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ABSTRACT

This study extracts user-generated content from Tripadvisor to understand the relation
between national culture with tourists’ preferences and evaluations of activities at
destinations. Travel reviews were analyzed to measure the tourists’ preferences for
three types of tourism activities using machine learning methods. Multiple
regression analysis was used to investigate the relations between Hofstede’s
cultural dimensions, tourists’ preference and evaluation of tourism activities.
Findings show that national culture significantly relates to tourists’ preferences for
only one type of activity (i.e. participatory), while it does significantly relate to
tourists’ evaluations of all three types of tourism activity (sightseeing, participatory,
and ancillary activity). Tourists’ cultural dimensions are found to have differential
relations with tourists’ evaluations of tourism activities. Power distance,
individualism, and masculinity have positive relationships with tourist evaluation.
Conversely, uncertainty avoidance, long-term orientation, and indulgence are
negatively related to tourist evaluation. The study concludes by discussing the
theoretical and practical implications.

ARTICLE HISTORY
Received 4 April 2023
Accepted 8 November 2023

KEYWORDS
User-generated content;
tourist preference; tourist
evaluation; tourism activities;
online reviews; Hofstede’s
cultural dimensions

Introduction . . .
avoidance cultures prefer to collect information

Culture is regarded as the “collective programming of
the mind which distinguishes the members of one
group or category of people from another” (Hofstede,
1997, p. 5). Individuals from different cultures have
different cognitive styles, behavioral rules, and
values. These unique differences may influence indi-
viduals’ lifestyles, work patterns, and their consump-
tion behavioral patterns (Rinuastuti et al., 2014).
Travelling to a new place often comes with experien-
cing a cross-cultural encounter (Manrai & Manrai,
2011). Tourists from different cultural backgrounds
may exhibit different preferences and consumer
behaviors in planning a trip and experiencing a desti-
nation. For example, tourists from high uncertainty

more widely (Filimonau & Perez, 2019) and tend to
obtain information from marketing channels (such
as travel agencies) rather than personal sources or
mass media (Money & Crotts, 2003).

However, existing research investigating the role
of culture on tourists’ travel behavior is generally
based on evidence from surveys or interviews (Chat-
terjee & Mandal, 2020; Jia, 2020; Ruan et al., 2023).
Although these studies produce thought-provoking
results, their findings are less generalizable due to
small sample sizes (Jia, 2020; Tang, 2017) and the
limited cross-country comparisons (Chatterjee &
Mandal, 2020; Pan & Shang, 2023). In principle, the
more data available (i.e. big data), the more accurate
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the generalization can be (Guo et al.,, 2017). Thus, this
study aims to investigate the relation between the
tourists’ cultural background and their preferences
and evaluations of destination activities by analysing
user-generated content (UGC) (known as big data)
extracted from Tripadvisor. UGC is characterized by
two major features that justify their usefulness in
this research inquiry: UGC is characterized by large-
scale, which can ensure sufficient research samples
(Guo et al,, 2017); and UGC provides access to a
global research sample (Jia, 2020), which allows far
more cross-country comparisons. Thus, it is proposed
that UGC represent a much wider and diversified
international sample of tourists, hence utilizing UGC
can elicit a deeper understanding of tourists’ behav-
ioral differences that are related to culture.

Additionally, tourists from the same socio-cultural
backgrounds may behave differently in online and
offline environments. UGC is generated by tourists
in an anonymous and user-induced way; this
makes writing reviews a relatively private behavior
(Krumm et al.,, 2007). However, survey and interview
data are frequently collected manually and are inevi-
tably affected by the investigator or enumerators.
Therefore, answering questionnaires or interviews is
relatively a public behavior. People’s cultural orien-
tation (individualistic vs collectivistic, see Hofstede,
2011) can affect their behavior towards public-and-
private-oriented data collection methods (Johnson
et al., 2005). For example, people from collectivist
cultures stress belonging and pay more attention
to social performance and harmony, which are
group behaviors (Hofstede, 2011). It indicates that
they will try to match their survey answers to pub-
licly accepted and expected responses (Johnson
et al.,, 2005). Thus, it is evident that the use of UGC
for investigating consumer/tourist behavior may
produce different results from studies employing
surveys and interviews.

The study uses Langkawi Island in Malaysia as its
research context. Due to its international appeal,
Langkawi receives rich multi-cultural UGC, which is
required for exploring any relations between tourists’
culture and their activity preferences and evaluations.
Overall, the study aims to answer the following two
main research questions:

i. Are there any relations between the cultural dimen-
sions of international tourists visiting Langkawi
Island and their preferences of tourism activities
preferences?
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ii. Are there any relations between the cultural dimen-
sions of international tourists visiting Langkawi
Island and their evaluations of tourism activities?

Using UGC, this study has examined the relations
between the cultural dimensions of tourists with
their preferences and evaluations in an online
environment and found that cultural dimensions
(such as individualistic vs. collectivistic) can
influence the tourists’ behavior differently online
and offline. This finding can provide inspiration for
subsequent offline and online comparative analyses
of cultural role - relation on tourist behavior in
other tourism contexts. With regard to methodology,
this study is one of the first studies to adopt review
texts to assess tourist preference at the level of
tourism activity using the LDA topic model. Hence,
the findings of this study provide useful guidelines
and benchmarks for future studies on the topic. The
findings also provide useful on how managers can
design and promote various types of tourism activities
for appealing and attracting tourists from different
cultural backgrounds. The findings also offer a basis
for monitoring and managing satisfaction with
tourism activities across tourists from various cultural
backgrounds.

Literature review
Cross-cultural analysis of tourists’ behavior

National culture is an important concept that cannot
be ignored in explaining tourists’ consumption
behavior, as culture is found to approximately
explain 8-10% of the total variance of the tourists’ sat-
isfaction (Huang & Crotts, 2019). As a result, cross-cul-
tural research has always been a hot topic in the
hospitality and tourism context. Evidently, a plethora
of frameworks have been developed aiming to
measure the national cultural dimensions, such as:
Hofstede (1980), Schwartz (1994) and Steenkamp
(2001). Among these cultural dimension theories,
the most frequently cited and used is Hofstede's cul-
tural framework (Hsu et al., 2013; Litvin, 2019).
Despite its internal appeal and use, Hofstede's frame-
work has also been criticized, specifically because of
the following issues (Filimonau & Perez, 2019; Ng &
Lim, 2019): the country is not the best unit to study
culture; the data is outdated; and several dimensions
are insufficient to measure culture. However, Hofstede
(2011) argued that his theory would be valid until
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2100 or later because culture changes very slowly.
Nevertheless, this framework is the most influential
conceptual model in cross-cultural studies and holds
the highest validity (Filimonau & Perez, 2019; Hsu
et al, 2013). Initially, Hofstede (1980) constructed
the cultural framework by investigating IBM employ-
ees from 40 countries. Recently, the dimensions of
Hofstede's framework have been expanded to six
(Hofstede, 2011):

i. Power Distance: the degree to which people accept

power inequality.

ii. Uncertainty Avoidance: people’s tolerance for
uncertainty and ambiguous situations.

iii. Individualism versus Collectivism: the degree to
which people integrate into groups.

iv. Masculinity versus Femininity: people’s preference
for achievement, ambition, and material rewards.

v. Long-Term versus Short-Term Orientation: the
degree of people’s attitudes towards the time
delay in meeting their material, emotional and
social needs.

vi. Indulgence versus Restraint: the degree of accep-
tance of society’s basic needs and desire to enjoy
life.

Inspired by Hofstede (2011), existing research pro-
vides evidence so far of the influence of culture on
two dimensions of tourists’ behavior, namely tourist
satisfaction (e.g. Chatterjee & Mandal, 2020; Jia,
2020; Ladhari et al., 2011) and tourist evaluation
behavior (e.g. Jia, 2020; Kim & Aggarwal, 2016;
Mattila, 1999). Since customer satisfaction is regarded
as the result of comparisons between customers’ pre-
purchase expectations and post-purchase evaluations
(Gronroos, 1988), some researchers (e.g. Chatterjee &
Mandal, 2020; Jia, 2020; Ladhari et al., 2011) argued
that culture can affect tourists’ satisfaction by influen-
cing their product or service expectations. According
to Chatterjee and Mandal (2020), differences in tour-
ists’ preferences and satisfaction with various service
attributes from different cultures depend on the
degree to which tourists match their expectations
with price and quality assurance of the attributes. In
particular, Jia (2020) and Ladhari et al. (2011) found
that consumers from countries with a low power dis-
tance have higher expectations for service quality
because they are less tolerant of power inequality.

In terms of tourists’ evaluation of destinations,
Mattila (1999) found that the evaluation behaviors
of Asian and Western tourists were significantly

different. Western tourists tend to pay more attention
to efficiency while Asian tourists prioritize interperso-
nal relationships more. Jia (2020) compared the differ-
ences between Chinese and American tourists’
restaurant services. Since Chinese tourists place
greater emphasis on harmony and praise more and
criticize less, their ratings are higher than those of
American tourists. Kim and Aggarwal (2016) believed
that compared with Western tourists, tourists from the
East have stricter evaluation standards for services,
which leads them to give lower ratings.

As concern research investigating the influence of
culture on tourists’ preferences, most of the studies
are mainly conducted at an overall destination level,
such as tourists’ choice of destination (e.g. Filimonau
& Perez, 2019; Hsu & Kang, 2003; Money & Crotts,
2003). Kim and Lee (2000) argued that tourists from
individualistic cultures tend to choose novel desti-
nations, while tourists from collectivist cultures tend
to follow the destination choices of their families. In
addition, tourists coming from cultures with high
uncertainty avoidance prefer packaged tours and
visit fewer destinations (Money & Crotts, 2003) as
well as they are more inclined to choose well-known
destinations (Filimonau & Perez, 2019). Conversely,
tourists with low uncertainty avoidance tend to
avoid well-known destinations (Filimonau & Perez,
2019).

In addition, there is some research discussing the
impact of culture on the tourists’ travel duration, con-
sumption preference, and revisit behavior. Woodside
etal. (2011) argued that compared with campgrounds
and motels, tourists from high-uncertainty avoidance
cultures prefer hotel accommodations because pro-
fessional services can increase safety and reduce
uncertainty. In collectivist cultures, tourists are more
inclined to choose public transportation (Dingil
et al.,, 2019) and are more willing to buy gifts for rela-
tives or friends (Hsu et al., 2013). As concerns revisita-
tion, research provides more controversial
conclusions. Hsu and Kang (2003) believed that in
relation to Asian tourists, Western tourists are less
willing to revisit destinations. On the other hand, Fili-
monau and Perez (2019) argued that tourists from
different cultures have no discernible differences in
their willingness to revisit and they are more likely
to choose new tourist destinations.

Overall, although there is a plethora of studies
investigating the tourists’ experience preferences
and evaluations from a cross-cultural perspective,
they are constrained by the limitations of research



methodology (surveys and interviews) (e.g. Filimonau
& Perez, 2019; Woodside et al.,, 2011), selection of
countries (mainly Western and Eastern) (e.g. Kim &
Aggarwal, 2016; Mattila, 1999), and the number of
different cultures included (e.g. Buafai & Khunon,
2016; Jia, 2020). On the other hand, most of the exist-
ing studies on the influence of culture on tourists’ pre-
ferences and behaviors were analyzed by using
destination as the cross-comparison tool (i.e. compar-
ing tourists’ preferences of activities across desti-
nations) (e.g. Filimonau & Perez, 2019; Hsu & Kang,
2003; Money & Crotts, 2003), but there are limited
studies using tourism activity as the level of analysis
to investigate whether tourists’ preferences and
evaluations differ or not across various types of
tourism activities. Research investigating the inter-
relations of culture with the tourists’ preferences
and evaluation of specific tourism activities can
provide a deeper understanding of the “subjective”
and culturally constructed way in which tourists con-
ceptualize, select, and evaluate destinations. In
addition, it can provide more practical and specific
guidelines to destination managers on how to strate-
gize the design and development of their tourism
activities, so that they can differentiate and customize
their destination experiences to satisfy and appeal to
the multi-cultural tourism audience.

Methods for analyzing UGC

Ratings and reviews are the two most common forms of
data analyzed by studies using UGC (Jia, 2020). Ratings
represent a quantitative measurement of consumers’
satisfaction with products or services by using scales
of different levels (e.g. five of seven scale) (Anderson
& Magruder, 2012). In tourism research, ratings are con-
sidered good indicators of tourist satisfaction (Bi et al.,
2019), and so, they are incorporated into studies as a
good proxy of the later construct. For example,
various studies have used ratings to investigate their
impact (i.e. the impact of tourist satisfaction) on the
hotel room sales (Ye et al., 2009) and hotel performance
(Xie et al., 2014). There are also studies using ratings in
order to identify the factors determining hotel guest
satisfaction (Bi et al., 2019; Wong et al., 2020).

Reviews are mainly textual, and so, they represent
qualitative data. Nowadays, the main quantitative
analysis methods of text data are topic models.
Topic models are based on the co-occurrence of
words to extract the topic in the text and calculate
its corresponding weight (Blei et al, 2003). In
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particular, the Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA)
model is the most widely used model that can
extract potential topics in the text (e.g. Guo et al,
2017; Taecharungroj, 2022; Xiang et al., 2017). Simul-
taneously, the topic model can also be used to ident-
ify the texts with the highest contribution to each
topic, and the contribution rate of these texts to the
topic (Xiang et al.,, 2017). Several studies have used
the weight of topic terms and the frequency of texts
belonging to the topic as good proxies for measuring
the consumers’ perceived importance of products or
services (Luo et al.,, 2021; Wu et al., 2018).

Theoretical underpinnings and hypothesis
development

To answer the proposed research questions, this section
develops the following hypotheses regarding how cul-
tural dimensions predict tourists’ activity preferences
and evaluations. Evaluation in this study refers to
tourist satisfaction as well as habits and willingness to
express satisfaction. Following previous research (e.g.
Gronroos, 1988), satisfaction is regarded as the differ-
ence between expectations and post-purchase experi-
ence. Although there are a plethora of frameworks for
measuring cultural dimensions, Hofstede’s framework
is the most comprehensive and frequently used in
cross-cultural research (Filimonau & Perez, 2019; Hsu
et al,, 2013). In addition, Hofstede’s framework shows
the highest validity in many cultural studies (Magnusson
et al.,, 2008), such as hospitality (Kim, 2019), restaurant
(Jia, 2020), and airline service (Chatterjee & Mandal,
2020). Hence, this study also adopts Hofstede's cultural
framework.

The influence of cultural dimensions on
tourists’ preference for tourism activities

In societies with high power distance, individuals have
a higher acceptance of uneven power distribution
(Hofstede, 2011), and strive to obtain a status rank
in a hierarchical power structure (Woodside et al.,
2011). Attaining and maintaining a position within a
hierarchical power structure necessitates consistent
physical presence to reinforce the established social
distance (Woodside et al., 2011). To achieve this and
enhance their social status, they prefer to participate
in well-known, unique, high-end, and luxurious
tourism activities that people in their hometowns
have fewer opportunities to engage in (Woodside
et al,, 2011; Filimonau & Perez, 2019). The reason is
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that sharing such experiences with others serves to
strengthen high-status rankings, which is particularly
valued in countries with high power distance cultures.
Therefore, the following hypothesis was proposed:

H1: Tourists from high power distance cultures prefer
luxurious tourism activities.

According to Hofstede (2011), in collectivist cultures,
societies pay more attention to group goals and share
closer family relations. Traveling with family and
friends can help tourists gain social recognition,
which is more valued in this society (Woodside et al.,
2011). Therefore, tourists from collectivist cultures
prefer group travel (Filimonau & Perez, 2019). Addition-
ally, individualists tend to make decisions and act inde-
pendently, while collectivists are more inclined to seek
approval from others when making decisions (Hof-
stede, 2011). Therefore, the choice of destination and
tourism activities can also be affected by the dimension
of individualism versus collectivism (Filimonau & Perez,
2019; Jackson, 2001). In collectivist societies, decision-
making is jointly decided by the collective to maintain
group harmony and satisfaction (Reisinger & Crotts,
2010), which may lead tourists from collectivist cultures
to be more inclined to choose tourism activities that are
suitable for most of their members. Accordingly, the fol-
lowing hypothesis was proposed:

H2: Tourists from high collectivism cultures prefer group
tourism activities.

In high uncertainty avoidance societies, uncertainty is
regarded as a threat (Hofstede, 2011). Tourists from
such cultures are likely to have a low threshold for
uncertainty (Manrai & Manrai, 2011) and to prefer
standards and norms that allow them to anticipate
reactions and control their surroundings (Ng & Lim,
2019). To avoid risky and ambiguous situations,
these tourists make thorough travel plans, choose
group travel, take short trips, and visit a few desti-
nations (Money & Crotts, 2003; Woodside et al.,
2011). In terms of tourism activities, Pizam et al.
(2005) have proven that tourists from low uncertainty
cultures prefer dynamic and active tourist activities
more than those from high uncertainty cultures.
Therefore, it was hypothesized that:

H3: Tourists from high uncertainty avoidance cultures are
reluctant to experience unknown or risky tourism
activities.

Individuals in cultures with a long-term orientation
believe that both the past and the future are

important, and do not attach great value to short-
term effects that occur in the present (Hofstede,
2011). Therefore, they are willing to put more effort
to achieve expected goals (Hofstede & Minkov,
2010). In terms of consumer behavior, a long-term
orientation may lead to frugal consumption, but if
consumers have a strong interest in future results,
their consumption will increase instead (Park et al.,
2013). As a result, tourists with a long-term orientation
may pay more attention to their travel experience and
may not be price sensitive. Existing research shows
that experiencing something new, unique, or
different can lead to strong and long-lasting mem-
ories of travel (Toral et al., 2018). Therefore, tourists
from long-term orientation cultures may tend to
pursue unique experiences without much concern
about the costs. It was thereby posited that:

H4: Tourists from long-term orientation cultures prefer
unique tourism activities in a destination.

Indulgence represents a society that is relatively free
to enjoy life and leisure (Hofstede, 2011). For tourists
from high indulgence cultures, pleasure, satisfaction,
and hedonic benefits are the main purposes of a
holiday (Filimonau & Perez, 2019). Therefore, when
these tourists select their preferred destinations, the
ability to enjoy and/or relax plays a major aspect in
motivating their travel choices (Filimonau & Perez,
2019). Conversely, individuals from high restraint cul-
tures are more moderate in their decision-making and
have limited desires (Hofstede, 2011; Koc et al., 2017).
As a result, these tourists are less engaged and
involved in activities related to leisure, fun, and plea-
sure (Koc et al, 2017). Additionally, these tourists
spend less while traveling because they tend to
restrain their wants and desires (Gholipour & Tajad-
dini, 2014). Accordingly, the following hypothesis
was postulated:

H5: Tourists from indulgence cultures prefer tourism
activities with high hedonic benefits.

In masculine cultures, societies emphasize achieve-
ment and promote competition (Hofstede, 2011).
Tourists from high masculinity cultures tend to
prefer outdoor and sports activities, because partici-
pating in such activities awards them a greater
sense of personal achievement (Woodside et al,
2011). However, escaping one’s routine environment
is also a generally important tourist motivation
(Robinson et al.,, 2011). Therefore, tourists from high
masculinity cultures may wish to pursue leisure and



entertainment to escape the pressure of competition
and achievement. Accordingly, the following hypoth-
esis was proposed:

H6: Tourists from high masculinity cultures prefer lei-
surely tourism activities.

The influence of cultural dimensions on
tourists’ evaluation of tourism activities

According to Hofstede (2011), power distance reflects
the tolerance of the unequal distribution of power. In
the service industry, the impact of power distance on
customer evaluation depends on the relative power
between the service provider and the customer
(Mariani et al., 2019). In banking and consulting,
service providers are more powerful based on asymme-
tries because of their expertise, whereas in industries
like hospitality, the providers have low status and
power (Mariani et al., 2019; Mattila, 1999). As a result,
customers from low power distance cultures have
high expectations of service quality and expect respon-
sive and reliable service (Donthu & Yoo, 1998). In
tourism activities at destinations, some service provi-
ders possess professional knowledge (e.g. tour guides
and water sports coaches) and/or important positions
(e.g. security guards and immigration officers), which
may lead to tourists from high power distance cultures
being more tolerant of poor service. Therefore, the fol-
lowing hypothesis was proposed:

H7: Power distance affects tourists’ evaluations positively.

In high individualism societies, individuals view them-
selves as an essential unit and accord priority to their
own interests (Hofstede, 2011). Individualistic consu-
mers prioritize their personal interests over the inter-
ests of service providers (Donthu & Yoo, 1998).
Therefore, compared to collectivists, individualists are
less tolerant of poor service (Furrer et al., 2000) and
have higher expectations of service quality (Stamolam-
pros et al., 2019). Collectivists, meanwhile, are more
concerned about their social performance (Hofstede,
2011) and try to avoid conflict or public complaints
(Patterson et al., 2006). Therefore, collectivists tend
to write fewer negative reviews (Koh et al, 2010);
instead, they give more positive ratings (Jia, 2020).
Accordingly, the following hypothesis was put forth:

H8: Individualism affects tourists’ evaluations negatively.

In high uncertainty avoidance cultures, consumers tend
to search for more information and make more plans to
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reduce ambiguity and risk (Kim, 2019). Since these tour-
ists have made sufficient preparations before traveling,
they have higher expectations of products or services,
which leads to lower satisfaction (Chatterjee &
Mandal, 2020). In addition, individuals from high uncer-
tainty avoidance cultures are often risk averse; as such,
when a product or service fails to meet expectations,
they are likely to provide a lower rating (Litvin, 2019).
Therefore, it was hypothesized that:

H9: Uncertainty avoidance affects tourists’ evaluations
negatively.

In long-term orientation societies, individuals tend to
work towards long-term goals (Hofstede, 2011). Indi-
viduals with long-term orientation cultures are less
likely to provide negative feedback about service
experiences because they are unwilling to risk dama-
ging long-term relationships with service providers
(Mazaheri et al,, 2011; Stamolampros et al., 2019).
Additionally, by carefully making purchase plans,
they are less likely to spend impulsively (Park et al.,
2013) and are more frugal in consumption (Hofstede,
2011). As a result, for the same amount spent, these
tourists may have higher expectations of products or
services and consequently, make stricter evaluations.
Therefore, the following hypothesis was developed:

H10: Long-term orientation affects tourists’ evaluations
negatively.

High indulgence cultures encourage the expression of
opinions and participation in leisure activities to feel
happier (Woodside et al., 2011). The pre-determination
to feel happier when traveling may lead tourists from
high indulgence cultures to hold higher expectations
of their travel experiences; subsequently, they are
more likely to have lower evaluations. Research also
shows that individuals from high indulgence cultures
are more inclined to use and communicate through
online social networks (Stump & Gong, 2017). Hence,
it is expected that individuals from these cultures
would tend to express their dissatisfaction online
when their expectations are not met. Accordingly,
the hypothesis was postulated as follows:

H11: Indulgence affects tourists’ evaluations negatively.

In feminine societies, individuals pay more attention to
harmony and inclusiveness; as a result, they tend
to show more positive emotion in their reviews
(Fang et al., 2013). In contrast, individuals from highly
masculine cultures have a lower tolerance for service
failures because they are more concerned with



1058 (&) G.M.JIETAL.

responsiveness and reliability (Mariani et al., 2019). Fur-
thermore, individuals that are in highly masculine
societies, are more willing to express dissatisfaction,
meaning they are also more willing to give lower evalu-
ations (Yuksel et al., 2006). Therefore, it was hypoth-
esized that:

H12: Masculinity affects tourists’ evaluations negatively.

Methodology

This study aimed to explore the relations between
national culture, tourist preferences and evaluations
of tourism activities about their tourism experiences.
Hofstede’s framework was used to measure tourists’
cultural dimensions in the current study. In many past
studies (e.g. Chatterjee & Mandal, 2020; Huang &
Crotts, 2019; Kim, 2019), tourists’ nationality was used
to represent their culture. However, Crotts and Litvin
(2003) argued that the country of residence of tourists
can better explain traveler attitudes and behaviors.
Thus, the current study used the country of residence
of tourists as the proxy of their culture which was pro-
vided by TripAdvisor. The LDA model was employed
to extract the tourism activities mentioned in online
reviews, and subsequently, to measure tourists’ prefer-
ence towards each tourism activity. Rating scores were
regarded as tourist evaluations, which were directly
extracted from TripAdvisor. Finally, multiple regression
analysis was used to detect any effect of Hofstede’s cul-
tural dimensions on tourists’ preferences and evalu-
ations towards tourism activities. The framework and
process of the research are shown in Figure 1.

Data collection

Tripadvisor is the largest travel virtual community (Liu
et al., 2020) containing tourist reviews for attractions,

hotels, and restaurants (Guo et al.,, 2017). It has been
extensively used in previous hospitality (Bi et al., 2019;
D’Acunto et al., 2023) and tourism (e.g. Liu et al., 2022;
Luo etal.,, 2021) studies. Tripadvisor was selected for col-
lecting the UGC for several reasons. First, although there
are many review platforms, most of them rarely include
reviews about attractions. For example, Expedia and
Booking are specialized in flight and hotel bookings,
and data about attractions is very limited. Instead, Tri-
padvisor is known to be rich in UGC about tourist attrac-
tions. Second, Tripadvisor has strict UGC publishing
guidelines, which ensure the quality of data. Hence, it
is not surprising that many studies have used Tripadvi-
sor data to assure their research reliability (see Guo et al.,
2017; Luo et al,, 2021).

The study uses Langkawi Island in Malaysia as its
research context. Langkawi is an archipelago of 99
islands located on Malaysia’s west coast, with an area
of approximately 526 squares kilometre. The island is
endowed with spectacular features befitting an attrac-
tive tourism destination, such as beautiful beaches,
natural flora and fauna, and a tropical climate (Omar
etal, 2014). Langkawi is a world-class and popular des-
tination attracting an increasing number of inter-
national tourists from 2015 to 2018 (LADA, 2019).
Due to its international tourism appeal, Langkawi
receives rich multi-cultural UGC. Because of these,
Langkawi Island is an appropriate context to use UGC
to study any relations between the tourists’ culture
and their activity preferences and evaluations.

Data collection was conducted in October 2022. The
Octoparse software (a web crawler software) was used
to extract text reviews and ratings about attractions in
Langkawi. Unlike international tourists, native tourists
live in the culture and environment, meaning that
their preferences and evaluations of tourism activities
may be influenced by factors (e.g. psychological
factors, socioeconomic factors, etc.) other than the

Overall evaluation

‘ TripAdvisor }—b{ Online Ratings }—L
A 4 P .
—
Online reviews

4»{ Cultural influences on |
tourists’ activity evaluations | |

Data pre-processing

v
Multiple regression

C LDA }—»{ Tourism activities }—% Tourist preferences

Cultural influences on ‘
tourists’ activity preference | |

Figure 1. Research framework and process.
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Table 1. Number of reviews on TripAdvisor across attractions in Langkawi.

Attraction
Sights and Landmarks Nature Parks Zoos and Aquariums
1 Sky Cab 5568 1 Kilim Karst Geoforest Park 925 1 Underwater World 985
2 Sky Bridge 1939 2 TelagaTujuh Waterfalls 621 2 Langkawi Wildlife Park 472
3 Eagle Square 633 3 PulauPayar Marine Park 368 3  Crocodile Adventureland 449
4 Langkawi Ferry 232 4 Temurun Waterfall 258 Total Reviews 1906
Total Reviews 8372 5  Gunung Raya 209 Business District
Islands and Beaches 6  MARDI Langkawi Agro Technology Park 176 1 Art In Paradise 358
1 Cenang Beach 2094 7 Durian Perangin Waterfall 108 2 Oriental Village 324
2 TanjungRhu Beach 485 8  Langkawi Coral 68 3  Cenang Mall 234
3 BerasBasah Island 186 9  Langkawi Geopark 53 4  Night Market 217
4  Tengah Beach 175 10  Legend Park 51 5 GaleriaPerdana 76
5  Black Sand Beach 150 Total Reviews 2837 6  LamanPadi 73
6  PasirTengkorak Beach 112 7  Rice Museum 71
Total Reviews 3202 8  Parade MegaMall 57
9  Ayer Hangat Village 48

Total Reviews

national culture (Jia, 2020). Thus, reviews from local
tourists in Malaysia were not included in the study.
Extracted reviews that lacked any identification of
tourists’ nationality (see Table 1) were also removed
from the analyses. A total of 17,774 reviews were ulti-
mately extracted, encompassing the following desti-
nation attractions: sights and landmarks (8,372
reviews), islands and beaches (3,202 reviews), nature
parks (2,837 reviews), zoos and aquariums (1,906
reviews), and business district (1,457 reviews).

Data pre-processing

To extract key information more accurately, noise (i.e.
punctuation marks, conjunctions, etc.) should be
removed as much as possible when constructing the
LDA model. Therefore, to extract tourism activities,
this study first pre-processed the data following
several steps that mirror those taken in past studies,
namely: (1) removing stopwords (e.g. is, that, to); (2)
forming bigrams or trigrams; (3) lemmatization (e.g.
“tourists” will change to “tourist” after lemmatization);
and (4) part-of-speech tagging (POS). Under POS
tagging, only nouns and verbs representing tourism
activities were retained. The data pre-processing
steps were conducted using the Natural Language
Toolkit (NLTK) package in Python programming.

Mining of tourism activities from online
reviews

In the current study, the LDA model is used to mine the
tourism activities from online reviews, as it has been
widely applied in previous hospitality and tourism
research (Bi et al., 2019; Guo et al., 2017; Jia, 2020).

LDA is a supervised machine learning technique that
can be used to identify hidden topics in large-scale
document collections or corpus (Blei et al., 2003).
There are three levels of structure in the LDA model,
namely words, topics, and documents. Documents
are viewed as a mixture of various topics, and the
topics are composed of words that represent a
certain meaning, such as a product or service (Bi
et al,, 2019). The LDA model can be used to obtain
the topic distribution of each review and the word dis-
tributions in each topic (Xiang et al., 2017). The process
of using LDA to generate topics is as follows:

(1) Choosef, ~ Dir(a), whered € {1, ---, D}, D rep-
resents the number of documents, 6, is the topic
distribution of document d,Dir(a) is a Dirichlet dis-
tribution with the priori parametera.

(2) Chooseg, ~ Dir(B), wherek € {1, ---, k}, K rep-
resents the number of topics, ¢, is the word distri-
bution of topic k,B is the priori parameter ofgy,,.

(3) For the nth word in the dth document, where
ne€{1, ---, N}, N refers to the number of words
in the given document,and whered € {1, -- -, D}.

(4) Choose a topic z4, ~ Multinomial(¢y).

(5) Choose a word wg, ~ Multinomial(¢,,).

The joint distribution of LDA model is expressed in
Equation 1. In this function,wy, are the only observa-
ble variables, and the rest are latent variables.

K D N
pW,Z, 6, ¢, o, B) = [ plew B ][ POsi 0 [ ]
k=1 d=1 n=1

P(Zdn| 0a)P(Wan | ©Zdn)

In the current study, we determine the topic numbers
by using the coherence measure. Particularly, the
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coherence measure is based on the hypothesis that
words with similar meanings tend to appear in
similar contexts (Syed & Spruit, 2017). Hence, coher-
ence can be measured by the co-occurrence frequency
of the words in original corpus (Ding et al., 2020). A
high coherence indicates a great similarity amongst
words on the same topic and this makes it easier to
interpret the topics (Mimno et al., 2011).

Determining tourist’s preference and
evaluation of tourism activities

When tourists have a preference for certain attri-
butes of a product or service, they will pay more
attention to this attribute by posting more relevant
content about it in their reviews (Vu et al, 2017).
That is, in online reviews, tourists tend to generate
content related to the attributes of the products or
services that they care about (Jia, 2020). Therefore,
the contribution of reviews to tourism activities
can be a good proxy of the tourists’ tourism activity
preferences. As described in 3.3, the contribution
can be measured according to the likelihood of a
topic to occur in a specific review calculated by
using the LDA (Xiang et al., 2017).

Tourist evaluation is extracted from the rating
scores given to attractions by the tourists on the Tri-
padvisor platform. Tripadvisor allows tourists to rate
attractions on a 5-point level scale with 1 being the
lowest evaluation and 5 being the highest evaluation.
Many past studies have also used Tripadvisor’s rating
scores as proxies of tourists’ experience evaluations
(e.g. Jia, 2020).

The current study examines the tourists’ evalu-
ations at a tourism activity level. In this vein, the
study first allocates/assigns reviews to a specific
tourism activity by identifying and calculating the
reviews contributing the most to the relevant topic
(i.e. tourism activity). Then, the study uses the rating
scores of each review as a proxy of the tourists’ evalu-
ation given to the tourism activity that is mostly rep-
resented in this review.

Analysis and discussion of the findings

Tourism activities extracted from online
reviews

To determine the appropriate number of dimensions,
following the previous research (Taecharungroj &
Mathayomchan, 2019), the number of topics was set

from 2 to 10 for each type of attraction, and the coher-
ence of each topic was calculated separately. When
coherence reached its maximum, the optimal topic
model was obtained. In this study, the maximum coher-
ence values of “sights and landmarks”, “business dis-
trict”, “island and beach”, “nature parks” and “zoo and
aquarium” were 0.463, 0.458, 0.492, 0.562, and 0.532,
respectively, with corresponding topic numbers of
four, three, three, three, and two (see Figure 2).

For the five types of attractions, a total of 15 topics (i.e.
tourism activities) are extracted from the reviews, and
within each topic showed top-10 topic words. The activi-
ties were named according to the words in the topic (Guo
etal.,, 2017; Jia, 2020). Referring to previous studies (Song,
2017; Su et al,, 2020), we classified the extracted tourism
activities into sightseeing activities, participation activi-
ties, and auxiliary activities according to the way tourists
engage in the activities. For the sightseeing activity, tour-
ists mainly travel by viewing and excursion, such as “art
museum”, “island view”, “nature view”, “beach view”,
“animal show” and “waterfall”. Participatory activity
refers to tourism activities where tourists interact with
tourism resources or people, including “food market”,
“duty-free mall”, “sky bridge walk”, “snorkeling”, “animal
feeding” and “water sport”. Ancillary activity refers to
tourism activities that help tourists achieve their travel
goals, such as “ticket purchasing”, “amenity” and
“service”. The specific classification is shown in Table 2.

Tourists’ preferences and evaluations

We calculated (by using the LDA topic model) the
number of contributions to specific tourism activities
written within the tourists’ reviews (named the
tourism activity preference degree) in order to
measure the tourists’ preferences towards tourism
activities (see Table 3). The tourism activities attracting
the greatest number of contributions (i.e. representing
the tourism activities with the highest tourists’ prefer-
ence) include animal feeding, waterfall, and snorkeling
(with average values of contributions of 0.773 0.766,
and 0.719, respectively). The tourism activities reflecting
the least tourists’ preference include the sky bridge walk
(0.574), food market (0.565), and duty-free mall (0.524).

For evaluations, tourists tend to give higher ratings
to view-related tourism activities but lower ratings to
service-related ones. As shown in Table 4, the
tourism activities with relatively high rating score
evaluations were nature view, island view, and sky
bridge walk, with means of 4.487, 4.469, and 4.411,
respectively. However, the rating scores of service,
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Figure 2. Coherence of selective topic model solutions.

food market, anima show, and duty-free mall were rela-
tively low, with mean values of 3.868, 3.700, 3.612, and
3.430, respectively.

National culture and tourists’ preferences and
evaluations

National culture and tourists’ preference
Multiple regression was conducted to examine
potential relationships between Hofstede’s cultural

dimensions and tourists’ preferences towards the 15
tourism activities. Of the 15 regression models ana-
lyzed, 7 were statistically significant (Table 5). Five
out of the seven tourism activities that were found
to significantly relate to cultural dimensions (namely
animal feeding, duty-free mall, sky bridge walk, snor-
kelling and water sport) relate to tourism activities
reflecting a participatory activity, while the other two
tourism activities relate to a sightseeing type of
tourism activity.

Table 2. Classification of the extracted tourism activities into type of activities.

Tourism Activity Type of Activity Type of Attraction Topic word

Art museum Sightseeing activity Business District art, museum, photo, picture, ticket, gift, fun, rice, painting, gallery

Island view Sights and Landmarks view, experience, mountain, weather, photo, cable car, picture, cloud, sky
bridge, top

Nature view Nature Parks mangrove, watch, nature, view, sea, wildlife, island, lunch, scenery, bird

Beach view Islands and Beaches  sand, beach, view, enjoy, island, sunset, walk, monkey, relax, resort

Animal show Zoos and Aquariums fish, penguin, aquarium, seal, display, creature, shark, exhibit, water, underwater

Waterfall Nature Parks water, walk, view, waterfall, climb, step, pool, rock, swim, rain

Food market
Duty-free Mall
Sky bridge Walk

Participatory activity Business District food, market, eat, village, drink, fish, stall, clothe, souvenir, restaurant
Business District mall, activity, duty-free, chocolate, toilet, alcohol, souvenir, massage, stuff, pool
Sights and Landmarks sky bridge, walk, station, step, queue, ticket, bridge, cable car, lift, stair

Snorkeling Nature Parks fish, water, snorkeling, beach, platform, lunch, food, shark, coral, snorkeler
Animal feeding Zoos and Aquariums animal, crocodile, bird, staff, food, park, feeding, photo, farm, picture
Water sport Islands and Beaches  water, beach, activity, sport, parasail, restaurant, bar, sunset, sand, swim
Ticket purchasing Ancillary activity Sights and Landmarks ticket, wait, purchase, line, price, queue, experience, cable car, book, buy
Amenity Sights and Landmarks ferry, seat, shop, food, water, travel, tourist, toilet, restaurant, boat
Service Islands and Beaches beach, food, shop, hotel, restaurant, drink, walk, tourist, road, price
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Table 3. Tourists’ preferences towards tourism activities.

Tourism activity Min Max Mean Std Deviation
Animal feeding 0.502 0.976 0.773 0.117
Waterfall 0.336 0.982 0.766 0.147
Snorkeling 0.250 0.981 0.719 0.195
Animal show 0.500 0.967 0.711 0.127
Nature view 0.346 0.978 0.708 0.140
Water sport 0.355 0.944 0.641 0.126
Service 0.346 0.952 0.633 0.139
Beach view 0.333 0.965 0.606 0.141
Ticket Purchasing 0.283 0.965 0.606 0.148
Island view 0.262 0.934 0.593 0.132
Art museum 0.289 0.921 0.582 0.120
Amenity 0.271 0.959 0.580 0.149
Skybridge walk 0.250 0.955 0.574 0.149
Food market 0.250 0.906 0.565 0.184
Duty free mall 0.262 0.840 0.524 0.125

Note: The activity preference degree = calculated as the number of con-
tributions referring to specific destination attributions written within
reviews.

In particular, the regression coefficients between
power distance and duty-free mall (3=0.258, p<
0.05), snorkeling (f =0.210, p < 0.05), as well as water
sport (B=0.123, p < 0.05), are positive. Individualism
correlated with animal feeding (B = —0.164, p <0.001)
and art museum (B =-0.256, p<0.05) negatively
while correlated with snorkeling (f =0.275, p <0.01)
and water sport (3 =0.136, p < 0.05) positively. Uncer-
tainty avoidance related to sky bridge walk (=
—0.184, p < 0.001), snorkeling (B =-0.210, p < 0.001),
and water sport (3=-0.102, p<0.01). Long-term
orientation was only significantly correlated with snor-
keling with 0.189 (p < 0.001). Indulgence exhibited a
positive relationship with animal feeding ($=0.141,
p < 0.001) but negative relationships with sky bridge
walk (B= -0.120, p<0.01) and water sport (B=
—0.129, p < 0.05). Masculinity is negatively related to
water sport (B=-0.061, p<0.05) while positively
related to the waterfall (3= 0.179, p < 0.001).

Table 4. Rating score on tourism activities.

Tourism activity Min Max Mean Std Deviation
Nature view 1 5 4.487 0.740
Island view 1 5 4.469 0.706
Sky bridge walk 1 5 4411 0.789
Art museum 1 5 4.379 0.799
Water sport 1 5 4129 0.822
Waterfall 1 5 4117 0.935
Beach view 1 5 3.997 1.021
Amenity 1 5 3.952 1.116
Ticket purchasing 1 5 3.946 0.941
Animal feeding 1 5 3.913 1.119
Snorkeling 1 5 3.905 1.200
Service 1 5 3.868 1.055
Food market 1 5 3.700 1.117
Animal show 1 5 3.612 1.032
Duty free mall 1 5 3.430 1.136

Cultural dimensions and tourists’ evaluations at
an overall level

When regressing cultural dimensions on overall evalu-
ations, the cultural dimensions explained about 7.00%
(R% = 0.070) of the total variance in overall evaluations.
As shown in Table 6, all six culture dimensions are sig-
nificantly related to overall evaluation: Power Distance
(B= 0.131, p<0.001), Individualism (3= 0.246, p <
0.001), Uncertainty Avoidance (3= —0.102, p < 0.001),
Long-Term Orientation (3=-0.182, p<0.01), Indul-
gence (B= -0.276, p<0.001), and Masculinity (=
0.128, p < 0.001).

Out of 15 tourism activities, 11 regression models
were significant when cultural dimensions were
regressed along with tourist evaluation. The 11 signifi-
cant tourism activities covered three tourism activity
aspects quite evenly with four sightseeing activity
aspects (animal show, art museum, island view, and
nature view), four participatory activity aspects
(village activity, food market, snorkeling, and water-
fall) and three ancillary activity aspects (amenities,
ticket purchasing, and service). The polarities of the
relationships between the cultural dimensions and
most of the tourism activity evaluation are consistent
with that of the overall evaluation. Only the polarity of
the relationship between Uncertainty Avoidance and
animal show (B = 0.134, p < 0.001) is opposite to the
overall (see Table 6).

Discussions and implications
Discussions

From the utilization of both qualitative text reviews
and quantitative rating scores, it enables us to
explore and predict the relationships between Hof-
stede’s cultural dimensions on both tourists’ prefer-
ences and evaluations. The results show that cultural
dimensions have a significant relationship with tour-
ists’ preferences for tourism activities in participatory
activity aspects, while having a less significant relation-
ship with tourism activities in sightseeing activity as
well as ancillary activity aspects (see Table 5). All six
cultural dimensions have a significant impact on tour-
ists’ evaluation. However, the polarity of the relation-
ship between most attributes and national culture is
consistent with the polarity of the relationship
between overall evaluation and national culture; this
means that the impact of national culture on evalu-
ation will not be different due to tourism activity.
The specific findings are shown in Table 7.
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Table 5. Regressing cultural dimensions with tourism activity preferences.

Dependent variables Animal feeding  Art museum  Duty free mall ~ Sky bridge walk  Snorkeling ~ Water sport ~ Waterfall
Simple Size 854 451 291 2594 610 1422 968

R? 0.016 0.097 0.120 0.056 0.102 0.027 0.033
Coefficients

Power Distance —0.049 0.157 0.258* 0.086 0.210* 0.123* —-0.117
Individualism —0.164*** —0.256* 0.036 0.045 0.275%** 0.136* —0.140
Uncertainty Avoidance —0.007 —0.052 —-0.139 —0.184%** —0.210***  —0.102**  —0.028
Long-Term Orientation 0.013 —0.059 0.060 0.035 0.189%** —0.029 —0.026
Indulgence 0.147%** 0.065 —0.041 —0.120%* —-0.075 —0.129% 0.041
Masculinity —0.028 0.069 0.018 —-0.014 0.002 —0.061* 0.179%**

Note: Bold means significant; ***means p < 0.001; ** means p < 0.01; * means p < 0.05.

National culture and tourists’ preference

Power distance is positively related to tourists’ prefer-
ence for snorkeling and water sport. These activities
require more equipment support and professional
guidance, leading to the cost being relatively high
(e.g. parasail). In other words, snorkeling and water
sport in Langkawi are relatively luxurious tourism
activities. Therefore, H1 is supported, which posits
that tourists from high Power Distance cultures
prefer luxurious tourism activities.

Individualism is negatively related to animal
feeding and art museum. Animal feeding and art
museum are tourism activities that are popular with
children, and the tourists are family-based. Hence,
the hypothesis of H2 is supported. In particular, tour-
ists from high collectivism cultures prefer tourism
activities taking place within groups.

Uncertainty Avoidance has a negative relationship
with tourists’ preferences for sky bridge walk, snorkel-
ing, and water sport. The Sky Bridge in Langkawi is a
125-meter curved pedestrian cable-stayed with sec-
tions of glass walkway in the middle span. When
walking on the bridge, some tourists may feel
uneasy or even fearful. Snorkeling and water sport
are also tourism activities with high uncertainty, and
participating in these activities may encounter
certain risks. Therefore, H3 is supported, which posits
that tourists from high uncertainty avoidance cultures
are reluctant to experience risky tourism activities.

Long-Term Orientation and tourists’ preference for
snorkelling is positively related. This means that tourists
from high Long-Term Orientation cultures prefer snor-
kelling. For most tourists, snorkelling is a unique
tourism activity (Jaafar & Maideen, 2012). Therefore,
H4 is supported, which posits that tourists from high
Long-Term Orientation prefer unique tourism activities.

Indulgence has a positive relationship with animal
feeding and negative relationships with both snorkel-
ing and water sport. It means that tourists from high

indulgence cultures tend to prefer relaxed tourism
activities (i.e. animal feeding) rather than challenging
ones (i.e. snorkeling and water sport). Therefore, H5 is
supported.

Masculinity is negatively related to water sport,
while positively related to waterfall. Water sport is a
challenging tourism activity for tourists, however,
the waterfall is static and lacks a challenging one.
Therefore, H6 is supported which posits that tourists
from high Masculinity cultures prefer leisure tourism
activity.

National culture and tourists’ evaluation
Uncertainty Avoidance, Long-Term Orientation, and
Indulgence negatively relate to tourists’ evaluation.
Therefore, H7, H9, H10 and H11 are supported. As dis-
cussed in the hypothesis, tourists from high uncer-
tainty avoidance, long-term orientation, and
indulgence cultures usually have higher expectations
and tend to give lower evaluations. For power dis-
tance, since coaches and tour guides have pro-
fessional knowledge, tourists from high power
distance cultures are more tolerant of poor service
provided compared to those from low power distance
cultures. Therefore, tourists from high power distance
cultures have a higher tolerance for poor service and
have higher evaluations.

In the current study, we found that Individualism
and Masculinity relate positively to tourists’ evalu-
ation. However, the above conclusions are contrary
to the hypotheses. Therefore, H8 and H12 are not sup-
ported. Meanwhile, tourists from collectivist societies
pay more attention to their social performance and
are unwilling to complain publicly (Manrai & Manrai,
2011). Hence in traditional research using survey
data, individualism is usually negatively correlated
with tourist satisfaction. However, studies have
shown that individuals in a collectivist culture are
more inclined to complain privately (Ngai et al.,



Table 6. Regressing cultural dimensions with tourists’ evaluation of tourism activities.

Dependent Overall Animal Art Food Nature Sky bridge Ticket Water

variables rating Amenity show museum market Island view view Service walk Snorkeling purchasing sport

Simple Size 17774 1493 1161 451 463 2618 948 1053 2594 610 1786 1422

R? 0.070 0.036 0.034 0.055 0.030 0.033 0.046 0.038 0.019 0.030 0.023 0.013

Coefficients

Power Distance 0.131%** 0.112 0.268*** 0.093 0.009 0.017 0.170%** 0.069 0.098*** 0.14 0.178** 0.07

Individualism 0.246%** 0.114 0.280%** 0.342%* 0.069 0.095* 0.07 0.128 0.163*** 0.234* 0.192%* 0.168**

Uncertainty —0.102%**  —(0,132%** 0.134%** 0.02 0.093 —0.163***  —0.039 —0.066 —0.054%** —-0.014 0.005 —0.06
Avoidance

Long-Term —0.182%**  —0,168*%** 0.002 0.045 0.07 —0.167***  —0.07 —0.102** —0.085%** —0.103 —0.033 0.061
Orientation

Indulgence —0.276%**  —0.138* —0.085 —0.274** 0.015 —0.133** —0.038 —0.220%** —0.135%** —0.163* —0.126** —0.06

Masculinity 0.128*** 0.021 —-0.016 0.076 0.134* 0.063** 0.180*** 0.065 0.029 —-0.016 —0.006 0.018

Note: Bold means significant; *** means p < 0.001; ** means p < 0.01; * means p < 0.05.
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Table 7. Hypothesis testing summary.
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Research

Question Hypothesis Finding

RQ1 H1: Tourists from high Power Distance cultures prefer luxurious tourism activities. Supported
H2: Tourists from high Collectivism cultures prefer group tourism activities Supported
H3: Tourists from high Uncertainty Avoidance cultures are reluctant to experience unknown or risky tourism  Supported

activities.

H4: Tourists from Long-Term Orientation cultures prefer unique tourism activities in a destination. Supported
H5: Tourists from Indulgence cultures prefer tourism activities with high hedonic benefits. Supported
H6: Tourists from high Masculinity cultures prefer leisurely style tourism activities. Supported

RQ2 H7: Power Distance affects the tourists’ evaluations positively. Supported
H8: Individualism affects tourists’ evaluations negatively Rejected
H9: Uncertainty Avoidance affects tourists’ evaluations negatively Supported
H10: Long-Term Orientation affects tourists’ evaluations negatively. Supported
H11: Indulgence affects tourist's evaluations negatively. Supported
H12: Masculinity affects tourists’ evaluations negatively Rejected

2007; Chapa et al., 2014), and are more inclined to
express their dissatisfaction through word of mouth
(Gozde Seval Erglin, 2018). Online reviews are
regarded as electronic word-of-mouth, generated by
consumers themselves, and belong to private
actions. Therefore, collectivist tourists may be more
inclined to use online reviews to express their dissatis-
faction. On the contrary, tourists from individualistic
cultures tend to give relatively high scores, that is,
Individualism is positively correlated with evaluation.
From the perspective of evaluation behavior, indi-
viduals from Masculinity cultures are generally con-
sidered to have stricter evaluation standards for
products (Manrai and Manrai, 2011; Gao et al., 2018).
However, in this study, masculinity showed a positive
relationship with the evaluation of tourists, that is, the
tourists from higher masculinity tend to assign higher
ratings. This may be explained from the perspective of
tourist satisfaction. The tourists from Masculinity
culture are also found more preferring static, less chal-
lenging tourism activities, and tend to give a higher
evaluation of these activities, such as food market,
nature view, and island view (as shown in Table 7).

Implications of the findings

Theoretical implications

First, this study focuses on the role of Hofstede's cul-
tural dimensions in tourists’ activity preferences and
evaluation in the online environment. Most studies
use surveys as a data collection method, and so,
they are constrained by a certain degree of bias and
limitations in the findings (Chatterjee & Mandal,
2020; Jia, 2020). Tourists usually express their opinions
freely, anonymously and without “researcher gui-
dance”. Therefore, the impact of culture on online

and offline evaluation behavior of tourists may be
different. For example, tourists from collectivist cul-
tures tend to express dissatisfaction in private. As a
result, in the online environment, individualism posi-
tively relates to tourists’ evaluation, contrary to the
conclusion drawn from survey data.

Second, the current study utilizes big data providing
a good measurement metric of tourists’ preferences
and evaluation of tourism activities because they
include both qualitative and quantitative tourists’ self-
provided data, namely text reviews and rating scores.
Although existing studies have adopted rating scores
to analyze the impact of culture on tourist evaluation,
there are still relatively few studies on tourist evalu-
ations at the level of tourism activity using review
texts. In relation to structured ratings, review texts
contain more details about tourists’ travel experiences.
However, it is difficult to mine and quantify the key
tourism experience information from the review texts,
which limits the research about the impact of national
culture on tourists’ behavior in detail, especially on
tourists’ preferences. This study uses the LDA model
to quantify the tourist preferences for tourism activities
at a particular destination (i.e. Langkawi Island), which
in turn also expands the possibilities and approaches
for conducting future research.

Practical implications

The findings confirm and provide useful guidelines on
how tourism managers of Langkawi Island can design
and promote tourism offerings that address and
appeal to tourists according to their cultural back-
grounds. This study shows that tourists from high
power distance culture prefer well-known attractions
and luxurious tourism activities, hence these tourists
can be recommended for high-end attractions or
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tourism activities, such as snorkeling, water sport and
duty-free mall. Specifically, with respect to snorkeling
and water sports, more professional or personalized
equipment and service can be provided to tourists
to enhance their experience. In the duty-free mall,
more luxury and high-end products can be provided
to tourists to cater to their shopping requirements.
For tourists with collectivist culture, it is advisable
that tourism offerings should be suitable for and
address family travel requirements for Langkawi
Island. For family trips, children play a vital role in
determining tourism destinations (Li et al., 2017);
therefore, tourism activities designed to be suitable
for children will be more attractive to these tourists,
such as animal feeding and art museums.

This study also provides a basis for the manage-
ment of tourist satisfaction in Langkawi Island. The
study found strong relations between the cultural
dimensions and the evaluation of tourism activities
by tourists. Hence, this highlights the need to opti-
mally allocate and customize tourism resources and
offerings based on tourists’ cultural dimensions to
improve their satisfaction. The influence of individual-
ism and indulgence on tourist evaluation is much
higher than the other four dimensions. Tourist evalu-
ation has a positive relationship with individualism
and a negative relationship with indulgence. Accord-
ing to previous research (e.g. Gozde Seval Ergin,
2018; Chapa et al., 2014), individuals from collectivist
cultures tend to express their discontent through
private channels such as word of mouth. Hence, man-
agers should establish exclusive communication
channels for such tourists to provide feedback and
voice their grievances, rather than allowing them to
express their discontent through online reviews. The
results of this study proved that tourists from high-
indulgence cultures usually have high expectations
for tourism activities. Thus, improving the consistency
between promotional information and tourism
activity performance for these tourists can effectively
improve their satisfaction (Li et al., 2023).

For specific tourism activities, individualism has a
greater impact on art museum and animal shows,
while indulgence has a greater impact on the art
museum, service, and snorkeling. Therefore, man-
agers should focus on improving the satisfaction of
tourists from low individualism and high indifference
cultures, by providing them with interesting tourism
activities such as animal performance shows,
museum tours and art galleries, excellent hospitality
and services, and creating adventurous snorkeling

activities. All these activities can effectively improve
tourist satisfaction on Langkawi Island.

Conclusions, limitations, and ideas for
future research

National culture is one of the important socioeco-
nomic variables for understanding tourist behavior.
This study first extracted tourism activities from UGC
and quantified both tourists’ activity preferences
and evaluations by rating. Subsequently, the study
examined the impact of national culture on tourists’
preferences and evaluations of tourism activities.

This study has several limitations. First, this study
takes only one tourist destination as the study
context, thus the generalization of findings to other des-
tinations remains to be further studied. Secondly, only
English reviews were used in the study. Although
some tourists from non-English speaking countries
have posted reviews in English, these tourists may be
influenced by the culture of English-speaking countries,
and these samples may not be representative, thus,
upcoming studies are advised to incorporate non-
English data as well. Thirdly, individuals from the same
culture may have different personality characteristics,
hence only assigning the scores of Hofstede's cultural
dimensions to individuals as evaluation indicators may
not be accurate. Thus, future studies are suggested to
take into consideration of different individual variables.

Finally, in examining the relationship between cul-
tural dimensions and evaluation, this study only uti-
lized quantitative ratings, neglecting the significance
of textual reviews as valuable sources of information.
Future research can concentrate on the utilization of
textual reviews provided by tourists to generate
insights regarding the impact of national culture on
tourists’ evaluations.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Data availability statement

Data is available on request from the authors.

Ethics statement

At the time of data collection, the University did not
require a review of publicly accessible data. All data
were anonymized prior to analysis.



ORCID

Guang Meng Ji
Jun-Hwa Cheah
Marianna Sigala
Siew Imm Ng
Wei Chong Choo

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7173-2757
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8440-9564
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8997-2292
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6518-925X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5797-7707

References

Ak, M., & Manrai, L. A. (2011). Hofstede’s cultural dimensions and
tourist behaviors: A review and conceptual framework.
Journal of Economics, Finance and Administrative Science, 16
(31), 23-48.

Anderson, M., & Magruder, J. (2012). Learning from the crowd:
Regression discontinuity estimates of the effects of an
online review database. The Economic Journal, 122(563),
957-989. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2012.02512.x

Bi, J. W,, Liu, Y., Fan, Z. P, et al. (2019). Wisdom of crowds:
Conducting importance-performance analysis (IPA) through
online reviews. Tourism Management, 70(July), 460-478.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.09.010

Blei, D. M, Ng, A. Y., & Jordan, M. I (2003). Latent
Dirichlet allocation. The Art and Science of Analyzing Software
Data, 3,993-1022. DOI: 10.1016/B978-0-12-411519-4.00006-9

Chapa, O., Hernandez, M. D., Wang, Y. J,, et al. (2014). Do indivi-
dualists complain more than collectivists? A four-country
analysis on consumer complaint behavior. Journal of
International Consumer Marketing, 26(5), 373-390. https://
doi.org/10.1080/08961530.2014.933089

Chatterjee, S., & Mandal, P. (2020). Traveler preferences from
online reviews: Role of travel goals, class and culture.
Tourism Management, 80(March), 104108. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tourman.2020.104108

D’Acunto, D., Filieri, R., & Amato, S. (2023). Hotels’ environmen-
tally-framed eWOM. The moderating role of environmental
culture. Tourism Management, 98(April), https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tourman.2023.104776

Ding, K., Choo, W. C,, Ng, K. Y., et al. (2020). Employing structural
topic modelling to explore perceived service quality attri-
butes in Airbnb accommodation. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, 91(March), 102676. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102676

Dingil, A. E., Rupi, F., Schweizer, J.,, et al. (2019). The role of
culture in urban travel patterns: Quantitative analyses of
urban areas based on Hofstede’s culture dimensions. Social
Sciences, 8(8), https://doi.org/10.3390/s0csci8080227

Donthu, N., & Yoo, B. (1998). Cultural influences on service
quality expectations. Journal of Service Research, 1(2), 178-
186. https://doi.org/10.1177/109467059800100207

Fang, H., Zhang, J., Bao, Y., et al. (2013). Towards effective online
review systems in the Chinese context: A cross-cultural
empirical study. Electronic Commerce Research and
Applications, 12(3), 208-220. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.
2013.03.001

Fereidouni, H., & Tajaddini, R. (2014). Cultural dimensions and
outbound tourism. Annals of Tourism Research, 49, 203-205.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2014.08.006

Filimonau, V., & Perez, L. (2019). National culture and tourist des-
tination choice in the UK and Venezuela: An exploratory and

ASIA PACIFIC JOURNAL OF TOURISM RESEARCH 1067

preliminary study. Tourism Geographies, 21(2), 235-260.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2018.1490342

Furrer, O., Liu, B. S. C,, & Sudharshan, D. (2000). The relationships
between culture and service quality perceptions. Journal of
Service Research, 2(4), 355-371. https://doi.org/10.1177/
109467050024004

Gao, B, Li, X,, Liu, S., et al. (2018). How power distance affects
online hotel ratings: The positive moderating roles of hotel
chain and reviewers’ travel experience. Tourism Management,
65, 176-186. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.10.007

GOzde Seval Ergiin, O. K. (2018). The impact of cultural dimen-
sions on customer complaint behaviours: An exploratory
study in Antalya/Manavgat tourism region. International
Journal of Culture, Tourism and Hospitality Research, 12(1),
59-79. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCTHR-01-2017-0010

Gronroos, C. (1988). Service quality: The six criteria of good per-
ceived service. Review of Business, 9(3), 10.

Guo, Y., Barnes, S. J,, &Jia, Q. (2017). Mining meaning from online
ratings and reviews: Tourist satisfaction analysis using latent
Dirichlet allocation. Tourism Management, 59, 467-483.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.09.009

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s consequences: International differ-
ences in work-related values.

Hofstede, G. (1997). Cultures and organizations: Software of the
mind. McGraw-Hill.

Hofstede, G. (2011). Dimensionalizing cultures: The Hofstede
model in context. Online Readings in Psychology and
Culture, 2(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1014

Hofstede, G., & Minkov, M. (2010). Long-versus short-term orien-
tation: New perspectives. Asia Pacific Business Review, 16(4),
493-504. https://doi.org/10.1080/13602381003637609

Hsu, C. H. C, & Kang, S. K. (2003). Profiling Asian and Western
family independent travelers (FITS): An exploratory study.
Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 8(1), 58-71. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10941660308725456

Hsu, S. Y., Woodside, A. G., & Marshall, R. (2013). Critical tests
of multiple theories of cultures’ consequences. Journal of
Travel Research, 52(6), 679-704. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0047287512475218

Huang, S., & Crotts, J. (2019). Relationships between Hofstede’s cul-
tural dimensions and tourist satisfaction: A cross-country cross-
sample examination. Tourism Management, 72(December),
232-241. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.12.001

Insights Hofstede. (2020). National, Culture. Retrieved 5 16, 2020,
from https://www.hofstede-insights.com/.

Jaafar, M., & Maideen, S. A. (2012). Ecotourism-related products
and activities, and the economic sustainability of small and
medium island chalets. Tourism Management, 33(3), 683-
691. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2011.07.011

Jackson, M. (2001). Cultural influences on tourist destination
choices of 21 Pacific Rim nations. CAUTHE 2001: Capitalising
on Research; Proceedings of the 11th Australian Tourism and
Hospitality Research Conference, 166-176.

Jia, S. (2020). Motivation and satisfaction of Chinese and U.S.
tourists in restaurants: A cross-cultural text mining of online
reviews. Tourism Management, 78(January), 104071. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.104071

Johnson, T., Kulesa, P., Cho, Y. I, & Shavitt, S. (2005). The relation
between culture and response styles: Evidence from 19
countries. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 36(2), 264-
277. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022104272905


http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7173-2757
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8440-9564
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8997-2292
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6518-925X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5797-7707
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2012.02512.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-411519-4.00006-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/08961530.2014.933089
https://doi.org/10.1080/08961530.2014.933089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104108
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104108
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2023.104776
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2023.104776
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102676
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102676
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci8080227
https://doi.org/10.1177/109467059800100207
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2013.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2013.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2014.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2018.1490342
https://doi.org/10.1177/109467050024004
https://doi.org/10.1177/109467050024004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCTHR-01-2017-0010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.09.009
https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1014
https://doi.org/10.1080/13602381003637609
https://doi.org/10.1080/10941660308725456
https://doi.org/10.1080/10941660308725456
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287512475218
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287512475218
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.12.001
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2011.07.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.104071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.104071
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022104272905

1068 (&) G.M.JIETAL.

Kastanakis, M. N., & Voyer, B. G. (2014). The effect of culture on
perception and cognition: A conceptual framework. Journal
of Business Research, 67(4), 425-433. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jbusres.2013.03.028

Kim, C,, & Lee, S. (2000). Understanding the cultural differences
in tourist motivation between anglo-American and Japanese
tourists. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 9(1-2), 153-
170. https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v09n01_09

Kim, C. S., & Aggarwal, P. (2016). The customer is king: culture-
based unintended consequences of modern marketing.
Journal of Consumer Marketing, 33(3), 193-201. https://doi.
org/10.1108/JCM-01-2015-1273.

Kim, J., Ritchie, J. R. B., & Mccormick, B. (2012). Development of a
scale to measure memorable tourism experiences. Journal of
Travel Research, 51(51), 12-25. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0047287510385467

Kim, R. Y. (2019). Does national culture explain consumers’
reliance on online reviews? Cross-cultural variations in the
effect of online review ratings on consumer choice.
Electronic Commerce Research and Applications, 37(July),
100878. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2019.100878

Koh, N. S., Hu, N., & Clemons, E. K. (2010). Do online reviews
reflect a product’s true perceived quality? An investigation
of online movie reviews across cultures. Electronic
Commerce Research and Applications, 9(5), 374-385. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2010.04.001

Krumm, J., Davies, N., & Narayanaswami, C. (2007). ES&t: User-
generated content. Environmental Science & Technology, 7,
10-11. https://doi.org/10.1021/es0725605

Kusumasondjaja, S., Shanka, T., & Marchegiani, C. (2012). Credibility
of online reviews and initial trust: The roles of reviewer's identity
and review valence. Journal of Vacation Marketing, 18(3),
185-195. https://doi.org/10.1177/1356766712449365

LADA. (2019). Statistics of tourist arrival in Langkawi in 2019.
Retrieved 11 28, 2019, from www.lada.gov.my/Langkawi/
statistic.html.

Ladhari, R, Pons, F., Bressolles, G., & Zins, M. (2011). Culture and
personal values: How they influence perceived service
quality. Journal of Business Research, 64(9), 951-957. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.11.017

Leung, D., Law, R., van Hoof, H., et al. (2013). Social media in
tourism and hospitality: A literature review. Journal of
Travel & Tourism Marketing, 30(1-2), 3-22. https://doi.org/10.
1080/10548408.2013.750919

Li, J, Xu, L,, Tang, L., et al. (2018). Big data in tourism research: A
literature review. Tourism Management, 68, 301-323. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.03.009

Li, M., Wang, D., Xu, W., & Mao, Z. (Eddie) (2017). Motivation for
family vacations with young children: Anecdotes from the
Internet. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 34(8), 1047~
1057. https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2016.1276007

Li, Y., He, Z, Li, Y, Huang, T., & Liu, Z. (2023). Keep it real:
Assessing destination image congruence and its impact on
tourist experience evaluations. Tourism Management, 97
(121), 104736. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2023.104736

Litvin, S. W. (2019). Hofstede, cultural differences, and
TripAdvisor hotel reviews. International Journal of Tourism
Research, 712-717. https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2298

Liu, S., Gao, B., Gallivan, M., et al. (2020). Free add-on services and
perceived value in competitive environments: Evidence from
online hotel reviews. International Journal of Hospitality

Management, 90(June), 102611. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijhm.2020.102611

Liu, T., Liu, S., & Rahman, I. (2022). International anime tourists’
experiences: A netnography of popular Japanese anime
tourism destinations. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism
Research, 27(2), 135-156. https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.
2021.1998163

Luo, Y., He, J, Mou, Y., et al. (2021). Exploring China’s 5A global
geoparks through online tourism reviews: A mining model
based on machine learning approach. Tourism Management
Perspectives, 37(December), 100769. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.tmp.2020.100769

Magnusson, P., Wilson, R. T., Zdravkovic, S., et al. (2008). Breaking
through the cultural clutter: A comparative assessment of
multiple cultural and institutional frameworks. International
Marketing Review, 25(2), 183-201. https://doi.org/10.1108/
02651330810866272

Manrai, L. A, & Manrai, A. K. (2011). Cross-cultural and cross-
national consumer research in the global economy of the
twenty-first century. Journal of International Consumer
Marketing, 23(3-4), 167-180. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08961530.2011.578056.

Mariani, M., Di Fatta, G., & Di Felice, M. (2019). Understanding
customer satisfaction with services by leveraging big data:
The role of services attributes and consumers’ cultural back-
ground. IEEE Access, 7, 8195-8208. DOI: 10.1109/ACCESS.
2018.2887300

Mattila, A. S. (1999). The role of culture and purchase motivation
in service encounter evaluations. Journal of Services Marketing,
13(4), 376-389. https://doi.org/10.1108/08876049910282655

Mazaheri, E., Richard, M. O., & Laroche, M. (2011). Online consu-
mer behavior: Comparing Canadian and Chinese website visi-
tors. Journal of Business Research, 64(9), 958-965. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.11.018

Mimno, D., Wallach, H. M., Talley, E., et al. (2011). Optimizing
semantic coherence in topic models. EMNLP 2011 -
Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing, Proceedings of the Conference, 2, 262-272.

Money, R. B., & Crotts, J. C. (2003). The effect of uncertainty
avoidance on information search, planning, and purchases
of international travel vacations. Tourism Management, 24
(2), 191-202. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(02)00057-2

Muritala, B. A., Sdnchez-Rebull, M. V., & AB, H.-L. (2020). A biblio-
metric analysis of online reviews research in tourism and hos-
pitality. Sustainability (Switzerland), 12, 1-18. https://doi.org/
10.3390/5u12239977

Ng, S., & Lim, X. (2019). Are Hofstede's and Schwartz's values fra-
meworks equally predictive across contexts? Review of
Business Management, 21(1), 33-47. https://doi.org/10.7819/
rbgn.v0i0.3956

Ngai, E. W. T, Heung, V.C. S., Wong, Y. H., et al. (2007). Consumer
complaint behaviour of Asians and non-Asians about hotel
services: An empirical analysis. European Journal of
Marketing, 41(11/12), 1375-1391. https://doi.org/10.1108/
03090560710821224

Omar, S. I, Othman, A. G., & Mohamed, B. (2014). The tourism life
cycle: An overview of Langkawi Island, Malaysia. International
Journal of Culture, Tourism and Hospitality Research, 8(3), 272~
289. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JCTHR-09-2013-0069

Pan, Y., & Shang, Z. (2023). Linking culture and family travel
behaviour from generativity theory perspective: A case of


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.03.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.03.028
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v09n01_09
https://doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-01-2015-1273
https://doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-01-2015-1273
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287510385467
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287510385467
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2019.100878
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2010.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2010.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1021/es0725605
https://doi.org/10.1177/1356766712449365
http://www.lada.gov.my/Langkawi/statistic.html
http://www.lada.gov.my/Langkawi/statistic.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2013.750919
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2013.750919
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2016.1276007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2023.104736
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2298
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102611
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102611
https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2021.1998163
https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2021.1998163
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100769
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100769
https://doi.org/10.1108/02651330810866272
https://doi.org/10.1108/02651330810866272
https://doi.org/�https://doi.org/10.1080/08961530.2011.578056
https://doi.org/�https://doi.org/10.1080/08961530.2011.578056
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2018.2887300
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2018.2887300
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876049910282655
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.11.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.11.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(02)00057-2
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12239977
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12239977
https://doi.org/10.7819/rbgn.v0i0.3956
https://doi.org/10.7819/rbgn.v0i0.3956
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560710821224
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560710821224
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCTHR-09-2013-0069

Confucian culture and Chinese family travel behaviour.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 54, 212-
220. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2022.12.014

Park, S.-B., Chung, N., & Woo, S.-C. (2013). Do reward programs build
loyalty to restaurants? The moderating effect of long-term orien-
tation on the timing and types of rewards. Managing Service
Quality: An International Journal, 23(3), 225-244.

Patterson, P. G., Cowley, E., & Prasongsukarn, K. (2006). Service
failure recovery: The moderating impact of individual-level
cultural value orientation on perceptions of justice.
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 23(3), 263-
277. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2006.02.004

Pizam, A., Fleischer, A., & Fleischer, A. (2005). The relationship
between cultural characteristics & preference for active
vs. passive tourist activities. Journal of Hospitality &
Leisure Marketing, 12(4), 5-25. https://doi.org/10.1300/
J150v12n04_02

Prommegger, B., Thatcher, B. J., Wiesche, M,, et al. (2021). When
your data has COVID-19: How the changing context disrupts
data collection and what to do about it. European Journal of
Information Systems, 30(1), 100-118. https://doi.org/10.1080/
0960085X.2020.1841573

Ramos, J. (2003). Using TF-IDF to determine word relevance in
document queries. Proceedings of the First Instructional
Conference on Machine Learning, 242(1), 29-48.

Reisinger, Y., & Crotts, J. C. (2010). Applying Hofstede’s national
culture measures in tourism research: llluminating issues of
divergence and convergence. Journal of Travel Research, 49
(2), 153-164. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287509336473

Rinuastuti, H., Hadiwidjojo, D, Rohman, F. et al. (2014).
Measuring Hofstede’s five cultural dimensions at individual
level and its application to researchers in tourists’ behaviors.
International Business Research, 7(12), 143-152. https://doi.
org/10.5539/ibr.v7n12p143

Ruan, W. Q,, Jiang, G. X,, Li, Y. Q., & Zhang, S. N. (2023). Night
tourscape: Structural dimensions and experiential effects.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 55, 108-
117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.,jhtm.2023.03.015

Schwartz, S. H. (1994). Beyond individualism/collectivism: New
cultural dimensions of values.

Song, H. (2017). Females & tourism activities: An insight for all-
female tours in Hong Kong. Journal of China Tourism
Research, 13(1), 83-102. https://doi.org/10.1080/19388160.
2017.1327385

Stamolampros, P., Korfiatis, N., Kourouthanassis, P., et al. (2019).
Flying to quality: Cultural influences on online reviews.
Journal of Travel Research, 58(3), 496-511. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0047287518764345

Steenkamp, J.-B. E. M. (2001). The role of national culture in inter-
national marketing. International Marketing Review, 18(2),
130-144. https://doi.org/10.1108/02651330110389972

Stringam, B. B., Gerdes, J., & Vanleeuwen, D. M. (2010). Assessing
the importance and relationships of ratings on user-gener-
ated traveler reviews. Journal of Quality Assurance in
Hospitality & Tourism, 11(2), 73-92. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1528008X.2010.482000

Stump, R. L, & Gong, W. (2017). Social networking sites: An
exploration of the effect of national cultural dimensions on
country adoption rates and usage patterns. International
Journal of Electronic Business, 13(2 =3), 117-142. https://doi.
org/10.1504/1JEB.2017.083288

ASIA PACIFIC JOURNAL OF TOURISM RESEARCH 1069

Su, L., Cheng, J., & Swanson, S. R. (2020). The impact of tourism
activity type on emotion and storytelling: The moderating
roles of travel companion presence and relative ability.
Tourism Management, 81(June), 104138. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tourman.2020.104138

Syed, S., & Spruit, M. (2017). Full-text or abstract? Examining
topic coherence scores using latent Dirichlet allocation.
Proceedings — 2017 International Conference on Data Science
and Advanced Analytics, DSAA 2017 2018-Janua, 165-174.
DOI: 10.1109/DSAA.2017.61

Taecharungroj, V. (2022). Experiential brand positioning:
Developing positioning strategies for beach destinations
using online reviews. Journal of Vacation Marketing, DOI:
10.1177/13567667221095588

Taecharungroj, V., & Mathayomchan, B. (2019). Analysing
TripAdvisor reviews of tourist attractions in Phuket,
Thailand. Tourism Management, 75(July), 550-568. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.06.020

Tang, L. (2017). Mine your customers or mine your business: The
moderating role of culture in online word-of-mouth reviews.
Journal of International Marketing, 25(2), 88-110. https://doi.
org/10.1509/jim.16.0030

Toral, S. L., Martinez-Torres, M. R, & MR, G.-R. (2018).
Identification of the unique attributes of tourist destinations
from online reviews. Journal of Travel Research, 57(7), 908-
919. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287517724918

Vargas-Sénchez, A. (2012). Research themes for tourism. DOI: 10.
1108/09596111211247263

Vu, H. Q. Li, G, Law, R, et al. (2017). Exploring tourist dining pre-
ferences based on restaurant reviews. Journal of Travel
Research, 1-19. DOI: 10.1177/0047287517744672

Wang, Y., Lu, X, &Tan, Y. (2018). Impact of product attributes on cus-
tomer satisfaction: An analysis of online reviews for washing
machines. Electronic Commerce Research and Applications, 29,
1-11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2018.03.003

Wei, Z., Zhang, M., & Ming, Y. (2022). Understanding the effect of
tourists'attribute-level experiences on satisfaction — A cross-
cultural study leveraging deep learning. Current Issues in
Tourism, 1-17. DOI: 10.1080/13683500.2022.2030682

Wong, E., Rasoolimanesh, S. M., & Pahlevan, S. S. (2020). Using
online travel agent platforms to determine factors influen-
cing hotel guest satisfaction. Journal of Hospitality and
Tourism Technology, DOI: 10.1108/JHTT-07-2019-0099

Woodside, A. G, Hsu, S. Y., & Marshall, R. (2011). General theory
of cultures’ consequences on international tourism behavior.
Journal of Business Research, 64(8), 785-799. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.10.008

Wu, J.,, Wang, Y., Zhang, R., et al. (2018). An approach to discover-
ing product/service improvement priorities: Using dynamic
importance-performance analysis. Sustainability, 10(10),
3564. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10103564

Xiang, Z., Du, Q., Ma, Y., et al. (2017). A comparative analysis of
major online review platforms: Implications for social media
analytics in hospitality and tourism. Tourism Management,
58, 51-65. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.10.001

Xie, K. L., Zili, Z., & Zigiong, Z. (2014). The business value of online
consumer reviews and management response to hotel per-
formance. International Journal of Hospitality Management,
43, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2014.07.007

Ye, Q., Law, R, & Gu, B. (2009). The impact of online user reviews
on hotel room sales. International Journal of Hospitality


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2022.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2006.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1300/J150v12n04_02
https://doi.org/10.1300/J150v12n04_02
https://doi.org/10.1080/0960085X.2020.1841573
https://doi.org/10.1080/0960085X.2020.1841573
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287509336473
https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v7n12p143
https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v7n12p143
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2023.03.015
https://doi.org/10.1080/19388160.2017.1327385
https://doi.org/10.1080/19388160.2017.1327385
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287518764345
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287518764345
https://doi.org/10.1108/02651330110389972
https://doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2010.482000
https://doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2010.482000
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEB.2017.083288
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEB.2017.083288
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104138
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104138
https://doi.org/10.1109/DSAA.2017.61
https://doi.org/10.1177/13567667221095588
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.06.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.06.020
https://doi.org/10.1509/jim.16.0030
https://doi.org/10.1509/jim.16.0030
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287517724918
https://doi.org/10.1108/09596111211247263
https://doi.org/10.1108/09596111211247263
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287517744672
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2018.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2022.2030682
https://doi.org/10.1108/JHTT-07-2019-0099
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.10.008
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10103564
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2014.07.007

1070 (&) G.M.JIETAL.

Management, 28(1), 180-182. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.
2008.06.011

Ye, Q. Law, R, Gu, B, et al. (2011). The influence of user-gener-
ated content on traveler behavior: An empirical investigation
on the effects of e-word-of-mouth to hotel online bookings.
Computers in Human Behavior, 27(2), 634-639. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.04.014

Ying, S., Chan, J. H,, & Qi, X. (2020). Why are Chinese and North
American guests satisfied or dissatisfied with hotels? An
application of big data analysis. International Journal of

Contemporary Hospitality Management, 32(10), 3249-3269.
https://doi.org/10.1108/1JCHM-02-2020-0129

Yuksel, A, Kilinc, U. K., & Yuksel, F. (2006). Cross-national analysis of
hotel customers’ attitudes toward complaining and their com-
plaining behaviours. Tourism Management, 27(1), 11-24.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2004.07.007

Zhang, C,, Xu, Z,, Gou, X,, et al. (2021). An online reviews-driven
method for the prioritization of improvements in hotel ser-
vices. Tourism Management, 87(June), 104382. doi:10.1016/j.
tourman.2021.104382


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2008.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2008.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-02-2020-0129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2004.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2021.104382
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2021.104382

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Cross-cultural analysis of tourists’ behavior
	Methods for analyzing UGC

	Theoretical underpinnings and hypothesis development
	The influence of cultural dimensions on tourists’ preference for tourism activities
	The influence of cultural dimensions on tourists’ evaluation of tourism activities

	Methodology
	Data collection
	Data pre-processing
	Mining of tourism activities from online reviews
	Determining tourist’s preference and evaluation of tourism activities

	Analysis and discussion of the findings
	Tourism activities extracted from online reviews
	Tourists’ preferences and evaluations
	National culture and tourists’ preferences and evaluations
	National culture and tourists’ preference
	Cultural dimensions and tourists’ evaluations at an overall level


	Discussions and implications
	Discussions
	National culture and tourists’ preference
	National culture and tourists’ evaluation

	Implications of the findings
	Theoretical implications
	Practical implications


	Conclusions, limitations, and ideas for future research
	Disclosure statement
	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


