N
N

N

HAL

open science

Age-related analysis of service loyalty: An example from
recreational riders in equestrian centres

Camille Eslan, Celine Vial, Sandrine Costa, Pascaline Rollet

» To cite this version:

Camille Eslan, Celine Vial, Sandrine Costa, Pascaline Rollet.
alty: An example from recreational riders in equestrian centres. 27. European Association for Sport

Management conference (EASM), Sep 2019, Séville, Spain. 785 p. hal-02738248

HAL Id: hal-02738248
https://hal.inrae.fr /hal-02738248

Submitted on 2 Jun 2020

HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access
archive for the deposit and dissemination of sci-
entific research documents, whether they are pub-
lished or not. The documents may come from
teaching and research institutions in France or
abroad, or from public or private research centers.

L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaire HAL, est
destinée au dépot et a la diffusion de documents
scientifiques de niveau recherche, publiés ou non,
émanant des établissements d’enseignement et de
recherche francais ou étrangers, des laboratoires
publics ou privés.

Age-related analysis of service loy-


https://hal.inrae.fr/hal-02738248
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr

Age-Related analysis
of service loyalty: An
example from
recreational riders in
equestrian centres

Copyright: Ifce

Camille ESLAN, Céline VIAL, Sandrine COSTA, Pascaline ROLLET

. ' th
lflce | (H) * :;é_i_ Unité Mixte de Redherche ,‘" 'R Montpellier a..“ P SO 7 Eu ro p ean
St ==—— |N?A MOIES A TN Su ® /ﬂ\g ro &A% Sport Management
et de |'équitation ‘:;; Marchég Organisations I" k h & 5 \\.\
SCIENCE & IMPACT Institutions Stratégies d'Acteurs

EASM Conference



'R‘f Equestrian context in France

A MASSIVE DEVELOPMENT of horse riding in France:
3'd federal sport (628 262 members*) - 15t nature federal sport - 15t female sport

BUT:
e Since 2012: ¥ FFE memberships (-13 %*) after 70 years of continuous progression

e Customer turn-over: every year 30% of first-time members and 10% of practitioners
switch riding schools

WHILE:
e Offer mainly focuses on competition in riding schools**

* Transformation and diversification of rider’s demand

< Lack of knowledge/studies concerning this market

* Source : FFE 2018 **Source : REFErences — IFCE 2017



Research question and theoretical background

How to improve customer loyalty in riding schools?

®
< Which factors influence customer loyalty to riding %
schools? i

%g Consumer behavior theory
N Service loyalty approach

2 dimensions:
- Attitudinal (attitude, intentions)
- Behavioral (observed behavior)



Methodology

Target: non-owner riders using riding schools

Exploratory
qualitative
survey:

- Semi-directive
interviews

- 30 respondents I»

- 10 various
structures

- Hérault : urban,
suburban and rural

\ areas /

/~  Quantitative survey:
- Whole of France

- Online

concepts

and over

- 630 actual riders
\- Riders with other conditions/

~

- Focus: paths, practices, wishes
- Specific questions for model’s

- Respondents aged 15 years old
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Data processing:
Use of R software

- Descriptive
statistics and

-. cross tables with

significance tests

- Lavaan package
for Structural
Equation Model
(SEM)
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E Number of riding schools frequented: from 1 to 20 (average number: 2.7)

Who are the French riders in RS?

* 92% ’n‘ 8%  (88% and 12% FFE national stat)

Age: 15 to 77 (average: 28 y.0.) —> 42% students

Horse riding experience from 0 to 56 years (average: 13 years)

!Various horse riding levels: from beginners to Galop 7® (experienced)

ﬁ Various practice frequencies: 27% < 1/week * 59% practice another
27% = 1/week sport X
46% > 1/week

B Average stay from O to 47 years (average: 4.1 years)
B |ncurrent RS from O to 47 years (average: 5.6 years)

Copyright: FFE



How loyalty to RS is built?

Cochrane and Dashper, 2015,
Grefe and Pickel-Chevalier, 2015 Riding school

Community
commitment

“nf

Friend Group

commitment

Keavaney, 2008

Algesheimer Klisch, 2009

et al., 2005 Coté, 2002

Satisfaction Wu,2013

Instructor’s
linkage

Lichtlé et .
Plichon, 2008 [ Affective

Bodet, 2012 commitment
Switching barriers ’ costs )
g with RS horse

Jones et al., 2005 Alternative offer Dabholkar and

Lichtlé et Plichon, 2008 attractiveness Thorpe,1994 Casper and
Stellino,2008

TT0Z ‘plenes 13 siey

Keavaney, 2008
Gustafsson et al. 2005

Attitudinal loyalty to Y

riding school



Difficulty to evaluate the influence of the relationship
with the horse

Affective commitment with the favorite horse was tested in our model BUT all
variables were high (marked as 4 and 5 for most people) and no significant
effect was found

HOWEVER

Key role of the relationship with the horse
- 15t reason for riding
- Almost all riders have a favorite horse in the RS
=> can be a barrier to riding school switch (result from another survey)

< Problem in the evaluation of the influence of the relationship with the
horse ??? ;



Multigroup analysis on loyalty model

Riding school
Community
commitment

Friend Group

commitment Instructor’s

linkage

Group [:15-18 y.o.

Group 2: 19-25vy.o.

Group 3: 26-36 y.0.
Group 4: 37 y.0.and +

Alternative offer

: Perceived
Switching Barriers attractiveness

costs

---+ significance < 8% S
__, significance < 5% Attitudinal loyalty to

=P significance < |% riding school
neg: negative influence

Lavaan package with R-CRAN for SEM Attitude, intentions towards the RS 8



Multigroup analysis on loyalty model

Riding school
Community

. commitment
Friend Group

commitment

Instructor’s
linkage

Group I:15-18y0. L Satisfaction

neg

AIternat.lve offer Perceived
Switching Barriers attractiveness costs

neg

s Signif;cance < 85‘7; Attitudinal loyalty to
— significance < 5% idi
=P significance < [% (s

neg: negative influence

*=46%



Multigroup analysis on loyalty model

Riding school
Community
commitment

Friend Group

commitment ' Instructor’s
linkage

— : :
L Group 2: 19-25 y.o. I Satisfaction

Alternative offer ]
ctracti , Perceived
itchi - attractiveness J
Switching Barriers . COStS

neg

---» significance < 8% Attitudinal loyalty to
— significance < 5% ridine school
=P significance < 1% &

neg: negative influence

R2=74%
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Multigroup analysis on loyalty model

Riding school
Community
commitment

Friend Group

Instructor’s
linkage

commitment

Satisfaction

<

.1

Group 3: 26-36 y.o0. b

v

Alternative offer
Switching Barriers attractiveness

Perceived
costs

---» significance < 8% Attitudinal loyalty to
— significance < 5% riding school
=P significance < 1%

R*=96%

neg: negative influence
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Multigroup analysis on loyalty model

Riding school
Community
commitment

Friend Group

Instructor’s
linkage

commitment

Satisfaction

L Group 4: 37 y.0.and + D ]
Alternative offer Perceived

Switching Barriers attractiveness costs

---» significance < 8% Attitudinal loyalty to
— significance < 5%
=P significance < |%

neg: negative influence

riding school
R?=66%
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Complementary results explaining loyalty to the riding school

What is the main reason for leaving your last RS?

Moving house, structure closure @
| wasn’t making enough progress 8,
Instructor lack of skills or pedagogy 339 6,0
Traumatic experience, fall, fear Instructor’srole § 4,2 }
Non-adaptation to my needs k 7,7 J
Staff lack of friendliness 6,7

My group of friends left

| wasn’t enjoying RS’s club life
Horse’s lack of well-being 5,

Horse’s lack of training 15 %: Inadaptation f 1,0 \

Horse’s lack of diversity of the offer?? { 2,0 )

Offered activities didn’t match anymore with my needs K 4,5 )
7

| wasn’t enjoying the setting and the environment of the structure 2,
Rates were too high 6,0 >




Limits %

» With the sample composition:
 Few boys / men (8%)
 Few beginners (in their first riding year) (5%)
 Few over 60 years old (2%)
* Almost every area of France

» With the analysis:
e Survey questions to study the relationship with RS
horses
 Multigroup SEM with social profile y



Conclusion 7

Factors influencing the loyalty to riding schools:
Key role of the riding school’s instructor
Loyalty to the riding school is linked to satisfaction
Community commitment: loyalty factor for senior riders
Practitionner’s lack of knowledge about alternative offers

=» Riding schools need to promote their activities better

15
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Perspectives

» Extend the study to other audiences: horse
owners, children...

» New investigation of the role of the relationship
with the horse

» Thesis that begins on the behavior of self-
organized practitioners
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Model general indices: N° free parameters: 308 — Nb obs used G1: 133/144; G2: 190/203; G3:116/121; G4: 141/147-P
value:0.000 — Robust CFl: 0.880 — Robust TLI 0.864 — RMSEA: 0.080 (P value: 0.000) confidence interval [0.076 0.089] —
SRMR: 0.077- GFI=0.985

Table 1: Multigroup properties of the model (standardized coefficients)

RZ

16%

6%

5%

. leropr |Growp2 | Growpd | Groupd |

Sample number 144 203 121 147

Loyalty <-

Satisfaction 0.338 (0.000) 0.348(0.000) 0.478(0.000) 0.106(0.149)

Teachers’ linkage 0.145 (0.34) 0.250(0.072) 0.123(0.255) 0.538(0.000)

Attractiveness offer -0.042 (0.697) -0.239(0.003) -0.019(0.864) -0.212(0.015)

Perceived cost -0.119(0.057) -0.069(0.062) -0.007(0.856) -0.108(0.173)

R? 46% 74% 96% 66%

Satisfaction <-

Ziar:*:l::i::‘:rg:mitmem 1,071(0.007) 0.963(0.001) 0,724(0.085) 1.198(0.000)

e T 0.133(0.513) 0.463(0.058) 0.388(0.012) 0.414(0.017)

Perceived cost -0.522(0.013) -0.601(0.002) -0.680(0.041) -0.537(0.001)

R -0.027(0.851) -0.112(0.212) -0.027(0.778) -0.269(0.014)
47% 53% 59% 62%

Community commitment<-

Friend group commitment 0.333(0.055) 0.415(0.000) 0.216(0.172) 0.721(0.000)

;‘iac"er s linkage 0.525(0.027) 0.310(0.020) 0.682(0.000) 0.032(0.838)
34% 36% 33% 66%

Perceived cost <-

Teacher’s linkage 0.738(0.001) 0.542(0.007) 0.359(0.014) 0.402(0.034)

8%
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RESULTATS: MODELE

La probabilité que je revienne a ce centre équestre est...

Fidélité

1 La probabilité que je recommande ce centre éguestre a mes amis est... 4,4 5
attitudinale P quel G

La probabilité que je reprenne une adhésion est... 4,5 5

Je suis motivé pour participer aux activités de mon centre équestre parce

T Arde i - 4,0 4
gu’apres je me sens mieux
Engagement Je suis motivé pour participer aux activités de mon centre équestre parce 41 4
communautaire  que cela me permet d’aider les autres membres du centre équestre ’
Je suis motivé pour participer aux activités de mon centre équestre parce 40 4
7

gue cela me permet d’atteindre des objectifs personnels



RESULTATS: MODELE

T EE—— L

Je suis trés heureux de monter mon cheval/poney préféré

Engagement Ily a une forme de réciprocité dans ma relation avec mon cheval/poney 40 5
affectif cheval préféré ’

Mon cheval ou poney préféré est tres attentif a moi 3,7

Je suis tres heureux(se) d’étre avec mon groupe d’amis du centre équestre 4,3 4

Engagement  Mon groupe d’amis du centre équestre prend vraiment soin de moi 3,7

affectif groupe y a une forme de réciprocité dans ma relation avec mon groupe d’amis du

. 4,0 4
centre equestre



RESULTATS : MODELE

S S [P

Changer de centre équestre demande beaucoup de temps et d’efforts

Codts au Généralement, il est compliqué de changer de centre équestre 3,5 4

changement oo\ moi, les colts en temps, en argent et en effort pour changer de 3,3 3

centre équestre sont élevés
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