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Abstract: The main purpose of this study was to analyze and compare the online complaining behavior
of Asian and non-Asian hotels guests who have posted negative hotel reviews on TripAdvisor to
voice their dissatisfaction towards a select set of hotel service attributes. A qualitative content analysis
of texts which relied on manual coding was used while examining 2020 online complaining reviews
directed at 353 UK hotels and posted by visitors originating from 63 countries. The results from the
word frequency analysis reveal that both Asian and non-Asian travelers tend to put more emphasis
on Booking and Reviews when posting complaints online. Based on a manual qualitative content
analysis, 11 different major online complaint categories and 65 sub-categories were identified. Among
its important findings, results of this study show that non-Asian guests frequently make complaints
which are longer and more detailed than Asian customers. Managerial implications and opportunities
for future studies are also discussed.

Keywords: Online Complaining Behavior; Content Analysis; Online Reviews; Electronic
Word-of-Mouth (eWOM); Culture of Origin

1. Introduction

Recently, advanced technologies like the Internet and Web 2.0 applications have led to the rise of
a wide range of consumer-generated media platforms, which, in turn, have allowed word-of-mouth
(WOM) communications to reach untold numbers of people within electronic communities and virtual
networks. This new manifestation, which has been dubbed “electronic word-of-mouth” (eWOM) [1],
has become a widely trusted source of information—which usually comes in the form of online consumer
reviews. Procurement of services is one area where such networks have found particular favor, as the
intrinsic intangibility of services often poses valuation challenges for customers [2]. In relation to
products and services connected with the tourism and hospitality industry, online consumer reviews
have a very strong influence on how consumers retrieve information, make evaluations, and reach
decisions to make purchases [3]. Literature has demonstrated that nearly 95% of consumers read online
reviews before making purchase decisions, and more than one-third of customers rely on opinions
expressed in reviews when selecting a hotel online [4].

In a world of advanced mobile communities (e.g., TripAdvisor App, Agoda App), consumers are
relying heavily on online reviews for their online booking decisions. Online reviews and consumer
ratings have been found to be the most trusted sources of information other than advice from friends,
peers, or family [5,6]. Previous studies on online consumer reviews in the hospitality and tourism
industry have highlighted the importance of the role played by online reviews in relation to online
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booking intentions [7,8], consumer decision-making [9], consumer attitudes [10,11], and perception
of trust [12]. Research on online consumer behavior has demonstrated that negative reviews hold
more sway than positive reviews; therefore, consumers will give more weight to negative information
when making judgments or performing decision-making tasks [13]. An example of this can be seen in
a study by Casaló, Flavián, Guinalíu, and Ekinci (2015) on travelers’ perceived usefulness of online
reviews. The results show that the travelers find negative online reviews more useful than positive
ones. Nevertheless, although the significance and the influence of online reviews is well recognized, the
important question of how to understand online complaining behavior within the context of different
cultural backgrounds still remains, with only a few researchers focusing on the relevant factors thus far.

Customer dissatisfaction and consumer complaining behavior were quick to draw attention from
the researchers of and service providers in the hospitality industry. Although consumer complaints do
give hoteliers the opportunity to improve their marketing programs in ways that can enhance customer
satisfaction and hotel profitability, they can also impact the hotel’s reputations and potentially do great
damage to the company [14]. Thus, we duly recognize the importance that must be attached to proper
and applicable understandings of consumer complaint behavior. Literature has argued that complaint
behavior may manifest itself differently on account of the distinct norms that are inherent to varying
cultures [15]. For example, Ngai, Heung, Wong, and Chan (2007) examined the different attitudes
Asian and non-Asian hotel guests held towards complaining behavior. The study found out that Asian
guests were less likely to complain directly to the hotels for fear of “losing face”, preferring rather to
take non-direct action, such as through negative word-of-mouth. Yuksel, Kilinc, and Yuksel (2006)
carried out a study to explore whether consumer complaint attitudes and behaviors differ according to
nation, taking Turkey, the Netherlands, Britain, and Israel as examples. The results showed that British
travelers were more likely to talk to a supervisor when seeking resolution to the problem than Dutch
and Israeli guests were. The Dutch and Israeli tourists, however, were more likely to demand manager
interventions than to communicate their dissatisfaction to general staff members. Thus, the study was
able to identify distinct patterns of complaining at hotels when comparing different cultures.

While consumer complaining behavior has received some previous empirical attention in the
tourism and hospitality industry, only a few researchers have conducted cross-cultural studies in
this area based on data acquired through text mining. Examples of these include Au, Buhalis, and
Law (2014), who employed text mining to acquire data on Chinese and non-Chinese customers in an
attempt to examine the relationship between culture and other factors which may affect intentions to
post online complaints. Stringam and Gerdes Jr (2010) examined the link between textual data and
the corresponding ratings which travelers assigned to the hotels. Additionally, Barreda and Bilgihan
(2013) utilized the text mining method on TripAdvisor posts to determine factors that may affect brand
image. The present study applies an approach which has been adopted by a number of more recent
studies in order to acquire a targeted set of textual data. The data, which pertain to the experiences of
travelers who had recently spent time in London, England, are subjected to analysis for the purpose
of developing a more in-depth understanding of the cross-cultural complaining behavior of tourists
posting online.

The present study is significantly different from its predecessors for the following reasons: (i) Some
of the previous work (e.g., Ngai et al., 2007; Yuksel et at., 2006) conducted investigations of guests’
complaining behavior by performing analyses of data collected by way of the traditional Likert scale
questionnaire. Presently, all factors of discrepancy between these two approaches cannot be fully
appreciated; however, more obvious ones pertain to the size and scope of the sample and the fact that
one of the data sets is solicited while the other is volunteered. (ii) The previous studies which did
utilize text mining to acquire data (e.g., Au et al., 2014: n < 400 reviews; n < 40 hotels) were limited to
relatively small sample sizes and narrow scopes in terms of hotel category. The present study, however,
analyzes 2020 online complaints posted by travelers of 63 nationalities about 353 hotels in the UK,
and covers the full range of star-ratings. (iii) This is the first attempt to analyze and compare the
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possible differences in the online complaining behavior patterns of travelers from different cultural
origins (i.e., Asians and non-Asian) by utilizing a manual qualitative content analysis approach.

With consideration given to (1) current gaps that exist in related research, (2) the popularity and
usefulness of data mining, and (3) the advantages of employing a manual qualitative content analysis
approach, both the generic and specific purposes of this study are:

i. To identify the antecedents of the most frequent complaining terms/words used by travelers
sharing their complaints within online travel communities;

ii. To investigate which online complaint attribute categories influence customers’ overall
dissatisfaction; and

iii. To examine how attitudes towards these complaint attribute categories vary among members of
different cultural origin (i.e., Asian and non-Asian).

The present study uses two approaches to carry out the analysis. Firstly, it attempts to identify
the most frequent complaining terms/words used by Asian and non-Asian travelers, according to the
premise that terms used most often are most important [16]. The second step involves the analysis of
the types of complaints found in the online hotel reviews on TripAdvisor in order to identify potential
differences in complaining behaviors exhibited by Asian and non-Asian guests in regards to specific
hotel service attributes.

The current paper attempts to contribute to tourism literature by identifying different patterns in
online complaining behavior exhibited by travelers of different cultural background. Since previous
studies have given less focus to this topic and its surrounding questions, the hopes are that the results
will provide hotel managers with new insights on how members of different cultures perceive different
service categories. With consideration given to certain inherent differences in their cultural attributes,
Asian and non-Asian hotel guests are compared to determine whether dissimilarities in expectations
and/or behavior would appear. According to Hofstede (1980) [17], cultural differences can be
categorized into four dimensions: power distance, individualism-collectiveness, masculinity-femininity,
and uncertainty avoidance. He also further maintained that Asian countries tend to be more collective
in orientation, while non-Asian ones put more emphasis on individualism. Becker (2000) [18] argued
that Asians tend to be more conformist, more cautious when responding to uncertain situations,
and more reserved in expressing emotions. In terms of complaining behavior, Asians were also
considered less likely to engage directly for fear of potentially losing face. Non-Asians, on the other
hand, felt that complaining was a responsibility of sorts, believing that it could lead to improvements.
In the era of the Internet and social media, however, such tendencies may not be as they once were;
thus, the hopes are that the results of the present study will help shed light on the issue.

In this study, the content analysis technique is applied to the data retrieved from the targeted
online travel community (i.e., TripAdvisor). Online complaining reviews are textual data consisting
of the reviewers’ subjective opinions and perspectives; therefore, a content analysis technique that
incorporates a coding scheme based on a subjective evaluation of the content is selected. The approach
is regarded as appropriate for this study for the following three main reasons: Firstly, it is an adaptable
tool for analyzing text-based data [19], applicable in situations as these, where the researchers are
required to read through all the text while interpreting and coding them subjectively [20]. Secondly,
unlike with the numerical data from Likert scale questionnaires, the textual data collected in this study
may express additional information through the tone of the communication. Thirdly, content analysis
allows the researchers to get access to the recommendations made on service quality and can thereby
hopefully allow the researchers to identify motives behind the complaints [21].

The study begins by illustrating the theoretical background, then moves to describe the
methodology and results. Implications and future research suggestions and recommendations
are discussed at the end.
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2. Literature Review

2.1. Cross-Cultural Complaining Behaviors

Literature on cross-national differences in consumer behavior has shown that cultural differences
can have substantial effects on consumers, even to the degree that the same product or service may
be perceived differently in concomitant with the respondents’ culture of origin [22]. Moreover, the
cultural background and language differences of customers may produce dissimilarities in perceptions
of and/or reactions to products and services [23]. Previous studies relating to cultural differences in
the hotel industry can be segmented into four areas of focus [23]: (1) differences in perceptions of
service [24]; (2) differences in expectations for service delivery [15,25–28]; (3) differences in service
demand emphasis [29]; and (4) complaint differences understood according to the moderating role
of language and culture [14,30,31]. The following review of literature related to cross-cultural tourist
behavior is presented according these four categories.

Cultural differences can lead to different perceptions of service quality, willingness to repurchase,
and the manner, quality, and frequency of recommendations made to others for those services; as such,
significant differences exist when it comes to experience evaluations [23]. For example, when Hsieh
and Tsai (2009) aimed to clarify cognitive differences of tourists from different cultural areas with
respect to service quality (specifically, hotel service perceptions), their results showed that Taiwanese
and American guests exhibited different cognitions toward hotel service quality in consequence of
cultural differences. Taiwanese were more concerned about overall service quality than American
consumers. Furthermore, Taiwanese and American consumers held significantly different views when
it came to the dimensions of reliability, reaction, assurance, and empathy. This was interpreted to mean
that Taiwanese consumers were more concerned about these four dimensions than the Americans
were [24].

Travelers coming from different cultures have also been show to hold significantly different
expectations [23]. When Wang et al. (2008) assessed Chinese tourists’ perceptions of the service quality
at UK hotels, it was found that Chinese tourists held higher expectations for the services on account
of the fact that the UK is a more developed country. In terms of tangible attributes, most Chinese
tourists preferred hotels with modern decorations and furnishing; however, many hotels in the UK
had styles that were too old to be appealing. Consequently, the discrepancy between expectation and
outcome had an obvious effect on the Chinese tourists’ experience and resulted in negative consumer
emotions [15]. Earlier on, Mok and Armstrong (1998) argued that tourists from different cultures
foster different expectations with respect to hotel service quality. Their results revealed that for items
such as hotel facilities, employee appearance, hotel services, and employee courtesy, travelers from
the UK received the highest overall expectation scores, followed by tourists from USA, Australia,
Taiwan, and Japan, respectively. The Japanese tourists not only held the lowest expectations for these
tangibles, but also exhibited the lowest expectations with respect to the empathy dimension [28].
Mattila (2000) investigated the way in which the cultural-based biases of Asians and Westerners
affected the evaluation of service encounters in hotel and restaurant settings. The findings suggested
that customer evaluations of service encounters may indeed be culturally bound, with Asian travelers
giving significantly lower ratings to the service providers in both scenarios (hotel check-out and fine
dining). When comparing perceptions of fairness and levels of satisfaction among members of two
distinct culture groups (USA: individualistic culture; and Korean: collectivist culture) with respect to
hotel room pricing, the results indicated that US consumers seemed to prefer equitable outcomes over
better or worse pricing [26]. Moreover, offering information on the hotel’s pricing policy had a more
positive impact on Korean travelers than their American counterparts. In another study measuring
service quality and customer satisfaction at hotels in Malaysia, Malaysian, Asian, and non-Asian hotel
guests were the subjects of comparison. While none of the guests found the service quality to meet their
expectations, the Asian and non-Asian guests were more satisfied than the Malaysian ones, who had
the lowest expectations and perceptions out of the three [27].
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Cultural differences may inspire different types of demands from travelers during their stays
at hotels [23]. Kuo (2007) purposed to uncover differences in the perceived importance of employee
service attitudes and satisfaction with services amongst customers from America, Japan, and Taiwan.
The study found a significant difference in the perceptions of customers from different nationalities [29].
For example, American travelers emphasized elements such as employees being able to solve customer
problems; they were also dissatisfied with the service when employees lacked an adequate command
of English. Meanwhile, Taiwanese customers stressed the importance of employees treating customers
politely regardless of their attire. They felt that employees treated them unfairly because they expected
to get tips from well-dressed customers. In their study, the researchers concluded that:

“American tourists are easy to satisfy regarding employee services; Japanese tourists have
the highest expectations and are very hard to satisfy; Taiwanese require a fairly high standard
of service attitude.” [29] (p. 1079)

Complaint patterns have been shown to be completely different from culture to culture, especially
when encountering unfair services [23]. Huang et al. (1996) utilized the concept of national character to
explain differences in the complaining intentions of guests from Japan and the US. The results reported
that American guests were more likely to stop patronizing the hotel, complain to hotel management,
and warn family or friends than the Japanese respondents—who were more likely to take no action in
response to unsatisfactory services [14]. In such cases, a partial explanation on differences in behavior
has been developed in the research of Ngai et al. (2007), who concluded that Asian guests were less
likely to complain to the hotel management for fear of losing face and were also less familiar with
the channels for making complaints. Asian guests, however, were more likely to engage in private
complaining actions, such as the spreading of negative word-of-mouth to friends and relatives about
their bad hotel experiences. In another study, Yuksel et al. (2006) explored similarities and differences
in the complaining attitudes and behaviors of hotel customers from Turkey, the Netherlands, Britain,
and Israel. The results depicted more differences than similarities in the complaining behaviors of hotel
customers from these countries. Other research has corroborated that upon the occurrence of a service
failure, customers from the West were more likely to complain than those from the East [32]. For
instance, although Japanese customers gave lower ratings to superior services, they were found to be
more forgiving of inferior service than US customers. A review of the preceding literature has made it
quite evident that different cultural backgrounds and languages can result in differences in complaining
behaviors. However, there has not yet been a comprehensive qualitative analysis conducted on the
potential differences in the online complaining behavior of Asian and non-Asian travelers who have
opted to use online travel websites (e.g., TripAdvisor) to voice their grievances towards hotel service
attributes. Therefore, this study aims to fill this gap, trusting that it will be an important basis for
formulating business strategies and future studies. Appendix A presents cultural differences within
the hotel industry according to a four-segment model adopted from Schuckert et al. (2015). These
include perception difference, expectation difference, emphasis difference, and complaint difference.

2.2. The Significances of TripAdvisor

There are several reasons why this study chooses TripAdvisor to serve as the source of the research
data; namely: (i) TripAdvisor has been widely adopted by scholars worldwide as a data source for
conducting research, especially for those conducting research related to tourism and hospitality [33]; (ii)
TripAdvisor is one of the most influential eWOM sources in the hospitality and tourism context when
it comes to consumer opinion platforms [34]; (iii) TripAdvisor aggregates online consumer-generated
reviews from hotels all over the world and cooperates with other travel sites partners, such as
Agoda.com, Expedia.com, Booking.com, Trip.com, and many more, thus providing a great wealth of
information for researcher to explore [35] (p. 2–4); (iv) finally, for reasons which will be discussed
below, TripAdvisor is considered to hold a high level of representativeness for the topic currently
under consideration.
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TripAdvisor is one of the world’s largest online travel communities for tourists seeking advice
on where to stay and what to do from people who have first-hand experience on the destinations of
interest [36]. Launched in the year 2000, TripAdvisor is a space that encourages unbiased traveler
reviews on hotels, restaurants, and attractions [37]. It is also recognized to be the most popular
independent consumer review site on the web [38]. The site provides access to a staggering 300 million
reviews and opinions which have been submitted by travelers who have trekked the globe [39]. It covers
4 million businesses and properties related to accommodations, with hotels, B and Bs, and specialty
lodgings accounting for 810,000 units [33]. Moreover, TripAdvisor operates in 49 markets and has
more than 415 million monthly visitors [40]. On TripAdvisor, tourists are allowed to provide an overall
rating for a hotel’s service using a five-star rating system, while also providing detailed comments
about their experiences [41]. Additionally, TripAdvisor offers very clear hotel class segmentation
information for every hotel being reviewed. To accomplish this, it utilizes a segmentation scheme that
awards hotels with “crowns”, which have a value of 5 for luxury hotels, 4 for above average hotels with
some outstanding features and a broad range of services, 3 for full-service hotels, 2 for mid-market
economy hotels, and 1 for budget traveler hotels [42].

Extracting data from TripAdvisor provides multiple benefits. First, TripAdvisor allows researchers
to collect huge data sets from its user-generated reviews, and thereby achieve high levels of external
validity [43]. These data, which are aggregated from a large number of people, can be obtained at a
considerably low cost [34]. Second, TripAdvisor offers various language interfaces and provides such
supplementary information as the reviewer’s nationality. This allows for the inclusion of national-level
information and the grouping of subjects based on such considerations as country of origin and cultural
background [44]. Finally, TripAdvisor provides a detailed client reviews of hotels with a rating scale
that ranges from “terrible” (1 star), on the low end, to “excellent” (5 stars) on the high end [45]. This
allows the researchers to learn more about the role that each attribute has played in shaping the
customers’ overall satisfaction with respect to each of the hotel experiences (see [46]). The advantages
of using online travel community sites as tools for analyzing customer comment behavior have been
previously discussed and are thus applied to this present study with the intent of identifying patterns
of complaining behavior exhibited by Asian and non-Asian guests who were discontent with the
quality of the hotel services they were provided.

3. Research Design and Process

This current study comprised three major stages, namely: (1) the development of a pre-built
framework, (2) the extraction of data, and (3) the preparation and coding of the extracted data. In order
to hone in on the targeted attributes and items which would potentially impact hotel guest satisfaction,
a literature review was conducted to develop a pre-built framework. A total of 10 hotel attributes and
51 items were initially identified and developed on. These were subsequently included in the coding
system of categories.

To understand the online complaining behavior of guests from different cultural origins, qualitative
analyses were adopted, including a simple word frequency analysis and a manually-implemented
qualitative content analysis. The details of each stage are described below.

3.1. Pre-Built Framework through Literature Reviews

To determine the target attributes and items that have impacts on hotel customer satisfaction
and develop the underlying structure of the study, a comprehensive round of literature reviews
was conducted. The reviews included literature on: customer experiences with budget hotels [47],
customer satisfaction with 4- and 5-star hotels [48], customers’ opinions on the service quality at
small and medium hotels [49], customer satisfaction and dissatisfaction with full-service hotels,
limited-service hotels, and suite hotels with/without food and beverage services [20], customers’
positive/negative experiences with hotel cyberspace communication [19], customer perceptions of
staying at the hostel [50], and customer online complaining behavior [21]. This part of literature
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generated 10 hotel attributes and 51 items, as shown in Table 1. The attributes and items gleaned from
the aforementioned studies were treated as a single set, which was subjected to a qualitative content
analysis, as detailed in the section on methodology. The refined attributes and items provided the basis
for a pre-built framework and a guideline for coding the negative comments. However, modifications
were applied as necessary so that the materials would appropriately align with the study’s purpose of
identifying online complaining patterns exhibited by members of different cultural origin (i.e., Asian
and non-Asian).
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Table 1. Attributes and items influencing on customer (dis)satisfaction.

Attribute Category Item Literature

Room

• Amenities in the room/bathroom
• Size and layout of the room
• Welcoming extras
• Room design (e.g., cool color, lacks luxurious feeling, dated décor)
• Brightness of the room (e.g., room is dark)

Zhou et al. (2014)
Ren et al. (2016)
Au et al. (2014)

Hotel

• Availability of Wi-Fi
• Public facilities (e.g., lounge, lobby, pool, fitness center) Zhou et al. (2014)

Barreda and Bilgihan (2013)

• Building (e.g., light, window, elevator, appearance)

Cleanliness

• Cleanliness in general (e.g., old and dirty hotel, unclean uniform)

Au et al. (2014)
• Guest room (e.g., rubbish left in bin, cigarette ash left on carpet)

• Public areas (products blocking the fire exit door, dirty hallways)

• Toilet (e.g., smelly, stains on towel, hair on bath, stain on bath)

Staff

• Friendly staff

• Politeness
• Quick service

Barreda and Bilgihan (2013)
Ren et al. (2016)
Au et al. (2014)

• Responsiveness of the staff

• Smooth check-in and check-out
• Smooth reservation
• Staff providing sufficient information
• Social interaction with the staff

• Courtesy (e.g., poor attitude, little smiling, no greeting)
• Competency (e.g., lack of common knowledge, poor English)
• Personal interaction (e.g., feel disrespected, feel discriminated)
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Table 1. Cont.

Attribute Category Item Literature

Location

• Being near the city center
• Proximity to access points for public transportation Chaves et al. (2012)

Zhou et al. (2014)
Au et al. (2014)

• Close to attractions
• Close to the airport/railway station
• Accessibility

• Inconvenient location (e.g., remote, difficult to locate)

Value

• Value for money
• Affordable price (e.g., reasonable price, good price, cheap) Xu and Li (2016)

Zhou et al. (2014)
Au et al. (2014)

• Room price
• Food and beverage price

• Not value for money
• Expensive

Security

• Less safe
• Safety (e.g., feeling safe in the hotel)
• Unsafe neighborhood

Amblee (2015)

Miscellaneous

• Bedding (e.g., mattress too soft/hard, bed too small, hard pillow)
• Pest (e.g., mosquitoes)
• Smell (e.g., stinky/moldy smelling bedroom or corridor, smoke)
• Facilities (e.g., old fashion design, air-condition not cold)

Au et al. (2014)
Xu and Li (2016)

• Noise (e.g., street noise, noise from lobby)
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Table 1. Cont.

Attribute Category Item Literature

Space
• Room space (e.g., room too small, small space between beds)
• Toilet space (e.g., small toilet space) Au et al. (2014)

Food and Beverage
• Dining environment
• Availability of special food service Zhou et al. (2014)

Au et al. (2014)

• Nothing special
• Small portion size/limited variety
• No breakfast refill
• Staff only recommend expensive food items
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3.2. Sample Credibility

In consideration of the large amount of positive attention that tourism scholars have been giving
to online reviews as information sources, this study attempted take advantage of the same for the
purpose of conducting its analysis (see [43]). Data collection was conducted in November of 2018. At
that time, 353 hotels were randomly selected from a population of 1086 listed on the TripAdvisor site
for the market in London, UK (London was chosen simply because it is a major tourism destination
with a big number of hotels rather than for any empirical or metrological reasons [51] (p. 763)) [52].
The hotels were ranked from 2- to 5-stars based on the British hotel rating system. To ensure the
credibility of the sources and size of the sample, this study restricted the subject hotels to those with
more than 200 reviews. To ensure efficiency and proper representation of complaint data for each
of the selected hotels, a maximum of 20 of the most recently posted negative reviews with details
of the complaints (starting from the lowest ratings of 1-star to 2-stars) were extracted for analysis.
When a guest has given an overall rating of 1- or 2-stars, that rating is designated as “negative” in the
TripAdvisor reviews system [16]. Reviews without textual content or information on the traveler’s
nationality (demographic information) were excluded.

3.3. Data Extraction

All of the online reviews that were selected from TripAdvisor comprised textual data. The
extraction of such textual data, referred to as “textual mining”, has been described as “the process
of extracting useful, meaningful, and nontrivial information from unstructured text to overcome
information overload” [20] (p. 60). To get deeper insight on the data, a mixed approach was applied
in the present study. First, a qualitative method, including grounded theory and content analysis,
was used for the initial analysis of the data. The researchers read through all the online-review text and
interpreted and coded it subjectively according to a consistent coding schema. Every single review was
manually extracted in the form of textual data along with the reviewer’s demographic information,
as shown in Figure 1. In total, 2020 valid online complaining reviews were retrieved for the analysis.

Among the 2020 complaining online reviews, the total sample size for the analysis represented 63
nationalities. These reviews were classified as belonging to Asian or non-Asian travelers based on
regional markings, followed by UN regional and national statistics classification [53]. The physical
boundaries of the nation state reflect the national culture behind [22]. Specifically, culture means the
similar behavior of a certain group of people. Of the reviewers, 74.03% (N = 1503) were non-Asian
travelers, mainly originating from England (N = 678, 33.56%), America (N = 258, 12.77%), Australia
(N = 227, 11.24%), Canada (N = 63, 3.12%), Ireland (N = 42, 2.08%), New Zealand (N = 33, 1.63%), and
other (N = 198, 9.8%). Asian travelers made 25.7% (N = 517) of the comments and originated from the
United Arab Emirates (N = 99, 4.90%), Singapore (N = 81, 4.01%), Hong Kong (N = 62, 3.07), China
(N = 30, 1.49%), India (N = 30, 1.49%), Thailand (N = 30, 1.49), Malaysia (N = 23, 1.14%), and other
(N = 166, 8.22%). Table 2 details the supplementary dataset.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 1838 12 of 37

Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 9 of 32 

 

Figure 1. Textual review of complaint for the data analysis. 

Among the 2020 complaining online reviews, the total sample size for the analysis represented 
63 nationalities. These reviews were classified as belonging to Asian or non-Asian travelers based on 
regional markings, followed by UN regional and national statistics classification [53]. The physical 
boundaries of the nation state reflect the national culture behind [22]. Specifically, culture means the 
similar behavior of a certain group of people. Of the reviewers, 74.03% (N = 1503) were non-Asian 
travelers, mainly originating from England (N = 678, 33.56%), America (N = 258, 12.77%), Australia 
(N = 227, 11.24%), Canada (N = 63, 3.12%), Ireland (N = 42, 2.08%), New Zealand (N = 33, 1.63%), and 
other (N = 198, 9.8%). Asian travelers made 25.7% (N = 517) of the comments and originated from the 
United Arab Emirates (N = 99, 4.90%), Singapore (N = 81, 4.01%), Hong Kong (N = 62, 3.07), China (N 
= 30, 1.49%), India (N = 30, 1.49%), Thailand (N = 30, 1.49), Malaysia (N = 23, 1.14%), and other (N = 
166, 8.22%). Table 2 details the supplementary dataset. 
 

Figure 1. Textual review of complaint for the data analysis.

Table 2. Summary of the dataset.

Sources Negative Reviews (%)

Hotel Star-Rating
2-Star 315 15.6
3-Star 557 27.6
4-Star 603 29.9
5-Star 545 27.0

Regional Markings
Asian 517 25.7

Non-Asian 1503 74.3
Overall Rating

1-Star 760 37.6
2-Star 1260 62.4

Total 2020 100
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3.4. Data Preparation and Coding

First, each negative review was retrieved manually by copying the information from the
TripAdvisor source to a Word file (for textual data) or Excel file (for numerical data; e.g., ratings). The
textual data were unstructured data which needed to be transformed into meaningful knowledge via a
decoding mechanism [54]. In order to convert the unstructured textual content into structured data,
qualitative content analyses were performed (see [55]).

Second, to code the data, a pre-built framework developed based on the literature reviews was
utilized. After that, the qualitative content analysis of each text relied on the performance of manual
coding. This was accomplished by creating coding categories that explained how the comments were
developed. To avoid overlapping themes and reduce the ambiguity of the content, coding categories
and coding variables were added, removed, or merged at the discretion of the researchers, following
discussions which gave consideration to the pre-built framework. In order to reduce the impact that
biases might have on coding decisions, the data were categorized by two independent coders, each of
whom organized the data according to various complaint attributes, items, and connotative meanings.
Both coders independently coded the same dataset using the same pre-built framework as a guideline
for developing the scheme.

This study opted to assign codes manually in order to capture the idiosyncrasies of the reviews
and account for nuances that would otherwise be neglected [56]. Moreover, by adopting a manual
approach, the researchers benefited from the strong interpretational power that is derived from a
pre-built framework [57]. Inherently, online complaining behavior is multifaceted in nature, as travelers
from different cultures of origin may use different words, expressions, or tones (such as sarcasm) to
express their sentiments. It was thus very difficult to conduct a pre-analysis to delineate a set of words
or expressions that should receive specific attention or weighting. Therefore, the researchers decided
instead to manually code the dataset in order to avoid the shortfalls that analytic tools would inevitably
create while working to identify each aspect of the online complaining behaviors [56].

Then, through the qualitative content analysis, a system of categories was created [58]. The
categories were constructed according to the denominations of hotel attributes and items which have
been shown to have an impact on customers’ (dis)satisfaction in previous studies. For example, the
statement, “What’s more, the toilet cover was very dirty when we checked in,” was assigned to
the “Cleanliness” category and itemized as “filthy toilet”. Another example from the Cleanliness
category which was itemized as “bedroom uncleanliness” states: “The room just felt badly cleaned
and dusty, especially the bed counterpane.” If categorization differences occurred between coders or
there were discrepancies with the pre-built framework, consensus on the matter was reached through
discussion [21].

After considering the coding schemes in previous discussions (10 hotel attribute categories and 51
items) as well as the results from manual content analysis, the final classification system for describing
the content of the text was created. During this stage, two sub-category complaint attributes from the
pre-built framework were removed, as they were deemed to be redundant based on the results of
the coding work. Therefore, the final framework that was developed based on the literature review
was revised to include 10 hotel attribute categories and 49 items. Several rounds of manual coding
were performed to code the data using Nvivo 11, which is one of most preferred qualitative content
analysis tools [59,60]. This analysis tool has been utilized as an instrument for discourse analysis,
grounded theory, conversation analysis, ethnography, phenomenology, content analysis, and more [19].
By following this process, the researchers were able to inductively and/or deductively determine the
principal factors leading to the complaints [21].

Finally, to ensure reliability and overcome the possible biases of a single coder, this study followed
the approach of Lombard, Snyder-Duch, and Bracken (2002) [61] and Gerdt et al. (2019), making
use of two independent coders. Inter-coder reliability was verified by calculating the percentage of
agreement, namely: “the percentage of all coding decisions made by pairs of coders on which the
coders agree with the values of 0.00 (no agreement) to 1.00 (perfect agreement)” [61] (p. 590). To ensure
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consistency in the coding, this study followed the Cenni and Goethals (2017) two-step inter-code
reliability test. A preliminary inter-code reliability test was conducted after coding 5% of both full sets
of coded reviews, then a second reliability test was performed after coding an additional 10% of the
total samples. The results showed that both coding grids were > 90%, which was judged sufficient
(see Table 3). A reliability standard for each code in the framework developed by the two researchers
was also calculated [58]. When considering each category and sub-category, the inter-coder reliability
remained above > 90%, demonstrating high levels of agreement.
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Table 3. Assessing inter-coder reliability test between Coder A and Coder B.

No Codename
5% of Corpus (n = 100) 10% of Corpus (n = 200)

Agree (%) Coder A and Not
B (%)

Coder B and Not
A (%) Agree (%) Coder A and Not

B (%)
Coder B and Not

A (%)

Overall Average Inter-Coder Reliability 99.48% 99.20%

1 Cleanliness ** 98.97 0.84 0.19 98.74 1.01 0.25
2 Bedroom Uncleanliness 99.38 0.49 0.13 99.27 0.55 0.18
3 Filthy Toilet 99.96 0 0.04 99.96 0 0.04
4 Poor Cleanliness 99.53 0.35 0.12 99.46 0.41 0.13
5 Scruffy Public Areas 99.76 0.21 0.03 99.7 0.27 0.03
6 Extra Charge * 99.91 0 0.09 99.91 0 0.09
7 Food and Beverage ** 99.09 0.86 0.05 98.18 1.66 0.16
8 Bad-Tasting Food * 99.78 0.22 0 99.46 0.54 0
9 Lack of Special FS 99.65 0.34 0.01 99.37 0.62 0.01

10 Disappointing Breakfast 99.75 0 0.25 99.61 0.06 0.34
11 No Innovative Menu 99.98 0.01 0 99.92 0.08 0
12 Poor Dining Environment 99.52 0.46 0.02 99.36 0.63 0.02
13 Low Food QS * 99.96 0 0.04 99.92 0 0.08
14 Poor Upselling RFF 99.86 0.14 0 99.84 0.16 0
15 Small Portion Size/LV 99.73 0.25 0.02 99.72 0.25 0.03
16 Spoilt Food * 100 0 0 99.98 0 0.02
17 Hotel ** 99.2 0.67 0.13 98.79 0.91 0.3
18 Dated Hotel/Building 99.71 0.28 0 99.57 0.38 0.05
19 Insufficient Public Facility 99.5 0.35 0.15 99.25 0.5 0.25
20 Wi-Fi Problem 99.94 0.06 0 99.93 0.06 0.01
21 Location ** 99.82 0.18 0.01 99.79 0.18 0.03
22 Away From Attractions 99.98 0.01 0.01 99.98 0.01 0.01
23 Far From Airport 100 0 0 100 0 0
24 Far From PT 100 0 0 99.98 0 0.01
25 Inconvenient Location 99.94 0.06 0 99.94 0.06 0
26 Far From City Center/CBD 99.97 0.03 0 99.97 0.03 0
27 Poor Accessibility 99.89 0.11 0 99.87 0.11 0.02
28 Miscellaneous ** 98.12 1.43 0.45 97.02 1.89 1.09
29 Annoying Insects 99.88 0.12 0 99.83 0.17 0
30 Woeful Outside View * 99.91 0.09 0.01 99.81 0.17 0.01
31 Disgusting Smell 99.74 0.26 0.01 99.65 0.26 0.09
32 False Advertising * 99.93 0 0.07 99.89 0 0.11
33 Noise 99.34 0.57 0.09 98.97 0.85 0.18
34 Lack of Facility Maint. 99.17 0.58 0.25 98.59 0.74 0.67
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Table 3. Cont.

No Codename
5% of Corpus (n = 100) 10% of Corpus (n = 200)

Agree (%) Coder A and Not
B (%)

Coder B and Not
A (%) Agree (%) Coder A and Not

B (%)
Coder B and Not

A (%)

Overall Average Inter-Coder Reliability 99.48% 99.20%

35 Uncomfortable Bedding 99.81 0.11 0.08 99.77 0.12 0.11
36 Room ** 98.54 1.28 0.18 97.6 1.64 0.76
37 Few Welcoming Extra 99.89 0.11 0 99.89 0.11 0
38 Inadequate Amenities 99.19 0.79 0.01 98.84 1.04 0.12
39 Dingy Room/Less Lighting 99.96 0.02 0.02 99.87 0.03 0.11
40 Insufficient Room Facility * 99.71 0 0.29 99.55 0 0.45
41 Tired/Not Luxurious * 99.85 0 0.15 99.74 0 0.26
42 Poor Décor/Design 99.36 0.61 0.03 98.95 0.78 0.27
43 Poor Layout 99.66 0.34 0 99.47 0.5 0.04
44 Security ** 99.49 0.36 0.16 99.36 0.36 0.29
45 Less Safe 99.71 0.12 0.17 99.64 0.12 0.24
46 Feeling Scary 99.78 0.2 0.02 99.72 0.2 0.08
47 Unsafe Neighborhood 99.82 0.15 0.03 99.82 0.15 0.03
48 Space ** 98.9 0.94 0.15 98.28 1.25 0.47
49 Tiny Room Space 98.85 1 0.14 98.35 1.21 0.44
50 Undersized Toilet 99.73 0.24 0.03 99.62 0.34 0.04
51 Overrated Hotel Ratings * 99.86 0 0.14 99.85 0 0.15
52 Service Experience ** 94.62 5.07 0.31 91.34 6.93 1.73
53 Reservation Difficulties 98.96 1 0.05 98.17 1.74 0.1
54 Impoliteness 99.32 0.65 0.03 99.05 0.9 0.06
55 Insufficient Information 99.69 0.3 0.01 99.38 0.61 0.01
56 Lack of Responsiveness 97.85 2.05 0.1 97.13 2.74 0.14
57 Less Social Interaction 99.43 0.57 0 99.15 0.85 0
58 Long Wait for Room * 99.9 0 0.1 99.85 0 0.15
59 Personal Bias 99.8 0.1 0.09 99.64 0.15 0.21
60 Poor Competency 98.14 1.81 0.05 97.45 2.37 0.18
61 Poor Courtesy 99.38 0.4 0.21 98.94 0.59 0.47
62 Programmed Service * 99.98 0 0.02 99.98 0 0.02
63 Check-in and -out Manner 99.39 0.57 0.04 99.19 0.69 0.12
64 Poor Customer Service 99.07 0.93 0 97.35 1.14 1.5
65 Unfriendly Staff 99.23 0.72 0.05 98.99 0.94 0.07
66 Value ** 98.88 1.05 0.07 98.28 1.57 0.14
67 Food Overpriced 99.89 0.11 0 99.84 0.16 0
68 Expensive in General 99.75 0.15 0.1 99.64 0.26 0.1
69 Expensive Room Price 99.86 0.13 0.02 99.79 0.18 0.03
70 Not Value for Money 99.49 0.5 0.01 99.3 0.66 0.04
71 Unreasonable Price for QP 99.62 0.35 0.04 99.37 0.54 0.09

Note: FS: Food Service; QS: Quality Standard; RFF: Recommendation for Food; LV: Limited Variety; PT: Public Transportation; CBC: Commercial-Business-District; Maint.: Maintenance;
QP: Quality Provided; * Note: Codes added during the data analysis; ** Note: Bold letters are complaint attribute categories.
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3.5. Data Analysis

The importance of the words travelers used when making complaints was analyzed in two ways.
To address the first of the study’s objectives, complaining words were identified based on frequency,
subjected to discussions, and then categorized according to the number of occurrences. In this process,
a simple words frequency analysis was conducted without consideration given to the different cultural
backgrounds of hotel guests (Asians/non-Asians). This technique acts according to the premise that
words used more frequently address issues of higher importance [16].

Second, factors or categories affecting the online complaining behavior of travelers from different
cultural backgrounds were identified and examined. The coding scheme and online complaint elements
were carefully checked and refined. Through this process, an additional complaint attribute category
(i.e., online review) and 16 complaint attribute sub-categories were discovered (details are in Table 4).
The additional category and sub-categories had received little attention in previous studies. Once
the final coding scheme and online compliant elements were sorted into 11 different major online
complaint-attribute categories and 65 different complaint-attribute sub-categories, the instances and
percentages of each situation that instigated travelers to make online complaints were calculated.
In each case, a comparison was made between Asians and non-Asians in order to ascertain case
frequency and percentage. From here, the frequency and percentage of each category was calculated by
dividing the case observation count by the total numbers of cases for the category. Figure 2 summarizes
the research process.
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Table 4. Online complaint attributes from travelers complaining on online platforms.

No Complaint Attribute Categories Complaint Attribute Sub-Categories Detailed Complaint Attributes

1

Service Experience

Unfriendly Staff Unpleasant, unsmiling, unwelcoming hosts, unhappy at work
2 Impoliteness Rude, underwhelming, arrogant, disrespectful, zero personality
3 Poor Customer Service Slow/bad/lacking customer service, poor customer care, unhelpful
4 Lack of Responsiveness Poor responsiveness, e-mail with no response, unanswered calls
5 Check-in and -out Manner Lengthy/long wait at check-out/-in, poor room up-selling skills
6 Reservation Difficulties Two separate reservations, cancelled at no notice, non-refundable
7 Insufficient Information Poor knowledge of the locals/city, no introduction to any facilities
8 Less Social Interaction No social skills, no extra personal touch, lack communication skills
9 Poor Courtesy Aggressive raising voice, untruthful staff, no professional courtesy

10 Poor Competency Unprofessional, inexperienced, need proper training
11 Personal Bias Bully, feel discriminate/humiliated, rather racist, tipping expected
12 Long Wait for Room * Room ready after 4pm, no rooms available on arrival
13 Housekeeping Issues * Cleaning staff talking loudly, room never serviced properly
14 Wrong Room Type * Sea view got parking lot view/non-smoking but got a smoking
15 Programmed Service * Gave robotic apologies, being “programmed” to greet/smile
16 Management Issues * Poor/no help management, unwilling to compromise anything

17

Room

Uncomfortable Bedding Very rough sheets, mattress sloping/hard, pillows too thin/hard
18 Inadequate Amenities No toiletries/shampoo/complementary coffee bags/drinking water
19 Poor Layout Window facing wall, bed was under window/around the corner
20 Few Welcoming Extras No welcoming fruits, no welcome room gifts at 5 *
21 Poor Décor/Design Old musty interior, decorated in the 1970s, budget décor not 5 *
22 Dingy Room/Less Light No natural light, no window, dark/scary room, no lights at beds
23 Insufficient Room Facility * No drawers/wardrobe/A/C/ventilation, no telephone/towel rack
24 Woeful Outside View * Overlooked backs of other buildings/wall/cars parked/busy road
25 Tired/Not Luxurious * Old fashioned, furniture scratched/like out of the 1970s, dated

Others No disabled toilets/facilities/no mention of wheelchair users

26

Hotel

Wi-Fi Problem 5 * charges internet, internet slow/unable to connect, weak signal
27 Insufficient Public Facility No restaurant/pool/gym, no concierge service, no parking on site
28 Dated Hotel/Building Deteriorating, outdated/old building, 5 * looks like a 1980s motel
29 Parking Lot Difficulties * Miles from the actual car park, car park was limited

30

Cleanliness

Poor Cleanliness Rat in restaurant, not organized/untidy staff, dirty waiter uniform
31 Bedroom Uncleanliness Dirty sheet, stained carpet/wall, dusty mattress, smell of smoke
32 Scruffy Public Areas Dusty/smelly corridor, mould all over the ceiling, glass on floor
33 Filthy Toilet Towels smelly, stained/long hair on towels, tons of mildew
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Table 4. Cont.

No Complaint Attribute Categories Complaint Attribute Sub-Categories Detailed Complaint Attributes

34

Location

Far From City Center/CBD Out of London center, not trendy part of town, not central
35 Far From PT Too far from the Tube, far from bus station
36 Away From Attractions Far from popular tourist spots, away from shopping center
37 Far From Airport Too far from Heathrow, long walk to the underground
38 Inconvenient Location/PA Difficulty access overnight, accessed from one direction

39

Value

Unreasonable Price for QP High price tag for average hotel, overpriced for what you get
40 Expensive Room Price Very expensive by comparison to other similar facilities
41 Food Overpriced Expensive meals/breakfast, knocked off price for mini bar
42 Not Value for Money Never had worse value in London, not 5 * suited, not worth cost
43 Expensive in General Too high for a 3 * hotel, too high price for nail polish

44
Security

Less Safe Glass door broke, violent tendency, poor fire safety, no security
45 Feeling Scary Homeless/drunk everywhere, allow unrestricted access to room
46 Unsafe Neighborhood Loud angry argument nearby, unsafe surround

47 Space Tiny Room Space Very small/small according to Asian standard, size wasn’t fit for 5 *
48 Undersized Toilet Very small scale for a 5 *, small as Japanese business hotel

49

Food and Beverage

Poor Dining Environment Noisy, needs modernization, poor atmosphere/dining service
50 Lack of Special FS Nothing special/very ordinary, no food service available at bar
51 No Innovative Menu No new idea of a meal, no flexibility for meals, very dated menu
52 Limited Variety Less choices of fruit, no option for vegetarian, fewer options in 5 *
53 Disappointing Breakfast No refills, small meat, no fruit, a la carte breakfast, buffet like 2 *
54 Poor Upselling RFF Keep continually asking to have more things I do not want
55 Bad-Tasting Food * No taste/flavor, poor cooked, undrinkable coffee, poor ingredients
56 Spoilt Food * Spoilt and brown/rotten welcome fruits, dated tea bags
57 Low Food QS * Poor instant coffee, cheap brand of jam, frozen products not fresh

Others Limited restaurant, delivered wrong ordered, tables are so close

58

Miscellaneous

Annoying Insects Spider in room, bed bug bite, spiders hanging in toilet ceiling
59 Disgusting Smell Bad smell in the corridors, smell smoking/paint/chemical/mold
60 Lack of Facility Maint. Weak shower water pressure, AC/keycards didn’t work, thin walls
61 Noise Noise street/ceiling pipes when water flushed/walking on corridor
62 Extra Charge * Wi-Fi £100 per week/pool/gym/early check in/sea view/parking
63 Privacy Concerns * Sharing guests’ home/personal details, no courtesy of privacy

Others Took unauthorized money, lack of consideration for environment

64
Online Review **

False Advertising * Pics on homepage looked great but reality shame, smaller than
advertised, advertised TV facilities did not exist

65 Overrated Hotel Ratings * Overrated, based on good reviews-not same, disappointing with
wonderful reviews posted, feel misled by other reviews

CBC: Commercial-Business District; PT: Public Transportation; PA: Pool Accessibility; QP: Quality Provided; FS: Food Service; RFF: Recommendation for Food; QP: Quality Standard;
Maint.: Maintenance; * Note1: Complaint attribute sub-categories added during the data analysis; ** Note2: Complaint attribute categories founded during the data analysis.
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4. Results and Discussions

4.1. The Antecedents of Travelers’ Most Frequent Terms/Words within Complaints

The word frequency analysis highlights the issues of greatest concern within the online complaining
reviews (Table 5). Based on the analysis, it became clear that “room”, “hotel”, and “staff” were the
most significant issues for sampled guests, as they were the top three most frequent words found
within the reviews. While ignoring the adjectives, the word frequency analysis went further to include
the following topics of complaint: bookings, reviews, servicing, breakfasts, timings, beds, checking,
location, bathroom, managers, cleaning, reception, showers, doors, floors, food, and bars (see Table 5).
Of these, travelers tended to emphasize service and breakfast more frequently within the postings.
Similar patterns also can be found for beds, bathrooms, cleaning, and showers, which is consistent
with the findings of Stringam and Gerdes Jr (2010). In these cases, the frequency of the words increases
when lower ratings are assigned to the hotel. Unlike what has been seen in the previous studies, in the
present study, issues related to bookings and reviews appeared the most frequently within the topics of
complaint (top five). In this case, we assumed that the travelers may have read the online reviews prior
to booking the rooms, and upon arrival found that the actual situations did not meet the expectations
that the reviews had inspired. This may suggest that hotels are failing to deliver consistent services—at
least to the point that the comments of some customers are not adequately agreeing with successive
customers’ experiences. Thus, hotel operators should keep themselves up-to-speed with the reviews as
much as possible and work to ensure that customers’ expectations will be met. Also of note, the word
“managers” appeared quite frequently in complaining reviews, indicating that guests are expecting
management to be involved in service recovery [16].

Table 5. Simple online complaining word frequency among all the travelers (top 21).

No Words Freq. % Stemmed Words

1 rooms 6065 21.75 room, room’, room’, rooms, rooms’
2 hotel’ 5080 18.22 hotel, hotel’, ’hotel’, hotel’, hotels, hotels’, hotels’
3 staffs 1714 6.15 staff, ’staff, staffs
4 bookings 1206 4.33 book, booke, booked, ’booked, booking, bookings, books
5 reviews 1204 4.32 review, reviewed, reviewer, reviewers, reviewing, reviews
6 servicing 1181 4.24 service, ’service, service’, serviced, services, services’, servicing
7 breakfasts 1146 4.11 breakfast, ’breakfast’, breakfasts
8 timings 1143 4.10 time, timely, times, timing, timings
9 beds 1098 3.94 bed, bedding, beddings, beds

10 checking 1096 3.93 check, ’check, checked, checking, checks
11 location 776 2.78 locate, located, location, locations

12 disappoint 717 2.57 disappoint, disappointed, disappointing, disappointingly,
disappointments

13 bathroom 678 2.43 bathroom, bathrooms

14 managers 672 2.41 manage, manageable, managed, management, managers,
manages, managing

15 cleaning 669 2.40 clean, cleaned, ’cleaned’, cleaning, ’cleaning, cleanness, cleans
16 reception 666 2.39 reception, ’reception’, receptions, receptive
17 showers 616 2.21 shower, showered, showering, showers
18 doors 568 2.04 door, door’, doors
19 floors 547 1.96 floor, floor’, flooring, floors
20 food 523 1.88 food, foods
21 bars 518 1.86 bar, ’bar, bar’, bars

Total 27,883 100

Note1: Freq.: Frequency; Note2: % = (Freq./27,883) * 100; Note3: Freq. was calculating by Nvivo 11 employing a
total sample size of N = 2020; Note4: Finding matches included words with minimum length three letters; Note5:
We only focused on the top 21 most frequently used complaining words because of space limitation.

A major challenge for word frequency is that the context of the word itself is not clear [51].
Therefore, the qualitative content analysis was applied to organize the data according to more specific
themes and categories, which allowed the contextual meaning of the word or comment to be properly
understood. In the following paragraphs, the themes/categories of online complains are identified
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and broken down with consideration given to the different cultural origins in question (Asian and
Non-Asian). Figure 3 shows the frequency of the words used by Asian and Non-Asian hotel guests
in their complaining reviews. Larger font size represents higher frequency, which is interpreted as
greater importance.
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4.2. Major Classifications of Online Complaint Attribute Categories

After carefully analyzing the complaining reviews, the study identified 11 different major
online complaint-attribute categories, and 65 different complaint-attribute sub-categories. Of these,
10 categories and 49 sub-categories were found in prior literature, whereas the remaining 1 category
(i.e., online review) and 16 sub-categories were discussed little in the previous studies (see Table 4).
The results extend the core ideas developed in traditional customer complaining behavior research by
focusing on new ways internet platforms are utilized for the expression of complaints. The complaint
attributes identified in the internet reviews underpin online customer complaining behavior and cover
a considerable range of hotel features, such as service experience, room, hotel, cleanliness, location,
value, security, space, food and beverages, online review, and miscellaneous. The specific attributes
(i.e., service experience, room, cleanliness, location, space, and food and beverages) were similar to the
complaint categories noted by earlier research on and about hotels in Asia (e.g., China) [21,47]. The
security complaint attributes showed consistency with prior research on international hostels (located
in Cambodia, Hong Kong, Australia, Korea, Thailand, and the UK) [50]. Specific achievements of the
present study were made in relation to the complaint attributes of hotel, value, and online review.
Table 4 shows the detailed complaint attributes of negative reviews sorted into various categories
and sub-categories.

Representing 20.80% of all cases for non-Asian and over 30% for Asian guests, Figure 4 illustrates
the chief importance of service experience within the complaint attribute categories. This result is
consistent with a study by Au et al. (2014) that identified service quality as the dominant complaint
category. From here it can be inferred that service experience represents the biggest shortfall as
perceived by the guests and is a high priority for guests during their stay [21]. A sample complaint
made by a guest about the service experience encountered at a hotel testifies to this:
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“There is absolutely no service from when you walk the maze of pathways (with limited
signage) from the Terminal to the hotel, to when you check in and carry your own bags to
the room, no-one wants to assist. It is almost like the staff at the hotel feel punished because
they have been placed at an ‘airport hotel’ . . . ”
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The room complaint attribute was the second-most prominent complaint category (revealed by
its relatively high counts of > 15%) for both Asian and non-Asian customers. In this study, features
pertaining to the hotel room itself rather than the supporting hotel facilities (< 8%) were specifically
identified as causes for lower levels of satisfaction, thus supporting the study conducted by Zhou et
al. (2014). For the hotel rooms, poor modernization or low levels of luxuriousness were the main
targets of dissatisfaction by guests, making complaints in this category > 3%, the highest value in
the room category (see Table 6). This suggests that guests traveling to developed countries (e.g., the
UK) have higher expectations for modern decoration and furnishing than what is being offered in
London. Many hotels in this market are too tired-looking to be appealing and this is obviously affecting
tourists’ experiences and arousing negative consumer emotions [15]. A sample complaint highlights
the sentiment:

“The room was pleasant (119) but didn’t feel luxurious, I have stayed in better ‘chain’ hotels,
the toilet unfortunately had stains inside the pan, and contained an odd color disinfectant (if
that what it was). The paint around light fittings in the bathroom looked unfinished and
poor quality and the shower cubical felt cheap and if it would break at any time (the plastic
tray was bouncy and glass panel is ill fitting)”
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Table 6. The differences between Asian and Non-Asian complaint attribute categories.

No
Complaint Attribute

Categories
Complaint Attribute

Sub-Categories
Asian Non-Asian Difference % of

TotalCases **** % of Total Cases **** % of Total

1

Service Experience

Unfriendly Staff 16 1.02 41 1.08 0.05
2 Impoliteness 13 0.83 19 0.50 −0.33
3 Poor Customer Service 169 10.83 268 7.04 −3.79
4 Lack of Responsiveness 22 1.41 36 0.95 −0.46

5 Check-in and Check-out
Manner 21 1.35 52 1.37 0.02

6 Reservation Difficulties 11 0.70 31 0.81 0.11
7 Insufficient Information 10 0.64 23 0.60 −0.04
8 Less Social Interaction 16 1.02 2 0.05 −0.97
9 Poor Courtesy 76 4.87 121 3.18 −1.69

10 Poor Competency 59 3.78 87 2.28 −1.49
11 Personal Bias 26 1.67 26 0.68 −0.98
12 Long Wait for Room ** 15 0.96 19 0.50 −0.46
13 Housekeeping Issues ** 10 0.64 24 0.63 −0.01
14 Wrong Room Type ** 6 0.38 17 0.45 0.06
15 Programmed Service ** 8 0.51 4 0.11 −0.41
16 Management Issues ** 0 0.00 22 0.58 0.58

Subtotal 478 30.62 792 20.80 −9.82

17

Room

Uncomfortable Bedding 24 1.54 101 2.65 1.11
18 Inadequate Amenities 35 2.24 52 1.37 −0.88
19 Poor Layout 8 0.51 14 0.37 −0.14
20 Few Welcoming Extras 5 0.32 5 0.13 −0.19
21 Poor Décor/Design 42 2.69 98 2.57 −0.12
22 Dingy Room/Less Lighting 12 0.77 48 1.26 0.49
23 Insufficient Room Facilities ** 48 3.07 101 2.65 −0.42
24 Woeful Outside View ** 23 1.47 23 0.60 −0.87
25 Tired/Not Luxurious ** 48 3.07 128 3.36 0.29

Others 0 0.00 15 0.39 0.39
Subtotal 245 15.70 585 15.36 −0.33
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Table 6. Cont.

No
Complaint Attribute

Categories
Complaint Attribute

Sub-Categories
Asian Non-Asian Difference % of

TotalCases **** % of Total Cases **** % of Total

26

Hotel

Wi-Fi Problem 17 1.09 70 1.84 0.75
27 Insufficient Public Facilities 26 1.67 61 1.60 −0.06
28 Dated Hotel/Building 37 2.37 110 2.89 0.52
29 Parking Lot Difficulties ** 0 0.00 46 1.21 1.21

Subtotal 80 5.12 287 7.54 2.41

30

Cleanliness

Poor Cleanliness 36 2.31 71 1.86 −0.44
31 Bedroom Uncleanliness 41 2.63 189 4.96 2.34
32 Scruffy Public Areas 4 0.26 50 1.31 1.06
33 Filthy Toilet 25 1.60 133 3.49 1.89

Subtotal 106 6.79 443 11.63 4.84

34

Location

Far From City Center/CBD * 2 0.13 7 0.18 0.06

35 Far From Public
Transportation 3 0.19 2 0.05 −0.14

36 Away From Attractions 3 0.19 4 0.11 −0.09
37 Far From Airport 2 0.13 3 0.08 −0.05
38 Inconvenient Location/PA * 5 0.32 19 0.50 0.18

Subtotal 15 0.96 35 0.92 −0.04

39

Value

Unreasonable Price for QP * 28 1.79 75 1.97 0.18
40 Expensive Room Price 12 0.77 22 0.58 −0.19
41 Food Overpriced 7 0.45 28 0.74 0.29
42 Not Value for Money 31 1.99 72 1.89 −0.10
43 Expensive in General 25 1.60 19 0.50 −1.10

Subtotal 103 6.60 216 5.67 −0.93

44
Security

Less Safe 34 2.18 51 1.34 −0.84
45 Feeling Scary 3 0.19 18 0.47 0.28
46 Unsafe Neighborhood 5 0.32 4 0.11 −0.22

Subtotal 42 2.69 73 1.92 −0.77

47 Space Tiny Room Space 109 6.98 277 7.27 0.29
48 Undersized Toilet 24 1.54 55 1.44 −0.09

Subtotal 133 8.52 332 8.72 0.20
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Table 6. Cont.

No
Complaint Attribute

Categories
Complaint Attribute

Sub-Categories
Asian Non-Asian Difference % of

TotalCases **** % of Total Cases **** % of Total

49

Food and Beverage

Poor Dining Environment 10 0.64 46 1.21 0.57
50 Lack of Special Food Service 2 0.13 8 0.21 0.08
51 No Innovative Menu 2 0.13 4 0.11 −0.02

52 Small Portion Size/Limited
Variety 11 0.70 37 0.97 0.27

53 Disappointed Breakfast 48 3.07 107 2.81 −0.27
54 Poor Upselling RFF * 0 0.00 1 0.03 0.03
55 Bad-Tasting Food ** 10 0.64 34 0.89 0.25
56 Spoilt Food ** 4 0.26 5 0.13 −0.12
57 Low Food Quality Standard ** 11 0.70 32 0.84 0.14

Others 0 0.00 14 0.37 0.37
Subtotal 98 6.28 288 7.56 1.28

58

Miscellaneous

Annoying Insects 2 0.13 13 0.34 0.21
59 Disgusting Smell 21 1.35 60 1.58 0.23
60 Lack of Facility Maintenance 98 6.28 252 6.62 0.34
61 Noise 72 4.61 247 6.49 1.87
62 Extra Charge ** 24 1.54 40 1.05 −0.49
63 Privacy Concerns ** 0 0.00 8 0.21 0.21

Others 8 0.51 11 0.29 −0.22
Subtotal 225 14.41 631 16.57 2.16

64
Online Review ***

False Advertising ** 12 0.77 35 0.92 0.15
65 Overrated Hotel Ratings ** 24 1.54 91 2.39 0.85

Subtotal 36 2.31 126 3.31 1.00

Total 1561 100 3808 100 0

* Note1: CBD: Commercial-Business District; PA: Poor Accessibility; QP: Quality Provided; RFF: Recommendation for Food; ** Note2: Complaint attribute sub-categories added during the
data analysis; *** Note3: Complaint attribute categories founded during the data analysis; **** Note4: Reviewers often contributed to more than one sub-category.
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With regards the complaint attribute of space, both Asian and non-Asian guests seemed to place
similar focus on the spatial limitations of the rooms (> 8%). When it comes to spatial requirements,
preferences generally vary from one individual to another, however many guests traveling to London
are likely accustomed to living in less-crowded city environments (as few can compare to London),
thus will be unpleasantly surprised by the spatial limitations they encounter. Those who hold higher
expectations for room size will experience a correspondingly lower sense of satisfaction with the room
space. The posts below are examples of guests’ negative perceptions of the spatial confines they were
presented with:

”The room is sized for a queen bed, then two other single beds were crammed in leaving
no space between them to get in or out of bed without crawling in from the bottom of the
bed . . . ” and “ . . . The room and the hotel and its location seemed OK. Room rather small
according Asian standard. The bed side tables were different. One very small. . . . ”

4.3. Differences Between the Online Complaining Behavior of Asian and Non-Asian Guests

Table 6 illustrates the differences in Asian and non-Asian complaint categories. In the largest
complaint attribute category, Asian guests made more complaints (> 30%) than non-Asian guests
(> 20%). They also made more complaints about poor customer service (10.83% versus 7.04%),
poor courtesy (4.87% versus 3.18%), and poor competency (3.78% versus 2.28%). The reason for
this may be attributable to the influence that service-oriented Asian cultures have on expectations
(see [25]). These findings appear to be inconsistent with traditional customer complaining behavior
studies [30,62], which concluded that customers from cultures with lower individualism (e.g., Asian
ones) tend not to complain even when they receive poor services [62]. Offering an explanation for the
phenomenon, Ngai et al. (2007) maintained that Asian guests were less likely to complain on account
of a fear of “losing face”. This explanation could still hold valid with the results of the present study,
considering that the interaction has shifted from a face-to-face situation to a “faceless” one (i.e., via
social media). User-generated content on the Internet and social media is generally open access and
the relative anonymity leads to trends in complaining behavior that are divergent from traditional
patterns [21].

Although the disparity was very slight, Asian guests were also found to complain more about
value than non-Asians (6.60% versus 5.67%); specifically, when it came to room price. This finding
is similar to that of Mey et al. (2006), who found that that Asian travelers appeared to place a
greater emphasis on value for money. With higher price expectations for quality increases [56], if the
expectations are not met, the customer is left with a lower level of satisfaction. Another reason might
relate to personal bias. Asians may feel that although they are paying the same price, they are receiving
different treatment, as can be seen from the results that 1.99% of Asians made more complaints on the
“not value for money” attribute than Non-Asians (1.89%). Such perceptions, whether based on correct
interpretation or not, will result in the guest feeling as though the value was less than what they might
have otherwise felt, as the following complaint seems to highlight:

“ . . . He was so rude, just because we were Asians . . . ” and “All the STAFFS was undeniably
RACIST. So just a warning for all ASIANS trying to find value for their money surely avoid
this xxxx. There are a-lot more better environment places you can stay in the area. I wish I
didn’t chose them over . . . ”

Another area where Asian guests were found to complain more often was with respect to
considerations of security (2.69% versus 1.92%). Security features of hotels may be related to
surrounding location or other attributes that contribute to the feeling of safety [63]. The role that
location plays is intuitive in nature, with perceptions of neighborhoods or countries being safe or
unsafe fostering or diminishing the sensation of security. Sensitivity to security (concerns for safety)
may be stronger among Asian tourists as a result of the political instability that a number of Asian
countries have experienced in the past—and research has shown that security issues are of a greater



Sustainability 2020, 12, 1838 27 of 37

concern in less developed countries [50]. Therefore, it could be the case that Asians are bringing
their own fear of unsafe environments with them on their travels to developed countries. Once they
encounter certain situations that bring up thoughts of past experiences, they are left with a diminished
sense of security. For others who have come from different cultures, the same circumstances could
be interpreted as being of no threat to one’s personal safety (even if less than ideal). Perhaps the
circumstances in the following comments could serve as an example:

“ . . . 11.30 pm where I was able to relive my youth of being near young drinkers vomiting in
the street and of course that great pleasure of watching drunk people try to argue with each
other!! This is not what I expect when staying in a 5 star hotel with a 5 star price! . . . my
friend and I felt so unsafe . . . ”

For other attributes, however, we did see the tides shift, with non-Asian guests complaining
more than their Asian counterparts about both cleanliness (11.63% versus 6.79%) and the hotel
(7.54% versus 5.12%). According to Hofstede (2009) [64], there are four main dimensions upon
which cultures differ, including power distance, individualism versus collectivism, masculinity versus
femininity, and uncertainty avoidance. The individualism versus collectivism dimension in particular
is associated with fundamental differences in consumer behavior between Eastern and Western
cultures [21,65]. Furthermore, there is a difference in spending patterns among Asian and Non-Asian
populations. Non-Asian tourists were shown to be willing to spend a higher portion of their budgets
on accommodation, and considered room quality (including cleanliness) to be the most influential
factor in determining their overall satisfaction with the hotel [27]. When the expectations are not met,
negative disconfirmation takes place due to the gap between the guests’ expectations and perceptions
of service performance. Failure in the delivery of services often results in guest dissatisfaction and
complaining behavior, such as negative word-of-mouth, complaints, and higher customer turnover [66].
The following complaint is an example of the type of issues that were raised with respect to the
attributes of cleanliness and hotel:

“When we got to our room and checked round I found stale food on the bedside table . . .
found a load of hairs stuck on the filter which I then removed! After running the bath when I
turned on the jets black and brown bits started floating which was enough for me to get out!
. . . Sadly disappointed! I have never stayed in a 5 star hotel with such a . . . it’s just such a
shame that the room was a real let down and incredibly poor value for money . . . ”

Figure 5 shows the differences in the top six negative topics raised by Asian and non-Asian guests.
The topics include poor customer service, tiny room space, lack of facility maintenance, noise, poor
courtesy, and bedroom uncleanliness. As the topics are all orientated towards service experience and
facilities, commonalities and concurrences exist between them and previous studies which demonstrated
that hotel customer complaints generally involve staff, process, and equipment [57,67,68].
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Figure 5. The differences of negative topics between Asians and Non-Asians.

5. Conclusions

This research examined complaints found in online hotel reviews (TripAdvisor) with the intention
of identifying differences in complaining behavior patterns exhibited by Asian and non-Asian guests
with respect to hotel service attributes. This objective was accomplished by applying qualitative
content analysis on complaining reviews posted on TripAdvisor about hotels in the UK in order to
compare potential differences in the behavior of the targeted groups.

Our research contributes theoretically to extant literature in the following manner. First, to the
best of our knowledge, methodology-wise, this study is the first attempt to analyze data derived
from textual mining by applying a follow-up qualitative content analysis. This addition helped
to overcome the limitations of studies based on word frequency analysis alone. The qualitative
content analysis approach proved to be advantageous, as the findings not only corroborated, but were
able to go beyond the conclusions reached in previous studies by identifying authentic complaint
categories in the online hotel reviews. Out of 11 categories and 65 sub-categories recognized in this
study, 10 categories and 49 sub-categories were found in previous research, whereas the remaining 1
category (i.e., online review) and 16 sub-categories were unique achievements of this study. These
new sub-categories include: long wait for room, housekeeping issues, wrong room type, programmed
service, management issues, insufficient room facilities, woeful outside view, tired/non luxurious room,
parking lot difficulties, bad-tasting food, spoilt food, low food quality standards, extra charge, privacy
concerns, false advertising, and overrated hotel ratings. These results extend the core ideas developed
in traditional customer complaining behavior research by focusing on the new ways Internet platforms
are allowing people to voice their complaints. The results are also of use to researchers and hotel
management looking to understand authentic types of customer dissatisfaction, acknowledging that
identifying the real sources of the problems is crucial for the improvement of consumer satisfaction [57].
Second, this study went beyond previous research by unveiling how guest complaints vary depending
on culture of origin. We demonstrated that non-Asian guests frequently make complaints that are
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longer and more detailed than Asian guests do. In addition, the tide of complaining behavior has
moved away from traditional patterns on account of the open access people have to social media and the
sense of anonymity it can provide. These findings contribute to hospitality literature by enhancing our
understandings of the specific causes of complaints being made by hotel guests coming from different
cultural backgrounds. These specifics can serve as actionable insight for related hotel operators and
members of management. As will be discussed in the following, this study also illustrated certain
managerial implications for hotel operators to take into consideration.

The results from the word frequency analysis revealed that both Asian and non-Asian travelers
tend to emphasize service and breakfast more frequently when posting complaining reviews online
(top 10). Other issues related to booking and reviews also appeared very frequently within the topics of
complaint (top five). The occurrence of complaints is often due to discrepancies between expectations
and encountered experiences. When it comes to travel and tourism, more and more people are
seeking information in advance through online travel communities such as TripAdvisor. Once the
travelers arrive, if their experiences fall short of what the reviews invited them to expect, feelings of
disappointment set in and complaints often ensue. Hoteliers must therefore make an effort to be
aware of customer praise as well as complaints, as the two can often have a circular relationship. The
important thing is to maintain consistency and dependability, with publicity and advertisement that
matches with reality.

By classifying online complaint attributes according to specific service categories, the results
revealed that service experience is the dominant complaints category, followed by room and spatial
limitation. Service experiences are reflections of the attitudes and service performances of staff members.
While not expecting high-profile service styles, for guests, a simple welcome and smile has been
shown to go a long way in establishing a harmonious atmosphere [38]. Basic staff facilitation, such as
providing sufficient information, conducting smooth check-ins/check-outs, assisting with reservation
difficulties, demonstrating responsiveness, having some social interaction with guests, providing
good customer service, handling customers’ questions, and increasing the level of courtesy are all
important. The category of “room” also found itself within the top three targets of complaints. These
complaints occur when room facilities, equipment, decorations, bedding, amenities, and/or layouts fail
to meet the minimum expectations for the room. Hoteliers can try to improve the experiences of the
guests by providing comfortable bedding and pillows, sufficient amenities, and basic hardware and
appliances such as safes, drawers, telephones, hair dryers, towel racks, and TVs. In terms of room
décor or luxuriousness, there may be certain levels of subjectivity involved, however, managers can try
to compensate for perceived inadequacies by welcoming guests with packets of cookies or a basket of
fruit. For the present study, another complaint category that found itself high on the list was spatial
limitation; this, however, may be a factor more inherent to the London market, where the hotel rooms
have a reputation for being small [51].

When comparing complaining behavior across cultures of origins, Asian customers were found
to complain more about service experience, value for money, and security, while non-Asian guests
made more complaints on cleanliness and hotel. As noted by Magnini, Crotts, and Zehrer (2011),
customer delight is strongly impacted by the nature of travel (domestic or international) and the culture
origins (individualistic or collective cultures). In such respects, this present study supports previous
literature on hotel satisfaction [27,69]. It is therefore important that managers train their first-contact
employees to be familiar with potential tendencies of customers from different cultural backgrounds
and to be aware of cultural differences in terms of expectations and preferences [21]. The present
findings suggest that many hotels in London will need to renovate or update their facilities to if they
hope to raise satisfaction levels among guests. Amenities such as quality Wi-Fi connections, parking,
effective concierge services, in-house eating facilities, as well as well-maintained cleanliness both in
the rooms and public areas should all be given attention for those hoping to meet the expectations
of western guests. Meanwhile, Asian guests have been found to be more service-oriented; therefore,
courteous customer service and kind, patient provision of assistance should quickly translate into
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higher levels of perceived value. It would also be beneficial for hoteliers to give greater attention to a
perceived sense of security, especially for those coming from different cultural contexts. As Feickert
et al. (2006) demonstrated, security has a very important relationship with cleanliness; therefore,
increasing cleanliness, not only in the hotel interior but also surrounding areas as well, can help
contribute to enhanced security perceptions [50].

New complaint topics emerged during the analysis stage of this study, leading to an extension of
the pre-existing framework. Thus, the following complaint category and sub-categories were added:
“online review”, and “false advertising” and “overrated hotel rating”. The “overrated hotel rating”
complaint sub-category was among the most frequently coded complaints in the “online review”
category, implying that tourists, in general, did not receive what they expected to, based on the
reviews they read. An example of this can be seen in the following post, which stated: “disappointing
with wonderful reviews posted, did not at all match with reviews, feel misled by other reviews”.
Similar results also appeared during the word frequency analysis, with issues related to bookings and
reviews listed among the most frequent complaint topics (top five). Managers should try to maintain a
consistency between their online image and reality. For instance, website photos and other advertising
should match up with the reality of the hotel. Importantly, hotels and online review websites should
consider developing review analysis platforms based on automated text-mining. By building up
these tools, hotel operators will be kept informed on issues related to customer (dis)satisfaction.
Such platforms would allow managers to easily monitor threads and pin-point causes of customer
(dis)satisfaction. They would also help them analyze their competitive advantages with respect to
their competitors [57,70].

The code category “miscellaneous” may point to new issues arising in the realm of customer
dissatisfaction for the hospitality industry. Within this category, lack of facility maintenance was the
most common complaint sub-category (>6%), followed by noise, disgusting smell, extra charge, and
privacy concern. Lack of facility maintenance or disrepair of in-house hardware can easily create
bad experiences for guests during their stay. Managers should always ensure that facilities are fully
operational before guests check-in. For instance, water pressure should be stable, A/C units should
be functional, windows should open/close properly, and TVs should be operable. Noise and smells
are also significant influencers in the overall customer experience. The results in the present study
agree with prior studies, which have discussed the role that the five senses play in shaping customer
experiences at budget hotels [47].

Several limitations that applied to the current study could be opportunities for exploration in
future research. First, this study analyzed online complaining reviews which were written in English.
The fact that the guests who made the reviews were able to operate in English-speaking communities
may also mean that they have developed cultural understandings that diverge in some ways from
guests who are not be able to communicate in English. Future research examining cultural differences
could explore this further by comparing review data produced in the languages representing the
country or culture the guests originate from. Second, to ensure credibility, TripAdvisor has established
complex procedures to investigate whether reviews are manipulated or not [71]; however, this study
still cannot be certain that the data selection did not contain fake reviews which were not identified
by TripAdvisor [56]. Third, since service experience has been identified as the dominant category
of complaints in this research, future studies may consider concentrating on coding service-related
comments only, perhaps with reference to the SERVQUAL constructs, in order to gain insights on which
specific service dimension(s) may need more attention [21]. Moreover, the reviews extracted in this
study came from a single location and single platform. To generalize the results, future studies should
collect data on hotels in various locations and from different information channels [57]. Furthermore,
the categorized Asia and non-Asia groups were based on the reported nationalities, which may not
represent their ethnic backgrounds. Finally, future research may attempt to verify the results of this
study by employing measurement scales via questionnaire or survey; also, a more sophisticated
statistical analysis could be applied to test the relationships within the categories and sub-categories.
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Appendix A

The following table depicts cultural differences within the hotel industry accroding to a four-segement model adopted from Schuckert et al. (2015).

Table A1. Cultural differences within the hotel industry accroding to a four-segement model.

Topic Title Author Objective Subject Respondent/
Instrument

Hotel
Segmentation Findings Future Research

Perception
Difference

Does national culture
really matter? How

service perception by
Taiwan and American

tourist

Hsieh and Tsai
(2009)

To clarify the question:
should management
segment the markets
according to different

“cultures”, serving the
target consumers with
the minimum “cultural

shock” and providing the
most appropriate service

for consumers from
different nations?

Taiwanese and
American
consumers

216
questionnaires

International
tourist hotels of

Taiwan

Taiwan consumers and
American consumers have
different cognition toward
international tourist hotel
service quality due to their

cultural difference. The
differences are most

pronounced in the perceptual
categories labeled “Assurance”,

“Tangibles”, “Reliability”,
“Reaction” and “Empathy”.

Cultural differences do
influence consumer behavior.

Future research can
investigate effect and
causality of “national

culture dimension”
and “service quality

dimension” and
further expand the

theory.

Expectation
Difference

Cultural perspectives:
Chinese perceptions
of UK hotel service

quality

Wang et al.
(2008)

To assess Chinese tourists’
perceptions of the UK

hotel service quality, and
to analyze the role of

Chinese culture in
influencing their
expectations and

perceptions

Chinese Tourists 46
questionnaires UK hotels

Leisure tourists’ expectations
are significantly different from

those of business travelers.
Leisure tourists attach more

importance to attributes such
as location, bathroom, facilities,

quality of personal items,
service at restaurant,

employees being helpful and
courteous. Business travelers

care more about price, internet,
communication facilities,

efficient services, and
employees’ being able to

provide useful information.

Future study requires
a larger sample size

with more
sophisticated

statistical analysis,
and also additional

emphasis on the
price/value

relationship for hotels
themselves, and the

hotel category.

Expectation
Difference

Expectations for hotel
service quality: Do

they differ from
culture to culture?

Mok and
Armstrong

(1998)

To examine such
expectations in the

cross-cultural context,
including tourists from
the UK, USA, Australia,

Japan, and Taiwan

UK, USA,
Australia, Japan,

and Taiwan

325
questionnaires

Hong Kong
hotels

Hotel guests expect that
whatever was promised should

be delivered. Tourists from
different cultural backgrounds
have different expectations of

hotel service, rooms, and other
attributes.

More researchers will
either replicate this

with a larger sample
or extend it to more
cultures based on
types of tourists

(leisure, business) to
enhance the

understanding of
international
customers.
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Table A1. Cont.

Topic Title Author Objective Subject Respondent/
Instrument

Hotel
Segmentation Findings Future Research

Expectation
Difference

The impact of culture
and gender on

customer evaluations
of service encounters

Mattila (2000)

To close this gap by
investigating

culture-based biases in
the evaluation of service
encounters in a hotel and

restaurant setting

Western
travelers and

Asian travelers

149
questionnaires

First-class hotels
in Singapore

Westerners and Asians
evaluated the service

provider’s performance in a
different manner. The service

providers’ performance
evaluations were consistently
higher with Western travelers

than with their Asian
counterparts.

Future research is
clearly needed to

supply more stringent
tests of our reasoning,
and the dimensions of

culture should be
measured.

Expectation
Difference

A cross-cultural
comparison of

perceived fairness
and satisfaction in the
context of hotel room

pricing

Mattila and
Choi (2006)

To investigate how two
factors, price outcome

(worse/same/better price)
and information on the
hotel’s pricing policy,
influence perceived

fairness and satisfaction
judgments of customers

from two different
cultures—USA (Western,
individualistic culture)

and South Korea (Eastern,
collectivist culture)

American and
Korean travelers

591
questionnaires

Washington, DC
and Seoul,

Korea airports

US consumers seem to prefer
equitable outcomes to better or
worse price. Moreover, offering

information on the hotel’s
pricing policy had a more
positive impact on Korean

travelers than their American
counterparts.

The sampling
procedure limits the

generalizability of the
results. Data came

from two samples (US
and South Korea),

and hence,
replications across

other cultural groups
will be needed.

Expectation
Difference

Measuring service
quality and customer

satisfaction of the
hotels in Malaysia:
Malaysian, Asian,

and Non-Asian hotel
guests

Mey et al. (2006)

To assess the expectations
and the perceptions of

service quality
dimensions towards the
hospitality industry in

Malaysia from the hotel
guests’ perspective

Malaysian,
Asian, and

non-Asian hotel
guests

286
questionnaires

4-5-star hotels in
Klang Valley,

Malaysia

As a whole, that the hotel
guests’ perceptions of service
quality provided by the hotel

industry were lower than their
expectations. The lowest

expectations and perceptions
were given by Malaysian hotel

guests towards the hotels in
Malaysia.

Further studies on
service quality and

satisfaction
measurement can

focus on the issue of
the different

sociodemographic
variables on the

impact on service
quality dimensions

and overall
satisfaction levels, for
instance, gender, age,

level of education,
profession, and other

relevant economic
factors.
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Table A1. Cont.

Topic Title Author Objective Subject Respondent/
Instrument

Hotel
Segmentation Findings Future Research

Emphasis
Difference

The importance of
hotel employee

service attitude and
the satisfaction of

internationaltourists

Kuo (2007)

To uncover the
differences in the

perceived importance of
employee service attitude
and in satisfaction with

the service among
customers from America,
Japan, and Taiwan and to
find critical elements of
hotel employee service
attitudes affecting the

satisfaction of tourists of
each nationality

Taiwanese,
Japanese, and

American
tourists

776
questionnaires

International
tourist hotels in

Taiwan

American travelers emphasize
elements such as employees

being able to solve their
problems, and so are

dissatisfied with the service
when employees lack an

adequate command of English.
Taiwanese customers stress the

importance of employees
treating customers politely

regardless of their attire. They
feel that they are treated

unfairly because of employee
expectations of tips from
well-dressed customers.

N/A

Complaining
Behavior

National character
and response to

unsatisfactory hotel
service

Huang et al.
(1996)

To investigate the
relationship between

national character and
specific guest responses
to unsatisfactory hotel

service

Japanese and
American guests

148
questionnaires

High-priced
international

tourist hotels in
Taiwan

American respondents were
more likely to stop patronizing

the hotel, complain to hotel
management, and warn family

or friends than Japanese
respondents were. Japanese

respondents were more likely
to take no action in response to

unsatisfactory service.

To understand which
dimensions of

cultural values are
more relevant to

consumer
complaining behavior,

data from more
countries are needed.

Complaining
Behavior

Consumer complaint
behavior of Asians

and non-Asians about
hotel services

Ngai et al.
(2007)

To test the differences in
the consumer complaint
behavior of Asian and

non-Asian hotel guests in
terms of culture

dimensions

Asians and
Non-Asian

tourists

271
questionnaires

Hong Kong
international

airport, guests
had previously
stayed in hotels
in Hong Kong

Asian guests are less likely to
complain to the hotel for fear
of “losing face” and are less

familiar with the channels for
complaint than non-Asian

guests. They are more likely
than non-Asian guests to take
private complaint action, such

as making negative
word-of-mouth comments.

Future research
should attempt to
collect data from
more visitors of

different countries
and increase the

sample size of each
country.

Complaining
Behavior

Cross-national
analysis of hotel

customers’ attitudes
toward complaining

and their complaining
behaviors

Yuksel et al.
(2006)

Employing the concept of
nationality to explain

similarities and
differences in

complaining attitudes
and behaviors of tourists

Turkish, Dutch,
British, and

Israeli tourists

420
questionnaires

Tourists staying
at hotels, Turkey

There are more differences than
similarities in complaining

behaviors of hotel customers
from these countries.

Consumer
complaining behavior

field would benefit
from further

empirical
cross-national

research.
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