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Abstract: Over the last decade, destination marketers and Destination Marketing Organizations
(DMOs) have increasingly invested in Web 2.0 technologies as a cost-effective means of promoting
destinations online, in the face of drastic marketing budgets cuts. Recent scholarly and industry
research has emphasized that Web 2.0 plays an increasing role in destination marketing. However,
no comprehensive appraisal of this research area has been conducted so far. To address this gap,
this study conducts a quantitative literature review to examine the extent to which Web 2.0 features
in destination marketing research that was published until December 2019, by identifying research
topics, gaps and future directions, and designing a theory-driven agenda for future research. The
study’s findings indicate an increase in scholarly literature revolving around the adoption and use
of Web 2.0 for destination marketing purposes. However, the emerging research field is fragmented
in scope and displays several gaps. Most of the studies are descriptive in nature and a strong
overarching conceptual framework that might help identify critical destination marketing problems
linked to Web 2.0 technologies is missing.
Keywords: Web 2.0; destination marketing; quantitative literature review

1. Introduction
Today, tourism destinations are facing escalating and unprecedented levels of uncertainty and
complexity and therefore have to navigate a fast-paced and turbulent business environment, wherein
achieving and sustaining a competitive advantage, even over short periods [1], is progressively more
difficult and challenging. This situation is particularly critical in the travel and tourism industries,
where hyper-competition [2] is becoming increasingly apparent and demanding in the face of an ever
changing economic, social, technological, regulatory and ecological landscape [3,4]. To achieve and
maintain their competitive advantage and enhance their economic, social and environmental
performance over a longer sequence of short periods in such an unstable landscape, tourism
destinations and more specifically Destination Marketing Organizations (DMOs) are increasingly
investing in digital technologies [5,6]. Among digital technologies, Web 2.0 technologies under the
guise of social networking sites (SNSs) and social media (SM) have been increasingly adopted over
the last decade by destination marketers as a cost-effective means to market destinations. Not only
do Web 2.0 technologies possess features that by definition encourage a two-way interaction between
DMOs and destination stakeholders (i.e., tourists, residents, the public and private sector) and allow
for fast, one-to-many, many-to-many, convenient and potentially anonymous communication [7], but
they also allow to partially make up for the drastic reduction of funding and marketing budgets for
many DMOs at the different levels (national, regional and local) across countries and regions [8,9].
Recent scholarly and industry research has emphasized that Web 2.0 plays an increasing role in
destination marketing [3,8,9]. However, no comprehensive appraisal of this research area has been
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conducted so far. To address this gap, this study conducts a quantitative literature review to examine
the extent to which Web 2.0 features in destination marketing research that was published until
December 2019, by identifying research topics, gaps and future directions, and designing a theorydriven agenda for future research. The study’s findings indicate an increase in scholarly literature
revolving around the adoption and use of Web 2.0 for destination marketing purposes. However, the
emerging research field is fragmented in scope and displays several gaps. Most of the studies are
descriptive in nature and a strong overarching conceptual framework that might help identify critical
destination marketing problems linked to Web 2.0 technologies is missing.
2. Materials and Methods
To provide an objective synopsis of the research at the intersection between Web 2.0 and
destination marketing, this study adopts a quantitative literature review approach rather than a more
traditional narrative literature review method, as the former one is more reproducible and offers
quantitative analytical insights [10,11].
First, we identified the two research fields pertinent to the analysis: “web 2.0”, and “destination
marketing”. Second, for each of the aforementioned fields, the researchers elaborated a set of
meaningful keywords: the keywords identified encompass “destination marketing”, “web 2.0”,
“social media”, “social network site”, as well as a list of terms covering the most popular social
networking sites (SNSs) such as “Facebook”, “YouTube”, “WhatsApp”, “Weixin”, “WeChat”,
“Instagram”, “Douyin”, “Tik Tok”, “QQ”, “QZone”, “Sina Weibo”, “Reddit”, “Snapchat”, “Twitter”,
“Pinterest” and “Kuaishou” [12], and travel specific social networks such as TripAdvisor. Third, we
used the keywords identified in the previous stage to develop search queries/strings deploying the
Boolean operators “OR” and “AND”. In line with [13], the search queries were performed using the
database Scopus, currently indexing more than 70 million items including almost 22,800 active serial
titles from over 11,000 publishers. The database was chosen as its coverage is nearly 60% larger than
Web of Science’s (WoS) [14]. We also conducted a robustness analysis and performed the same search
queries in WoS and detected that the number of the documents collected from Scopus was
consistently higher than the number of those collected from WoS and that those gathered using WoS
represented a subsample of those covered by Scopus. Without adding any further limitation criteria,
the search query returned 95 results. Fourth, we further refined the query by including further
selection criteria, ensuring that the document had to be (1) published up until the end of 2019; (2)
written in English; and (3) classified as an article, an editorial or review. The refined query returned
78 document results. Figure 1 illustrates the data collection process:

Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW

3 of 17

Figure 1. Data collection process.

Last, the authors read the documents to dig, in depth, about features including the following
ones: nature of the study (empirical or conceptual); research design (quantitative, qualitative, mixed
methods); methods adopted in the study (case study, ethnography, regressions, etc.); type and
sources of the data (primary/secondary and source); broad topic (distinguishing drivers of adoption,
and use of Web 2.0 technologies for destination marketing as well as impacts); for empirical studies
and if quantitative: dependent, independent, moderating, and mediating variables; sample type, size
and period; and findings.
3. Results
3.1. Overall Trends and Descriptive Statistics
The evolution and development of the scientific production revolving around Web 2.0 in
destination marketing can be illustrated by plotting the trend of the documents collected (see Figure
2).

Figure 2. Trend of documents (scientific outputs) pertaining to Web 2.0 for destination marketing by
year until 2019.
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As is clear from the above figure, the first few articles dealing broadly with Web 2.0 technologies
for destination marketing were published between 2008 and 2011, thus witnessing that the research
object of this literature review is relatively novel. This seems to reflect, with a lag of 3–4 years, the
timing of the adoption of Web 2.0 platforms by marketing managers after their introduction in the
marketing practice: Facebook, for instance, was launched in 2004, but started becoming part of the
toolset of digital marketers starting from 2005 and so Twitter was launched in 2006 as a pivot of the
podcasting platform Odeo, but the first contributions dealing with it date back to 2012 [15]. After a
relevant growth over the period 2011–2013, the next relevant increase takes place over the period
2017–2019. Certainly, the recent development of this research area mirrors (1) the relatively recent
adoption of Web 2.0 technologies for destination marketing purposes; and (2) the increasing scholarly
interest in the role, drivers and use of Web 2.0 for effective destination marketing over the last decade.
The most prolific authors based on the database are identified and illustrated in Figure 3.
Interestingly, scholars have originally approached the focal research stream from two perspectives
based on their expertise: on the one hand, ICTs applications to the tourism sector (e.g., D. Buhalis, U.
Gretzel, and M. Mariani), and on the other hand, tourism destination marketing and management
(e.g., S. Moreno-Gil and A.M. Morrison). Furthermore, we can identify recurring collaborative
research within the following teams: (a) A.M. Morrison and U. Stankov; (b) A. Almeida-Santana and
S. Moreno-Gil; (3) A.M. Morrison and B. Wu; (4) M.M. Mariani, M. Di Felice and M. Mura; and (5) J.
Ge and U Gretzel. It appears that most of these collaborations are (1) driven by a common interest of
the research team in specific destination countries located in a specific geographical region where the
scholars are based (e.g., A. Almeida-Santana and S. Moreno-Gil have mainly focused on European
markets), and (2) tend to focus on a specific technology or SNS because the research team is
particularly knowledgeable about that Web 2.0 platform (e.g., Ge and Gretzel).

Figure 3. Documents by authors.

Regarding the geographic distribution of documents by country, the contributing scholars
display overwhelmingly an affiliation with US, Spanish or UK academic institutions (see Figure 4).
This seems to mirror the historical development of destination marketing and management as a
practical and research field. Indeed, as well noted by Pike and Page [16], the first DMOs and
destination marketing teams were established in the UK and US between the end of the 19th century
and the first half of the 20th century.
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Figure 4. Documents by country and territory.

In general, most of the contributing Authors are affiliated with North American (Purdue
University, University of Florida, University of North Texas, Virginia Polytechnic State University,
University of Southern California) or Asian (Honk Kong Polytechnic University, Kyung Hee
University, Beijing Forestry University, Peking University) academic institutions (see Figure 5). Of
the European academic institutions, the most active are Spanish (e.g., Universidad de Las Palmas de
Gran Canaria) and British ones (e.g., Bournemouth University). This seems to reflect not only the
historical development of destination marketing and management as a practical and research field
[16] in Europe and North America, but also the growth rates of (international and domestic) tourism
flows into Asian destinations over time [17].

Figure 5. Documents by authors’ affiliation.

The most active funding sponsors are based in Spain and China. As far as the types of document
are concerned, 94.9% are articles, while the remaining (marginal) part (5.1%) are classified as reviews
by Scopus (see Figure 6). Regarding the subject area, more than half (50.4%) of the documents pertain
to the business, management, and accounting areas; 32.6% can be ascribed to the wide social sciences
area, and the rest can be prevalently classified into the computer science (7.8%) and environmental
sciences (3.1%) areas (see Figure 7).
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Figure 6. Documents by type.

Figure 7. Documents by subject area.

3.2. Themes and Topics
By examining, in depth, the text of the articles, we have been able to cluster them based on
several analytical dimensions such as (1) the nature of the study; (2) the research design (for empirical
articles only); (3) the methods adopted; (4) the type and sources of the data; and (5) the topic/s, among
others. The results of this analysis led to Table 1:
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Table 1. Break down of documents by their dimensions.

Dimension
Nature of
the study
Research
design (for
empirical)
Research
methods

Basic techniques: 63.8%; Ordinary
techniques: 30.4%; Advanced techniques:
5.8%.

Notable Examples
Empirical: e.g., [8,9].
Conceptual: e.g., [18,19].
Quantitative: e.g., [20–22].
Qualitative: e.g., [23,24].
Mixed: e.g., [9,25].
Basic techniques: e.g., [26,27].
Ordinary techniques: e.g., [28,29].
Advanced techniques: e.g., [20,30].

Type and
sources of
data

Primary data: 94.2%; Secondary data:
5.8%.

Primary data: e.g., [9,31].
Secondary data: e.g., [28,32].

Individual (person): 34.8%; Individual
(post/review): 18.8% Organization (DMO,
NTO, Convention Bureau): 46.4%.
Use and usage practices (and their
drivers) of social networking sites (SNSs)
by DMOs/NTOs/Convention Bureaus;
measurement of engagement with and
contribution to DMOs/NTOs’ SNSs;
drivers of travelers’ engagement with and
contribution to DMOs/NTOs’ SNSs; new
methodologies to measure travelers’
attitudes towards destinations and
attractions by means of SNSs’ content
analysis; tourists’ destination experience
with DMOs’ SNSs; impact of DMOs’ SNSs
on online travelers attitudes, visit
intentions, influence on other travelers,
and bookings.

Individual (person): e.g., [33].
Individual (posts, reviews): e.g., [30].
Organization: e.g., [9].
Use and usage practices (and their
drivers) of social networking sites by
DMOs/NTOs/Convention Bureaus
[8,9,15,23,34–41]; measurement of
engagement with DMOs/NTOs’ SNSs
[9,21]; drivers of travelers’ engagement
with and contribution to DMOs/NTOs’
SNSs [42,43]; new methodologies to
measure travelers’ attitude towards
destinations and attractions by means of
SNSs’ content analysis [20,22,30,41,44];
tourists’ destination experience with
DMOs’ SNSs [45–49]; impact of DMOs’
SNSs on online travelers attitudes, visit
intentions, and bookings [29,31,33,50-58].

Level of
analysis

Topic/s

Paper Distribution
Empirical: 88.5%; Conceptual or
theoretical: 11.5%.
Quant: 55.1%; Qual: 36.2%; Mixed:8.7%.

As is clear from Table 1, of the sample of 78 documents analyzed, the majority are empirical
(88.5%) and out of the empirical articles, more than half (55.1%) adopt quantitative methods, with the
majority embracing basic techniques (63.8%) such as descriptive statistics, as well as ordinary
techniques (30.4%) such as regression analyses. Advanced techniques are a minority, for instance [20],
deploy latent Dirichlet allocation (LDA) and naïve Bayes modelling to develop tools such as
dimensional salience-valence analysis and lexical salience-valence analysis that can be deployed by
destination marketers. Overall and surprisingly, only very few of the studies apply social network
analysis techniques [59] and none of them rely on mixed methods approaches to network analysis
[60]. In addition, experiments trying to bridge the stated vs. actual online behavior gap [61] are nonexistent. Most of the empirical papers (94.2%) rely on primary data, while the level of analysis is
mostly (46.4%) the organizational level. Topics researched encompass (1) the use and usage practices
(and their drivers) of Web 2.0 and social networking sites (SNSs) by DMOs/NTOs/Convention
Bureaus [8,9,15,23,34–41,62]; (2) the measurement of engagement with DMOs/NTOs’ SNSs [9,21]; (3)
the analysis of the drivers of travelers’ engagement with and contribution to DMOs/NTOs’ SNSs
[42,43]; (4) new methodologies to measure travelers’ attitudes towards destinations and attractions
by means of SNSs’ content analysis [20,22,30,44]; (5) tourists’ destination experiences with DMOs’
SNSs [45–49]; and (6) the impact of DMOs’ SNSs on online travelers’ attitudes, visit and
recommendation intentions, reactions to marketing and advertising messages, and bookings
[29,31,33,50-58]. Overall, and regardless of the topic covered, there is a prevalence of studies on
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Facebook (31 studies), Twitter (21 studies), YouTube (15 studies) and TripAdvisor (10 studies). Some
studies analyze two or more SNSs, e.g., [23,45,46,59,63].
To enrich our analysis, we also employed content analysis and visualization techniques and
performed a word frequency analysis. The most frequently used terms in the titles and abstracts of
the articles in our database were graphically summarized in the word cloud of Figure 8. A word cloud
is a visual representation of word frequencies found in a text, based on an algorithm that enlarges
the size of the word as the frequency of the word increases. It is useful to visualize the most recurrent
terms (and related themes). Based on a frequency analysis, it is interesting to observe that the most
recurrent words are not only confined to the keywords used to develop search queries (e.g.,
“destination marketing”, “social media”, “Facebook”, “Twitter”), but also further words that either
relate to the geographical object of destination marketing (e.g., “destination” is the most recurrent
word, almost two times more recurrent than the circumlocution “destination marketing”, ranking
third by word frequency), the main institutional actors involved directly in the destination marketing
activities (e.g., “DMOs”, “destination marketing organizations” and “destination marketers” ranking
respectively 4th and 6th and 38th by word frequency), the aspects related to the content of destination
marketing communications (e.g., “information”, “generated content” and “UGC” ranking
respectively 9th, 11th and 35th in terms of frequency), and the features of the destination (e.g.,
“destination image” and “destination brand”, ranking respectively 10th and 34th). Interestingly,
technological aspects are apparently less represented. For instance, the keyword “Web 2.0” and its
variations, despite being used to develop the search queries, display a relatively low frequency (only
84th in the ranking) and ICT is ranked 49th. However, the intention to adopt technologies seems to
be more extensively studied (for instance, “technology adoption” ranks 21st). Accordingly, it seems
that technology related research has focused more on users’ behaviors (namely behavioral intentions)
rather than the actual functioning of the technology itself. Taken together, these descriptive statistics
seem to suggest that most of the scholarly debate so far has taken a functional approach, putting the
marketing function of DMOs as well as destination marketers at the center of the stage, while
technological aspects have been less thoroughly examined. Some of these insights will be partially
used to develop the Discussion section of this work.

Figure 8. Word cloud with the most used terms in the paper’s object of the study.
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4. Discussion
This Discussion section is organized in three subsections. The first subsection illustrates a novel
diagram that maps out the literature reviewed and might help scholars to make sense of extant
literature and identify key research streams. In the second subsection, we discuss more holistically
the findings and identify the current trends and research gaps. The third subsection delineates future
research directions and offers insights on the theoretical perspectives that researchers might embrace
and adopt to develop their own theory-driven research agenda.
4.1. Making Sense of Extant Literature
Based on the findings, we canvassed and developed a novel diagram which is helpful to map
out the body of literature reviewed. The diagram, illustrated in Figure 9, might support researchers
interested in the topic to make sense of extant literature and identify key research streams.

Drivers of
adoption and/or
acceptance of
Web 2.0

Web 2.0 usage
patterns, practices
and processes

• DMOs and destination
marketers
• Users and travellers

• DMOs and destination
marketers
• (Users and travellers)

Outcomes of Web
2.0 usage
• DMOs and destination
• Users and travellers

Figure 9. A diagram to map out extant research.

The above diagram is a parsimonious, yet a comprehensive representation of the body of
research and knowledge created to date in the area at the intersection of Web 2.0 and destination
marketing. It clearly identifies three major areas: (1) the drivers of adoption and acceptance of Web
2.0 technologies; (2) the usage patterns, practices and processes of Web 2.0 technologies; and (3) the
outcomes of the use of Web 2.0. We use these three areas to map out the existing literature in the
following subsections.
4.1.1. Drivers of Adoption and Acceptance of Web 2.0 Technologies
The drivers of adoption and acceptance of Web 2.0 technologies by DMOs and destination
marketers have been examined in relation to several factors: the opportunities and costs of
developing SNSs [19,56,64,65,66]; the budget, resources and time constraints [9,36,49,67,68]; the skills,
knowledge, experience and competences needed to deploy Web 2.0 technologies professionally
[23,69]; the social capital and trust requirements [35]; the need to develop and nurture a virtual
community [70]; and the connectivity to other ICT websites [58].
The drivers of adoption and acceptance of Web 2.0 technologies by DMOs’ SNSs users and
travelers have been analyzed in relation to several factors: demographic characteristics of the
users/travelers [47, 54]; motivation to visit the destination [29]; information sources needed [29]; past
experience of destination visitation [33]; psychological, temporal and spatial distance to/from the

Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW

10 of 17

destination [58]; identity and self-concepts [43,53]; emotions [25]; type of platform adopted [29]; level
of interactivity [15,22,53,71]; media exposure [28]; and devices used [49].
4.1.2. Usage Patterns, Practices and Processes of Web 2.0 Technologies
The usage patterns, practices and processes of Web 2.0 technologies by DMOs and destination
marketers have covered several aspects such as the quality and quantity of users [50]; the type of
medium deployed [39,40,72]; the content type [50,66,73,74]; the destination marketers’ posting timing
and frequency [9,21]; the use of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) to measure the effectiveness of
promotional and advertising campaigns [26,58]; and the comparison and benchmarking of SNSs’
usage practices across multiple DMOs [8,34,64,67,71,75,76,77].
Research on SNSs’ users’ and travelers’ practices is relatively scant and mostly relates to the cocreation of communication with digital natives [27] and influencers [51].
4.1.3. Outcomes of the Use of Web 2.0
The outcomes of the use of Web 2.0 on DMOs and destinations have been discussed in relation
to several aspects: the marketing effectiveness of Web 2.0 initiatives [41,64,68]; the development of
tools to improve the attractiveness of a destination and its attractions [20]; destination brand cocreation [37,46]; engagement with DMO’s SNSs [8,9,21]; destination knowledge and awareness [78];
destination image restoration after crises [38]; online reputation of a destination [63]; choice of
optimal/suitable channels/media for segmentation and communication [45,79]; and the effect of
DMOs’ SNSs on tourism flows and hotel occupancy [50].
The outcomes of the use of Web 2.0 on destinations’ potential, current, and past tourists and
visitors have been examined in relation to several factors: tourists’ sentiment about a destination [20,
30]; tourists’ attitudes towards a destination [31]; tourists’ destination image formation [22,29,57];
users’ intentions to visit and recommend a destination [28,33,55]; engagement with DMOs’ Web 2.0
platforms [9,21,27]; and intention to develop positive word of mouth and to share travel experiences
online [18,55].
4.2. Current Trends and Research Gaps
A number of major current trends emerge from the analysis of the findings displayed in Section
3 and the diagram illustrated in Subsection 4.1. First, most of the research revolving around Web 2.0
and destination marketing is empirical in nature and contributions with a high degree of
conceptualizations are rather scant, except for a few works with a varying degree of conceptual
robustness [18,65,80-81]. Consequently, there is a cogent need to build an overarching and updated
conceptual framework. More specifically, future research might draw on the diagram of Figure 9 as
a departing point to develop a more articulated and comprehensive conceptual framework whose
core elements might still be (1) the drivers of the adoption and acceptance of Web 2.0 technologies by
DMOs and DMOs’ SNSs’ users and travelers; (2) the usage patterns, practices and processes of Web
2.0 technologies by DMOs, destination marketers, and SNSs’ users and travelers; and (3) the
outcomes of the use of Web 2.0 usage on destination performance (measured in terms of tourism
flows, occupancy, etc.) and on destinations’ potential, current, and past tourists and visitors. While
building such a conceptual framework is beyond the purpose of this study, suitable extensions of the
diagram developed in this work might help scholars to develop such a framework. Second, despite
that most of the studies conducted are empirical in essence, the majority of them are descriptive and
look at the “what” of the use of Web 2.0 technologies by Destination Marketing Organizations
(DMOs) and destination marketers, often focusing on differences in the adoption of Web 2.0 across
different destinations and DMOs [8,76]. This seems in line with the prevalence of a functional
approach putting the marketing function of DMOs as well as destination marketers at the center of
the stage, while technological aspects have been less thoroughly examined. Future research should
certainly look at the “what” from multiple perspectives and adopt a multi- and inter-disciplinary
approach, blending marketing, computer science and information systems approaches. This might
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allow to illustrate more comprehensively the role of different information and communication
technologies, digital platforms and devices in connecting stakeholders within and outside the
destinations [82,83,84]. Third, even those studies trying to address the “why” often examine in a
compartmentalized manner either a few of the drivers of users’ engagement with DMOs’ social
networking sites (SNSs) [42] or simply measure users’ engagement based on user generated content
(UGC), descriptive statistics [75] or descriptive analytics [21]. More efforts should be made to
understand if and to what extent cultural factors and language barriers can affect engagement with
UGC consistently with other electronic Word-of-Mouth studies within the tourism management
literature [e.g.,85,86]. Furthermore, there are indeed very few studies trying to combine the analysis
of user generated content (UGC) and interviews with destination marketers [9]. This prevents
researchers trying to explain destination marketers’ and travelers’ behaviors to provide more depth
to their findings and achieve a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomena analyzed.
Fourth, and despite the growing deployment of data science and big data analytics in
management [87] and tourism management [88,89,90], only a handful of studies have developed
innovative methodologies to measure travelers’ attitudes towards destinations and attractions by
means of SNSs’ content [20,30,44]. Certainly, more emphasis should be given to mixed and multimethods research [91] that looks to be severely underrepresented. For instance, the deployment of
mixed methods adopting a social network approach would be more than welcome [60] to shed light
on the use of Web 2.0 within destination marketing settings. Moreover, there is an urgent need to
build on experimental research and try to overcome the stated behavior–actual behavior gap [61]
when focusing on users’ online behaviors on DMOs’ SNSs, as recent research has found that content
posted on generalist social media is a major driver of travel decision making and planning, beyond
engagement [92].
Last, the impacts of DMOs’ SNSs on destination performance and firms operating within
destinations that have been very rarely examined empirically [31,50]. More research is needed in the
area as the effectiveness of the use of web 2.0 technologies to improve the attractiveness and economic,
social and environmental performance of a tourism destination is still largely under explored and
measures of return on investment on Web 2.0 activities are extremely rare and rudimentary [68].
Researchers interested in destination competitiveness and performance might find it useful to team
up with scholars examining the role of digital technologies in the wide tourism, travel and hospitality
settings and examine more closely the online destination marketing–destination performance nexus.
4.3. Future Research Directions and Indication of Theoretical Perspectives for a Theory-Driven Agenda
Based on the findings of this study and the previous Discussion subsections, we put forward
some reflections on the research areas identified that need further development and offer insights on
the theories that might inform such development. First, even if some of the studies have partially
mentioned the need for DMOs and destination marketers to deal with budget constraints and
upskilling needs [9,23,36,49,68,67,69], research addressing human and technological resource needs
for DMOs (given their objectives) is somehow missing. Accordingly, future research might
operationalize more explicitly resource and capabilities constraints by building on theoretical
frameworks such as the resource-based view (RBV) [93,94] as well as the dynamic capabilities
theoretical framework [95] and applying them to DMOs. Second, as far as the acceptance and
adoption of Web 2.0 technologies in destination marketing are concerned, established models of the
acceptance and adoption of technologies have been very rarely applied and, where applied, they have
covered mostly end users’ online behaviors. For instance, there is only one case of application of a
variation of the technology acceptance model (TAM) [96-98] to understand destination marketers’
acceptance and adoption of Web 2.0 technologies [35] and a very few cases [48] of application of the
wider theory of planned behavior (TPB) [99,100] or the theory of reasoned action (TRA) [101]. Overall,
more intellectual efforts might be made to understand the drivers that motivate destination marketers
to adopt or choose a specific social media mix over others, as well as to explore and dissect drivers of
usage of DMOs’ SNSs for web users. Third, while a handful of studies have dealt with users’
intentions to visit and recommend a destination after the use of DMOs’ SNSs [28,33,55], all of them
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are confined to analyze stated intentions and behaviors. Accordingly, future research should bridge
the perception–behavior gap and delve into actual behaviors by means of realistic experiments
drawing on a wide set of social psychology theories including social influence theory [102-104]. Last,
in all the empirical work conducted on the users of DMOs’ Web 2.0 platforms, no clear distinction
has been made between tourists and residents and most studies have not clearly identified how and
to what extent different destination stakeholders interact on DMOs’ SNSs. In the very few cases
where residents are mentioned explicitly, they are pooled together with tourists [29]. This constitutes
an additional research gap and calls for more research to shed light on the similarities and differences
in users’ behaviors across different groups of stakeholders. Indeed, different stakeholders might have
different perceptions of a tourism destination [105,106] and this should be accommodated both
conceptually and empirically. Accordingly, more studies building on the stakeholder theory [107-109]
are welcome, as they might help scholars to shed light on Web 2.0 technologies adoption and usage
behaviors across different stakeholders’ groups.
5. Conclusions and Future Research Directions
This literature review has generated several major key findings. Firstly, research revolving
around Web 2.0 and destination marketing is quite fragmented in scope, encompassing a few
disconnected research themes and streams. This study has developed a diagram that maps out the
literature reviewed and might help scholars to make sense of the extant literature and identify key
research streams. The diagram is a parsimonious yet comprehensive representation of the body of
research and knowledge created to date in the area at the intersection of Web 2.0 and destination
marketing. It clearly identifies three major areas: (1) the drivers of the adoption and acceptance of
Web 2.0 technologies; (2) the usage patterns, practices and processes of Web 2.0 technologies; and (3)
the outcomes of the use of Web 2.0. Future research might draw on the diagram and its three
components as the building blocks to develop a more articulated and comprehensive conceptual
framework.
Secondly, we have crafted some reflections on the research areas that need further development
and have offered insights on four future research directions and theories that might inform such
research directions and development. More specifically, more attention should be paid to human and
technological resource needs for DMOs at different levels of government, whose study might benefit
from theoretical perspectives such as the resource-based view (RBV) [93,94] and dynamic capabilities
[95] theories; the drivers and antecedents of Web 2.0 adoption and acceptance, that might be closely
inspected by using theories like the theory of reasoned action (TRA) [101], the theory of planned
behavior (TPB) [99,100] and the resulting technology acceptance and adoption models [96-98]; actual
online behaviors of online users of DMOs’ SNSs, whose examination might leverage social
psychology theories like social influence theory [102-104]; and the similarities and differences in user
behaviors and approaches across destination stakeholders that might be conducted by adopting
stakeholder theory [107–109].
Thirdly, studies at the intersection between Web 2.0 technologies and destination marketing
should move from answering “what” questions to answering “how” and “why” questions. This shift
needs to be supported conceptually by blending different theories (including those mentioned above),
encouraging multi-disciplinary research, and mixing different methods Accordingly, more studies
adopting mixed methods [91] are needed as they might allow to address simultaneously both “how”
and “why” research questions, with a combination of theory building and theory testing research
techniques and approaches. Data science techniques [97-89] could be fruitfully deployed to support
the aforementioned shift and to generate insights from UGC content produced on destinations’ SNSs:
this might enable researchers and destination marketers to develop and exploit descriptive and
predictive analytics. The latter ones might be useful to create destination business intelligence [98]
useful for destination planning, development and marketing, ultimately potentially translating into
increased tourism flows and enhanced economic, social and environmental destination performance.
This work is not without limitations. First, while our search queries appear comprehensive and
capture most of the scholarly literature in English produced until 2019 in the focal field, this review
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might be extended in the future by juxtaposing additional literature that will be published after 2019
and in other languages. Second, while we focused on the most comprehensive database indexing
scholarly research in the social sciences [11], future research might take into account also
contributions indexed by generalist search engines such as Google Scholar.
Funding: This research did not receive any funding.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

7.

8.
9.

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

D'Aveni, R.A.; Dagnino, G.B.; Smith, K.G. The age of temporary advantage. Strat. Manag. J. 2010, 31, 1371–
1385. doi:10.1002/smj.897.
D'Aveni, R.A. Hypercompetition Managing the Dynamics of Strategic Maneuvering; Free Press: New York, NY,
1994, USA.
Mariani, M.M.; Buhalis, D.; Longhi, C.; Vitouladiti, O. Managing change in tourism destinations: Key issues
and current trends. J. Destin. Mark. Manag. 2014, 2, 269–272. doi:10.1016/j.jdmm.2013.11.003.
Mariani, M.M.; Baggio, R. Special Issue: Managing Tourism in a Changing World: Issues and Cases.
Anatolia: Int. J. Tour. Hosp. Res. 2012, 23(1), 1–3. doi:10.1080/13032917.2011.653636.
Buhalis, D.; Law, R. Progress in information technology and tourism management: 20 years on and 10 years
after the Internet—The state of eTourism research. Tour. Manag. 2008, 29, 609–623.
doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2008.01.005
Mariani, M.M.; Baggio, R.; Buhalis, D.; Longhi, C. Tourism Management, Marketing and Development: Volume
I: the Importance of Networks and ICTs; Palgrave: New York, NY, USA, 2014.
doi:10.1016/10.1057/9781137354358.
Sun, T.; Youn, S.; Wu, G.; Kuntaraporn, M. Online word-of-mouth (or mouse): An exploration of its
antecedents and consequences. J. Comput. Commun. 2006, 11, 1104–1127. doi:10.1111/j.10836101.2006.00310.x.
Hays, S.; Page, S.J.; Buhalis, D. Social media as a destination marketing tool: Its use by national tourism
organisations. Curr. Issues Tour. 2013, 16, 211–239. doi:10.1080/13683500.2012.662215.
Mariani, M.M.; Di Felice, M.; Mura, M. Facebook as a Destination Marketing Tool: Evidence from Italian
regional
Destination
Management
Organizations.
Tour.
Manag.
2016,
54,
321–343.
doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2015.12.008.
Tranfield, D.; Denyer, D.; Smart, P. Towards a methodology for developing evidence‐informed
management knowledge by means of systematic review. Br. J. Manag. 2003, 14, 207–222 . doi:10.1111/14678551.00375.
Zupic, I.; Čater, T. Bibliometric methods in management and organization. Organ. Res. Methods 2014, 18,
429–472. doi:10.1177/1094428114562629.
Statista. Most Popular Social Networks Worldwide as of January 2020, Ranked by Number of Active Users.
Available online: https://www.statista.com/statistics/272014/global-social-networks-ranked-by-numberof-users/ (accessed on 15 February 2020).
Mariani, M.M.; Borghi, M. Industry 4.0: A Bibliometric Review of its Managerial Intellectual Structure and
Potential Evolution in the Service Industries. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2019, 149, 119752.
doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119752.
Zhao, D.; Strotmann, A. Analysis and visualization of citation networks. Synthesis Lectures on Information
Concepts, Retrieval, and Services; Morgan & Claypool Publishers: Williston, ND, USA, 2015.
Luna-Nevarez, C.; Hyman, M.R. Common practices in destination website design. J. Destin. Mark. Manag.
2012, 1, 94–106. doi:10.1016/j.jdmm.2012.08.002.
Pike, S.; Page, S.J. Destination Marketing Organizations and destination marketing: a narrative analysis of
the literature. Tour. Manag. 2014, 41, 202–227. doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2013.09.009.
The World Tourism Organization (UNWTO). International Tourism Highlights. Available online:
https://www.e-unwto.org/doi/pdf/10.18111/9789284421152 (accessed on 17 April 2020).
Månsson, M. Mediatized tourism. Ann. Tour. Res. 2011, 38, 1634–1652. doi:10.1016/j.annals.2011.02.008.
Camprubí R.; Guia J.; Comas J. The new role of tourists in destination image formation. Curr. Issues Tour.
2013, 16, 203–209. doi:10.1080/13683500.2012.733358.

Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW

20.
21.

22.
23.

24.
25.
26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
33.
34.
35.

36.
37.

38.
39.
40.
41.

14 of 17

Taecharungroj V.; Mathayomchan B. Analysing TripAdvisor reviews of tourist attractions in Phuket,
Thailand. Tour. Manag. 2019, 75, 550–568. doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2019.06.020.
Mariani, M.M.; Mura, M.; Di Felice, M. The determinants of Facebook social engagement for national
tourism organizations' Facebook pages: A quantitative approach. J. Destin. Mark. Manag. 2018, 8, 312–325.
doi:10.1016/j.jdmm.2017.06.003.
Stepchenkova S., Zhan F. Visual destination images of Peru: Comparative content analysis of DMO and
user-generated photography. Tour. Manag. 2013, 36, 590–601. doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2012.08.006.
Fernández-Cavia J., Marchiori E., Haven-Tang C., Cantoni L. Online communication in Spanish destination
marketing organizations: The view of practitioners. J. Vacat. Mark. 2016, 23, 264–273.
doi:10.1177/1356766716640840.
Tse, T.S.M.; Zhang, E.Y. Analysis of Blogs and Microblogs: A Case Study of Chinese Bloggers Sharing Their
Hong Kong Travel Experiences. Asia Pac. J. Tour. Res. 2013, 18, 314–329. doi:10.1080/10941665.2012.658413.
Dickinger A.; Lalicic L. An analysis of destination brand personality and emotions: a comparison study,
Inf. Technol. Tour. 2015, 15, 317–340. doi:10.1007/s40558-015-0044-x.
Barcoe, C.; Whelan, G. A proposed framework for measuring the effectiveness of social media: A study of
irish tourism. WIT Trans. on Ecol. Environ. 2018, 227, 151–161. doi:org/10.2495/ST180151.
Gon, M.; Pechlaner, H.; Marangon, F. Destination management organizations (DMOs) and Digital Natives:
the neglected “informal expertise” in web 2.0 implementation and social media presence. Insights from the
Italian Friuli Venezia Giulia DMO. Inf. Technol. Tour. 2016, 16, 435–455. doi:org/10.1007/s40558-016-0068-x.
Koo, C.; Joun, Y.; Han, H.; Chung, N. A structural model for destination travel intention as a media
exposure: Belief-desire-intention model perspective. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2016, 28, 1338–1360.
doi:10.1108/IJCHM-07-2014-0354.
Llodra-Riera, I., Martínez-Ruiz, M.P., Jiménez-Zarco A.I., Izquierdo-Yusta A. Assessing the influence of
social media on tourists’ motivations and image formation of a destination. Int. J. Qual. Serv. Sci. 2015, 7,
458–482. doi:10.1108/IJQSS-03-2014-0022.
Liu, Y.; Huang, K.; Bao, J.; Chen, K. Listen to the voices from home: An analysis of Chinese tourists’
sentiments
regarding
Australian
destinations.
Tour.
Manag.
2019,
71,
337–347.
doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2018.10.004.
Scholl-Grissemann, U.; Peters, M.; Teichmann, K. When Climate-Induced Change Reaches Social Media:
How Realistic Travel Expectations Shape Consumers’ Attitudes toward the Destination. J. Travel Res. 2019,
doi:10.1177/0047287519883036.
Kavoura, A.; Katsoni, V. From e-business to c-commerce: Collaboration and network creation for an emarketing tourism strategy. Tourismos 2013, 8, 113–128.
Leung, X.Y. Do destination Facebook pages increase fan’s visit intention? A longitudinal study. J. Hosp.
Tour. Technol. 2019, 10, 205–218. doi:10.1108/JHTT-06-2018-0041.
Alizadeh, A.; Isa, R.M. The use of social media in destination marketing: An exploratory study. Tourism
2015, 63, 175–192.
Lee, B.C.; Cho, J.; Hwang, D. An integration of social capital and tourism technology adoption—A case of
convention and visitors bureaus. Tour. Hosp. Res.. Our. Hosp. Res. 2013, 13, 149–165.
doi:10.1177/1467358414522055.
Lee, B.C.; Wicks, B. Tourism technology training for destination marketing organisations (DMOs): Needbased content development. J. Hosp. Leis. Sport Tour. Educ. 2010, 9, 39–52. doi:10.3794/johlste.91.241.
Lim Y.; Chung Y.; Weaver P.A. The impact of social media on destination branding: Consumer-generated
videos versus destination marketer-generated videos. J. Vacat. Mark. 2012, 18, 197–206.
doi:10.1177/1356766712449366.
Oliveira A., Huertas-Roig A. How do destinations use twitter to recover their images after a terrorist attack?
J. Destin. Mark. Manag. 2019, 12, 46–54. doi:10.1016/j.jdmm.2019.03.002.
Sevin, E. Places going viral: Twitter usage patterns in destination marketing and place branding. J. Place
Manag. Dev. 2013, 6, 227–239. doi:org/10.1016/10.1108/JPMD-10-2012-0037.
Shao, J.; Li, X.; Morrison, A.M.; Wu, B. Social media micro-film marketing by Chinese destinations: The
case of Shaoxing, Tour. Manag. 2016, 54, 439–451. doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2015.12.013.
Yang, X.; Wang, D. The Exploration of Social Media Marketing Strategies of Destination Marketing
Organizations in China. J. China Tour. Res. 2015, 11, 166–185. doi:10.1080/19388160.2015.1017071.

Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW

42.
43.
44.
45.

46.

47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.

54.

55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.

15 of 17

Ge, J.; Gretzel, U. Impact of humour on firm-initiated social media conversations. Inf. Technol. Tour. 2017,
18, 61–83. doi:10.1007/s40558-017-0097-0.
Jovanović, T.; Božić, S.; Bodroža, B.; Stankov, U. Influence of users’ psychosocial traits on Facebook travel–
related behavior patterns. J. Vacat. Mark. 2018, 25, 252–263. doi:10.1177/1356766718771420.
Vu, H.Q.; Li, G.; Law, R.; Zhang, Y. Travel Diaries Analysis by Sequential Rule Mining. J. Travel Res. 2018,
57, 399–413. doi:10.1177/0047287517692446.
David-Negre, T.; Almedida-Santana, A.; Hernández, J.M.; Moreno-Gil, S. Understanding European
tourists’ use of e-tourism platforms. Analysis of networks. Inf. Technol. Tour. 2018, 20, 131–152.
doi:10.1007/s40558-018-0113-z.
Jiménez-Barreto, J.; Sthapit, E.; Rubio, N.; Campo, S. Exploring the dimensions of online destination brand
experience: Spanish and North American tourists' perspectives, Tour. Manag. Perspect. 2019, 31, 348–360.
doi:10.1016/j.tmp.2019.07.005.
Kavoura, A.; Stavrianeas, A. The importance of social media on holiday visitors’ choices – the case of
Athens, Greece. EuroMed J. Bus. 2015, 10, 360–374. doi:10.1108/EMJB-03-2015-0016.
Leung, X.Y.; Jiang, L. How do destination Facebook pages work? An extended TPB model of fans’ visit
intention, J. Hosp. Tour. Technol. 2018, 9, 397–416. doi:10.1108/JHTT-09-2017-0088.
Pabel, A.; Prideaux, B. Social media use in pre-trip planning by tourists visiting a small regional leisure
destination. J. Vacat. Mark. 2016, 22, 335–348. doi:10.1177/1356766715618998.
Bigné, E.; Oltra, E.; Andreu, L. Harnessing stakeholder input on Twitter: A case study of short breaks in
Spanish tourist cities. Tour. Manag. 2019, 71, 490–503. doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2018.10.013.
Bokunewicz, J.F.; Shulman, J. Influencer identification in Twitter networks of destination marketing
organizations. J. Hosp. Tour. Technol. 2017, 8, 205–219. doi:10.1108/JHTT-09-2016-0057.
Ge, J.; Gretzel, U. A taxonomy of value co-creation on Weibo–a communication perspective. Int. J. Contemp.
Hosp. Manag. 2018, 30, 2075–2092. doi:10.1108/IJCHM-09-2016-0557.
Liu, B.; Norman, W.C.; Pennington-Gray, L. A flash of culinary tourism: Understanding the influences of
online food photography on people's travel planning process on flickr. Tour. Cult. Commun. 2013, 13, 5–18.
doi:10.3727/109830413X13769180530567.
McCartney, G.; Pinto, J.F. Influencing Chinese travel decisions: The impact of celebrity endorsement
advertising on the Chinese traveler to Macao. J. Vacat. Mark. 2014, 20, 253–266.
doi:10.1177/1356766714524203.
Morosan, C. The impact of the destination's online initiatives on word of mouth. Tour. Anal. 2013, 18, 415–
428. doi:10.3727/108354213X13736372325993.
Schmallegger, D.; Carson, D. Blogs in tourism: Changing approaches to information exchange. J. Vacat.
Mark. 2008, 14, 99–110. doi:10.1177/1356766707087519.
Shen, H.; Song, C.; Li, M.; Jiang, Q. Shaping destination images through social networking sites: A case
study of Singapore. Adv. Hosp. Leis. 2015, 11, 89–107. doi:10.1108/S1745-354220150000011006.
Wang, S.; Lehto, X. The Interplay of Travelers’ Psychological Distance, Language Abstraction, and Message
Appeal Type in Social Media Advertising, J. Travel Res. 2019. doi:10.1177/0047287519880000.
Zach, F.J.; Xiang, Z.; Baggio, R. Analysing linkage between ICT and US State tourism websites. E-Rev. Tour.
Res. 2019, 17, 306–316.
Mariani, M.M.; Baggio, R. The relevance of mixed methods for network analysis in tourism and hospitality
research. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2020, doi:10.1108/IJCHM-04-2019-0378.
Morales, A.C.; Amir, O.; Lee, L. Keeping It Real in Experimental Research—Understanding When, Where,
and How to Enhance Realism and Measure Consumer Behavior. Consum. Res. 2017, 44, 465–476.
Lee, B.C. The impact of social capital on tourism technology adoption for destination marketing. Curr. Issues
Tour. 2015, 18, 561–578. doi:10.1080/13683500.2013.861392.
Trunfio, M.; Della Lucia, M. Engaging Destination Stakeholders in the Digital Era: The Best Practice of
Italian Regional DMOs. J. Hosp. Tour. Res. 2018, 43, 349–373. doi:10.1177/1096348018807293.
Davidson, R.; Keup, M. The Use of Web 2.0 as a Marketing Tool by European Convention Bureaux. Scand.
J. Hosp. Tour. 2014, 14, 234–254.
Lange-Faria, W.; Elliot, S. Understanding the role of social media in destination marketing, Tourismos 2012,
7, 193–211.
Stankov, U.; Kennell. J.; Morrison, A.M.; Vujičić, M.D. The view from above: the relevance of shared aerial
drone videos for destination marketing. J. Travel Tour. Mark. 2019, 36, 808–822.

Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW

67.
68.

69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.

76.

77.
78.

79.

80.
81.

82.

83.

84.
85.

86.
87.
88.

16 of 17

Perakakis, E.; Trihas, N.; Venitourakis, M.; Mastorakis, G.; Kopanakis, I. Social media as a marketing tool
for Greek destinations. Tourismos 2016, 11, 157–181.
Wozniak, T.; Stangl, B.; Schegg, R.; Liebrich, A. The return on tourism organizations’ social media
investments: preliminary evidence from Belgium, France, and Switzerland. Inf. Technol. Tour. 2017,
doi:10.1007/s40558-017-0077-4.
Fath, B.P.; Fiedler, A.; Li, Z.; Whittaker, D.H. Collective destination marketing in China: Leveraging social
media celebrity endorsement. Tour. Anal. 2017, 22, 377–387.
Sambhanthan, A.; Thelijjagoda, S.; Good, A.; Scupola, A. Virtual community based destination marketing
with YouTube: Investigation of a typology. Int. J. Web Portals 2016, 8, 32–49.
Míguez-González, M.I.; Fernández-Cavia, J. Tourism and online communication: Interactivity and social
web in official destination websites. Commun. Soc. 2015, 28, 17–31.
Hruška, J.; Pásková, M. How do the national tourism organizations use the social media? E A M: Ekon. A
Manag. 2018, 21, 226–240.
Ge, J. Social Media-Based visual humour use in tourism marketing: A semiotic perspective. Eur. J. Humour
Res. 2019, 7, 6–25.
Song, S.-G., Kim, D.-Y. A Pictorial Analysis of Destination Images on Pinterest: The Case of Tokyo, Kyoto,
and Osaka, Japan. J. Travel Tour. Mark. 2016, 33, 687–701.
Stankov, U.; Jovanović, T.; Pavluković, V.; Kalinić, C.; Drakulić-Kovačević, N.; Cimbaljević M. A regional
survey of current practices on destination marketing organizations' Facebook Pages: The case of EU and
US. Geogr. Pannonica 2018, 22, 81–96. doi:10.5937/22-16673.
Milwood, P.; Marchiori, E.; Zach, F. A Comparison of Social Media Adoption and Use in Different
Countries: The Case of the United States and Switzerland. J. Travel Tour. Mark. 2013, 30, 165–168.
doi:10.1080/10548408.2013.751287.
García, B.B.; Carreras, A.O.; Royo, E.R. User generated content in destination marketing organisations'
websites. Int. J. Web Based Communities 2012, 8, 103–119.
Irimiás, A.; Volo, S. A netnography of war heritage sites’ online narratives: user-generated content and
destination marketing organizations communication at comparison. Int. J. Cult. Tour. Hosp. Res. 2018, 12,
159–172.
Almeida-Santana, A.; Moreno-Gil, S.; Boza-Chirino, J. The paradox of cultural and media convergence.
Segmenting the European tourist market by information sources and motivations. Int. J. Tour. Res. 2018, 20,
613–625.
Mistilis, N.; Buhalis, D.; Gretzel, U. Future eDestination Marketing: Perspective of an Australian Tourism
Stakeholder Network. J. Travel Res. 2014, 53, 778–790. doi:10.1177/0047287514522874.
Sigala, M.; Marinidis, D. E-Democracy and web 2.0: A framework enabling DMOs to engage stakeholders
in
collaborative
destination
management.
Tour.
Anal.
2012,
17,
105–120.
doi:10.3727/108354212X13330406124052.
Mariani, M.M.; Baggio, R.; Buhalis, D.; Longhi, C. Introduction. In Tourism Management, Marketing and
Development: Volume I: the Importance of Networks and ICTs; Mariani, M.M., Baggio, R., Buhalis, D., Longhi,
C., Eds.; Palgrave: New York, NY, USA, 2014; pp. 1-14. doi:10.1016/10.1057/9781137354358_1.
Ek Styvén, M.; Mariani, M.M. Understanding the intention to buy secondhand clothing on sharing
economy platforms: The influence of sustainability, distance from the consumption system, and economic
motivations. Psychol. Mark. 2020, 37(5), 724-739. doi: 10.1002/mar.21334.
Mariani, M.M.; Borghi, M.; Gretzel, U. Online reviews: Differences by submission device. Tour. Manag.
2019, 70, 295–298. doi: 10.1016/j.tourman.2018.08.022.
Mariani, M.M.; Predvoditeleva, M. How do online reviewers’ cultural traits and perceived experience
influence hotel online ratings?: An empirical analysis of the Muscovite hotel sector. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp.
Manag. 2019, 31(12), 4543-4573. doi: 10.1108/IJCHM-11-2018-0927.
Mariani, M.M.; Borghi, M.; Kazakov, S. The role of language in the online evaluation of hospitality service
encounters: An empirical study. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2019, 78, 50–58. doi: 10.1016/j.ijhm.2018.11.012.
George, G.; Osinga, E.C.; Lavie, D.; Scott, B.A. Big data and data science methods for management research,
Acad. Manag. J. 2016, 59, 1493–1507. doi:10.5465/amj.2016.4005.
Mariani, M.M.; Baggio, R.; Fuchs, M.; Höpken, W. Business Intelligence and Big Data in Hospitality and
Tourism: A systematic literature review. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2018, 30, 3514–3554.
doi:10.1108/IJCHM-07-2017-0461.

Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW

89.
90.

91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102.
103.

104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.

17 of 17

Mariani, M.M. Big data and analytics in tourism and hospitality: a perspective article. Tour. Rev. 2019, 75(1),
299–303. doi:10.1108/TR-06-2019-0259.
Mariani, M.M.; Di Fatta, G.; Di Felice, M. Understanding Customer Satisfaction with Services by leveraging
Big Data: the Role of Services Attributes and Consumers’ Cultural Background. IEEE Access. 2019, 7, 81958208. doi:10.1109/ACCESS.2018.2887300.
Creswell, J.W. Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Method Approaches, 4th Edition; Sage
Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2014.
Mariani, M.M.; Ek Styvén, M.; Ayeh, J. Using Facebook for travel decision-making: An international study
of antecedents. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2019, 31(2), 1021-1044. doi: 10.1108/IJCHM-02-2018-0158.
Barney, J. Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage. J. Manag. 1991, 17, 99–120.
doi:10.1177/014920639101700108.
Barney, J. Year Retrospective on the Resource-Based View. J. Manag. 2001, 27, 643–650.
doi:10.1177/014920630102700602.
Teece, D.; Pisano, G. The dynamic capabilities of firms: An introduction. Ind. Corp. Chang. 1994, 3, 537–556.
Davis, F.D. Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user acceptance of information technology,
MIS Q., 1989, 13, 319–340.
Davis, F.D. User acceptance of information technology: system characteristics , user perceptions and
behavioral impacts. Int. J. Man-Machine Stud. 1993, 38, 475–487.
Venkatesh, V.; Davis, F.D. A Theoretical Extension of the Technology Acceptance Model: Four
Longitudinal Field Studies. Manag. Sci. 2000, 46, 186–204.
Ajzen, I. “From intentions to actions: a theory of planned behavior”. Kuhl, J., Beckmann, J., Eds.; In ActionControl: FromCognition to Behavior; Springer; Heidelberg, Germany; pp. 11–39.
Ajzen, I. The theory of planned behavior. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Processe. 1991, 50, 179–211.
Ajzen, I.; Fishbein, M. Understanding Attitudes and Predicting Social Behaviour; Prentice-Hall: Englewood
Cliffs, NJ, USA, 2011.
Cialdini, R.B.; Goldstein, N.J. Social Influence: Compliance and Conformity. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2004, 55,
591–621.
Cialdini, R.B.; Trost, M.R. Social Influence: Social Norms, Conformity, and Compliance. In The Handbook of
Social Psychology; Daniel, T., Gilbert, S., Fiske, T., Lindzey, G., Eds.; McGraw-Hill: Boston, MA, USA, 1998;
pp. 151–192.
Deutsch, M.; Gerard, H.B. A study of normative and informative social influences upon individual
judgment. J. Abnorm. Soc. Psychol. 1955, 51, 629–636.
Belisle, F.J.; Hoy, D.R. The perceived impact of tourism by residents a case study in Santa Marta, Colombia.
Ann. Tour. Res. 1980, 7, 83–101.
Byrd, E.T.; Bosley, H.E.; Dronberger, M.G. Comparisons of stakeholder perceptions of tourism impacts in
rural eastern North Carolina. Tour. Manag. 2009, 30, 693–703.
Freeman, R.E.; Reed, D.L. Stockholders and stakeholders: A new perspective on corporate governance.
Calif. Manag. Rev. 1983, 25, 88–106.
Freeman, R.E.; Harrison, J.S.; Wicks, A.C.; Parmar, B.L.; De Colle, S. Stakeholder Theory: The State of the Art;
Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2010.
Friedman, A.L.; Miles, S. Developing stakeholder theory. J. Manag. Stud. 2002, 39, 1–21.

© 2020 by the authors. Submitted for possible open access publication under the terms
and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

