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3.2.1 Private Traveler (PT) 
To the group of Private Travelers belong for 
example students, singles or young families. 
These travelers mainly travel in the Economy 
Class, because ticket price is one of the most 
important booking decision factors. Nearly 56% 
of all travelers belong to this group (Ploetner, 
2007). Private Travelers travel mainly due to 
leisure purposes. The average of flights in 2005 
is for Private Travelers 6.3. A flight is defined 
as one segment between take-off and landing. 
Hence a return flight will be counted as two 
flights. This number of flights is the lowest one, 
compare to the other three traveler groups. 
Furthermore, average long-haul flights per year 
are for Private Traveler 1.1 times. The definition 
of long-range flights is a flight of more than six 
hours. A Private Traveler travels mainly alone; 
54% percent of all Private Travelers travel 
alone. 31% of all Private Travelers travel with 
somebody else, 10% with two other people. 
Only 3% of all interviewed Private Travelers 
travelled with three other people. Travelling 
with more than three can be summarized into 
one group with less than 2%. 

3.2.2 Premium Private Traveler (PPT) 

With the analysis and investigations of the 
participants, a small percentage of participants 
indicated travelling mainly in higher classes 
than Economy Class or Premium Economy 
Class, whereas the purpose of travel is more 
leisure than business. This behavior leads to the 
assumption that people, who travel for leisure 
purposes and in higher classes, can be 
summarized to another group, further called 
Premium Private Traveler. These travelers, as 
mentioned above, are less price-sensitive and 
more comfort-orientated which will be shown in 
chapter 4. The percentage of this group 
according to all passengers is 4%. Comparing to 
the Private Traveller, Premium Private Traveller 
undertake more flights per year (6.3 for PT and 
14.4 for PPT). The same refers to the 
undertaken long-haul flights. Premium Private 
Travelers undertake in average a long-haul trip 
nearly once per year (two flights). Comparing 
the travel group size of Premium Private 

Traveler, 49% of all passengers travelled with 
somebody else, 20% marked that they travelled 
alone and 17% travelled with two other people. 
12 % indicated that they travelled with three 
other people and only 2% of all passengers 
travelled with more than three other people. 

3.2.3 Price-sensitive Business Traveler (PSBT) 
The third different passenger group is further 
called Price-Sensitive Business Traveler 
(PSBT). As indicated in that name, this travel 
group uses the aircraft more because of business 
than leisure purposes. The second attribute of 
this group is the price sensitivity. This price-
sensitivity was also shown by Mason (1995). As 
mentioned in the previous chapter, the Price-
Sensitive Business Traveler is the Hard Money 
Traveler according to the IATA report. 
Therefore, this group prefers mainly the 
Economy Class for travelling. 24% of all 
passengers can be counted to that group. 
Price-Sensitive Business Travelers travel 
slightly more per year than Premium Private 
Travelers (compare 14.4 to 16.2 trips). 
According to long-haul flights, the Price-
Sensitive Business Traveler is more focused on 
short to medium haul flights less than 6h. 
Therefore, the average number of long-haul 
flights per year was stated with 1.3 trips, which 
is less compare to the Premium Private Traveler 
but more than for the Private Traveler. 
Comparing to the other leisure-orientated 
passenger groups, a Price-Sensitive Business 
Traveler travels mainly alone. 65% of all 
interviewed passengers in this group marked, 
that they travelled alone, whereas 27% travelled 
with somebody else. Only 1% of all Price-
Sensitive Business Traveler marked in the 
survey that they travelled with more than three 
people. Therefore, one main difference between 
Private and Business travelers is the average 
travel group size. 

3.2.4 Business Traveler (BT) 

The fourth and last group is further called 
classic Business Traveler. 16% of all passengers 
can be summarized to group. According to the 
IATA definition, this group can be counted to 
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“Soft Money Traveler“ group. This group 
travels more because of business than private 
purposes and is booked mainly in Business or 
First Class. A Business Traveler undertakes in 
average 46 flights per year (compare to 
Proussaloglou et al (1994) with more than 20 
trips per year) , whereas 5.7 flights per year are 
long-haul flights with more than 6h flight 
duration. Similar to the Price-Sensitive Business 
Traveler, Business Traveler mainly travels alone 
(63%). Only 26% percent of all business 
traveler travel with somebody else, whereas 5% 
of the participants travelled with two other 
people. Only 6% of all business travelers 
travelled in this survey with more than two 
other people. 

4 SURVEY RESULTS-PASSENGER 
PREFERENCE 

4.1 First level comparison 

For the design of future passenger driven 
aircraft concepts, it is vital to understand drivers 
during booking decision for different passenger 
groups. It is clear that an economical feasible 
aircraft concept cannot be designed individually 
for each passenger. As a first step, differences 
between these four passenger groups will be 
investigated here in detail. Taking only into 
account the first level of attributes influencing 
passenger´s individual booking decision, ticket 
condition, schedule, reputation and comfort, 
Table 1 shows the ratio of all possible 
combination. 
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PT 1.51 2.30 3.41 1.81 2.53 
PPT 1.25 1.00 1.80 0.52 1.00 
PSBT 1.00 2.04 3.07 1.98 2.97 
BT 0.59 0.48 1.17 1.00 1.81 

Table 1: Mean values of ratios between ticket, comfort, 
schedule and reputation attributes for traveler groups 

 
As found in common literature, ticket condition, 
precisely air fare, is the most important factor 
for Private Traveler. This can also be obtained 
out of Table 1 where ticket conditions influence 

PT´s booking decision 1.51 times more than 
schedule properties, 2.30 times more comfort 
attributes and 3.41 times more than reputation 
of an airline. On the other side, Business 
travelers are on the one side less price-sensitive 
but schedule- and comfort-sensitive. These 
sensitivities can also be obtained out of Table 1. 
For Business travelers, schedule attributes are 
influencing this group 1.7 times more than 
ticket conditions, taking into account that FFP 
and ticket flexibility is included in this attribute. 
Regarding comfort, Business travelers are more 
2 times influenced by comfort attributes.The 
same behavior of preferring other flight 
attributes than ticket price was also observed for 
Premium Private Traveler regarding comfort. 
 

4.2 Schedule related preferences 

4.2.1 Preference on flight duration 

Premium Private Travelers are higher sensitive 
regarding flight duration and aircraft than Price-
sensitive Business Traveler. The ratio between 
flight duration and aircraft type is 1.42 and 
nearly 2 times lower than for Private Traveler 
and 2.5 times lower than for Price-sensitive 
Business Traveler. 
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PT 1.59 2.08 2.50 1.49 
PPT 1.36 1.23 1.42 0.92 
PSBT 2.05 2.30 3.44 1.62 
BT 1.72 2.24 2.31 1.29 

Table 2: Ratio of flight duration and other flight attribute 
for traveler groups 

 

This leads to the conclusion that Premium 
Private Travelers are highly comfort-sensitive 
which can also be shown in Table 1. 
Furthermore, the ratio of 0.92 for flight duration 
and properties of stops leads to the assumption 
that this passenger group rated inconvenience of 
stops including changing aircraft higher than 
additional flight time. For the Price-sensitive 
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Business travelers time is the most import 
choice factor. This can be found in the ratio of 
3.44 for flight duration and aircraft type as well 
as in Table 1, where Price-sensitive Business 
Travelers have a four times higher preference to 
schedule than to comfort. 

4.2.2 Preference on departure time 
The utility coming from departure time is not 
constant during day. It varies with day time and 
passenger group (Parker, 2005). In this study 
only the main influence onto passenger´s should 
be investigated. In Table 3, it can again be 
shown high sensitivity of Premium Private 
Travelers regarding aircraft type and stops. This 
leads also to the result that Premium Private 
Traveler rated stops more than two times higher 
than departure time. Comparing the ratios of 
departure time and frequency, Price-sensitive 
and Business Travelers rated frequency higher 
than Private Travelers. 
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PT 1.28 1.52 1.00 
PPT 0.92 0.66 0.47 
PSBT 1.16 1.55 0.81 
BT 1.12 1.12 0.81 

Table 3: Ratio of departure time and other schedule 
attributes for traveler groups 

4.2.3 Comparison of ticket price versus flight 
duration 
As described in chapter 3.2, the price-sensitivity 
of PT and PSBT regarding ticket´s flexibility 
can also be shown in Table 4 below. For PT and 
PSBT, ticket price is 4 times more important 
than ticket flexibility, whereas for PPT and BT 
this values decreases to 2.5 and 1.0 respectively.  
 

Passenger type Ticket price vs. flight duration 
PT 4.00 
PPT 2.50 
PSBT 4.00 
BT 1.00 

Table 4: Mean values of ticket price and ticket´s flexibility 
for traveler groups 

The models developed by Hess et. al (2005 and 
2007) and Rose at el. indicate an importance 
between fare [$] and flight time [min] of 1.68 
for Business travelers and 3.5 for private 
traveler with an maximum of 78.7 for highly 
price-sensitive passengers. 

4.2.3 Comparison of ticket price versus stops 
The high sensitivity of Premium Private 
Traveler regarding stops can also be shown in 
Table 5. For this group, stops are rated more 
than 2 times higher than ticket price. The same 
behavior can be seen for Business Travelers. A 
complete other behavior can be observed for 
Private Traveler where ticket price was rated 
2.33 higher than stop properties. 

Passenger type Ticket price vs. stops 
PT 2.33 
PPT 0.49 
PSBT 1.67 
BT 0.54 

Table 5: Mean values of ticket price and properties of 
stops for traveler groups 

4.1 Airline reputation related preference 

The main attributes influencing airline 
reputation of all passenger groups are those 
which the passenger directly affected. The 
preferences of these attributes are crew 
appearance and fleet properties followed by 
airline recognition. Airline size and the airline´s 
origin were ranked less important. Regarding 
fleet properties-especially high ranked by 
Business Travelers-, main driver are fleet age, 
followed by manufacturer and size of the entire 
fleet.  
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PT 0.10 0.11 0.25 0.13 0.35 
PPT 0.10 0.10 0.24 0.10 0.37 
PSBT 0.09 0.10 0.25 0.11 0.36 
BT 0.07 0.09 0.29 0.09 0.44 

Table 6: Mean values of airline reputation related 
preferences 
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4.1 Comfort related preference 

The group of comfort-related flight attributes 
mainly cabin properties have been investigated. 
Cabin properties can be divided in overall cabin, 
single seat properties (including among other 
things seat pitch and seat width) and seat-cabin 
interaction properties like distances to service 
facilities. 

4.2.1 Preferences regarding seat properties 
Seat properties are one of the most important 
factors influencing passenger´s onboard 
situation especially on long-haul flights. Inside 
this class, seat properties are subdivided into 
seats geometry (including seat pitch and seat 
width), adjustability, suitability for working, 
eating and sleeping, location inside the cabin 
and design. Table 7 shows the ratio of seat pitch 
versus seat width and arm rest width. Out of that 
figure, it can be seen that all passenger groups 
rated seat properties against each other nearly 
equal. Only slight differences can be obtained 
regarding arm rest width which was rated higher 
by Premium and Business Traveler indicating 
their focus on comfort especially on privacy. 
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PT 1.72 3.20 
PPT 1.71 2.17 
PSBT 1.61 3.19 
BT 1.57 2.62 

Table 7: Ratios of preference for seat´s adjustability 

Even if all passenger groups have rated inside 
that group seat properties fairly equal, price has 
to be taken into account again for booking 
decision. According to the results from Table 1, 
Business traveler rated comfort (including seat 
comfort) more than two times higher than price 
whereas Private traveler rated price/fare 2.3 
times higher than comfort. Therefore, it can be 
seen that even with an improvement of seat 
pitch or seat width, price-sensitive passenger´s 
tend to book their flights mainly due to fare 
conditions. Beside geometrical seat properties 
like seat pitch, also participants rated the 
importance of additional seat properties like 
adjustability of seat back, foot rest, foldaway 

tray and head rest. A summary is given in Table 
8 below. Out of that table, it can be obtained 
that seat back and head rest adjustability is rated 
as the most important feature at a seat by all 
passenger types. Especially Business Travelers 
rated seat back adjustability higher than all other 
groups. 

Passenger type H
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PT 0.25 0.18 0.18 0.39 
PPT 0.24 0.15 0.18 0.43 
PSBT 0.23 0.17 0.16 0.43 
BT 0.19 0.13 0.22 0.47 

Table 8: Rating of preferences for seat´s adjustability 
properties  

5 CONCLUSIONS 

Air traffic has been growing enormously during 
the last decades and forecasts predict still 
further increase for the future. Simultaneously, 
though, the competition among airlines is 
getting fiercer. For future planning of aircraft 
operators and manufactures, it is essential to 
gain a better knowledge about demand, 
precisely about the factors determining 
passenger choice of flight. It could be shown 
that based on common literature, passenger can 
be at least segmented into four different 
passenger groups depending on trip purpose and 
price-sensitivity. More than a half of all 
passengers could be segmented into the biggest 
group of Private Traveler with high price-
sensitivity. The most demanding groups in 
terms of comfort and schedule attributes are 
Premium Private and Business Traveler. 
Furthermore, booking decision of a certain 
flight depends on various attributes. 
Summarizing in today´s aircraft cabin totally 
different demanding passenger groups have to 
be served in one aircraft or flight. Flight 
attributes which were investigated for these four 
different passenger groups are summarized in 
the table on the next page. In line with common 
literature, Private Travelers are mainly price-
sensitive whereas Business Travelers are highly 
time- or schedule sensitive. This study also 
shows that for the defined passenger group of 



 

9  

PAPER TITLE

Private Travelers, ticket price is the most 
important factor influencing their booking 
behavior. 
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Fare Frequency 
Flight duration 
Departure properties 
Departure time 
Aircraft type 
Properties of stops 

Airlines origin 
Airline size 
Crew appearance 
Ariline 
recognition 
Airline fleet 

Seat pitch 
Seat width 
Arm rest width 
Adjustability 

Table 9: Summary of investigated flight attributes 

It could be shown that ticket price is four times 
more important for Private traveler than flight 
duration or 2.33 times more than stops. On the 
other side Premium Private and Business 
Traveler show less price-sensitivity but higher 
sensitivity for schedule and comfort issues. 
Business travelers rated stops or flight duration 
2 times and equal respectively higher compare 
to ticket price. Giving here only a few examples 
of flight attributes influencing passenger´s 
booking decision in different ways, for the 
development of future transport concepts all 
four main attributes have to be taken into 
account. Only concepts with an increased 
overall utility for all or main target groups will 
ensure future demand as well as possible 
economical success. 
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