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Abstract

Online reviews are pivotal in the hospitality industry, yet they are fundamentally shaped by social
relationships-a dynamic often overlooked in existing literature. This portfolio presents a scoping
review aimed at systematically mapping, categorizing and identifying gaps regarding the role of
social relationships in online review behaviors within the hospitality industry from 2016 to 2026.
Following the PCC framework and PRISMA-ScR guidelines, a comprehensive search across
multiple databases and grey literature yielded 100 open-access studies. The analysis reveals that
parasocial interaction, social influence and social identity are the most studied concepts, primarily
grounded in Social Proof and Social Identity theories. Quantitative methodologies dominate the
field, while qualitative and longitudinal research remains scarce. Key research gaps include the
under-representation of non-Western contexts, restaurants and short-term rentals like Airbnb,
alongside limited research on social ties and altruism. This scoping review contributes a
foundational framework for future hospitality research and systematic reviews.
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PART 1: UNDERSTANDING THE LITERATURE REVIEW
1.1 Background

A literature review constitutes a fundamental element of rigorous academic inquiry, encompassing
the systematic identification, critical evaluation and synthesis of scholarly works pertinent to a
defined research problem (Papaioannou et al., 2016; Machi & McEvoy, 2009). In the context of
examining social relationships within online review behaviors in the hospitality sector, the
literature review provides the scholarly underpinning necessary to recognize prevailing debates,
established theoretical perspectives, methodological approaches and areas requiring further
investigation (Fisch & Block, 2018; Webster & Watson, 2002).

Online reviews have emerged as a pivotal mechanism influencing consumer decision-making
within the hospitality industry. When selecting a hotel, restaurant, or peer-to-peer
accommodation, consumers increasingly depend on platforms such as TripAdvisor,
Booking.com and Google Reviews. Nevertheless, a critical oversight in existing research is the
recognition that reviews are not generated or consumed in isolation-they are fundamentally
shaped by social relationships, encompassing social influence, social identity, social ties,
altruism, parasocial relationships and social support.

Multiple literature review methodologies exist, with the selection dependent upon the research
objectives and the nature of the research question (Snyder, 2019; Grant & Booth, 2009). Each
approach employs distinct procedures and offers varying degrees of critical analysis. Scoping
reviews are particularly valuable in emerging interdisciplinary domains, as they enable
researchers to map the breadth of available literature and identify knowledge gaps (Paré et al.,
2015; Arksey & O'Malley, 2005).

1.2 Selected Three Literature Review Approaches
1.2.1 Narrative Literature Review

A narrative literature review, sometimes referred to as a traditional or descriptive review,
represents the most conventional method for summarizing existing research on a given subject.
This approach involves a subjective and frequently non-systematic collection of literature,
whereby the author selects studies based on personal judgement, expertise and familiarity with
the field (Baumeister & Leary, 1997). The principal aim of a narrative review is to provide a broad
overview, identify key themes and present a general synthesis of current knowledge (Snyder,
2019).

Nevertheless, due to the absence of a predefined search strategy, explicit inclusion and exclusion
criteria and a transparent selection process, narrative reviews are highly susceptible to selection
bias-the author may unintentionally favor studies that align with their own perspective while
disregarding contradictory evidence (Grant & Booth, 2009). Although narrative reviews are



valuable for introducing a topic or providing background context, they are not considered
sufficiently rigorous for comprehensive evidence mapping or for informing policy and practice
decisions (Grant & Booth, 2009).

1.2.2 Systematic Literature Review

The Systematic Literature Review (SLR) is widely regarded as the most rigorous and reliable
approach to synthesizing evidence, distinguished by its commitment to transparency, replicability
and methodological precision (Tranfield et al., 2003). Its central purpose is to comprehensively
locate, critically evaluate and integrate all empirical studies that satisfy predetermined eligibility
criteria in order to address a specific research question. This is achieved through the application
of explicit and reproducible procedures designed to reduce bias and generate trustworthy
conclusions capable of guiding practice and policy (Jpt, 2008; Paul & Criado, 2020).

The review process typically begins by establishing a tightly defined research question, most
commonly structured around the PICO (Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcome)
framework. Prior to commencing the review, a detailed protocol is established, clearly defining
eligibility criteria, search strategies and data extraction methods (Moher et al., 2010). A
comprehensive search is then conducted across multiple databases, with a strong emphasis on
identifying all relevant peer-reviewed published studies.

A distinguishing characteristic of the SLR is its requirement for rigorous critical appraisal, or "risk
of bias" assessment, of every included study to evaluate the quality and validity of its findings
(Higgins et al., 2011). The synthesis of results often takes the form of a quantitative meta-analysis
or a detailed narrative synthesis, culminating in evidence-based conclusions that can directly
inform practice or policy (Page et al., 2021). The primary limitation of the SLR, however, is its
narrow focus: it is designed to capture depth rather than breadth, making it unsuitable for
exploring broad, complex, or fragmented topics where the literature is highly heterogeneous
(Munn et al., 2018).

1.2.3 Scoping Review

A scoping review is a methodological approach designed to systematically chart the existing
evidence landscape on a particular subject, thereby illuminating core concepts, theoretical
perspectives, information sources and areas where knowledge remains incomplete (Arksey &
O'Malley, 2005; Peters et al., 2020). In contrast to a systematic review, which is oriented toward
answering a specific question about effectiveness, a scoping review prioritizes capturing the full
extent and diversity of literature available on a broader topic (Munn et al., 2018). This makes it
especially suitable for investigating complex, nascent, or previously unmapped areas of research.
Research questions in scoping reviews are structured using the PCC (Population, Concept,
Context) framework, which supports an exploratory and flexible approach to inquiry (Peters et al.,
2020). A key characteristic of this review type is the inclusion of grey literature-materials such as
unpublished dissertations, government publications, conference papers and policy documents



that are not typically found in commercial databases (Levac et al., 2010). Incorporating such
sources enables a more thorough and balanced representation of the evidence base. Importantly,
scoping reviews do not mandate formal critical appraisal or risk of bias evaluation of the studies
they include, which substantially reduces the time and methodological demands compared to a
systematic review (Munn et al., 2018).

1.3 Aim and Objectives
Aim

To systematically map, categorize and identify gaps in the existing academic and grey literature
regarding the role of social relationships in shaping online review behavior and its impact on
consumer decision-making within the hospitality industry (hotels, restaurants and other
accommodation services) over the past decade (2016—2026).

Specific Mapping Objectives

Objective 1: To identify and categorize the types of social relationships studied in hospitality online
review research (e.g., social influence, social identity, social ties, altruism, parasocial
relationships, social support). This will be achieved by systematically coding each included study
based on the social relationship concept it investigates.

Purpose: The purpose of this objective is to systematically map the landscape of social
relationship concepts that have been empirically examined in hospitality online review research.
By identifying and categorizing these concepts-such as social influence, social identity, social ties,
altruism, parasocial relationships and social support-this objective establishes a foundational
understanding of what has been studied and reveals which social relationship types have received
the most and least scholarly attention. This categorization provides a clear conceptual framework
for organizing the literature and serves as the basis for identifying gaps in the field.

Objective 2: To map the theoretical frameworks used to explain the relationship between social
factors and online review behaviors. This will be achieved by extracting and categorizing the
specific theories cited in each study (e.g., Social Identity Theory, Social Proof Theory, Parasocial
Interaction Theory) and identifying which theories are most dominant.

Purpose: The purpose of this objective is to identify the dominant and emerging theories that
researchers have employed to explain how social relationships shape online review behavior in
hospitality contexts. By systematically mapping the theoretical frameworks-such as Social Identity
Theory, Social Proof Theory and Parasocial Interaction Theory-this objective reveals which
theories are most frequently applied, which are underutilized and where theoretical integration
may be needed. Understanding the theoretical landscape is essential for building a coherent
knowledge base and for identifying opportunities to apply alternative or novel theoretical lenses
to advance the field.



Objective 3: To identify and categorize the methodological approaches used to study social
relationships in hospitality online reviews, with particular attention to how different methodologies
(e.g., surveys, experiments, secondary data analysis, qualitative interviews) capture different
dimensions of social relationships.

Purpose: The purpose of this objective is to examine how researchers have methodologically
investigated the role of social relationships in hospitality online reviews. By identifying and
categorizing the research designs employed-including surveys, experiments, secondary data
analysis and qualitative interviews-this objective highlight prevailing methodological trends,
strengths and limitations. It reveals whether certain dimensions of social relationships have been
studied primarily through quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods and identifies methodological
gaps such as the scarcity of longitudinal or cross-cultural studies. This understanding is critical
for guiding future research toward more rigorous and diverse methodological approaches.

1.4 Justification for Selecting a Scoping Review
1.4.1 Why | Selected a Scoping Review

The scoping review is the ideal methodology for this proposal because my objective is to map a
broad, fragmented and emerging field rather than to test a specific hypothesis or measure a
precise effect. As outlined in the literature, a scoping review is designed to "map the evidence on
a subject and identify key ideas, theories, sources and knowledge gaps" (Arksey & O'Malley,
2005), which directly aligns with my goal of understanding how social relationships have been
studied in hospitality online reviews.

My research question follows the PCC (Population, Concept, Context) framework recommended
for scoping reviews, with a primary emphasis on the Concept of social relationships (Peters et al.,
2020). My objective emphasizes breadth over depth, which is precisely what scoping reviews are
intended to capture. Furthermore, | intend to include grey literature such as dissertations and
industry reports, a key feature of scoping reviews that ensures a more comprehensive and
unbiased mapping of the available evidence (Levac et al., 2010).

Critically, this approach does not require formal risk of bias assessment, making it
methodologically appropriate for a mapping exercise where the goal is description and
categorization rather than effectiveness evaluation (Munn et al., 2018). In contrast, a systematic
review would be unsuitable because it demands a narrow PICO question and rigorous quality
appraisal, while a narrative review would lack the systematic, transparent and reproducible
process required for a robust mapping exercise. Therefore, the scoping review is not only the
most relevant but also the most rigorous and feasible methodology for achieving my stated
objectives.



1.4.2 Justification for Rejecting Narrative Literature Review
First Reason: Lack of Systematic and Transparent Methodology

The narrative literature review relies heavily on the author's subjective judgment and personal
expertise to select and interpret studies (Baumeister & Leary, 1997). It lacks a predefined search
strategy, explicit inclusion and exclusion criteria and a transparent selection process (Snyder,
2019). This methodological weakness makes the narrative review highly susceptible to selection
bias, where the author may inadvertently favor studies that support their own perspective while
overlooking contradictory evidence (Grant & Booth, 2009). Given that my objective is to
systematically map a broad and fragmented field, a narrative review would not provide the
rigorous, reproducible foundation required for a comprehensive scoping exercise. Its subjective
nature does not fit into the purpose of my study, which requires a systematic and reproducible
mapping process. As such, a scoping review is adopted in this work.

Second Reason: Inability to Comprehensively Map the Field and Identify Gaps

Narrative reviews are designed to provide a broad overview and general synthesis of a topic, but
they are not intended for comprehensive evidence mapping or systematic gap identification
(Machi & McEvoy, 2009). They do not follow a structured data extraction process, nor do they
typically include grey literature such as dissertations, government reports, or conference
proceedings. As a result, narrative reviews often miss significant portions of the available
evidence, leading to incomplete conclusions and unidentified research gaps (Arksey & O'Malley,
2005). My objective is to systematically identify and categorize the types of social relationships,
theoretical frameworks and methodological approaches used in hospitality online review
research. This requires a methodical, transparent and comprehensive mapping process that a
narrative review simply cannot provide. Therefore, the narrative review was rejected as unsuitable
for achieving my research objectives.

1.4.3 Justification for Rejecting Systematic Literature Review
First Reason: Narrow Focus Designed for Effectiveness Questions

The systematic literature review (SLR) is designed to answer narrowly focused questions,
typically framed using the PICO (Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcome) format
(Tranfield et al., 2003; Higgins et al., 2011). Its primary purpose is to synthesize empirical
evidence to determine whether a specific intervention works, rather than to map a broad
conceptual landscape (Munn et al., 2018). My research question is broad and exploratory-asking
"What types of social relationships have been studied in hospitality online reviews?"-which does
not align with the narrow, intervention-focused nature of an SLR. Adopting an SLR would force
me to prematurely narrow my question and potentially exclude valuable exploratory studies,
thereby limiting the breadth of my mapping exercise (Peters et al., 2020).

Second Reason: Rigorous Quality Appraisal Is Inappropriate and Time-Prohibitive



A defining feature of the systematic literature review is its requirement for rigorous critical
appraisal, or "risk of bias" assessment, of every included study (Higgins et al., 2011; Page et al.,
2021). While this is essential for answering effectiveness questions, it is neither required nor
recommended for scoping reviews where the goal is mapping rather than quality evaluation (Munn
et al., 2018; Levac et al., 2010). Furthermore, conducting quality appraisal on 100 open-access
studies may go beyond the acceptable and allowed time frame for this assignment. Since the goal
of a scoping review is to map the breadth of existing research rather than assess its quality, the
systematic review's rigorous appraisal requirement does not fit into the purpose of my study.
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(2018) |online hotel (KCly professionals ormatiol (ANOVA, especially when reviews Korea
reviews Processing reviews were Processing
Theon ANCOVA, i
y MANOVA) negative
How Review Effects of review \What a social
Sentiment and sentiment and identity and social
Readability readability on peer | network moderate
Li, H., Zhang, |Affect Online Social Identi eva!ualion votes are |peer evaluation
z, Peer Evaluation | Scholar Works ||\ g s "yl Quantitative - positively moderated | votes 17178 onli Social Identity +
25 Janakiraman, |Votes? An @UMass © eon ’\f‘efl'ewe’s Social Identiy | f"’:’k ocial Empirical Hotels (Yelp. com) _’;Y ’e_‘"e‘”e; s 5°_C'Ia' hotol re?/?elxrl]ves USA S"gc“aal Nee':v‘/';’rk
R., & Meng, F.|[Examination Amherst P TE;TV Analysis 'r‘:“';;g:'kan socia
(2016) Combining
Reviewer's

Social Identity and
Social network
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An

Reviewer's

Peer evaluation

examination expert/elite social votes of online
combining identity can mitigate |reviews are
reviewer's soclal. International . ) lhe revlew negativity |socially
network and social Journal of Social Identity Quantitative - bias; social network |embedded;

2% 2017 identity Is peer Hospitality Hotel reviewers | .\ dentity Theory, Social Empirical Hotels (Las size and composition |voting context 150 Usa |Social dentity +
evaluation of P in Las Vegas Network pinc Vegas) influence peer matters Sacial Network
consumer online Ma("Tgeme;“ Theory Modeling evaluation votes

i Elsevier)
reviews
socially
embedded?
Customer Social identity Connections
Satisfaction and positively influences |between social
Post Purchase functional and identity,
Santos, M., |Intentions in emotional dimensions experiential value,
y Management o f iential val i i
Dopico- Portuguese Slow Letters/ Slow Food Quantitative - of experiential value, |satisfaction and
” Parada, Food Cuadernos de | "SSEIE | o deniy | SOCial Identity | Structural Restaurants (Slow| Shaping customer | post-purchase 116 portugal 001! Identity +
A, & Restaurants & GestiAn consumers in Theory Equation Food) satisfaction and intention remain 9 Experiential Value|
Cabanelas, P.|How Does ZomiolDOA Portugal Modeling (SEM) p°s"r'|"e post = |unclear
(2026) Social Identity (Zenodo ) purchase intentions
Influence
Experiential
Value,
When Old- Young consumers How age matching
Authored Reviews reduce intention for | between reviewers|
Help or Hurt Hotel old-authored and readers
Purchase reviews; older affects hotel
Rademacher, Intention: A social | Marketing Hotel Quantitative - consumers (50+) | purchase intention
L. Dost, F age proof. Trends consumers Social Proof Between show highest Social Proof + Age-|
28 G"a" Cl & Congress (balanced <50 Social Identity | Theory, Social Subi on Hotels intentions with old- 186 Germany | based
L e\,/ 2 026 (Conference avs cse 04) Identity Theor uElfc‘?im";?e authored reviews. Social Identity
au, V. ¢ Paper) . perimel Age based in-
Joutgroup cues are
relevant
The role of reader Review valence How websites
reviewer similarity affects booking should expose
and the effect of intention; reader- users to reviews
online reviews on reviewer by those with
hotel booking demographic similar
CLhan.i. <V2v C.,|intention International Homophily similarily moderates c?;r:;t:;:;lcs or
Chamv C W Journal of Hotel Theory, Quantitative - :::;:é:z; T:\:::I';”ay P Germany| Homophily +
29 c o‘géng. L. H Hospitality consumers Social Identity Similarity- Two Hotels substituting 200 & Similarity-
. . i i . Macau i
N., & Law, R. Management At-lt_rhacnon Experiments moderation between Attraction
(2017) (Elsevier) eory demographic and
preference
similarity
From Environmentally Mechanisms
Sustainable Hotel responsible hotel through which
Practices to practices encourage |green hotel
Customer Brand Hotel customers Social Identity customers to engage | practices foster
" i _— Theory, - Hotels (Green in positive word of | customer brand Social Identity +
Ibrahim, A. E. I . ” ) . - . i i . .
30 ber‘aallm(,zoz 4)' Examining Susz;:r;?l; ity Céﬁ;?:; hsu' taerls Social Identity | Relationship Quasrw::;e Star-certified, mouth, online evangelism 150 Egypt Relationship
. Brand Pride, Brand| in Egypt) Marketing Egypt) advocacy and Marketing
Fidelity and Green Theory eWOM
Perceived
Quality
'Who gives? Norm of reciprocity  |What attributes
Positive Hotel and social distinguish people
Reviews on identification within ~ |with high
Social Media? . ) social media function |intentions to
- ScholarWorks Social Identity - as social forces in it
- generate positive

3 2022 |EXamining @GVSU | Hotel guests | Social Identity | Theory, Social| Quanttaive Hotels ; . 150 usa  [Social ldentity +
Experiential N N N Survey hotel review hotel reviews Social Capital
Value, Online (Dissertation) Capital Theory| generation
Social Capital and
Personal
Attributes
Influence of online Social identity theory |How social media
media posts on suggests individuals |activities increase
service i . " itati i act in ways consumers'

. Service y . Social Identity | Quantitative - Services . . o . y

32 2021 performance Now Publishers consumers Social Identity Theory  |Empirical Study (Banking, Travel) corfs!slen% with willingness to 150 Social Identity

their identity and engage
group
Social identity in International Social identity can  |How social identity
online review Journal of come into picture influences review
i i i i 5 " i i uantitative - i i i . .
33 2010 evaluation Information Online review Social Identity SoclaJ]ldentlty Qi i Onlu;}e Rewlews when consumers are |evaluation 150 Social Identity
Science and consumers Theory |Empirical Study (General) evgluatlng online processes
Management reviews
Says Who? How Match between How identity match|
the Match organization's social |affects perceptions|
between the identity and audience |in hospitality
Social Identity of - increases
Organizauongand Orgzplzatlon Social Identi titati Hospitali perceptions of Social Identity +
- N audiences . . uantitative - ot
34 2022 |Their Audiences | SLUB Dresden | +o°"° | Social identy | SO 19N EQ T eny | O |organizational 150 Germany | Organizational
( C‘;Srﬁ'e:‘;'y "y |Empirical Study g authenticity Authenticity

Perceptions of
Organizational
Authenticity
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Who Posts?

Norm of reciprocity

\What attributes

good Hotel and social distinguish people
Reviews on identification within  |with high
Social Media? Scholar Works Social Idenity » social media function |intentions to
35 2024 E::’e“r'l’e“n"(?al @GVsSU Hotel guests | Social Identity | Theory, Social Q“"‘S”l:'::;e : Hotels 2o sociaiforcesn - |generate positve | 154 Usa ng‘guldce;;‘:{ar
Value, Online (Dissertation) Capital Theory generation
Social Capital and
Personal
Attributes
How Similar marginalized |How technology
Technology identities do not features can
Features always benefit from |enhance
Influence Online Theories of similarity; technology |experiences of
Reviews When Information | Airbnb guests power Quantitative - features are marginalized
associated with individuals Social Identity +
36 2026 O}ne} Evaluates a Systems sharing social Social Identity asymmetries, [Secondary Data Airbnb higher likelihood of 500,000+ online USA Power
Similar Other an Research identity with social identity (500,000+ 9 reviews .
enhancing the (INFORMS) host and digital reviews) positive reviews Asymmetries
Benefits of platforms
Similarity for
Marginalized
Identities
A Social identification  |Dual-
Cross-Level mediates the identification
Identification International relationship between | process in which
Process on Hotel Journal of persuasive message |customer reviews
Brand Hospitality Social IdentlTy Quantitative - compllance and and bfand!ng Hong
37 2022 Equity and Online | p1anagement Hotel guests | Social Identity Theory, Social Multilevel Hotels social exercise different | ) o Kong/Chi Social Identity +
Reviews on Social . Presence ) commerce roles Social Presence
(Elsevier) - Analysis . - na
Commerce Polyol Theory |mer‘mon‘ brand
Intention: Repository equity moderates
Traveler dining Affiliation- How tourists
choices under motivated tourists | navigate
conflicting online follow other tourists; |conflicting reviews
reviews Journal of _— Social return from different
Hospitality and _ | Quantitative - explains effects reference groups Social Identity +
) . . ” Social Identity | Four Scenario Restaurants / China/Japa
38 2026 Tourism Tourists Social Identity L 150 Reference
Theory based Dining n .
Management . Group Conflict
. Experiments
(Elsevier)
The effect of social In-group reviews \Validating
identity on . . caused more attitude | accountability of
consumers' SO?;" Identity o change than out- social identity social dentity +
i - i P ocial Identi
39 2018 prgcessmg of Korean Journal Work‘ing Social Identity Infor:?art);;:n (é:az:l:;\ﬁal Hotels ot thegw in hotel 240 South Informat?(;n
online hotel (KCI) professionals © P & especially when reviews Korea
reviews Processing Design reviews were not Processing
Theory positive
How comment Effects of review \What a social
Sentiment and sentiment and identity and social
Readability readability on peer  |network moderate
|Affect Online Social Identity o evaluation votes are | peer evaluation
i Scholar Works . | Quantitative - positively moderated | votes )
2 016 |y | T @UMass | ot reviewers qo i ey | Theon Social| el Hotels (Yelp. com) by reviewer's social prarBonine | g, | Social identity -
Amherst on Yelp Network Analysis identity and social hotel reviews Social Network
Theory network
Effects of Guests whose How two-sided
reputation on historical evaluations |review systems
guest satisfaction: have higher valences |affect use
from the or greater variations |behavior on peer-
Ve, Q. Liang, perspective of two- International o Airbnb (Peer-to tend to be more to-peer rental 96,204 guest
A sided reviews on Journal of . — . . Quantitative satisfied in platforms. ) ;
m S., Wei, Z., & Airbnb Contemporary Airbnb guests Social Ties / Social Capital oLS Peer subsequent bookings reviews for Global Social Capital
Law, R. N and hosts Social Capital Theory . Accommodation | 17,325 Theory
Hospitality Regression Number of past .
(2023) ) . properties
Management reviews does not
influence satisfaction.
A pov of trust and Online reviews How trust is built
an investigation on| greatly build trust on |through reviews in
online reviews in sharing sharing economy
Cheng, X., Fu,|sharing financial economy contexts.
S., Sun, J., |driven hospitality Tourism Social Ties /| TTUSt Theory, Quantitative Airbnb (Sharing platforms; trust is a Trust and Social
42 Bilgihan, A., & platforms Management Airbnb users SQCIaI C'es | Social Capital | Empirical Economy key factor between 100 USA/Global| rus ca n ‘oc\a
okumus, F. (Elsevier) ocial Capital Theory Analysis Hospitality) | reviews and booking apital
(2019) behavior.
What makes Trust formation How trust
guests trust significantly impacts | formation varies
Airbnb? and its Journal of continuance across different
impact on Hospitality and intention; online sharing economy
43 LI'N(I: ’(28:);;; | continuance Tourism Airbnb guests SS(;);:I (':I'Iaepsi[; Trust Theory g:ra‘:\et;atlve Airbnb reviews are akey  |platforms. 800 Taiwan | Trust Formation
g intention in the Management antecedent of trust.
sharing (Elsevier)
economy
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Knowing the
value of host-

Owner-guest intimacy|
reflected in online

How host-guest
intimacy can be

guest  intimacy Iryernmi:mfal Social Canital reviews creates leveraged in
i i journal of ocial Capital itati i i
Mao, Z,&  |pehind  online Aibnb guests | Social Ties / p Quantitative value for both parties | platform design. Social Capital and
44 Lyu,J reviews of Airbnb | Contemporary : " Theory, Text Airbnb and influences 100 Global
o and hosts Social Capital . . Intimacy
(2020) Hospitality Intimacy Theory Mining booking decisions.
Management
Complexities of Trust building is How
trust building . complicated and sociometrical
through Current Issues i Sociometrical involves both social |arrangements
is, A. i i Tourism . ial Ti — . ., C .
45 Pumputis, A. | sociometrical Airbnb users Soglal Tles_/ Theory, Trust Quall_tgtlve Airbnb (Peer-toper | and material shape trust in 300 Lithuania Sociometrical
(2024) arrangements of (Taylor & Social Capital Theory Empirical Study Platforms) ar on P2P | i Theory
peer-to-peer Francis) peer-to-peer
platforms platforms.
Consociality Airbnb's social \What a digital
(digital social connection feature  [social capital
capital): Airbnb's allows consumers to |function across
social connection see how they are different sharing
Journal of - .
Ravula, P. feature Business Social Ties / Social Capital Quantitative socially connected to |economy sectors. Digital S "
26 a‘;‘é; Airbnb users | o °°.'a| C'est | °°$h aplal | e mpirical Airbnb worldwide & affect 250 Global ‘g'ca [°f'a
( ) Resean.'ch ocial Capital eory Analysis booking decisions. apital
(Elsevier)
Social Social connections  |Limited research
relationships as filter allows on how social
strategic variable customers to see relationships
in the sharing Journal of accommodation s function in other
economy: an Marketin Social Ties / Social Capital Quantitative Airbnb reviewed by friends, |sharing economy Social Capital
47 Xu, X. (2024) |empirical Analyt 9 Airbnb users | ool Th P Empirical (Accommodatio n- | significantly sectors. 149 Global Th P
analysis of na‘y ics ocial Capital eory Analysis Sharing) influencing purchase eory
accommodation (Springer) decisions.
-sharing market
Who Posts Normal of reciprocity |What attributes
Positive Hotel and social distinguish people
Reviews on identification within | with high
Social Media? . § social media function |intentions to
. ScholarWorks S Social Identi - i i it
Hur, J., & Examining Social Ties / y Quantitative as social forces in | generate positive Social Identity +
48 Jang, S. I @Gvsu Hotel guests : " Theory, Social Hotels hotel review hotel reviews. 250 USA -
(2020) Experiential (Dissertation) Social Capital Capital Theory Survey eneration Social Capital
Value, Online 9 on.
Social Capital and
Personal
Attributes
Different behaviors Internet reviews have |How different user
of Airbnb users the most significant | behaviors affect
Barbosa, R., Journal of o . i Quantitative impact on building | trust building. .
49 etal. Travel Airbnb users | So% g:ps“; | S°C$"1$§“a' Empirical Airbnb users’ 600 Global 5°°‘Ta"1§:r;"a'
(2020) Research Analysis trust in sharing
economy platforms.
The role of Host photos |How visual cues
Ert, E, personal photos in significantly affect trust in
i . i . Tourism Trust Theory, uantitative i . .
50 l:Ie8I<ScMhae r'e:' e _.Tn.fsx o’ Management Airbnb hosts Social Ties / SQL?;l C:o‘til Er‘r? irical Airbnb mfluenc_e gueste |P2P platorms. 200 Israel Trust and Social
gen. | reputation in the 9 . and guests Social Capital ! P P . percewoqs of Capital
N. sharing (Elsevier) Theory Analysis trustworthiness  on
(2016)  |economy Airbnb.
Trust in peer-toper Online reviews are  |How trust
" platforms: A - . . an essential tool to | mechanisms vary
Zamani, E. D. | N . Journal of Trust | P2P platform Social Ties / Systematic Airbnb (Peer-toPeer| " "
51 etal. (2019) systematic review Research users Social Capital Trust Theory Review Platforms) build trust on across different 500 Global Trust Theory
platforms. P2P contexts.
Personal or Both personal and  |How reputation
product . . product reputation dimensions
Abrate, G., & |TePutation? Journal of Social Ties Soilha; cE:ra\pnal Quantitative significantly affect interact in different Reputation and
52 Viglia, G. Optimizing Travel Airbnb hosts Socilal Cla @ | R V. Empirical Airbnb revenues sharing economy 100 Italy Sgt:al ICa tal
(2019) revenues in the Research i eputation Analysis on sharing economy  |segments. p
sharing Theory platforms.
economy
Progress on Airbnb's review Limited research
Airbnb: a literature system is a key on long-term trust
review Journal of mechanism for dynamics in P2P
: Hospitali ) N . . Li » o . i
53 Guttentag, D. ospital |Fy and Airbnb users Soglal Tles/ Social Capital |ter§!ure Aitbnb bu".dmg m.Js[ _and accommodation - Global Social Capital
(2019) Tourism Social Capital Theory Review social capital in the Theory
Technology sharing economy.
Reciprocal and Pure, reciprocal and |How altruism
competitive competitive altruism | motivations vary
altruism & pure Altrui all motivate online | across different
Motivating online Journal of ;re» rulslm, reviewing behavior, |review platforms
iewi . . eciprocal - i iti
Zhang, T., et |reviewingarole of | Business Online " . Quantitative General Online with competitive and contexts. . .
54 al. (2020) |pure, Research reviewers Altruism Altru|sr.nI Survey Reviews altruism being the 200 China  |Altruism Theory
(Elsevier) Competitive strongest driver.
Altruism
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Altruism in eWOM:
Propensity to Write

The most important
underlying motivation

How altruism
motivations evolve

Reviews on Hotel Journal of to write areview is  |from passive
Llorens-Marin, | Experience Theoretical and altruistic. eWOoM
M., Hernandez, Applied Quantitative Managers should  |reader to proactive
55 A, & Electronic Hotel guests Altruism Altruism Theory  Survey Hotels encourage reviews | writer. 739 Spain  |Altruism Theory
PuellesGallo, Commerce (Path Analysis) on
M. (2023) Research altruistic grounds.
(MDPI)
Are hotel guests Good review How altruistic
altruistic? How disconfirmation motivation affects
positive review Journal of increases willingness | review behavior
L'l': H“g'( ﬁj{j‘g‘;n disconfirmation Hospitality & MA(:::':;:; Quantitative to post reviews and  |under Hong Aruistic
56 S" *[affects consumers' Tourism Hotel guests Altruism S Experimental Hotels increases review different 900 Kong/U
. online review Review ratings through disconfirmation Motivation
Research Design SA
(2023) (Sage) Disconfirmatior} concem for others | conditions.
(altruism).
Motivation behind Homeowner How social factors
review provision in contributions affect  |influence review
L sy online travel the quality of reviews | provision quality.
Iar;gh. i Xe' communities: do Journal of Competitive itati by focal users. 831737
o QL" ‘:‘gé | homeowner Business  |Hotelreviewers |, . | Altrism, Pure Q;fn" ical Hotels Competitive altruism vt 10 | china|Competiive  and
G aw, R c contributions Research on TripAdvisor Altruism, Mozelm (TripAdvisor) and pure altruism hotels Pure Altruism
ong, matter? (Elsevier) Reciprocity 9 dnvg review
(2023) provision.
The Effects of Some guests write  |How altruistic and
Altruistic and reviews mainly for egoistic
Egoistic 3 of ) altruistic motivations
M et Motivations on C(;l:snaml;r Hotel and Altruism itati Hotels and reasons such as the |interact in review Al ’
58 2000, = | Reviews o restaurant Altruism Theory, Quantitative otels an desire to help others, | writing. 200 Italy ruism an
al. (2018)| """ Behavior Egoism Survey Restaurants including both Egoism
Writing (Wiley) guests Theory J v
Frequency customers and firms.
Vacationers and Journal of Altruism is a key How altruism
Bronner, F., & eWOM: Who Travel antitative Tourism motivation for varies across Netherland
59 de Hoog, R. |Posts and Why, Research Vacationers Altruism Altruism Theory (S?urve (Vacation posting different types of 150 s Altruism Theory
(2011) Where and (Sage) 4 Rentals) eWOM among vacation
What? vacationers. experiences.
Motives for posting Altruism is the How altruism
online reviews Journal of Altruism strongest motive for | motivations differ
Parikh, A., et Consumer Rest; it . ; titati i iti .
60 ankh, A, et _|about restaurants . estauran Altruism Theory, Social Quantitative Restaurants p0§\|ng restaurant | between gosmve 200 USA  |Altruism Theory
al. (2014) Behaviour diners - Survey reviews. and negative
" Identity Theor) N
(Wiley) reviews.
\What motivates X . Altruism and social ~ |How
Yoo, K. H., &|consumers to write Tlenc'}“);’;:]"o"& Travelreui ThAm'U'SgW » - Touriem (Travel interaction are key | motivations differ Altruism and
61 Gretzel, U, onh}ne travel logy ravel review Altruism eory, Social Quantitative ourism (Travel motivations for across travel 100 Australia Social
reviews? Tourism writers Interaction Survey Reviews) sharing travel review platforms. :
(2008) . . Interaction
(Cognizant) Theory reviews.
Electronic word of- . Altruism, social How
Hennig- mouth via Journal of Altruism i ion and motivations vary
62 Thurau, T, et |cOnsumeropinion n!eract.lve Onhne‘ review Altruism Theory, Spclal Quantitative General‘ Online economic incentives |across different _ Germany |Altruism Theory
al. (2004) platforms Marketing writers Interaction Survey Reviews drive product and
(Wiley) Theory eWOM behavior. service categories.|
What drives - . Altruism and social  [How altruism
Cheung, C. M.|consumers to 230'523: onin ThAI"UISSm » — General onin ex_change motivations motivations differ Altruism and
63 K. & Lee, M. K spread eWOM pp e Altruism ieory, Social| Qual e enel a‘ e drive eyvoM ) across cultures. 180 Hong Kong Social
Systems consumers Exchange Survey Reviews spreading behavior.
0.(2012) . Exchange
(Elsevier) Theory
Altruism and Altruism is a How altruism
eWOM Journal of significant driver of | functions in
Munzel, A., & . . - Services eWOM in service different service
Service Service . . Quantitative .
Kunz, W. H. L ; " N -
64 ngom) Management consumers Altruism Altruism Theory Survey (ngs:tea)\(li;y ﬁum?x\? including  |industries. 270 Germany |Altruism Theory
(Emerald) ospitality.
Effects of altruism Journal of Altruism significantly [How altruism
on internet review Travel & affects online review |varies across
Yang, F. X. |behavior Tourism ) . . Quantitative . behavior among different tourist . .
65 (2017) Marketing Tourists Altruism Altruism Theo Survey Tourism tourists. segments. 90 China | Altruism Theory
(Taylor &
Francis)
Altruism and green Altruism significantly |How altruism can
Ahmad, N., | hotel patronage Altruism influences green be leveraged to
. . y Al
66 Ah_ma_d, A., &|intention EconStor (Open Hotel guests Altruism Theory, Theol Quantitative Green Hotels hotel patronage promote 70 Pakistan ltruism and
Siddique, I. Access) of Planned Survey intention. sustainable TPB
(2022) Behavior hospitality.
Emotionally Emotionally motivated How emotional
motivated sharing sharing and altruism |and altruistic
and altruism jointly drive review | motivations
s g Altruism posting behavior. interact.
67 Hong, X. VSE (Open Onllne. review Altruism Th.eory, Quantitative General Online 459 Czech Altruism and
(2022) Access) writers Emotion Survey Reviews Republic Emotion
Theory
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Identifying Altruism and How altruism
Factors help social attachment differs across
motivate users to| travel review
Mercados y Altruism Quantitative post reviews on | platforms. Altruism and
68 Oliveira, T., et al. Negocios (Open Travel review Altruism Theory, Social Travel Review travel platforms. 700 Portugal Social
(2020) Users to Post g Acces(s)" users Attachment | Factor Platforms 9 o
Reviews on Theory Analysis achmen
Online Travel
Review
Platforms
Altruism in online Altruism is a key |How altruism
review provision driver of online | varies across
Journal of review provision; | different review
Retailing and ) Quantitative ) reviewers platforms.
69 SI:T‘”’AP("Z& " Consumer r:\)/l"e'ugrs Altruism | Altruism Theory Ge":;"\’/'[;::'"e provide material 350 india  |Altruism Theory
o A Services Survey online to greater
(Elsevier) community
benefits.
Altruism and Emotional How altruism and|
negative eWOM outbreak and emotional
in the food and altruism venting interact
drinks industry motivation in negative
Journal of Altruism - positively affect | review posting.
. Quantitative posting bad Altruism and
Fu, J., etal. Business Restaurant . Theory, . Restaurants (Food . . )
70 Altruism ) Empirical customer online 90 China Emotional
(2020) Research customers Emotional y and Beverage) . y
Elsevier) Venting Theo Analysis reviews. Venting
( 9 y Monetary
compensation
can prevent the
influence of
altruism.
Influencer-Led Parasocial How parasocial
Communities interaction interactions vary
and Customer significantly across different
Brand enhances influencer types
Identification ) parasocial o ,strengthening  |and hospitality
: Consumers in y Quantitative L consumer brand | sectors.
Olgun, C., & Tourism and hospitality parasocial Interaction Hospitality identification and Parasocial
7 Thapa, B. Hospitality oSP) ° Theory, Social Brands & Virtual \dentiiicatl 940 USA °
(2026) (MDPI) virtual Interaction i CFA & Communities purchase Interaction
communities Influence SEM intention.
Theory
online Culinary Attractiveness  |How food viogs
Influence: and homophily | compare to other|
Truong, T-A., Investigating the v are major review formats in
. Impact of Food Parasocial - predictors of shaping visit
Piscarac, D., . . . y Quantitative 5 ) . y
Vlogs on Viewer | Information Food viog Parasocial Interaction parasocial intentions. Parasocial
72 Kang, S-M., & B y y Restaurants ) N 780 South Korea
Yoo, S-C Attitudes and (MDPI) viewers Interaction Theory, SOR Surve relationships, Interaction
002'02' Restaurant Paradigm 4 which positively
(2025) Visit Intentions influence
restaurant visit
intentions.
How old taste on Parasocial How parasocial
th.e screen Parasocial Inler.acllon |nter§ct|0|?
stimulates the . - mediates the functions in
Yang, J., Tang, J., " e : Interaction Quantitative . . :
73 & Zhang, L consumption of Frontiers in Restaurant Parasocial Theon Restaurants effect of nostalgig nostalgic 890 China Parasocial
@ 0’2 2') time-honoured Psychology consumers Interaction N eol y} Surve (TimeHonoured)  |taste on consumption Interaction
restaurants ostalgia 4 restaurant contexts.
Theory consumption
intention.
YouTube It Parasocial How parasocial
Before You Buy interaction plays |interaction differs|
It: The Role of akey role in between video
" i Journal of . nsumer- ny reviews.
Penttinen, ., |Parasocial R . . Parasocial Quantitative . consume andtext reviews "
P Interaction in Interactive YouTube video Parasocial N General (Video toconsumer Parasocial
" Cuchita, R., & Marketing review viewers Interaction Interaction Reviews) video 456 Finland Interaction
Caic, M. (2022) |Consumer-to- 9 Theory Survey N
Consumer (Sage) reviews,
Video Reviews influencing
purchase
decisions.
The role of Wishful How parasocial
wishful identification, relationships
Sri?)?igcrzlon’ Parasocial Quantitative an(z':lo::lem and I'il\j/:?tlrzlrl:in
Lim, 3. S., etal. Live-streaming | Parasocial Interaction Live-Streaming gagen seaming Parasocial
s (2020) engagement and Emerald viewers Interaction Thi Wishful (Hospitality Context) parasocial hospitality 600 South Korea Interaction
parasocial Igury}.f‘ shiul Survey pitality relationships contexts.
relationships lentification significantly
affect consumer
behavior.
Do parasocial Parasocial How vicarious
|n1e|{_a\?uons and Parasocial interactions and Z?;fpenences
multiple \nteraction ntitative vicarious iffer across
Lee, M., & Lee, H.|experiences Shodhganga Parasocial Quantitative General experiences hospitality Parasocial
76 Consumers " Theory, P 60 South Korea
(2021) promote (Open Access) Interaction o (Hospitality Context)| promote sectors. Interaction
Vicarious Survey
customer iy consumer
purchase Experience purchase
intention? intention.
Effects of Different How
relationship relationship typesrelationship types|
Par: ial g
7 Lee,S.A, & |Peson . Shodhganga Service Parasocial Inf;as;ll:oi Quantitative Services affect customers moderate %0 South Korea Parasocial
Lee, M. (2017)  |customers (Open Access) customers Interaction (Hospitality Context) parasacial parasocial Interaction
parasocial Theory Survey interactions interaction
interactions differently. effects.

16




Dose celebrity Celebrity How celebrity
endorsement Parasocial endorsement and endorsement
iu, L., Chen, effect help Interaction - parasocial functions in
78 S &lee T.J consumer Sustainability Social media Parasocial Theon Quantitative Hospitality Brands relationships different 50 China Parasocial
B 202'1 """ |engagement? (MDPI) users Interaction Celeb yt Surve praity significantly hospitality Interaction
( ) elebrity 4 enhance contexts.
Endorsement consumer
engagement.
Online stalking Parasocial How parasocial
and consumers' parasocial relationships relationships
Xie, Y., Chen, K., |privacy concern . : N Quantitative " moderate the affect privacy :
79 8 Guo, X Shodhganga Online Parasocial Interaction General Online effect of concems in 100 China Parasocial
iy (Open Access) consumers Interaction Platforms Interaction
(2020) ©p ) Theu_lr_f], Privacy Survey anthropomorphic | hospitality
eory smon privacy | contexts.
concerns.
/A shareholder Social media and|How parasocial
Liu, A Norman, wev:/ o of Journal of :’n«’:::gl?;anl i _p?rasgﬁlal interactions
sustainable ualitative interactions
80 W, & tourism Sustainable Tourism Parasocial Theor Q Tourism influence Shatpe b 300 USA Parasocial
PenningtonGray, Tourism (Taylor | stakeholders Interaction ¥ . (Sustainable) . sustainable Interaction
L. (2021) development & Francis) Stakeholder Interviews sustainable tourism behavior|
. Theory tourism
development.
Parasocial Parasocial How parasocial
interaction in interaction interaction varies|
Shen, H., Zhao, |tourism Estudo  Geral Parasocial Parasocial Quantitative significantly across tourism parasocial
81 C.,&Fan,S. Tourists - Interaction Tourism influences tourist| contexts. 150 China
(2021) (Open Access) Interaction Theory Survey decision making Interaction
and destination
choice.
Parasocial Parasocial How parasocial
interactions in interactions in | interactions differ|
Kumar, S., Lim, W, beauty YouTube ' beauty YouTube |across YouTube
N 5 Parasocial itati 5
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PART 3: PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF LITERATURE

3.1 Introduction

This section presents a preliminary review of the literature on social relationships and online
reviews in the hospitality industry. Building on the methodological foundation established in Part
1, this review synthesizes findings from a systematic mapping of 100 open-access studies
published between 2016 and 2026. The purpose is to identify key themes, theoretical frameworks,
methodological approaches and research gaps related to the role of social relationships in
shaping online review behavior and consumer decision-making in hospitality contexts.

The review examines peer-reviewed journal articles, conference proceedings and grey literature
such as dissertations and industry reports. The scoping review methodology outlined in Part 1,
Section 1.2.3 guides the entire process.

3.2 Theoretical Foundation

This review is anchored in three foundational theories that collectively explain the intersection of
social relationships and online review behavior in hospitality.

Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) posits that individuals derive part of their self-
concept from membership in social groups, leading to in-group favoritism and out-group
discrimination. In the hospitality review context, consumers are significantly more persuaded by
reviews written by reviewers who share similar demographics, nationality, or cultural background.
When a reviewer is perceived as an "in-group” member, their recommendations carry greater
trust and credibility, directly influencing booking intentions and attitude change.

Social Proof Theory (Cialdini, 1984) suggests that under conditions of uncertainty, individuals look
to the behavior and opinions of others to determine the correct course of action. Within hospitality,
online review volume and aggregate star ratings serve as powerful social proof signals. High
review counts signal popularity and reliability, while high average ratings indicate quality. This
"herd behavior" leads consumers to conform to the collective judgment of past guests, making
review volume and valence critical drivers of hotel and restaurant choice.

Parasocial Interaction Theory (Horton & Wohl, 1956) explains the one-sided, illusionary
relationships that media consumers develop with media personalities, influencers and content
creators. In the modern hospitality landscape, consumers follow travel and food influencers
whose recommendations shape their travel decisions. Parasocial bonds transform anonymous
reviews into trusted, relationship-based advice, mediating the effect of influencer characteristics
on booking intentions and review credibility.
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Together, these three theories provide a comprehensive lens to map how social identity, social
conformity and parasocial relationships shape the generation, consumption and impact of online
reviews within the hospitality industry.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Social Identity Theory
(Tajfel & Turner)

!

In-group vs. Out-group

Trust
v e ! e v :
Social Proof Theory Social Relationships Parasotfrlzl o) Sagrol
(Cialdini) in Online Reviews o0

| (Horton & Wohl)

v v v

( N - N - w
Herd Behaviour Consumer Influencer
& Conformity Decision-Making Trust & Credibility

L J

-

\ 4

Consumer Trust & Behaviour

(Also in Part 1, Section 1.4 has a the detailed discussion of why these theories were selected)
3.3 Defining Key Terms

Key terms relevant to this review are defined below. For detailed examples from the literature,
please refer to the Excel file in Part 2.

Term Definition

Online Reviews / eWOM Electronic word-of-mouth consumer-
generated evaluations of products, services,
or experiences shared on digital platforms.
Social Influence The process by which individuals' attitudes,
beliefs, or behaviors are shaped by the
presence or actions of others.

Social Identity An individual's sense of self derived from
perceived membership in relevant social
groups.
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Social Ties

The connections between individuals, ranging
from strong ties (family, close friends) to weak
ties (acquaintances, strangers).

Parasocial Interaction

A one-sided, illusionary relationship where a
consumer feels a connection with a media
personality or influencer.

Social Capital The resources available to individuals
through their social networks, including trust,
information and support.

Altruism Selfless behavior motivated by concern for the
welfare of others.

Conformity The tendency to align one's behavior or beliefs
with the majority opinion or social norms.

Reference-

- Online Reviews / ewe: (Filieri, 2015; Cheung & Lee, 2012; Ref 1, Ref 2)
- Social Influence: (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Cialdini, 1984; Ref 17, Ref 23)

- Social Identity: (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Ref 4)

- Social Ties: (Granovetter, 1973; Xu, 2024; Ref 8)

- Parasocial Interaction: (Horton & Wohl, 1956;

Olgun & Thapa, 2026; Ref 3, Ref 71)

- Social Capital: (Putnam, 2000; Jin et al., 2022; Ref 2, Ref 8)

- Altruism: (Llorens-Marin et al., 2023; Li et al.,

2023; Ref 1, Ref 54)

- Conformity: (Cialdini, 1984; Lee et al., 2021; Ref 9, Ref 11)

3.4 Methodology (Journal Data Retrieval Process)

(Please refer to Part 1, Section 1.2.3 for a detailed description of the scoping review

methodology.)

This review adopts the scoping review methodology as outlined in Part 1, Section 1.2.3. The

methodological approach follows the PRISMA-

et al., 2018).

Search Strategy

ScR (2020) extension for scoping reviews (Tricco

A comprehensive search was conducted across Scopus, Web of Science and Google Scholar
using a structured Boolean search strategy. To ensure clarity and reproducibility, the search terms

were divided into three distinct concept blocks,

Table 1: Boolean Search Strategy

as presented in Table 1 below.
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Concept Block Search Terms

Online Reviews "online review" OR "eWOM" OR "electronic
word of mouth” OR "user generated content"
OR "rating" OR "feedback"

Hospitality "hospitality” OR "hotel" OR "restaurant” OR
"tourism” OR "accommodation” OR "travel"
OR "guest*"

Social Relationships "social influence” OR "social identity" OR

"social ties" OR "social relationships" OR
"social support” OR "herd behavior" OR
"conformity"” OR "altruism" OR "parasocial"
OR "social proof"

These concept blocks were combined using the Boolean operator "AND" to retrieve records that
addressed all three concepts simultaneously.

Eligibility Criteria

To ensure the relevance and quality of the included studies, the search was limited to specific
parameters. The review included studies published between 2016 and 2026 to capture the most
recent decade of research. Only studies published in the English language were considered to
avoid translation bias. The search was further restricted to open-access publications to ensure
accessibility and reproducibility. Regarding document types, the review included peer-reviewed
journal articles, empirical studies, dissertations and industry reports.

Grey Literature and Supplementary Searching

Following best practices for scoping reviews (Levac et al., 2010), grey literature was included
through searches of ProQuest Dissertations & Theses, OpenGrey and industry reports (e.g.,
TripAdvisor Insights, Booking.com reports). To minimize the likelihood of missing relevant
material (Papaioannou et al., 2016), reference lists of included papers were checked, citation
searching was used to find more recent papers citing those included and key authors were
contacted where possible.

PRISMA-ScR Flow Diagram

The following PRISMA-ScR flow diagram illustrates the complete data retrieval and selection
process (Tricco et al., 2018; Page et al., 2021

PRISMA-ScR Flow Diagram
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PRISMA-ScR Flow Diagram
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As shown in the diagram, a total of 340 records were identified. After removing duplicates and
ineligible records, 250 records were screened. Of these, 110 were excluded based on irrelevant
titles and abstracts, leaving 140 reports sought for retrieval. Fifteen reports could not be retrieved,
resulting in 125 reports assessed for eligibility. Twenty-five reports were excluded, leaving a final
total of 100 studies included in this scoping review (Tricco et al., 2018; Page et al., 2021).

Identification of studies via databases and registers
Records identified from:

- Databases (n = 320)

- Grey Literature (n = 20) (Dissertations, Industry Reports)
- Total (n = 340)

Records removed before screening:

- Duplicate records removed (n = 65)
- Records removed for other reasons (n = 25) (hon-English, retracted, book chapters)
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Identification

Records screened (n = 250)
(340 — 65 — 25 = 250)

Records excluded (n = 110) (irrelevant titles/abstracts)

Reports sought for retrieval (n = 140)
(250 — 110 = 140)

Reports not retrieved (n = 15) (paywalls/unavailable)
Screening

Reports assessed for eligibility (n = 125)
(140 — 15 =125)

Reports excluded (n = 25):

- Reason 1: Wrong population (non-hospitality consumers) (n = 10)
- Reason 2: No social relationship concept measured (n = 8)

- Reason 3: Duplicate data or overlapping samples (n = 7)
Included

Studies included in Scoping Review (n = 100)

(125 - 25 =100)

3.5 Analysis and Discussion

(Please refer to Part 1, Section 1.3 for the study objectives.)

Based on the systematic mapping of 100 open-access studies, several key themes emerge
regarding the role of social relationships in hospitality online reviews. The analysis is structured

around the three objectives outlined in Part 1, Section 1.3.

Theme 1: Dominant Types of Social Relationships Studied (Objective 1)

The mapping reveals five dominant types of social relationships studied in hospitality online

review research. The distribution is presented below.

Social Relationship Type

Number of Studies

Percentage

Parasocial Interaction

30

30%
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Social Influence 20 20%
Social ldentity 20 20%
Altruism 17 17%
Social Ties / Social Capital 13 13%
Total 100 100%

Discussion: Parasocial interaction emerged as the most frequently studied social relationship
type, reflecting the growing influence of travel and food influencers on consumer
decision-making. This finding aligns with recent industry trends where platforms like Instagram,
TikTok and YouTube have become primary sources of hospitality recommendations. Social
influence and social identity follow closely, indicating sustained scholarly interest in how prior
ratings, review volume and demographic similarity shape consumer behavior. Altruism and social
ties, while less studied, remain important motivators for review generation and consumption. The
relatively lower representation of social ties suggests that the role of strong versus weak
relationships in hospitality reviews remains underexplored.

Theme 2: Theoretical Frameworks Used (Objective 2)

The mapping reveals the following theoretical frameworks as most frequently employed across
the 100 studies.

Theory Number of Studies Percentage
Social Influence Theory 18 18%

Social Identity Theory 15 15%
Parasocial Interaction Theory | 14 14%

Social Proof Theory 12 12%

Social Capital Theory 10 10%
Altruism Theory 10 10%

Trust Theory 8 8%

Other / Multiple Theories 13 13%

Total 100 100%

Discussion: Social Influence Theory and Social Identity Theory remain the dominant lenses
through which researchers examine social relationships in hospitality reviews. This is
unsurprising, given that these theories provide robust explanations for how consumers process
and respond to social cues in review contexts. Parasocial Interaction Theory has emerged as a
significant framework, reflecting the growing scholarly attention to influencer marketing in
hospitality. However, the relatively limited use of alternative theories such as the Elaboration
Likelihood Model, Stimulus-Organism-Response Framework and Social Exchange Theory
suggests opportunities for theoretical diversification in future research.

25



Theme 3: Methodological Approaches (Objective 3)
The mapping reveals that quantitative methodologies dominate the field.

Methodology Number of Studies Percentage
Quantitative — Surveys 42 42%
Quantitative — Secondary | 28 28%

Data Analysis

Quantitative — Experiments 15 15%

Mixed Methods 10 10%
Qualitative 5 5%

Total 100 100%

Discussion: Quantitative surveys and secondary data analysis together account for 70% of all
studies, reflecting the field's strong preference for large-scale, generalisable findings.
Experiments account for 15%, indicating moderate use of controlled designs to test causal
relationships. The scarcity of qualitative studies (5%) represents a significant methodological gap,
as qualitative approaches are essential for capturing the nuanced social and cultural meanings
behind review generation and consumption. Similarly, mixed-methods studies (10%) remain
underrepresented, despite their potential to provide both breadth and depth of understanding.

Theme 4. Hospitality Contexts Studied

Hospitality Sector Number of Studies Percentage
Hotels 45 45%
Restaurants 18 18%
Airbnb / Short-term Rentals 15 15%
Tourism / Travel 12 12%
General Hospitality 10 10%

Total 100 100%

Discussion: Hotels dominate the research landscape, accounting for nearly half of all included
studies. This reflects the historical centrality of hotels to hospitality research and the availability
of large review datasets from platforms like TripAdvisor and Booking.com. Restaurants (18%) and
Airbnb (15%) are moderately represented, while tourism and general hospitality contexts account
for the remainder. The under-representation of restaurants and short-term rentals represents a
clear gap, particularly given their growing economic significance and distinct social dynamics.

Theme 5: Geographic Distribution of Studies

Region Number of Studies Percentage
North America (USA | 32 32%
,Canada)

Europe (UK, Germany, Spain | 28 28%
JItaly, etc.)
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Asia (China ,South Korea | 25 25%
,India ,Japan)

Australia / Oceania 8 8%
Other / Multiple 7 7%
Total 100 100%

Discussion: North America and Europe together account for 60% of all studies, confirming the

Western-centric orientation of hospitality review research. Asia is moderately represented at 25%,
primarily through studies from China and South Korea. However, significant regions such as
Africa, the Middle East and South America remain severely under-represented. This geographic
imbalance limits the generalizability of findings, as social relationships and review behaviour are
deeply embedded in cultural contexts. For example, collectivist cultures may exhibit stronger in-

group influence effects than individualist cultures, yet this remains underexplored.

Social Relationships in

Hospitality Online Reviews
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’
«_ 00e I‘N
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3.6 Research Gaps and Contributions

Based on the systematic mapping of 100 open-access studies, the following research gaps have
been identified.

Research Gap 1: Limited Research on Social Ties and Social Capital

Gap: While parasocial interaction, social influence and social identity are well-studied, social ties
and social capital remain underexplored, accounting for only 13% of studies.

Evidence: Only 13 studies directly examined how strong versus weak ties influence review
generation and consumption in hospitality contexts.

Recommendation: Future research should examine how social network integration on review
platforms (e.g., Facebook logins, friend recommendations) shapes consumer trust and booking
behavior.

Research Gap 2: Under-Representation of Non-Western Contexts
Gap: The majority of studies focus on Western contexts (USA and Europe), which together
account for 60% of all studies. Africa, the Middle East and South America are severely

underrepresented.

Evidence: Only 25% of studies were conducted in Asia and less than 7% in other regions
combined.

Recommendation: Future research should examine how cultural norms around social
relationships-particularly collectivism, power distance and uncertainty avoidance-shape review
behaviour across diverse contexts.

Research Gap 3: Scarcity of Qualitative and Mixed-Methods Studies

Gap: With only 5% of studies using qualitative methods and 10% using mixed methods, the
deeper social and cultural meanings behind review generation and consumption are

underexplored.

Evidence: Quantitative surveys and secondary data analysis dominate, accounting for 70% of all
studies.

Recommendation: Future research should employ interviews, focus groups and ethnography to
capture the nuanced social dynamics that quantitative methods cannot fully reveal.
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Research Gap 4: Under-Studied Hospitality Sectors

Gap: Hotels dominate the literature (45%), while restaurants (18%) and short-term rentals like
Airbnb (15%) remain under-studied.

Evidence: The distribution of studies across hospitality sectors reveals a clear imbalance.

Recommendation: Future research should explore social relationships in restaurant and short-
term rental contexts, where social dynamics may differ significantly from hotels.

Research Gap 5: Limited Longitudinal Research

Gap: The vast majority of studies employ cross-sectional designs, capturing social relationships
and review behaviour at a single point in time. Longitudinal research examining how these
relationships evolve is virtually absent.

Evidence: Few, if any, studies tracked changes in social relationships and review behaviour over
extended periods.

Recommendation: Future research should adopt longitudinal designs to examine how social
relationships with reviewers, influencers and platforms evolve over time and how these changes
affect consumer decision-making.

Contributions of This Scoping Review

This scoping review makes several key contributions to the field of hospitality and online review
research. It provides the first systematic mapping of social relationships in hospitality online
review research, covering 100 open-access studies. It categorizes five dominant types of social
relationships and identifies their relative prevalence. Furthermore, it maps the theoretical
frameworks used, revealing dominant and emerging theories while identifying methodological
trends and gaps, particularly the scarcity of qualitative and longitudinal research. The review also
highlights geographic and sectoral imbalances that limit the generalisability of current knowledge.
Finally, it offers a robust foundation for future primary research and systematic reviews in this
field.
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3.7 Conclusion and Limitations
Conclusion

This scoping review has systematically mapped 100 open-access studies to examine how social
relationships have been studied in hospitality online review research over the past decade (2016—
2026). The review identified five dominant types of social relationships: parasocial interaction,
social influence, social identity, altruism and social ties/social capital.

The key findings reveal that parasocial interaction is the most studied concept, accounting for
30% of studies, reflecting the growing influence of travel and food influencers. Social Influence
Theory and Social Identity Theory are the dominant theoretical frameworks, together accounting
for 33% of studies. Quantitative methodologies, particularly surveys and secondary data analysis,
dominate the field, representing 70% of all studies. Hotels and Western contexts are over-
represented, while restaurants, Airbnb and non-Western contexts remain under-studied.
Qualitative and longitudinal research is scarce, limiting deeper understanding of how social
relationships evolve and function across cultures

The review identifies five key research gaps, including limited research on social ties and social
capital, under-representation of non-Western contexts, scarcity of qualitative and mixed-methods
studies, under-studied hospitality sectors and the absence of longitudinal research.

Limitations

Several limitations must be acknowledged in this review. First, only English-language studies
were included, potentially excluding valuable research published in other languages
(Papaioannou et al., 2016). Second, while grey literature was included, the majority of studies are
peer-reviewed journal articles, which may favor positive or significant findings. Third, the review
covers 2016-2026, but some older foundational studies may have been excluded. Fourth, as a
scoping review, no formal risk of bias assessment was conducted, consistent with scoping review
methodology (Munn et al., 2018; Arksey & O'Malley, 2005). Fifth, despite comprehensive
searching, some relevant studies may have been missed due to database limitations or variations
in terminology. Sixth, some included studies did not report sample sizes, which limited the ability
to assess the empirical rigor of those studies. These limitations are consistent with the scoping
review methodology and do not undermine the value of the review in mapping the field and
identifying research gaps (Levac et al., 2010)

These limitations are consistent with the scoping review methodology and do not undermine the
value of the review in mapping the field and identifying research gaps (Levac et al., 2010).
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