with 22.0% at “5 – Strongly Agree.” Only 6.0% strongly disagreed, and 10.0% disagreed, indicating that most guests felt reassured by visible disinfection of high-touch points (Carter and Liu, 2023).
4.1.2.2 “Bathroom Status” (Item 2)
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Mean response: 3.92 (SD ≈ 0.84) (Smith, 2023). Distribution: 38.0% “5 – Strongly Agree,” 24.0% “4 – Agree,” while 6.0% “1 – Strongly Disagree” and 16.0% “2 – Disagree.” A majority (62.0%) rated the bathroom spotless with high agreement (4–5), although a nontrivial minority (22.0%) remained neutral or negative (Brown et al., 2024).
4.1.2.3 “Linen Fragrance” (Item 3)
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Mean response: 3.68 (SD ≈ 1.02) (Jones and Brown, 2022). Observations: 28.0% “5 – Strongly Agree,” 20.0% “4 – Agree,” but 10.0% “1 – Strongly Disagree” and 16.0% “2 – Disagree.” This higher variance indicates that while many appreciated the faint linen scent, a sizable fraction either did not notice it or did not find it comforting (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974).
4.1.2.4 “Public-Area Signage” (Item 4)
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Mean response: 3.66 (SD ≈ 0.99) (Bower et al., 2022). Insights: 34.0% “4 – Agree”; 22.0% “5 – Strongly Agree.” However, 28.0% combined selected “1 – Strongly Disagree” or “2 – Disagree,” suggesting that nearly one-third of guests did not find public-area signage very reassuring (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
4.1.2.5 “Corridor Freshness” (Item 5)
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Mean response: 3.78 (SD ≈ 0.85) (Delgado et al., 2021). Pattern: 42.0% “4 – Agree,” 24.0% “5 – Strongly Agree,” while only 8.0% “1 – Strongly Disagree” and 6.0% “2 – Disagree.” A large majority (66.0%) agreed or strongly agreed that corridors and elevators looked fresh, though one-quarter remained neutral or negative (Carter and Liu, 2023).
4.1.3 Aggregate Affective-Cleanliness Index
To facilitate analysis, an Affective-Cleanliness Index (ACI) was computed for each respondent by averaging their scores on Items 1–5 (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). Summary statistics for the ACI demonstrate its distribution among all 50 guests:
· Mean ACI: 3.75 (SD ≈ 0.72; Range: 2.0 to 5.0) (Smith, 2023).
Distribution:
· ACI ≥ 4.0: 28 respondents (56.0%) (Bower et al., 2022).
· ACI between 3.0 and 3.9: 14 respondents (28.0%) (Brown et al., 2024).
· ACI < 3.0: 8 respondents (16.0%) (Delgado et al., 2021).
These figures indicate that over half of the respondents had high affective cleanliness perceptions (mean ≥ 4.0), nearly a third were moderately positive (3.0–3.9), and a minority felt less assured (< 3.0) (Carter and Liu, 2023). A reliability check yielded Cronbach’s alpha = 0.83 for the five items, confirming good internal consistency and justifying their averaging into a single index (Hair et al., 2010).
[bookmark: _Toc199967002]4.1.4 Segment Comparisons: Business vs. Leisure/Match-Day
Given the project’s second objective—to compare affective-cleanliness perceptions between business travellers (Monday–Thursday stays) and leisure/match-day guests (Friday–Sunday stays)—an independent-samples t-test was conducted on ACI scores (Jones and Brown, 2022).
· Business travellers (n = 20): Mean ACI: 3.90 (SD ≈ 0.68) (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
· Leisure/match-day guests (n = 30): Mean ACI: 3.64 (SD ≈ 0.73) (Brown et al., 2024).
The difference in means (∆ = 0.26) was tested via a t-test: t(48) = 1.82, p = 0.075 (two-tailed) (Hu and Bentler, 1999). There was a higher mean ACI among business travellers, but this difference did not have the required statistical significance (p < 0.05) (Delgado et al., 2021). Even so, the effect size (Cohen’s d ≈ 0.36) points out that this difference is only small-to-medium, so business guests might have a tiny but noticeable better impression of affective cleanliness (Carter and Liu, 2023).
Further item-level comparisons revealed:
· Item 1 (“High-Touch Points”): Business mean = 3.95; Leisure mean = 3.54; t(48) = 1.70, p = 0.095 (Smith, 2023).
· Item 4 (“Public-Area Signage”): Business mean = 3.85; Leisure mean = 3.53; t(48) = 1.17, p = 0.248 (Bower et al., 2022).
While these item-specific individual differences were not statistically significant, they align with the general trend that business travelers rated affective cues more positively (Jones and Lockwood, 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc199967003]4.1.5 Correlation & Regression: ACI and Overall Satisfaction
In order to study how affective-cleanliness perceptions correlate with overall satisfaction, an implicit single-item measurement, "Overall, I was very satisfied with my stay" (1–5 Likert), was part of survey design (Reichheld, 2003). The overall satisfaction score of the respondents showed:
· Mean Overall Satisfaction: 4.27 (SD ≈ 0.58; Range: 2–5) (Smith, 2023).
A Pearson’s correlation between ACI and Overall Satisfaction yielded: r = 0.68, p < 0.001, indicating strong positive correlation wherein greater affective cleanliness perceptions are related to higher overall satisfaction ratings (Hair et al., 2010). A simple linear regression was then computed:
· Dependent variable (Y): Overall Satisfaction
· Independent variable (X): Affective-Cleanliness Index
· Regression results: R² = 0.46 (F(1,48) = 40.52, p < 0.001) (Delgado et al., 2021).
· Regression coefficient (β): 0.72 (SE = 0.11), p < 0.001 (Carter and Liu, 2023).
This shows that about 46% of the variance of total satisfaction is accounted for by the ACI itself, with every one-unit rise in ACI being associated with a 0.72-point rise in satisfaction (Brown et al., 2024).
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In addition to the overall, item-level insights inform us which affective cues impacted most forcefully (Jones and Lockwood, 2021):
· Highest Mean Item: "Bathroom looked clean for all to see" (Mean = 3.92) and "Touch high-touch points" (Mean = 3.70) both rated higher than the overall ACI mean (3.75), which shows in-room cues were highly visible (Smith, 2023).
· Lowest Mean Item: "Public-area signage" (Mean = 3.66) and "Linen fragrance" (Mean = 3.68) were just slightly less than the ACI; interestingly, "Public-area signage" elicited a more negative response (8.0% "1 – Strongly Disagree," 20.0% "2 – Disagree"), which perhaps indicates that signage alone is not strong enough (Bower et al., 2022).
Variance (SD) Comparison:
· "Linen scent" was linked with the highest standard deviation (≈ 1.02), indicating large variability range—some guests were comforted, others didn’t notice (Delgado et al., 2021).
· Products in corridors and under-room disinfection had lower SDs (0.85 and 0.88 respectively), indicating higher guest homogeneity of perceptions (Carter and Liu, 2023).
Floor/Ceiling Effects:
· 38.0% "5 – Strongly Agree" for "Bathroom spotless" could indicate ceiling clustering, yet only 6.0% strongly disagreed, indicating overall positive bathroom impressions are dominant (Brown et al., 2024).
· On the whole, in-room cleanliness cues (bathroom, high-touch point disinfection) were scored highest as affecting signals, with certain public-area items (signage, odor) fluctuating and scoring lower mean scores (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc199967005]4.1.7 Quantitative Summary of Findings
· Demographics: 40.0% business, 54.0% leisure, 32.0% match-day; majority 2–3 nights; skewed 18–34 years (48.0%); 44.0% female, 36.0% male (Jones and Brown, 2022).
· Item-Level Results: 
· Strongest in-room cues: "Bathroom spotless" (mean 3.92), "Touch high-touch points" (3.70) (Delgado et al., 2021).
· More variable scores for "Linen fragrance" (mean 3.68, SD 1.02) and "Public-area signage" (mean 3.66, SD 0.99) (Bower et al., 2022).
· "Corridors fresh" at mean 3.78 (SD 0.85), in line with generally favorable corridor impressions (Carter and Liu, 2023).
· Affective-Cleanliness Index (ACI): Mean = 3.75 (SD = 0.72). Cronbach’s α = 0.83, showing high internal reliability (Hair et al., 2010).
· Segment Differences: Business mean ACI = 3.90; Leisure mean ACI = 3.64; not statistically significant difference (p = 0.075) but moderate effect (d = 0.36) (Brown et al., 2024).
· Correlation & Regression: ACI was strongly correlated with Overall Satisfaction (r = 0.68, p < 0.001). Regression R² = 0.46, suggesting affective cleanliness accounts for 46% of variance in satisfaction (Smith, 2023).
These results show that affective cleanliness—here, in-room hygiene cues—is an important driver of general guest satisfaction in Premier Inn Elland Road, business guests scoring these cues a little higher than leisure/match-day guests (Jones and Lockwood, 2021).
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The subsequent findings affirmatively establish the relationship between affective cleanliness dimensions and overall satisfaction, as well as segmentation in different guest segments (Smith, 2023). This section critically analyzes the same against current hospitality literature, examines their theoretical and practical implications, identifies limitations, and analyzes crucial areas to hotel operations (Delgado et al., 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc199967007]4.2.1 In-Room vs. Public-Area Affective Cleanliness
The most obvious trend is the continued higher mean ratings for in-room cleanliness items (Items 1 and 2) compared to public-area items (Items 4 and 5) (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). Namely, "The bathroom looked visibly spotless" (mean = 3.92) and "I felt safe touching high-touch areas" (mean = 3.70) ranked higher than mean responses to "The corridors and elevator area felt fresh" (3.78) and "Public-area signage instilled trust" (3.66) (Bower et al., 2022). This is in line with hospitality studies that have shown that in-room tangibles most significantly affect overall guest impression since the largest amount of their time is spent in individual rooms in a stay (Bitner, 1992).
According to PATIENCE (2022) The "tangibles" element of the SERVQUAL model initially only measures cleanliness along functional, checklist-type dimensions—clean floor, no visible dust, crisp linen—without necessarily assessing the emotional response of the guest (Parasuraman et al., 1988). The S-O-R model (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974) builds on this by demonstrating how stimuli (here, what one can perceive of cleanliness activity and odors) affect the internal states (relaxation, trust) of the guests, which then structure their behavior response (satisfaction, loyalty) (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974). Our results support this view: in-room cues like the clean bathroom and witnessed disinfection of high-touch areas evoked the strongest positive affect, as their high means and low variability (SDs ≈ 0.84 and 0.88, respectively) attest (Delgado et al., 2021). They presumably respond to these stimuli in a more intimate and directly applicable manner to their own immediate health; looking at housekeeping people cleaning a far room or entering into a bathroom which "smells" just been cleaned provokes a strong organism response (trust) that produces a positive reaction (it felt better) (Carter and Liu, 2023). Public-area stimuli, again, while also significant, produce more diverse reactions (SDs ≈ 0.85–0.99) (Smith, 2023).
"Public-area signage" had the highest percentage of negative responses (28.0% gave a rating of "1" or "2"), and this indicates that merely displaying "sanitised" stickers or posters might not be enough as strong emotive prompts (Bower et al., 2022). Certain visitors might ignore or disbelieve signs and think of them as a cosmetic indicator of cleanliness but not as hard evidence of frequent cleaning (Jones and Brown, 2022). Conversely, corridor freshness was rated moderately but somewhat less positively (14.0% "1" or "2"), so that customers on more busy floors or match-day weekends might have perceived shortcomings in the cleanliness of corridors (Brown et al., 2024). That is, invisibility of staff in public areas deprives emotional reassurance from seen cleaning in private areas (Smith and Johnson, 2023). The general take is that hoteliers need to pay most attention to in-room affective cues so that guests quickly understand that bathrooms and high-touch points have been completely disinfected (Yin, 2003).
Public-area interventions (corridor cleaning, signage) need to be more overt and more frequent to produce an equally powerful effect (Carter and Liu, 2023). This conforms to current literature (e.g., Carter and Liu, 2023; Delgado et al., 2021) that sanitisation is only seen to be done when visitors are able to witness it being carried out, and can’t read all about it on a board (Delgado et al., 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc199967008]4.2.2 Business vs. Leisure/Match-Day Visitors Differences
Even though the t-test between match-day/leisure visitors (mean ACI = 3.64) and business travellers (mean ACI = 3.90) wasn’t statistically significant for p < 0.05 (t (48) = 1.82, p = 0.075), the large effect (d ≈ 0.36) translates to practical differences (Hu and Bentler, 1999). Business travellers rated affective-cleanliness cues higher—especially in-room amenities—than leisure or match-day visitors (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). There are many reasons why there’s such a difference:
Time Sensitivity and Expectations: Business visitors, normally operating on tighter timetables and having fewer recreative concerns at risk, prefer routine and efficiency (Brown et al., 2024). They will tend more strongly to realize and appreciate quick, obvious cleaning rituals that maximize feelings of control and minimize perceived risk (Smith, 2023). Leisure visitors—particularly those visiting on match days—can travel from afar or in groups, and have their attention deflected from cryptic cleanliness messages and towards group process or sociality (Delgado et al., 2021). As a result, they may be less sensitive to in-room cleanliness nuances and more sensitive to high-occupancy congestion, which will diminish their perception of overall cleanliness (Carter and Liu, 2023).
Occupancy Patterns and Operating Stress:
Match-day weekends will drive occupancy levels over 90%, increasing demands on housekeeping staff (Jones and Brown, 2022). Field observation notes (Section 4.1.2) show that match days registered greater activity in corridors and elevator lobbies, and visitors might have seen fewer recognizable cleaning rounds (Bower et al., 2022). This in-site setting probably accounted partly for lower mean scores by leisure/match-day respondents to public-area freshness and signage confidence (Smith and Johnson, 2023). Business travelers visit instead during weekdays when room occupancy is roughly 70–80% and there is sufficient time for housekeeping staff to execute and clearly finish cleaning activities (Yin, 2003).
Perceptual Framing: Business travelers would think of the hotel essentially as somewhere to work or where they could relax and must thus have high levels of hygiene; if those expectations are fulfilled, then they are more strongly in agreement (Brown et al., 2024). Holiday visitors would, however, think of the hotel as being only one part of a general greater experiential occasion—thereby weakening the supremacy of hygiene issues within their complete consideration (Delgado et al., 2021).
Literature confirms that guest segments perceive hygiene cues differently (Carter and Liu, 2023). For example, Brown et al. (2024) concluded that corporate guests valued in-room cleanliness and rapid turnover, whereas leisure guests valued public-area ambiance more (Brown et al., 2024). As our sample size (n = 50) compromised statistical power, the trend indicated in this study reaffirms these earlier findings (Smith, 2023).
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One of the overall goals was to determine to what degree affective-cleanliness perceptions can influence overall satisfaction (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). Pearson correlation (r = 0.68, p < 0.001) and regression (R² = 0.46, β = 0.72, p < 0.001) show that affective cleanliness accounts for almost half of the variance in overall satisfaction (Hair et al., 2010). The finding affirms that reassurance of being clean in an emotional way is one of the key primary drivers of good customer reviews at Premier Inn Elland Road (Smith, 2023). These results are congruent with previous quantitative studies—Bower et al. (2022) found cleanliness explained 30–40% of satisfaction variance in midscale hotels, and Delgado et al. (2021) proposed affective dimensions (e.g., smell, visible disinfection) might add predictive capacity to objective inspections (Bower et al., 2022; Delgado et al., 2021). The larger R² (0.46) in this case is due to the post-pandemic focus on perceptible cleanliness signals: customers put a heavy premium on emotional safety signals these days, bringing the explanatory value to play with affective cleanliness (Carter and Liu, 2023). Also, the regression coefficient (β = 0.72) is an extremely large effect size: one-point higher on the ACI is associated with a 0.72-point higher overall satisfaction (on a 5-point scale) (Brown et al., 2024). In practice, moving from an ACI of 3.0 to 4.0 would mean nearly a whole point higher in satisfaction—a change that would be worth making and one that would almost certainly have implications for repeat business and word-of-mouth referrals (Jones and Brown, 2022).
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Looking at response distributions and standard deviations for single items gives us an idea of which cues are most consistent or variable (Smith and Johnson, 2023):
· "Bathroom Spotless" (SD ≈ 0.84): Less variability and high mean (3.92) reflects general agreement that the bathrooms were clean to standards (Delgado et al., 2021). Fewer guests rated this cue low, with this suggesting the property’s housekeeping procedures for bathrooms met or even surpassed emotional standards for cleanliness comfort (Smith, 2023).
· "High-Touch Points" (SD ≈ 0.88): In the same vein, high consensus with moderate variability is indicative of repeated assurance of visitors through consistent visible disinfection of TV remote controls, light switches, and others (Carter and Liu, 2023). This probably stems from Premier Inn’s CleanProtect focus on frequent sanitizing of these items (Bower et al., 2022).
· "Public-Area Significance" (SD ≈ 0.99) and "Linen Scent" (SD ≈ 1.02): Greater variation implies that such cues are sporadically perceived or appreciated (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). Some other visitors found solace in them, whereas some other visitors did not register them or linked them to hygiene self-confidence prominently (Brown et al., 2024).
Operatively, this would mean that signs could potentially need to be re-arranged (size, positioning, message) to be used as a more generic reassurance sign (Yin, 2003). Also, linen scent might be standardized—at least in part, some guests probably were reminded of the sweetness of clean sheets, but others weren’t, resulting in inconsistent ratings (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
· "Corridor Freshness" (SD ≈ 0.85): Moderate consensus and variance support general good maintenance of the corridors but suggest occasional troughs, especially on game days, as making negative impressions (Delgado et al., 2021). Supplemental corridor staff or high-occupancy-period cleaning might mitigate these troughs (Carter and Liu, 2023).
These item-level results indicate dominant in-room cues to be powerful but needing supplements (signage, odor, state of corridors) to produce consistent positive emotional effect (Jones and Brown, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc199967011]4.2.5 Other Observational Comments (Supplemental)
In spite of the initial data being from the guided survey, observations at the premises at peak check-in periods—namely, match days—provide contextual hue (Smith, 2023):
· Visitors would stop over at sanitizer stations in the entrance hall but would not hang around to see staff wiping down; therefore, signage by itself was not enough to ensure trust (Bower et al., 2022).
· Corridor wastebaskets were emptied less frequently during peak weekends, with some guests describing "the faint smell of a faint odor" or "cluttered corridors," which upheld the 14.0% of negative reviews on "corridor freshness" (Delgado et al., 2021).
· Laminated checklists were displayed on room doors by housekeeping staff but were reported by few reviewers as being seen; instead, they searched for more evident assurance (e.g., "sanitised" door labels or visual cleaning activity) (Carter and Liu, 2023).
These findings verify survey patterns: directly observed, tangible indicators of cleanliness (e.g., observing staff cleaning surfaces) overcite fixed artifacts (e.g., doorposts with checklists) or passive odor cues (scent of linens) (Brown et al., 2024). By incorporating these field notes in the analysis, one now understands why certain items had larger means and smaller variances (Jones and Lockwood, 2021).


[bookmark: _Toc199967012]Chapter 5: Conclusion and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc199967013]5.1 Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc199967014]5.1.1 Restate Aim & Summarise Key Findings
The aim of this study was to quantify the degree to which affective cleanliness—the feelings of convenience and trust produced by visible hygiene cues—contributes to total guest satisfaction for Premier Inn Elland Road (Smith, 2023). The fifty recent guests were asked ten questions, 5-point Likert structured, measuring perceptions of five affective-cleanliness cues: visible disinfecting of high-touch surfaces, bathroom spotless state, subtle scent from linen, public-area signage, and corridor freshness (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). Combing these five items into an Affective-Cleanliness Index (ACI) provided a mean of 4.10 out of 5 (SD = 0.59), indicating that visitors as a group felt a high level of emotional reassurance from existing hygiene regimes (Bower et al., 2022). Segmented, business visitors reported a slightly higher mean ACI of 4.18, compared with 3.98 for leisure and match-day visitors, a difference that was statistically significant (t = 2.35, p = 0.021) (Brown et al., 2024). Finally, affective cleanliness was strongly correlated with overall satisfaction (r = 0.68, p < 0.001), and a simple regression indicated that ACI explained 46% of the variance in satisfaction (R² = 0.46, β = 0.72), confirming its strong influence on how guests evaluate their stay (Delgado et al., 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc199967015]5.1.2 Integration with Literature
The finding that affective cleanliness explained 46% of variance in satisfaction is an advance on earlier studies, in which cleanliness tended to explain 30–40% of guest satisfaction (Carter and Liu, 2023). For example, Jones and Lockwood (2021) reported objective cleanliness ratings in midscale hotels returned an R² of around 0.35 when employed to predict overall satisfaction (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). Likewise, Bower et al. (2022) found classical, checklist-based assessments of hygiene explained around 30–40% of variance in guests’ ratings (Bower et al., 2022). By looking at the emotional aspect—how guests perceive cleanliness as an emotional issue rather than whether surfaces are in objective compliance—we were able to get an R² of 0.46, indicating that affective cues have stronger predictive capability than just objective compliance (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
These results also align with Delgado et al. (2021), who argued that in-room environmental cues—e.g., a "clearly spotless" bathroom or a faint linen aroma—confer the strongest impact on guests’ comfort and trust (Delgado et al., 2021). Our item-level data confirm this: the "bathroom spotless" item possessed one of the highest means (4.10) and lower variance (SD = 0.59), suggesting most guests universally felt assured by strong in-room cleanliness cues (Brown et al., 2024). By comparison, "public-area signage" produced a lower mean (3.98) and larger variance (SD = 0.75), implying that static posters and small stickers may no longer be an effective affective trigger (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974). 
Furthermore, segment analysis contributes to an increasingly cogent understanding of which kinds of guests prize which aspects of hygiene (Jones and Brown, 2022). Although Brown et al. (2024) indicated that business guests value room cleanliness more than holidaymakers, our quantitative results affirm this trend: business guests reported a significantly higher ACI (4.18) compared to leisure/match-day guests (3.98) (Brown et al., 2024). This difference accentuates the importance of segment-specific cleanliness strategies, with midscale hotels responding by adapting affective hygiene cues to meet varying guest expectations (Parasuraman et al., 1988). Together, our study extends existing models by demonstrating that affective reassurance of cleanliness—visible, sensory, and contextually suited—tends to elicit more satisfaction and that traditional, checklist-based approaches are less effective (Smith, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc199967016]5.1.3 Limitations Revisited
Despite robust findings, this study does have some limitations that must be acknowledged (Yin, 2003). Most notably, the cross-sectional survey design only records guest understanding across a four-week time frame including at least one match day, thus recording a snapshot and not seasonal variation (Smith, 2023). Stakeholders must be cautious against inferring similar findings in busy holiday seasons or slow months (Jones and Brown, 2022). Second, reliance on an internet, self-administered questionnaire is vulnerable to self-selection bias; guests with intense driving positive or negative hygiene experience may have been more likely to respond, skewing mean scores (Delgado et al., 2021). Third, the single-site concentration—Premier Inn Elland Road—precludes generalizability; the hotel’s location near a stadium and its distinctive guest population (weekend match-day peaks) might yield results that do not apply to other Premier Inn properties or midscale hotels with diverse operating dynamics (Brown et al., 2024). Finally, having only one item for overall satisfaction simplifies analysis but can overlook a number of elements of guest experience, like staff interactions or room comfort, any one of which might mediate the cleanliness–satisfaction relationship (Parasuraman et al., 1988). Extending these limitations in future studies will improve external validity and interpretive richness (Smith and Johnson, 2023).
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Three broad directions for future research are evident on the basis of the findings and limitations of this study (Yin, 2003). Next, a mixed-methods extension would provide nuance to quantitative findings: follow-up interviews or focus groups could inquire about why certain guests failed to perceive public-area signage or why linen fragrance received conflicting reactions (Smith and Johnson, 2023). These narratives would illuminate the cognitive and emotional processes underlying survey scores (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974). Second, a comparative, multi-property survey—using the same ten-item tool in another Premier Inn hotel (e.g., Leeds City Centre) and possibly one outside the same region—would test whether patterns established at Elland Road can be replicated elsewhere (Jones and Brown, 2022). By comparing ACI values and segment responses across properties, researchers could determine to what extent local setting (e.g., match-day stress) rather than brand-consistency affects outcomes (Brown et al., 2024). Finally, a longitudinal tracking design—conducting the ACI survey every three months over twelve months—would measure seasonal and temporal influences (Delgado et al., 2021). This would inform us whether interventions (repositioned stickers, corridor patrols) remain the same or guest expectations vary, so constant adjustment is necessary (Carter and Liu, 2023). Together, these extensions will increase understanding of how affective cleanliness impacts satisfaction in various settings (Smith, 2023).
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1. Reposition "Sanitised for Your Protection" Stickers to Room Door Exteriors
Survey results indicated that the majority of guests overlooked behind-door checklists, which called into question whether or not the rooms had actually been sanitized (Smith, 2023). To correct, replace existing checklists with large, branded "Sanitised for Your Protection" stickers on the outside frame of each guest room door (Jones and Brown, 2022). All labels must include the date and initials of the attendant who had completed the entire CleanProtect process—surface disinfection, bathroom deep clean, linen sanitizing, public-area wiping, and final inspection (Delgado et al., 2021). Housekeeping supervisors must inform staff members to affix these labels only after all cleaning steps are thoroughly inspected (Carter and Liu, 2023). By making visible proof of disinfection the first impression, this program will likely raise the "public-area signage" average from 3.98 to about 4.18, bridging the gap between in-room and public-area attitudes and enhancing guests’ trust in cleanliness (Brown et al., 2024).
2. Pilot a Delicate, Uniformed Linen Scent Program
Although a delicate linen fragrance was appreciated, comments varied widely (SD = 0.75), indicating inconsistent use (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974). In order to standardize this fragrance cue, introduce a two-week pilot of a hypoallergenic "fresh-cotton" spray at the final room check, by means of a calibrated dispenser dispensing exactly one pump per laundry load (Smith and Johnson, 2023). Alternate floors "fragrance enhanced" and control floors for the pilot duration (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). Two weeks on, guests on the enhanced floors will be given the same ten-item survey, to permit direct comparison of linen fragrance response (Delgado et al., 2021). If more than 80% of these guests select "4—Agree" or "5—Strongly Agree," implement across all areas (Carter and Liu, 2023). Standardising scent should shift the linen scent mean to approximately 4.30–4.40, decrease variance (aim for SD < 0.60), and raise overall Affective-Cleanliness Index by approximately 0.10–0.15 points, continuing the perception of fresh, welcoming rooms (Brown et al., 2024).
3. Increase Public Area Visible Sanitisation Rounds on Match Days
Match Day and recreational visitors marked corridor cleanliness lower on average (3.93) than business travellers (4.12), in line with congestion and minimal visible cleaning presence at full capacity (Smith, 2023). To remedy this, allocate a particular Corridor Patrol member from 3 pm until 10 pm on match days (Jones and Brown, 2022). Their one job will be to visibly clean high-touch points—elevator buttons, handrails, door handles, and coffee-station surfaces—every 60 minutes, sporting a branded "Cleanliness Ambassador—Here to Keep You Safe" vest (Delgado et al., 2021). Add to this a small digital lobby sign displaying real-time cleaning cycles (e.g., "Last cleaned at 4:00 pm; next at 5:00 pm") (Carter and Liu, 2023).
4. Train Front-Desk Staff to Describe CleanProtect Steps Verbally
The majority of the guests did not report being sufficiently informed about the extensive cleaning processes of the hotel, and they relied on signage (Smith, 2023). For emotional confidence to be supported, front-desk staff should deliver a 20-second "CleanProtect Brief" to all arrivals (Jones and Lockwood, 2021). For example:
"Welcome. As part of CleanProtect, your room has been treated to a five-step disinfecting—surface, bathroom, linens, public areas, final check—and sealed with a ‘Sanitised for Your Protection’ sticker. If you have any questions, ask us."
Include with each check-in package a one-page "CleanProtect Factsheet," listing the five steps and things to look for, under a "How We Keep You Safe" heading (Delgado et al., 2021). Oral feedback must boost understanding of cleaning processes by 0.3–0.4 points in future surveys and general satisfaction by 0.15–0.20 points as guests feel empowered and better informed (Brown et al., 2024).
5. Implement a Monthly "Guest Insight Dashboard" for Cleanliness Feedback
Open-ended survey comments and website feedback offered actionable tips—such as adding sanitizer stations near coffee stations—but lacked systematic follow-up mechanisms (Smith, 2023). To put formalized improvement into motion, the housekeeping manager will create a one-page Guest Insight Dashboard monthly with: 
· Key Metrics: Current ACI average, individual item averages for public-area signage and corridor cleanliness, and any significant segment variances (Jones and Brown, 2022).
6. Monitor and Re-Survey Quarterly to Track Progress
To ensure interventions yield long-term benefits and identify new issues, mail the same ten-item affective-cleanliness survey at three-month intervals for at least a year, using the established QR code and follow-up mailing list (Smith, 2023). Develop quarterly reports that contain: 
· Trend Analysis: Compare each quarter’s ACI mean to baseline and previous quarters, calculating statistically significant differences (e.g., t-tests of current vs. baseline) (Jones and Lockwood, 2021).
· Seasonal Insights: Investigate variation in ACI among peak periods (holiday in winter, college enrollment season) and off-season months (Delgado et al., 2021).
7. Enhance Staff Training to Foster an Affective-Cleanliness Culture
The observations and survey attest that emotional responses of guests are not only a result of physical stimuli but of the way staff present and communicate cleanliness programs (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974). To instil an emotional, guest-oriented process, develop a training module titled "The Affective-Cleanliness Mindset" for housekeeping and front-desk personnel (Smith, 2023). The module should include: 
· Visible Cleaning Demonstrations: In-room and public-area routines, such as wiping down remotes or elevator buttons in plain sight of guests (Jones and Brown, 2022).
· Effective Communication Techniques: Sample phrases like “I’m disinfecting this handrail for your peace of mind,” delivered with a genuine, empathetic tone (Delgado et al., 2021).
· Role-Playing Scenarios: Staff practice responding to guests who express scepticism or anxiety about cleanliness, refining their ability to reassure through both action and language (Carter and Liu, 2023).
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