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[bookmark: _Toc228812391]Chapter 1: Introduction

[bookmark: _Toc228812392]1.1 Background and rationale
Tourist satisfaction is widely used as an indicator of destination performance and is often assumed to translate into positive behavioural outcomes such as revisit and recommendation intentions. In tourism research, satisfaction is therefore frequently treated as a central mechanism linking service performance to destination success. However, this assumption is increasingly contested in mass‑tourism contexts where high visitor density, capacity pressure and overtourism dynamics shape how tourists experience and evaluate destinations.
Recent evidence from high-density destinations indicates that perceived overcrowding can weaken revisit and recommendation intentions and can be associated with resistance-oriented responses such as objections to revisiting or recommending. This suggests that post-consumption responses are not always uniformly positive or strictly linear, and that conventional satisfaction‑centred models may under-capture behavioural complexity in mass‑tourism environments (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
The post‑COVID context further complicates satisfaction formation. Research indicates that tourists’ evaluations increasingly incorporate safety and hygiene cues and perceived health risk, meaning that satisfaction judgements may become more context-sensitive and influenced by uncertainty and perceived control (Jiménez‑Medina et al., 2022; Sánchez‑Sánchez, De‑Pablos‑Heredero and Montes‑Botella, 2024). In parallel, rapid digitalisation has reshaped how tourists interact with destinations before, during and after travel, altering expectations, experience co‑creation and post‑visit evaluation (Yap et al., 2025).
Taken together, overtourism pressure, post‑COVID risk sensitivity and digitally mediated tourism experiences suggest that tourist satisfaction should not be treated as a simple, stable or universally comparable construct in mass‑tourism settings. Instead, satisfaction and behavioural outcomes may need to be understood as context-dependent and potentially asymmetric under conditions of high-density pressure and uncertainty.
[bookmark: _Toc228812393]1.2 Research problem and literature gaps
The convergence of overtourism, post‑COVID risk sensitivity and digital transformation creates a central problem for destination evaluation: destinations may appear successful when assessed through aggregate satisfaction indicators, while simultaneously generating experience strain and resistance-oriented behavioural responses.
In high-density settings, crowding operates not only as a physical condition but also as an experiential appraisal that affects comfort, perceived value and the ability to achieve desired experiences. As a result, tourists may report acceptable satisfaction while still expressing reluctance to revisit or recommend, challenging the assumption that satisfaction reliably predicts positive behavioural outcomes (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
A further limitation concerns measurement comparability. Evidence indicates that commonly used satisfaction scales may not function equivalently across demographic groups and contexts, as visitors can interpret indicators such as cleanliness or safety differently. This raises concerns about the validity of generalised conclusions in heterogeneous mass‑tourism environments (Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025).
The literature has also expanded beyond traditional survey designs. Attribute-based methods and digital techniques, including user-generated content analysis, offer additional lenses on tourist experience and evaluation, but introduce challenges related to construct validity, representativeness and interpretation (De Marchi, Becarelli and Di Sarli, 2022; Sun et al., 2024).
Based on the reviewed literature, four key gaps motivate this dissertation:
a conceptual gap: satisfaction is often treated as a linear predictor despite evidence of non-symmetric behavioural responses under contextual pressure;
a measurement gap: widely used instruments may lack comparability across contexts and visitor segments;
a contextual gap: post‑COVID risk and safety considerations are unevenly integrated into satisfaction–loyalty models;
an evidence gap: digitalisation-related research often remains weakly integrated with broader satisfaction theory and continues to rely heavily on cross‑sectional designs (Yap et al., 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc228812394]1.3 Theoretical framing and position
This dissertation adopts a critical perspective on tourist satisfaction and loyalty in mass‑tourism contexts. First, crowding is conceptualised as an experiential appraisal rather than a purely objective condition, recognising that tourists interpret density differently depending on expectations and tolerance levels (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
Second, the post‑COVID environment is treated as a boundary condition that reshapes satisfaction formation. Safety, hygiene and perceived risk influence how tourists evaluate their experiences and prioritise service cues, implying that satisfaction is better understood as context-sensitive evaluation rather than as a context-neutral mediator (Jiménez‑Medina et al., 2022; Gazi et al., 2024).
Building on these premises, this dissertation argues that loyalty should not be conceptualised as a single positive outcome. Instead, tourist responses may be dual and potentially asymmetric, where positive intentions can coexist with resistance-oriented tendencies such as avoidance or objection. This position challenges conventional satisfaction–loyalty assumptions and provides the basis for the dissertation’s conceptual contribution.
[bookmark: _Toc228812395]1.4 Conceptual orientation
The conceptual orientation integrates three conditions shaping tourist satisfaction in post‑COVID mass tourism: overtourism and crowding pressure, risk sensitivity in recovery contexts, and digitally mediated tourism experiences. Satisfaction is positioned as an evaluative mechanism influenced by these contextual pressures, while behavioural outcomes are conceptualised as potentially dual, including both positive and negative loyalty intentions.
This orientation recognises that satisfaction does not operate as a uniform predictor of behaviour across settings and segments, and that measurement choices can affect what satisfaction models can validly claim. It therefore motivates a synthesis that links conceptualisation, measurement and contextual pressure in order to better capture behavioural complexity in high-density tourism environments.

[bookmark: _Toc228812396]1.5 Aim, objectives and research questions
Aim
To examine how tourist satisfaction is conceptualised and measured in post‑COVID mass‑tourism research and to develop a dual-outcome framework that captures both positive and negative behavioural responses under conditions of contextual pressure.
Objectives
To synthesise how tourist satisfaction is conceptualised in post‑COVID mass‑tourism studies, with particular attention to experiential and risk-sensitive appraisal.
To evaluate how tourist satisfaction is operationalised and measured in the included literature and to assess implications for cross‑study comparability.
To synthesise evidence on how overtourism and perceived crowding shape satisfaction and its relationship with behavioural outcomes.
To integrate the synthesis into a dual‑outcome conceptual framework specifying positive loyalty intentions (revisit and recommendation) and resistance-oriented responses (avoidance/objection) as distinct outcomes.
Research questions
RQ1: How is tourist satisfaction conceptualised in post‑COVID mass‑tourism research?
RQ2: How is tourist satisfaction measured, and how comparable are these approaches across contexts and visitor segments?
RQ3: How do overtourism and perceived crowding influence the relationship between satisfaction and behavioural outcomes?


[bookmark: _Toc228812397]1.6 Scope and delimitations

This dissertation is based on a systematic literature review of peer‑reviewed journal articles published between 2021 and 2025. The review focuses on post‑COVID mass‑tourism contexts, including high‑density destinations such as urban hotspots, resort-based mass tourism and other settings where crowding and overtourism pressures are salient. The scope is restricted to English‑language journal publications to maintain consistency of appraisal and reporting standards.
The study is delimited to research that explicitly operationalises tourist satisfaction and links it to behavioural outcomes (e.g., revisit and recommendation intentions) and/or contextual variables such as perceived crowding, safety and hygiene, perceived risk and digitally mediated interaction. Digital approaches (e.g., user-generated content and sentiment analytics) are treated as complementary measurement lenses rather than direct substitutes for theory-grounded satisfaction constructs.
Key limitations associated with database access, language restriction and the predominance of cross‑sectional designs in the evidence base are acknowledged and discussed in detail in Chapter 5.

[bookmark: _Toc228812398]1.7 Dissertation structure
Chapter 1: introduces the research context, problem rationale, theoretical positioning, and research questions. 
Chapter 2: outlines the systematic literature review methodology, including search strategy, screening, extraction and quality appraisal procedures. 
Chapter 3: provides the conceptual and background literature underpinning tourist satisfaction, measurement approaches, digitalisation, crowding and satisfaction–loyalty dynamics. 
Chapter 4: reports the PRISMA selection results, descriptive profiling, evidence mapping and the research-question aligned synthesis of the included corpus. 
Chapter 5: discusses the implications of the synthesis for theory, practice and methodology and sets out limitations and directions for future research. Chapter 6 concludes the dissertation by summarising the study, articulating key contributions and providing final concluding remarks.


[bookmark: _Toc228812399]Chapter 2: Research Methodology (Systematic Literature Review)

[bookmark: _Toc228812400]2.1 Research design and methodological rationale
This dissertation adopts a systematic literature review (SLR) to synthesise contemporary research on tourist satisfaction and loyalty in post‑COVID mass‑tourism contexts. The method was selected because the evidence base is fragmented, with studies using different constructs, measurement instruments and analytical approaches. An SLR enables these contributions to be identified, screened and integrated through a structured and transparent procedure (Tranfield, Denyer and Smart, 2003; Denyer and Tranfield, 2009).
The review focuses on how satisfaction is conceptualised, measured and linked to behavioural outcomes under contextual conditions such as crowding, risk sensitivity and digitalisation. Given heterogeneity in constructs and operationalisations, the review prioritises narrative synthesis rather than statistical aggregation, allowing evidence to be integrated systematically without assuming measurement equivalence across studies.
Alternative approaches were considered but not adopted. Narrative reviews were rejected due to limited transparency and replicability, while meta‑analysis was not suitable given construct and instrument diversity and the lack of evidence that measurement equivalence can be assumed across settings and segments (Petticrew and Roberts, 2006; Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025).
Accordingly, the study follows a structured review process involving explicit search criteria, defined eligibility rules, systematic screening and critical appraisal. This design supports consistent evidence integration across studies and ensures methodological traceability.
[bookmark: _Toc228812401]2.2 Review Scope and Time Frame
The review focuses on peer‑reviewed journal articles published between 2021 and 2025. This window captures post‑COVID developments in tourism research, when risk perception, safety/hygiene cues and digitalisation became more visible within studies of tourist evaluation and behavioural intentions.
Restricting the time window promotes contextual coherence and ensures that the evidence base reflects contemporary post‑COVID conditions. Earlier foundational sources are used selectively for background conceptual framing, but the systematic synthesis is limited to studies within the defined review period.
[bookmark: _Toc228812402]2.3 Data sources and search strategy
The primary search platform used in this study was Google Scholar. While databases such as Scopus and Web of Science were initially considered, access limitations required Google Scholar to be used as the main retrieval source.
To improve coverage and reduce the risk of omission, the search process combined keyword-based searching with backward and forward citation tracking. This approach supports broader retrieval in interdisciplinary fields and helps identify relevant studies beyond ranked search results (Kitchenham et al., 2009).
Search terms included combinations of “tourist satisfaction”, “mass tourism”, “overtourism”, “crowding”, “loyalty”, “revisit intention”, “COVID‑19”, “safety”, “hygiene”, “digitalisation” and “smart tourism”. Search strings were refined iteratively to balance relevance and coverage while maintaining alignment with the defined scope.
[bookmark: _Toc228812403]2.4 Eligibility criteria (inclusion and exclusion)
Eligibility criteria were defined prior to screening to ensure consistency and transparency. Studies were included if they:
· were peer‑reviewed journal articles;
· were published between 2021 and 2025;
· focused on mass‑tourism contexts;
· explicitly examined tourist satisfaction in relation to behavioural outcomes and/or contextual factors such as crowding, safety or risk.

Studies were excluded if they:
· were not written in English;
· did not include empirical analysis;
· focused on niche or non‑representative tourism contexts;
· did not operationalise satisfaction as a measurable construct.

These criteria ensured that the final sample aligned with the research questions and was suitable for systematic comparison (Page et al., 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc228812404]2.5 Screening procedure and PRISMA reporting
The screening process followed a structured and transparent approach consistent with PRISMA principles.
In the first stage, records identified through keyword searches and citation tracking were screened based on titles and abstracts. Studies clearly outside the scope were excluded.
In the second stage, full-text articles were assessed against all eligibility criteria. Particular attention was given to how satisfaction was operationalised, whether behavioural outcomes were included and whether the study context reflected mass tourism.


All exclusion decisions were recorded to ensure transparency. The full selection process is presented in Figure 4.1.
[image: ]

Figure 4.1: PRISMA flow diagram of study selection (2021–2025)

Following the screening process, 52 studies were included in the final synthesis.
[bookmark: _Toc228812405]2.6 Data extraction framework
A structured data extraction framework was used to enable systematic comparison across studies. Data were coded across three levels:

· construct level (e.g., satisfaction, perceived value, destination image, experience quality, crowding/overtourism, safety/risk);
· measurement level (e.g., instrument type, indicator categories, reported reliability/validity evidence);
· context level (e.g., destination setting, mass‑tourism characteristics, post‑COVID conditions).

This framework supports consistent recording of how satisfaction is defined, measured and linked to behavioural outcomes across heterogeneous contexts.
[bookmark: _Toc228812406]2.7 Quality appraisal
Quality appraisal was conducted to document methodological robustness and reporting quality across the included evidence base. Established appraisal tools (CASP, MMAT and JBI guidance) were applied in a design‑appropriate manner, focusing on clarity of methodology, sampling transparency, measurement validity, analytical rigour and reporting of limitations (Hong et al., 2018; JBI, 2024).
Potential sources of bias, including publication bias and selective reporting, were acknowledged as structural constraints within the available literature. Appraisal outcomes were recorded as part of the methodological record to support transparent evaluation of evidence strength across studies (Egger et al., 1997).
[bookmark: _Toc228812407]2.8 Synthesis approach
Given heterogeneity in methods, constructs and operationalisations, narrative synthesis was adopted as the primary approach to evidence integration (Popay et al., 2006). The synthesis was structured around the research questions to ensure consistent organisation of extracted evidence and to maintain alignment with the analytical aims of the dissertation.
Evidence was grouped using the extraction framework, enabling structured comparison across construct focus, measurement approach and context characteristics within the review scope.
[bookmark: _Toc228812408]2.9 Methodological limitations
As a secondary research design, the study is constrained by the characteristics of the included evidence base. The dominance of cross‑sectional survey designs limits causal inference, while variation in measurement approaches limits comparability across studies.
In addition, the reliance on a primary search platform combined with citation tracking may not provide the same controlled coverage as multi‑database designs. These constraints define the boundaries within which the synthesis is interpretable and are addressed further in the dissertation’s discussion of limitations and future research.








[bookmark: _Toc228812409]Chapter 3: Conceptual and Background Literature Review

[bookmark: _Toc228812410]3.1 Conceptualising tourist satisfaction
Tourist satisfaction has long been positioned as a central construct in tourism research and is commonly defined as an evaluative response arising from a comparison between expectations and perceived performance. Within this perspective, satisfaction functions as a post-consumption judgement that links service evaluation to behavioural intentions, including revisit and recommendation, and has therefore been widely used as a proxy indicator of destination performance (Oliver, 1980; Baker and Crompton, 2000).
However, contemporary tourism contexts increasingly challenge a narrow performance-based view of satisfaction. In mass-tourism environments characterised by high density, capacity pressure and changing visitor expectations, satisfaction is often framed as an experiential and context-dependent appraisal shaped by a broader set of cognitive and affective influences rather than as a direct outcome of service performance alone (Baker and Crompton, 2000; Pine and Gilmore, 1999).
Three interrelated developments are particularly visible in how satisfaction is conceptualised in recent tourism research. First, satisfaction is increasingly treated as a multidimensional construct that integrates cognitive assessment with affective response. In this framing, evaluations incorporate not only perceptions of quality and performance, but also emotional and experiential components associated with enjoyment, comfort and meaning-making during the trip (Pine and Gilmore, 1999).
Second, satisfaction is increasingly theorised as sensitive to contextual conditions. Situational characteristics such as crowding pressure, environmental quality and destination setting can shape how tourists interpret service encounters and experience outcomes. In high-density environments, these contextual factors may become particularly salient in shaping overall evaluations, especially when perceived overcrowding affects comfort and goal fulfilment (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
Third, the post-COVID environment has introduced additional complexity to satisfaction formation. Safety, hygiene and perceived risk have become more central to how tourists evaluate experiences, influencing both overall satisfaction and the relative importance assigned to different service cues (Jiménez-Medina et al., 2022; Gazi et al., 2024; Sánchez-Sánchez, De-Pablos-Heredero and Montes-Botella, 2024). This reinforces the view that satisfaction is not a stable or universally comparable measure, but can be shaped by situational uncertainty and perceived control.
Taken together, these conceptual developments indicate that tourist satisfaction is increasingly understood as a context-sensitive and experience-based construct. Tourists do not evaluate service performance in isolation, but interpret experiences within broader psychological and situational conditions that can change what constitutes a satisfactory outcome across settings and segments.
Importantly, this shift has implications for how satisfaction is linked to behavioural outcomes. Traditional models often assume a relatively direct satisfaction–loyalty relationship, but contemporary perspectives suggest that the strength and form of this relationship may be conditional, particularly when contextual pressures influence experience quality and subsequent intention formation (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
Overall, these conceptual foundations provide a basis for examining how satisfaction is operationalised and measured (Section 3.3) and for understanding why post‑COVID risk sensitivity and high-density pressures are central to interpreting satisfaction–behavioural outcome pathways in mass-tourism research.
[bookmark: _Toc228812411]3.2 Satisfaction as experiential and risk-adjusted evaluation
The relationship between tourist satisfaction and behavioural outcomes has been a central focus of tourism and services research, with satisfaction traditionally positioned as a key antecedent of loyalty-related intentions such as revisit intention and willingness to recommend. Within this dominant framing, higher satisfaction is generally expected to translate into stronger positive behavioural intentions, forming a largely linear satisfaction–loyalty relationship (Oliver, 1999).
This perspective aligns with broader consumer behaviour models in which satisfaction functions as a post-consumption evaluation shaping attitudinal responses and subsequent intention formation. Consequently, a substantial proportion of tourism research has focused on identifying satisfaction determinants in order to strengthen destination competitiveness through improved experience delivery and service performance (Oliver, 1999).
However, tourism contexts also contain structural characteristics that complicate a simple satisfaction–loyalty linkage. Repeat visitation is influenced by motivations such as novelty seeking, variety seeking and destination substitution, meaning that tourists may report high satisfaction while still preferring new destinations rather than revisiting the same one (Yoon and Uysal, 2005). This indicates that satisfaction may be necessary for positive loyalty intentions in many settings, but is not always sufficient to guarantee repeat-oriented behaviour.
In mass-tourism environments, contextual pressures can further disrupt expected pathways between satisfaction and behaviour. High-density conditions, perceived crowding and overtourism-related strain may affect perceived control, comfort and goal fulfilment, weakening revisit and recommendation intentions even when overall evaluations remain acceptable (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). In such settings, behavioural outcomes can diverge from aggregate satisfaction measures because tourists evaluate the trip positively in some respects while simultaneously forming avoidance-oriented intentions due to contextual constraints.
This points to the conceptual importance of distinguishing between different forms of post-consumption response. The absence of revisit intention does not necessarily imply dissatisfaction; it may reflect variety seeking or situational constraints. By contrast, resistance-oriented responses such as reluctance, objection or avoidance represent qualitatively different behavioural orientations that can coexist with positive evaluations of particular destination attributes (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). This distinction supports the view that behavioural outcomes may be asymmetric rather than forming a single continuum from dissatisfaction to satisfaction and loyalty.
The literature also emphasises the role of mediating and moderating mechanisms in shaping satisfaction–behaviour pathways. Experiential mediators such as perceived value, destination image and experience quality frequently structure how evaluation translates into intention, while boundary conditions such as crowding pressure and risk sensitivity may strengthen, weaken or redirect behavioural responses across contexts and visitor segments (Yoon and Uysal, 2005; Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
Overall, contemporary tourism research increasingly treats the satisfaction–behaviour relationship as conditional, context-dependent and potentially asymmetric. This conceptual perspective provides a foundation for examining how satisfaction is measured and interpreted across studies and for considering behavioural outcomes that capture both positive loyalty intentions and resistance-oriented responses in high-density mass-tourism contexts (Oliver, 1999; Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc228812412]3.3 Measurement of tourist satisfaction
The measurement of tourist satisfaction is a central but contested area within tourism research. Although satisfaction is widely used as an indicator of destination performance, there is no single agreed approach to how it should be operationalised. Instead, the literature presents a range of measurement strategies, reflecting differences in theoretical assumptions, research contexts and methodological preferences (Oliver, 1980).
A dominant tradition relies on survey-based instruments, typically using multi-item Likert-type scales derived from service-quality and consumer evaluation frameworks. Within expectation–disconfirmation logic, satisfaction is conceptualised as an evaluative judgement formed through comparison between expectations and perceived performance (Oliver, 1980). In parallel, service-quality traditions such as SERVQUAL operationalise perceived service quality through expectation–perception gaps across dimensions (Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, 1988), while performance-only variants such as SERVPERF focus on perceived performance without explicit expectation measures (Cronin and Taylor, 1992). In tourism studies, these survey-based approaches are frequently analysed through SEM or PLS-SEM to model satisfaction as a latent construct and to estimate its relationships with antecedents and behavioural outcomes.
However, survey-based dominance is associated with several recurrent concerns in the literature. One issue is the extensive use of bespoke or context-adapted scales, which enables inclusion of destination-specific attributes but can limit comparability across studies. When constructs labelled “satisfaction” are operationalised using different indicator sets, comparisons across contexts may reflect differences in measurement choices as much as substantive differences in evaluation. This challenges cumulative knowledge development when results are synthesised across heterogeneous settings.
A further concern relates to measurement equivalence. Measurement invariance refers to the extent to which a scale measures the same construct in the same way across different populations or contexts, enabling meaningful comparison of scores and structural relationships (Vandenberg and Lance, 2000). In tourism, differences in visitor expectations, cultural background and situational interpretation may influence how respondents understand items such as cleanliness, safety or value, which can undermine cross-group comparability unless equivalence is tested explicitly. Recent work has highlighted that performance-only satisfaction models may exhibit conditional validity across demographic strata, reinforcing the need for explicit invariance testing in comparative research (Pérez-Campdesuñer et al., 2025).
In response to these challenges, alternative measurement approaches have been used to capture more diagnostic or data-rich views of tourist evaluation. Attribute-level techniques, such as Importance–Performance Analysis (IPA), assess satisfaction-related priorities by comparing perceived performance against stated importance across specific destination attributes (Martilla and James, 1977). Such methods can support managerial prioritisation but are sensitive to attribute selection and framing and do not necessarily capture overall evaluative judgement as a single latent construct.
More recently, digitalisation has enabled the use of user-generated content (UGC), online reviews and sentiment-based analytics as indirect indicators of tourist evaluation. These approaches provide large-scale and time-sensitive information about experience narratives and affective tone, but the literature also cautions that sentiment is not always equivalent to satisfaction as an evaluative construct, and that representativeness and self-selection biases can affect interpretation (Liu, 2012). As a result, digital measures are often treated as complementary proxies rather than direct substitutes for theory-grounded satisfaction instruments.
Taken together, the literature suggests that tourist satisfaction should not be treated as a single, universally measurable construct across all contexts and segments. Measurement strategies capture different dimensions of evaluation, and differences in instrument design can shape what conclusions are valid. This implies an ongoing tension between measurement flexibility (to reflect context sensitivity) and measurement comparability (to support cumulative evidence). Addressing this tension is essential for ensuring that inferences about satisfaction drivers and behavioural outcomes reflect substantive processes rather than measurement artefacts (Vandenberg and Lance, 2000; Pérez-Campdesuñer et al., 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc228812413]3.4 Overtourism and crowding
Overtourism and perceived crowding have become central themes in contemporary tourism research, particularly in relation to mass-tourism destinations. As visitor volumes increase, pressures on infrastructure, environmental quality and resident–visitor coexistence can reshape how tourists experience destinations and how they evaluate trip outcomes (UNWTO, 2018).
A key conceptual distinction concerns the difference between objective density and perceived crowding. Density refers to the physical condition of how many people occupy a given space, whereas crowding is a subjective psychological state that depends on individual expectations, tolerance levels and situational cues. Environmental psychology emphasises that people can experience the same density differently depending on perceived control, personal space needs and contextual norms (Stokols, 1972). In tourism settings, this implies that perceived crowding is often more relevant than visitor numbers alone for understanding evaluative outcomes and behavioural intentions.
Perceived crowding is commonly theorised as an experiential constraint that can reduce comfort, restrict movement and limit opportunities for meaningful engagement with destination attractions. When crowding is interpreted as interfering with goal fulfilment (e.g., access, enjoyment, authenticity), tourists may evaluate the overall experience less favourably, particularly in high-density environments. At the same time, crowd presence may be interpreted positively in some situations by signalling popularity, atmosphere or social vitality, suggesting that crowding effects can be conditional on expectations, motivations and trip purpose.
Carrying capacity concepts have historically been used to frame limits of tourism development, incorporating physical, environmental, social and psychological dimensions. However, capacity is not necessarily a fixed threshold; it is influenced by temporal variation, spatial distribution and management practices that shape how density is experienced (Shelby and Heberlein, 1986). This reinforces the importance of treating crowding as a dynamic experience-related appraisal rather than as a purely operational metric.
In mass-tourism contexts, overtourism discourse also links crowding pressure to broader destination sustainability concerns, including environmental degradation, infrastructure strain and resident–visitor conflict. These factors can influence tourists’ perceptions of destination quality and authenticity and may therefore shape satisfaction and subsequent behavioural responses indirectly through experience interpretation and destination image (UNWTO, 2018).
Overall, overtourism and perceived crowding highlight a structural tension in mass-tourism destinations: high visitation can signal market success while simultaneously introducing experiential constraints that alter evaluation and behavioural orientation. This conceptual framing supports the need to consider crowding as a contextual condition within satisfaction formation and to recognise that post-consumption behavioural outcomes may include both attraction-oriented intentions and avoidance-oriented tendencies in high-density settings (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc228812414]3.5 Post‑COVID risk, safety and satisfaction
The COVID-19 pandemic has reshaped how tourist satisfaction is formed and evaluated in contemporary tourism research. In contrast to pre-pandemic models that often-emphasised service quality and experience delivery as primary evaluative drivers, post-COVID literature increasingly highlights the salience of perceived risk, safety and hygiene cues in shaping tourist appraisal and intention formation.
A recurring argument in post-COVID tourism studies is that safety and hygiene are no longer peripheral service attributes but have become integrated components of the tourism experience. Visible safety measures, cleanliness standards and risk-mitigation practices are positioned as cues that influence satisfaction evaluations and behavioural intentions, particularly in recovery contexts where uncertainty remains salient (Jiménez-Medina et al., 2022; Sánchez-Sánchez, De-Pablos-Heredero and Montes-Botella, 2024). This implies that tourists’ evaluations incorporate not only what services are delivered, but also how secure and controllable the service environment feels.
The literature also suggests that risk operates not only as a direct influence on satisfaction but can function as a boundary condition that reweights evaluative priorities. Under heightened perceived health risk, tourists may assign greater importance to attributes such as cleanliness, personal space and crowd management relative to attributes that were previously dominant, such as convenience or entertainment value. Recent evidence indicates that COVID-related fear can moderate the relationship between service-quality dimensions and satisfaction, supporting the view that evaluative drivers are conditional rather than uniform across contexts (Gazi et al., 2024). More broadly, tourism research has long recognised perceived risk as a multi-dimensional construct influencing both decision-making and experience evaluation (Reisinger and Mavondo, 2005).
A further implication is the heterogeneity of risk perception across individuals and segments. Tourists differ in risk tolerance, health sensitivity and uncertainty avoidance, meaning that identical service conditions may generate different satisfaction outcomes across visitor groups. This challenges assumptions of uniform evaluation processes and highlights the need for segment-sensitive conceptualisation of satisfaction formation in post-crisis settings.
The post-COVID context also reinforces the relevance of perceived control as an experiential mechanism. Visible safety practices, clear communication and structured management of visitor flows can strengthen perceived control and reassurance, while ambiguity and lack of transparency can undermine perceived safety and reduce experience quality. In this framing, risk sensitivity shapes both cognitive assessment (e.g., perceived quality and value) and affective response (e.g., comfort or anxiety), thereby influencing overall satisfaction appraisal.
Overall, the literature suggests that post-COVID tourism shifts satisfaction from a predominantly service-based evaluation towards a risk-sensitive and context-dependent process. This conceptual shift has implications for both theory and measurement, as it challenges assumptions that satisfaction indicators are stable and directly comparable across contexts and time periods, particularly when safety, hygiene and risk cues are weighted differently across settings and segments (Jiménez-Medina et al., 2022; Gazi et al., 2024; Sánchez-Sánchez, De-Pablos-Heredero and Montes-Botella, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc228812415]3.6 Digitalisation and smart tourism
Digitalisation has become a defining feature of contemporary tourism, shaping how tourists search for information, plan trips, experience destinations and evaluate journeys. The increasing adoption of smart tourism technologies (STTs), mobile applications and digital platforms has introduced new forms of interaction between tourists and destinations, influencing expectations formation and post-consumption evaluation processes (Gretzel et al., 2015; Buhalis and Amaranggana, 2015).
Within the literature, digitalisation is often positioned as an antecedent or enabling condition for tourist satisfaction, primarily through mechanisms such as improved information accessibility, convenience, personalisation and perceived control. Digital tools can support wayfinding, reduce uncertainty, provide real-time service updates and facilitate tailored recommendations, thereby shaping how tourists interpret destination performance across the travel journey (Gretzel et al., 2015).
However, tourism research also highlights that digitalisation does not simply add a new “driver” of satisfaction; it can reshape how experiences are constructed, interpreted and remembered. Digital interactions influence expectations prior to travel, guide behaviour during visits and affect how experiences are recalled and communicated afterwards. In this sense, satisfaction is increasingly embedded within a wider information ecosystem that extends beyond on-site consumption (Xiang and Gretzel, 2010; Buhalis and Amaranggana, 2015).
User-generated content (UGC) plays a particularly important role in this ecosystem. Online reviews, ratings and social media content shape pre-visit expectations and influence post-visit evaluation through public narration and social comparison. At the same time, UGC provides a rich source of data for analysing tourist experience at scale, enabling researchers and practitioners to observe recurring experience themes, complaints and expressions of affect (Xiang and Gretzel, 2010).
Despite these opportunities, digital measurement approaches introduce methodological and interpretive limitations. Sentiment and text-based signals may capture emotional tone or momentary reactions rather than stable evaluative judgements, raising questions about construct validity when sentiment is treated as equivalent to satisfaction. Digital traces are also subject to representativeness and self-selection bias, as they typically reflect the views of more engaged or digitally active visitors, and may over-represent extreme experiences (Liu, 2012). For these reasons, the literature commonly treats digital indicators as complementary proxies rather than direct substitutes for theoretically grounded satisfaction measures (Liu, 2012).
A further issue concerns integration between digital and traditional approaches. Survey-based instruments aim to capture structured evaluations and latent constructs, whereas digital methods often provide unstructured and context-dependent signals. Without careful construct mapping and triangulation, different data sources may capture different dimensions of evaluation, limiting comparability and risking misinterpretation of what is being measured as “satisfaction” (Gretzel et al., 2015; Liu, 2012).
Overall, the literature suggests that digitalisation both extends and complicates the conceptualisation and measurement of tourist satisfaction. While STTs can enhance experience delivery and reduce friction, they also embed satisfaction formation within technology-mediated information flows and social feedback loops. This reinforces the need for context-sensitive conceptual frameworks and mixed measurement approaches when analysing satisfaction in contemporary tourism environments (Gretzel et al., 2015; Buhalis and Amaranggana, 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc228812416]3.7 Summary and conceptual positioning
This chapter has established the conceptual foundations for examining tourist satisfaction and behavioural outcomes in post‑COVID mass‑tourism contexts. Overall, the literature suggests that satisfaction is not simply an evaluation of service performance. It is better understood as a multidimensional and context-sensitive appraisal shaped by experiential and situational conditions.
The satisfaction–behaviour link is also not uniformly linear. Satisfaction is often associated with revisit and recommendation intentions, but behavioural outcomes can be shaped by motivations and constraints, especially in high‑density environments (Oliver, 1999; Yoon and Uysal, 2005; Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
Four conceptual points guide the synthesis in the next chapter. First, overtourism and perceived crowding can constrain comfort and goal fulfilment and reduce perceived control, shaping how experiences are evaluated in mass‑tourism settings (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). Second, post‑COVID risk sensitivity makes safety and hygiene cues more salient, influencing both cognitive and affective components of satisfaction appraisal (Jiménez‑Medina et al., 2022; Gazi et al., 2024; Sánchez‑Sánchez, De‑Pablos‑Heredero and Montes‑Botella, 2024). Third, digitalisation shapes expectations and post‑visit evaluation and introduces additional measurement possibilities through UGC and digital traces, which do not always align with traditional satisfaction constructs (De Marchi, Becarelli and Di Sarli, 2022; Yap et al., 2025). Fourth, measurement approaches vary across studies, and equivalence is not consistently tested, so cross-study differences may sometimes reflect measurement choices rather than experience differences (Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025).
Building on these foundations, the dissertation treats satisfaction as an experiential and context-dependent appraisal with conditional behavioural consequences. It also distinguishes attraction-oriented intentions (revisit and recommendation) from resistance-oriented responses (avoidance or objection), particularly where crowding and uncertainty are salient (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
Chapter 4 presents the findings and RQ-aligned synthesis, reporting how satisfaction is conceptualised and measured and how behavioural outcomes are described under contextual pressures. This maintains a clear separation between conceptual background (Chapter 3) and evidence-based synthesis (Chapter 4) and provides the basis for the implications developed in Chapter 5.

[bookmark: _Toc228812417]Chapter 4: Findings and SLR Synthesis

[bookmark: _Toc228812418]4.1 Introduction to findings and synthesis approach
This chapter reports the findings of the systematic literature review and presents a structured synthesis of the included studies in relation to the research questions. It builds on the conceptual background in Chapter 3 and uses the review corpus to examine what the post‑COVID mass‑tourism literature reports about satisfaction, measurement and behavioural outcomes.
The chapter is synthesis-driven and does not present individual studies in isolation. Instead, it integrates evidence to address three questions: how tourist satisfaction is conceptualised (RQ1), how it is measured (RQ2), and how it relates to behavioural outcomes under contextual pressures such as crowding and risk sensitivity (RQ3).
The chapter follows a clear analytical sequence. First, it reports the study selection results and provides a descriptive profile of the included corpus. Second, it summarises key measurement approaches and indicator coverage across studies. Third, it maps indicator categories by research question to show where evidence is concentrated and where it is limited. Fourth, it presents the RQ‑aligned synthesis, highlighting convergent patterns and areas of divergence across the included evidence base.
This structure keeps the chapter focused on evidence reporting and synthesis. It also maintains a clear separation between conceptual foundations (Chapter 3) and implications (Chapter 5), providing the empirical basis for the discussion developed in the following chapter.
[bookmark: _Toc228812419]4.2 Study selection and corpus characteristics
The study selection process followed a structured PRISMA-aligned approach, ensuring transparency in how the final corpus of studies was derived. As presented in Figure 2.1, a total of 215 records were initially identified through keyword searches and citation tracking. After the removal of duplicates and initial screening, 180 records were retained for further assessment.

Following title and abstract screening, 110 records were excluded due to lack of relevance to the research scope, including studies not focused on tourism contexts or not addressing tourist satisfaction. The remaining 70 articles were subjected to full-text screening. At this stage, a further 18 studies were excluded, primarily due to the absence of empirical analysis, lack of explicit satisfaction measurement or focus on non-mass tourism contexts.

This process resulted in a final sample of 52 studies included in the systematic literature review. A detailed breakdown of the screening stages and exclusion reasons is provided in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1: PRISMA counts and exclusion reasons

To provide a descriptive profile of the included corpus, Figure 4.2 summarises the distribution of included studies by year (2021–2025). Figure 4.3 summarises the dominant research designs and analysis approaches used across the included studies.
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Figure 4.2: Distribution of included studies by year (2021–2025)
Figure 4.3 summarises the dominant measurement and analysis approach categories used across the included studies.

[image: ] Figure 4.3: Measurement and analysis approaches (instrument categories)
The distribution shows that SEM/PLS‑SEM dominates the evidence base, while review-based studies and other quantitative approaches form smaller clusters. UGC/sentiment, machine learning/predictive approaches and IPA/IGA appear less frequently, indicating that non‑survey and alternative analytic approaches are present but remain minority methods within the included corpus.
Overall, this section provides a transparent account of how the review corpus was constructed and offers a descriptive context for the evidence mapping (Section 4.4) and the research-question aligned synthesis (Section 4.5) that follow.
[bookmark: _Toc228812420]4.3 Conceptualisation of tourist satisfaction (RQ1)
This section examines how tourist satisfaction is conceptualised across the included studies, addressing RQ1. Rather than presenting definitions in isolation, the analysis identifies recurring patterns in how satisfaction is understood within post-COVID mass-tourism research.

Across the literature, three dominant conceptualisations of tourist satisfaction can be identified. First, satisfaction is frequently treated as a performance-based evaluation, reflecting the extent to which service delivery meets or exceeds tourist expectations. This perspective is typically grounded in service quality frameworks and positions satisfaction as an outcome of functional performance, often linked to measurable attributes such as service efficiency, infrastructure and perceived value.

Second, a more experiential conceptualisation emerges, where satisfaction is understood as a holistic evaluation of the tourism experience. In this view, satisfaction is shaped not only by service performance but also by emotional responses, perceived authenticity and overall experience quality. Studies adopting this perspective emphasise the subjective and interpretive nature of tourist evaluation, particularly in complex and high-density environments.

Third, a context-dependent conceptualisation becomes increasingly visible in post-COVID research. Here, satisfaction is treated as a conditional evaluation influenced by situational factors such as perceived crowding, safety, risk and environmental conditions. Rather than being a stable construct, satisfaction is shaped by the broader context in which the experience takes place, reflecting changing priorities and expectations.

A key synthesis point across these conceptualisations is a shift from relatively static interpretations towards more conditional and context-sensitive interpretations of satisfaction. At the same time, the included studies do not converge on a single dominant conceptual framework. Different studies emphasise different dimensions, often depending on research setting and measurement approach. This conceptual diversity supports flexibility in capturing complex tourism experiences, but it also creates challenges for theoretical integration and comparison across studies.

To support transparency and readability, a representative summary of included studies is provided in Table 4.2.

	Author(s)
	Year
	Context / Setting
	Research Design
	Key Constructs & Indicators
	RQ

	Aliedan et al.
	2021
	Urban mass tourism
	SEM (survey)
	Satisfaction, destination image, experience quality
	RQ1 / RQ2

	Jiménez‑Medina et al.
	2022
	Hospitality recovery (Spain)
	SEM
	Safety, hygiene, satisfaction, revisit intention
	RQ2

	Sánchez‑Sánchez et al.
	2024
	Cultural tourism
	SEM (longitudinal comparison)
	COVID‑19 effects, satisfaction dynamics
	RQ1

	Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al.
	2025
	Emerging market destination
	Multi‑group SEM
	Satisfaction measurement, partial invariance
	RQ2

	Ghosh et al.
	2024
	Heritage destination
	IPA / IGA
	Expected vs actual satisfaction, priorities
	RQ2

	De Marchi et al.
	2022
	Destination sustainability
	UGC & sentiment analysis
	Satisfaction signals, ETIS indicators
	RQ1 / RQ2

	Sun et al.
	2024
	Multi‑destination
	UGC topic modelling
	Experience themes, satisfaction drivers
	RQ1

	Papadopoulou et al.
	2023
	Urban hotspots
	SEM
	Perceived crowding, satisfaction, objections to revisit
	RQ3

	Gazi et al.
	2024
	Hotels (post‑COVID)
	PLS‑SEM / MGA
	COVID fear, service quality, satisfaction
	RQ2

	Yap et al.
	2025
	Cross‑context (SLR)
	Systematic review
	STT, satisfaction pathways, mediators
	RQ2


Table 4.2: Representative literature summary of included studies (2021–2025)
The full literature extraction and coding table for all included studies is provided in Appendix A to ensure transparency and auditability of the SLR process.
At the same time, the included studies do not converge on a single dominant conceptual framework. Studies emphasise different dimensions of satisfaction, often depending on context and measurement approach. This diversity helps capture complex tourism experiences, but it also makes theoretical integration and cross-study comparison more difficult.
The context-dependent framing is particularly relevant in mass-tourism environments. Perceived crowding and perceived risk can change how tourists interpret similar conditions, producing different satisfaction evaluations even when objective circumstances appear comparable. This reinforces the view that satisfaction is shaped by the interaction between experience, expectations and context, not only by service performance.
Overall, the RQ1 synthesis indicates that tourist satisfaction in post‑COVID mass tourism is best treated as multidimensional and context-sensitive. Performance-based models remain visible, but experiential and conditional interpretations are increasingly prominent. This provides a clear basis for examining how satisfaction is operationalised and measured (RQ2) and how it relates to behavioural outcomes under contextual pressure (RQ3) in the following sections.
[bookmark: _Toc228812421]4.4 Measurement of tourist satisfaction (RQ2)
This section examines how tourist satisfaction is measured across the included studies, addressing RQ2. The analysis focuses on identifying dominant measurement approaches, their underlying assumptions and their implications for comparability and interpretation.

Across the literature, three main measurement approaches can be identified. 
First, scale-based survey instruments remain the dominant method. These typically rely on multi-item Likert scales derived from service quality frameworks and are frequently analysed using structural equation modelling (SEM) or partial least squares SEM (PLS-SEM). Such approaches enable the modelling of relationships between satisfaction and behavioural outcomes and provide structured, comparable datasets within individual studies.

Second, attribute-based approaches are used to evaluate specific dimensions of the tourism experience. Methods such as Importance–Performance Analysis (IPA) and related techniques assess the relative importance and performance of different attributes, allowing researchers to identify priority areas for improvement. These approaches provide more granular insights but may not capture overall evaluative judgments in a consistent way.

Third, digital measurement approaches have become increasingly prominent. These include the analysis of user-generated content (UGC), sentiment analysis and text mining techniques. Digital methods provide access to large-scale and real-time data, enabling the identification of experience patterns and emotional responses across different contexts.

A key pattern across these approaches is the coexistence of methodological standardisation and fragmentation. While scale-based methods dominate and provide internal consistency within studies, the widespread use of adapted or bespoke instruments limits comparability across studies. At the same time, the emergence of digital approaches introduces additional diversity in how satisfaction is captured, often focusing on different dimensions of experience.

A further issue concerns measurement equivalence. Evidence suggests that satisfaction indicators may not function uniformly across demographic groups or contexts, meaning that identical measures can produce different interpretations (Pérez-Campdesuñer et al., 2025). This raises concerns about the validity of cross-study comparison and generalisation.
The measurement approaches identified across the literature are summarised in Table 4.3.

	Measurement approach
	Description
	Typical methods
	Key limitations

	Scale-based (survey models)
	Measures satisfaction as a latent construct based on multiple indicators of service performance and experience evaluation
	Likert scales, SEM, PLS-SEM
	Limited comparability across studies due to adapted scales; relies on self-reported data

	Attribute-based (IPA/IGA)
	Evaluates satisfaction through specific destination attributes and their relative importance
	IPA, IGA, regression
	May not capture overall satisfaction; focuses on selected attributes

	Digital / UGC-based
	Infers satisfaction through user-generated content and digital traces
	Sentiment analysis, text mining, ML models
	Representativeness bias; captures emotional tone rather than stable evaluation

	Hybrid / combined approaches
	Integrates survey and digital data or multiple measurement techniques
	Mixed methods, combined models
	Complexity in interpretation; lack of standardisation

	Index / composite models
	Constructs satisfaction indices from multiple indicators
	Composite indices, weighted models
	May oversimplify complex experiences; dependent on indicator selection



Table 4.3: Measurement approaches and indicators of tourist satisfaction
The distribution of measurement instruments across the included studies is illustrated in Figure 4.5.
This chapter reports the findings of the systematic literature review and presents a structured synthesis of the included studies in relation to the research questions. It builds on the conceptual background in Chapter 3 and uses the review corpus to address what the post‑COVID mass‑tourism literature says about satisfaction, measurement and behavioural outcomes.
The chapter is synthesis-driven. It does not present individual studies in isolation. Instead, it integrates evidence to address three questions: how tourist satisfaction is conceptualised (RQ1), how it is measured (RQ2), and how it relates to behavioural outcomes under contextual pressures such as crowding and risk sensitivity (RQ3).
The chapter follows four steps. First, it reports the PRISMA selection results and provides a descriptive profile of the included corpus. Second, it summarises key measurement and indicator coverage across studies. Third, it maps indicator categories by research question to show where evidence is concentrated and where it is limited. Fourth, it presents the RQ-aligned synthesis, focusing on convergent patterns and areas of divergence across the literature.
This structure keeps the chapter focused on evidence reporting and synthesis. It also maintains a clear separation between conceptual foundations (Chapter 3) and implications (Chapter 5). The chapter therefore provides the empirical basis for the discussion developed in the following chapter.

This distribution is analytically significant. It suggests that the literature places strong emphasis on how satisfaction is measured, but provides relatively limited attention to how satisfaction is conceptualised and, more importantly, how it translates into behavioural outcomes under conditions such as crowding and risk.

Taken together, these characteristics indicate that the evidence base is both methodologically concentrated and contextually responsive. While the dominance of survey-based approaches supports structured analysis, it also reinforces limitations related to cross-sectional design and self-reported data. At the same time, the imbalance across research questions highlights a critical gap in the literature, particularly in relation to behavioural outcomes under contextual pressure, which is addressed in the subsequent sections.


The use of different measurement instruments across the included studies is il
figure 4.5.
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Figure 4.5: Instruments used to measure tourist satisfaction 
The figure confirms the dominance of survey-based and SEM-oriented approaches, while also indicating the presence of alternative methods such as digital analytics and hybrid models. This reinforces the methodological concentration identified in the literature, while also highlighting emerging diversification in measurement practices. 
In addition to methodological categories, the relative frequency of specific indicators reveals further patterns in how satisfaction is operationalised. As shown in Figure 4.6, value, digitalisation and destination image are the most frequently examined dimensions, while contextual factors such as safety, crowding and overtourism appear less consistently across the evidence base.
[bookmark: _Toc228812422]4.4.1 Evidence mapping: indicator frequency across the included corpus
To provide a corpus-level view of how satisfaction is operationalised, Figure 4.6 summarises the frequency of extracted indicator categories across the included studies. The figure highlights which domains are most commonly incorporated within satisfaction models and which contextual dimensions appear less consistently.
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Figure 4.6: Frequency of extracted indicator categories (within included corpus). 

Overall, the distribution indicates that value- and experience-related domains appear more frequently across the evidence base, while contextual pressure variables such as safety/hygiene and crowding/overtourism are incorporated more selectively. This mapping provides context for the RQ3 synthesis that follows, where the behavioural implications of contextual pressure are examined in greater detail.
[bookmark: _Toc228812423]4.4.2 Evidence mapping: indicator coverage by research question
Figure 4.4 summarises the distribution of included studies across the three research questions (RQ1–RQ3). This provides context for interpreting how the evidence base is structured before considering indicator coverage.
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Figure 4.4: Distribution of included studies by research question (coding)
Taken together, Figures 4.4 and 4.7 provide an evidence‑mapping overview of both (i) study concentration by research question and (ii) indicator coverage by research question. This mapping context supports the RQ3 synthesis that follows in Section 4.5.
Figure 4.7 maps indicator category occurrence across RQ1–RQ3 coding. The distribution shows that measurement-related variables cluster more strongly in the RQ2-coded literature, while contextual pressure indicators are more visible in the RQ3-coded stream. This mapping provides context for interpreting where evidence is concentrated and where coverage is more limited.
[image: ]
Figure 4.7: Indicator mapping by research question (counts)
[bookmark: _Toc228812424]4.5 Satisfaction, contextual pressures and behavioural outcomes (RQ3)
This section examines how tourist satisfaction relates to behavioural outcomes under conditions of contextual pressure, addressing RQ3. The synthesis focuses on how overtourism-related crowding and post‑COVID risk sensitivity shape the satisfaction–behaviour relationship in high-density settings.
Across the included studies, the satisfaction–behaviour relationship is not consistently linear under contextual pressure. While many models assume that higher satisfaction leads to stronger revisit and recommendation intentions, the reviewed evidence indicates that behavioural intentions can weaken when contextual stressors affect perceived control, comfort and goal fulfilment.
Perceived crowding is a central factor in this dynamic. Evidence indicates that crowding appraisal can reduce revisit and recommendation intentions even where overall satisfaction remains acceptable, suggesting a divergence between evaluation and behavioural response in high-density environments (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). This supports the interpretation that tourists may evaluate aspects of the experience positively while simultaneously adjusting future intentions in response to experiential constraints.
A similar conditional pattern is visible for post‑COVID risk sensitivity. Safety concerns and perceived uncertainty can shape behavioural intentions independently of aggregate satisfaction, functioning as boundary conditions that alter how tourists interpret destination conditions and assess the feasibility and desirability of returning. In this sense, behavioural response reflects not only evaluation of experience but also perceived risk and perceived control in the service environment (Gazi et al., 2024; Jiménez‑Medina et al., 2022).
Taken together, the RQ3 synthesis indicates behavioural asymmetry under contextual pressure. Positive outcomes (revisit and recommendation intentions) do not simply move as the inverse of dissatisfaction. Instead, attraction-oriented intentions can coexist with resistance-oriented tendencies such as reluctance, avoidance or objection, particularly where crowding and uncertainty are salient (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). This supports distinguishing positive and negative behavioural responses as conceptually separate outcomes rather than assuming a single continuum.
Overall, the evidence suggests that behavioural outcomes in post‑COVID mass‑tourism contexts are conditional and context-dependent. Recognising this complexity is important for interpreting satisfaction indicators and for understanding why destinations may appear stable on satisfaction scores while experiencing behavioural erosion under crowding and risk pressure. This synthesis provides the basis for the transition to discussion and implications in the following section/chapter.
[bookmark: _Toc228812425]4.6 Synthesis of findings
This chapter has presented a structured synthesis of the literature in relation to the three research questions, moving beyond descriptive reporting to identify key patterns across the evidence base.
First, the analysis of conceptualisation (RQ1) indicates that tourist satisfaction is no longer treated as a purely performance-based evaluation. Instead, the literature reflects a shift towards experiential and context-dependent interpretations, where satisfaction is shaped by situational conditions such as crowding, risk and environmental factors.
Second, the analysis of measurement approaches (RQ2) highlights both methodological consistency and fragmentation. While survey-based instruments remain dominant, the use of adapted scales and the emergence of digital approaches limit comparability across studies. At the same time, the distribution of indicators suggests that traditional dimensions of satisfaction are prioritised, while contextual pressures are less systematically integrated into measurement frameworks.
Third, the analysis of behavioural outcomes (RQ3) reveals that the relationship between satisfaction and behaviour is conditional rather than linear. Contextual factors such as crowding and perceived risk influence behavioural intentions independently of satisfaction, leading to potential divergence between evaluation and action.
Taken together, these findings point to a central insight: tourist satisfaction in post-COVID mass-tourism contexts is best understood as a context-sensitive construct whose behavioural implications are not uniform. The evidence indicates that satisfaction alone is insufficient to explain tourist behaviour, particularly under conditions of contextual pressure.
This synthesis highlights a structural imbalance within the literature. While considerable attention is given to how satisfaction is measured, less emphasis is placed on how it is conceptualised and how it translates into behavioural outcomes. This imbalance reinforces the need for a more integrated perspective that considers conceptual, methodological and contextual dimensions simultaneously.

Overall, the findings provide a coherent foundation for the discussion presented in the following chapter, where the theoretical, managerial and methodological implications of these patterns are examined in greater depth.
[bookmark: _Toc228812426]Chapter 5: Discussion and implications

[bookmark: _Toc228812427] 5.1 Overview of key findings
This chapter interprets the findings of the systematic review in relation to the research questions and situates them within the context of post‑COVID mass tourism. The focus is on key patterns and their implications, rather than on repeating the detailed results presented in Chapter 4.
With regard to conceptualisation (RQ1), the included studies indicate that tourist satisfaction is not consistently treated as a purely performance-based construct. Instead, satisfaction is often framed as a broader evaluative judgement shaped by experiential and contextual factors, including situational constraints and, in post‑COVID settings, safety and hygiene cues and perceived risk. This supports a gradual shift towards viewing satisfaction as context-sensitive appraisal in complex tourism environments (Jiménez‑Medina et al., 2022; Sánchez‑Sánchez, De‑Pablos‑Heredero and Montes‑Botella, 2024).
In relation to measurement (RQ2), the evidence points to a combination of methodological concentration and variation. Survey-based approaches, particularly those using multi-item scales and SEM/PLS‑SEM techniques, remain dominant. At the same time, the widespread use of adapted instruments and differing indicator sets limits comparability across studies, especially where measurement equivalence is not tested explicitly (Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025). Digital approaches introduce additional data sources, but they often capture specific experience signals (e.g., sentiment in UGC) rather than a stable and directly comparable satisfaction construct, which raises interpretive and validity concerns (De Marchi, Becarelli and Di Sarli, 2022; Yap et al., 2025).
The findings related to behavioural outcomes (RQ3) indicate that the relationship between satisfaction and behaviour is not consistently linear. Several studies show that contextual pressures, such as perceived crowding and risk sensitivity, can shape behavioural intentions even when overall satisfaction remains acceptable, weakening revisit and recommendation intentions and, where measured, increasing resistance-oriented responses (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
Taken together, these patterns point to a conditional understanding of tourist behaviour in post‑COVID mass tourism. Satisfaction appears to operate alongside contextual pressures rather than acting as a single stable predictor of behavioural outcomes. This interpretation provides the basis for the theoretical, managerial and methodological implications developed in the following sections.
[bookmark: _Toc228812428]5.2 Theoretical implications
The findings of this dissertation have several implications for the theoretical understanding of tourist satisfaction and its relationship with behavioural outcomes in mass-tourism contexts. The aim is not to propose a new grand theory. Instead, the synthesis refines existing perspectives by clarifying where satisfaction becomes context-sensitive, where satisfaction–behaviour links become conditional, and how measurement assumptions constrain theoretical claims in post‑COVID high‑density environments.
First, the findings support extending established satisfaction frameworks by treating satisfaction as a context-sensitive appraisal rather than only a performance-based outcome. Traditional models conceptualise satisfaction as a post-consumption judgement derived from expectation–performance comparison (Oliver, 1999). This logic remains relevant, but post‑COVID mass-tourism evidence indicates that the weighting of evaluative cues can shift under situational pressure. In particular, safety and hygiene cues and perceived risk become more salient in shaping evaluation, meaning that satisfaction cannot be assumed to function as a context-neutral mediator across settings (Jiménez‑Medina et al., 2022; Sánchez‑Sánchez, De‑Pablos‑Heredero and Montes‑Botella, 2024; Gazi et al., 2024). The theoretical implication is that expectation–performance mechanisms should be modelled with explicit boundary conditions. Context does not simply “add variance”; it can change the meaning of key service cues and the interpretation of what counts as “good performance”.
Second, the findings refine how satisfaction should be linked to behavioural outcomes under conditions of uncertainty and density pressure. Many tourism models assume that higher satisfaction leads to stronger revisit and recommendation intentions (Yoon and Uysal, 2005). The reviewed literature suggests that this relationship becomes conditional in high-pressure contexts. Crowding and risk sensitivity can weaken positive intentions even when overall satisfaction remains acceptable, indicating that evaluation and intention formation can become partially decoupled when external constraints shape action options (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). The theoretical move here is not to deny the satisfaction–loyalty link, but to treat it as contingent. Under contextual pressure, satisfaction may function as an appraisal of experience, while behavioural intentions reflect an additional layer of feasibility, tolerance and constraint.
Third, the synthesis highlights asymmetry in behavioural outcomes and its theoretical consequences for loyalty conceptualisation. Standard loyalty modelling often treats loyalty as a single positive construct (revisit and recommendation). The reviewed evidence from overtourism and perceived crowding contexts indicates that positive evaluations can coexist with resistance-oriented tendencies such as avoidance or objection, particularly where density reduces perceived control and comfort (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). Theoretical models therefore need outcome specifications that allow asymmetry. Negative responses should not be treated as simply the absence of positive intentions. They represent a qualitatively different behavioural orientation that may emerge under specific contextual conditions. This strengthens the case for a dual-outcome framing in which attraction-oriented intentions and resistance-oriented responses are specified separately, rather than assumed to lie on one continuum.
Fourth, the findings imply that measurement is not merely a methodological detail but a theoretical boundary condition. The reviewed literature shows substantial variation in how “tourist satisfaction” is operationalised, often via bespoke indicator sets and context-adapted scales. This diversity supports flexibility, but it limits cross-study comparability and complicates theory building when constructs with the same label capture different dimensions of evaluation. Evidence that performance-only satisfaction models may exhibit conditional validity across demographic groups reinforces the need for explicit equivalence testing before making general theoretical claims about “what drives satisfaction” (Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025). In parallel, the increasing use of digital and hybrid approaches introduces further complexity. UGC and sentiment-based signals can provide valuable information, but they may capture affective tone or momentary reactions rather than stable evaluative judgement. This raises construct-validity questions when digital proxies are treated as interchangeable with survey-based satisfaction constructs (De Marchi, Becarelli and Di Sarli, 2022; Yap et al., 2025). The theoretical implication is clear: satisfaction models must state what exactly is being measured and under which assumptions comparisons are legitimate.
Taken together, these implications refine existing satisfaction–loyalty frameworks for post‑COVID mass tourism. Satisfaction should be theorised as a context-sensitive appraisal shaped by boundary conditions (risk sensitivity and density pressure). Behavioural outcomes should be modelled as potentially asymmetric in high-density settings. Measurement assumptions should be treated as constraints on theory claims rather than as technical afterthoughts. By integrating conditionality, asymmetry and theory–measurement alignment, this dissertation provides a more realistic theoretical basis for understanding tourist evaluation and behaviour in contemporary mass‑tourism environments (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023; Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc228812429]5.3 Managerial implications
The findings of this dissertation have several practical implications for destination managers, tourism planners and service providers operating in post‑COVID mass‑tourism environments. The key implication is that tourist satisfaction should be interpreted alongside contextual pressures and behavioural signals, rather than treated as a standalone performance indicator (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023; Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025).
First, relying solely on aggregate satisfaction scores as indicators of destination success can be misleading in high‑density contexts. The synthesis indicates that satisfaction may remain acceptable while behavioural intentions weaken under crowding and uncertainty, implying that monitoring systems should extend beyond satisfaction ratings alone (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). In practice, destinations should track a small set of behavioural indicators alongside satisfaction, including revisit intention, recommendation intention and explicit resistance-oriented signals such as reluctance, objections or avoidance tendencies where these are captured in feedback channels (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). This can be strengthened by combining survey-based measures with behavioural or operational proxies, such as repeat visitation patterns, booking conversion trends and return rates where available, to provide a more complete picture of visitor response over time.
Second, the role of perceived crowding highlights the need to manage density as an experiential and psychological condition, not only as a physical capacity issue. In overtourism settings, crowding operates as a subjective appraisal that affects comfort, perceived control and goal fulfilment, and it can weaken behavioural intentions even where service performance remains stable (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). Managers should therefore adopt strategies that reduce perceived congestion as well as actual congestion. Practical options include visitor dispersion to alternative locations, off‑peak incentives, time‑slot access, redesign of visitor flows at key sites, and real‑time information provision to support perceived control (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). Communication also matters expectation management and transparent information about peak times can reduce the gap between anticipated and experienced density, which can moderate negative appraisal.
Third, post‑COVID risk sensitivity remains relevant for satisfaction appraisal and behavioural response. Safety and hygiene cues are not peripheral; they function as salient evaluative inputs in recovery environments, shaping comfort and perceived control (Jiménez‑Medina et al., 2022; Sánchez‑Sánchez, De‑Pablos‑Heredero and Montes‑Botella, 2024). Evidence also indicates that COVID‑related fear can moderate how tourists interpret service-quality cues, meaning that different segments may reweight the importance of attributes such as cleanliness and personal space (Gazi et al., 2024). Managers should therefore maintain visible and consistent safety practices, use clear and credible communication, and recognise segment differences in risk sensitivity, particularly for international visitors and visitors with lower tolerance of uncertainty (Jiménez‑Medina et al., 2022; Gazi et al., 2024).
Fourth, digitalisation affects expectation formation, on-site experience and post‑visit evaluation. Digital platforms and mobile tools can reduce friction, support wayfinding and provide real‑time updates, which can improve perceived convenience and control. However, digital traces and UGC-based signals should be interpreted cautiously. Sentiment and review signals may reflect affective tone or momentary reactions rather than stable evaluative judgement, and UGC can be biased by self-selection and representativeness limits (De Marchi, Becarelli and Di Sarli, 2022; Yap et al., 2025). Managers can still use digital monitoring to detect recurring issues and emerging complaints, but the most robust approach is triangulation: combining structured survey indicators with digital signals rather than treating UGC as a direct substitute for satisfaction measurement (De Marchi, Becarelli and Di Sarli, 2022; Yap et al., 2025).
Fifth, the findings highlight the value of differentiating between types of behavioural response. Attraction-oriented behaviours (revisit and recommendation) and resistance-oriented tendencies (avoidance or objection) may not move in the same direction under contextual pressure. A destination may report stable satisfaction while simultaneously experiencing weakening revisit intentions or segment-specific resistance under crowding strain (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023). Practically, this means destinations should monitor behavioural outcomes as distinct indicators and should interpret “stable satisfaction” cautiously unless behavioural signals confirm resilience.
Operationally, these implications support a simple management shift: move from single-metric performance monitoring to a mixed, context-sensitive dashboard. A practical dashboard can include satisfaction and experience quality measures, perceived crowding appraisal and perceived control measures where feasible, positive behavioural intentions, and a small set of resistance indicators (objection/avoidance proxies), combined with real-time digital feedback for early warning signals. This integrated approach improves decision-making under peak-demand pressure and reduces the risk of overinterpreting satisfaction stability as long-term destination resilience (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023; Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025).
Taken together, these implications suggest that effective destination management in post‑COVID mass tourism requires context-aware and behaviour-focused strategies. Satisfaction remains useful, but it should be interpreted together with crowding appraisal, risk sensitivity and behavioural indicators. This supports earlier detection of destination pressure and more targeted interventions to sustain experience quality and behavioural outcomes in high-density environments.
[bookmark: _Toc228812430]5.4 Methodological implications
The findings of this dissertation have methodological implications for how tourist satisfaction and behavioural outcomes should be studied in contemporary post‑COVID mass-tourism research. These implications arise from the dominance of cross-sectional survey designs, variation in measurement instruments and limited equivalence testing, and the expanding use of digital data sources that introduce new validity and representativeness constraints.
First, the dominance of survey-based methods highlights both strengths and limitations in the current evidence base. Structured questionnaires and multi-item scales support systematic data collection and statistical modelling, and they remain the standard approach in most post‑COVID studies. However, cross-sectional self-report designs limit causal inference and restrict the ability to capture how satisfaction, risk sensitivity and behavioural responses evolve over time (Page et al., 2021). Future research should therefore prioritise longitudinal designs where feasible. Panel surveys, repeated measurement across seasons, and designs that observe pre‑visit expectations and post‑visit appraisal can better capture temporal change in satisfaction formation and intention dynamics, especially in destinations exposed to fluctuating density pressure and recovery phases.
Second, the findings indicate that measurement approaches are not fully standardised across studies. The widespread use of adapted scales and varying indicator sets means that “tourist satisfaction” is often operationalised differently depending on context. This supports flexibility, but it also constrains comparability across studies and reduces the cumulative value of the literature when results are aggregated conceptually (Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025). A key methodological implication is that future research should state construct boundaries more explicitly and align measurement choices to those boundaries. Researchers should be clear whether satisfaction is treated as 
· an overall evaluation
· an attribute-based judgement
· an experiential appraisal integrating affect and meaning
Clear construct specification should be paired with transparent reporting of indicator content and validity evidence.
Third, measurement equivalence requires greater attention as a methodological requirement rather than an optional extension. Evidence that performance-only satisfaction models may exhibit conditional validity across demographic strata highlights that identical items can function differently across groups, which undermines cross-group comparability when invariance is not examined (Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025). Future empirical work should routinely incorporate measurement invariance testing when comparing segments, destinations or time periods, and should interpret “differences” cautiously where equivalence is not supported (Vandenberg and Lance, 2000). This is particularly important in post‑COVID contexts where constructs such as safety, cleanliness and personal space may be interpreted differently across travellers with different risk profiles.
Fourth, the increasing use of digital data sources introduces both opportunities and methodological challenges. User-generated content, sentiment analysis and text mining can provide large-scale and time-sensitive signals that are difficult to capture with traditional surveys. However, digital traces are affected by self-selection, representativeness limitations and construct-validity ambiguity. Sentiment and review tone may reflect affective expression or momentary reactions rather than stable evaluative judgement, and therefore should not be treated as direct equivalents of survey-based satisfaction constructs (De Marchi, Becarelli and Di Sarli, 2022; Yap et al., 2025). Future research should adopt explicit construct mapping when using digital proxies. Researchers should state what aspect of evaluation is being captured (affect, complaint frequency, attribute salience, narrative themes) and under what assumptions it can be interpreted as satisfaction-related evidence.
Fifth, the findings support stronger triangulation and mixed-method integration, particularly in complex contexts where crowding and uncertainty shape evaluation and behaviour. Combining survey measures with digital traces and qualitative insight can improve contextual interpretation and reduce reliance on single-source self-report snapshots. Triangulation can also help distinguish between stable satisfaction evaluation and resistance-oriented responses that may not be captured adequately by conventional scales. Methodologically, this requires clear integration frameworks, transparent sequencing (e.g., qualitative exploration informing scale refinement), and explicit reporting of how different data streams converge or diverge (Popay et al., 2006; Booth, Sutton and Papaioannou, 2016).
Sixth, the reviewed evidence indicates that future empirical work should align outcome measurement with the behavioural complexity observed under contextual pressure. Where crowding and overtourism are salient, behavioural outcomes should not be reduced to a single positive loyalty construct. Studies should operationalise attraction-oriented intentions (revisit and recommendation) separately from resistance-oriented responses (avoidance, reluctance or objection) where appropriate, and should specify moderators such as perceived crowding and risk sensitivity that can shape these outcomes (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023; Gazi et al., 2024). This is not only a theoretical improvement; it is a methodological requirement if researchers wish to make asymmetries transparent rather than treating them as residual anomalies.
Overall, these methodological implications point to the need for research designs that are more temporally sensitive, more explicit about construct definition, and more rigorous about measurement comparability. Progress in post‑COVID mass‑tourism satisfaction research will depend on aligning conceptual clarity with measurement assumptions, strengthening equivalence testing, and using triangulated evidence to capture how satisfaction and behavioural outcomes respond to contextual pressure over time (Page et al., 2021; Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025; Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc228812431]5.5 Limitations and future research
This dissertation has several limitations that should be considered when interpreting the findings of the systematic literature review. These limitations relate to review scope and coverage, evidence-base constraints, and boundaries inherent in secondary synthesis. At the same time, they indicate clear priorities for future research in post‑COVID mass‑tourism studies.
First, the dissertation is based on secondary evidence rather than primary data. As a result, the synthesis depends on how the included studies conceptualise satisfaction, operationalise key constructs and report behavioural outcomes. The review can consolidate patterns and contrasts across studies, but it cannot resolve design limitations embedded in the primary evidence base (Page et al., 2021; Popay et al., 2006).
Second, the review scope is delimited by the post‑COVID window (2021–2025) and by the inclusion of peer‑reviewed English‑language journal articles. This improves contextual coherence for post‑COVID mass tourism, but it may exclude earlier theoretical foundations and non‑English scholarship that could provide additional cultural or region-specific perspectives. The findings should therefore be interpreted as representing patterns within a contemporary post‑COVID evidence window rather than a full historical account of the satisfaction literature (Page et al., 2021).
Third, database access constraints required Google Scholar to be used as the primary retrieval platform, supplemented by backward and forward citation tracking. While this strategy supports broad coverage in an interdisciplinary field, it may not provide the same controlled indexing and search reproducibility as multi‑database designs (Booth, Sutton and Papaioannou, 2016). Consequently, the possibility of omission of relevant studies cannot be fully excluded, despite mitigation through citation chaining and transparent screening (Page et al., 2021).
Fourth, the included evidence base is dominated by cross‑sectional, self‑reported survey studies, most commonly modelled using SEM/PLS‑SEM. This restricts causal inference and limits insight into how satisfaction and behavioural responses evolve over time, particularly across recovery phases and changing density pressure. The review therefore synthesises reported associations rather than establishing causal relationships (Page et al., 2021).
Fifth, publication bias remains a structural limitation in systematic reviews relying on peer‑reviewed outlets, where statistically significant or expected relationships may be more likely to be published than null or contradictory findings. Although publication-bias tests are typically associated with meta‑analysis and are not directly applicable to narrative synthesis, the risk remains relevant when interpreting the balance of available evidence (Egger et al., 1997; Booth, Sutton and Papaioannou, 2016).
Finally, the conceptual focus on mass‑tourism and high‑density contexts limits generalisability to niche or low‑density tourism settings. The dual‑outcome orientation is most directly applicable where contextual pressure (crowding, overtourism strain and perceived risk) is salient and where behavioural responses may include resistance-oriented tendencies (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
Building on these limitations, several future research directions follow. First, empirical studies should test the dual‑outcome orientation using primary data, specifying attraction-oriented intentions (revisit and recommendation) and resistance-oriented responses (avoidance or objection) as distinct outcomes, and examining how these outcomes change under different levels of perceived crowding and risk sensitivity (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023; Gazi et al., 2024). Second, future work should prioritise longitudinal and quasi‑experimental designs to capture temporal dynamics in satisfaction formation and intention change across recovery phases and peak-demand conditions (Page et al., 2021).
Third, measurement development should address comparability directly. Future studies should incorporate explicit measurement equivalence testing across demographic groups and destination contexts, particularly for post‑COVID salient items such as cleanliness, safety and personal space. Evidence of conditional validity in performance-only models reinforces the need for invariance testing before interpreting cross-group differences as substantive (Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025; Vandenberg and Lance, 2000).
Fourth, research should strengthen triangulation across data sources. Combining surveys with digital traces (UGC, sentiment, mobility proxies) and qualitative insight can improve contextual sensitivity, but only when construct mapping is explicit and limitations of representativeness and validity are stated clearly (De Marchi, Becarelli and Di Sarli, 2022; Yap et al., 2025). Fifth, qualitative work is needed to clarify the psychological mechanisms underlying resistance-oriented responses, including how tourists interpret loss of control, crowding fatigue and uncertainty, and how these appraisals translate into avoidance or objection (Papadopoulou, Ribeiro and Prayag, 2023).
Overall, addressing these limitations through targeted empirical testing, stronger temporal designs, explicit equivalence procedures and triangulated evidence will support a more robust and cumulative understanding of tourist satisfaction and behavioural outcomes in post‑COVID mass tourism (Page et al., 2021; Pérez‑Campdesuñer et al., 2025).
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[bookmark: _Toc228812433]6.1 Summary of the study
This dissertation examined tourist satisfaction and its relationship with behavioural outcomes in post‑COVID mass‑tourism contexts using a systematic literature review. The study was guided by three research questions that addressed how satisfaction is conceptualised (RQ1), how it is measured (RQ2), and how contextual pressures influence behavioural responses (RQ3). The review synthesised evidence from 52 peer‑reviewed studies published between 2021 and 2025 within mass‑tourism settings.
Overall, the synthesis indicates that tourist satisfaction is increasingly treated as an experiential and context-sensitive appraisal rather than a purely performance-driven score. In post‑COVID settings, evaluation is shaped by situational conditions, including perceived crowding and risk sensitivity. Safety and hygiene cues are therefore more visible within satisfaction formation than in many pre‑pandemic models.
In relation to measurement, the evidence base remains dominated by survey-based approaches, most commonly using multi-item scales and structural modelling techniques. At the same time, instruments and indicator sets differ across studies. This limits cross-study comparability and means that “satisfaction” does not always represent an equivalent construct across contexts and visitor segments. Digital and hybrid approaches (e.g., UGC and sentiment signals) add additional perspectives, but they also introduce validity and representativeness constraints when treated as proxies for satisfaction.
Finally, the synthesis suggests that behavioural outcomes do not always follow a simple linear pattern from satisfaction to loyalty intentions. In high-density contexts, contextual pressures can weaken revisit and recommendation intentions even when overall satisfaction remains acceptable. This supports a more conditional reading of tourist behaviour under crowding and uncertainty.
Together, these findings provide an integrated view of how satisfaction, context and behavioural response interact in post‑COVID mass tourism and prepare the ground for the dissertation’s key contributions summarised in Section 6.2.
[bookmark: _Toc228812434]6.2 Key contributions
This dissertation makes contributions to the study of tourist satisfaction and behavioural outcomes in post‑COVID mass‑tourism contexts. The contributions are theoretical, methodological and practical, and they arise from the systematic synthesis of recent research rather than from primary data collection. The overall contribution is to clarify how satisfaction should be conceptualised and assessed when contextual pressure is salient and when behavioural responses may not follow simple linear assumptions.
The primary theoretical contribution is the articulation of a dual‑outcome perspective on behavioural response in high-density settings. Existing models often treat loyalty as a single positive outcome and assume that higher satisfaction should translate into stronger revisit and recommendation intentions. The synthesis supports a more nuanced view in which attraction-oriented intentions and resistance-oriented tendencies can coexist under contextual pressure. This framing strengthens theoretical interpretation of tourist behaviour in overtourism contexts by distinguishing between the absence of loyalty and the presence of resistance as qualitatively different outcomes.
A second theoretical contribution is the refinement of satisfaction conceptualisation as context-sensitive appraisal in post‑COVID environments. Rather than treating satisfaction as a context-neutral performance score, the dissertation consolidates evidence that situational conditions such as perceived crowding and risk sensitivity shape how tourists interpret experiences and evaluate destination performance. This supports a conditional reading of satisfaction–behaviour dynamics and strengthens the case for explicitly modelling boundary conditions in mass‑tourism research.
The main methodological contribution is the clarification of measurement comparability as a constraint on theoretical claims. The synthesis shows that satisfaction is frequently operationalised using adapted and bespoke indicator sets, which increases flexibility but reduces comparability across studies and segments. By highlighting the role of construct boundaries and equivalence testing, the dissertation positions measurement assumptions as part of the theoretical validity of satisfaction models, rather than as a purely technical issue. It also clarifies why digital and hybrid approaches (e.g., UGC and sentiment signals) should be treated as complementary evidence sources unless their construct mapping is made explicit.
The practical contribution is a more realistic basis for destination performance monitoring in post‑COVID mass tourism. The dissertation highlights why managers should not rely on satisfaction scores in isolation and why monitoring should incorporate behavioural signals and contextual appraisal, especially in high-density settings. The dual‑outcome orientation provides a useful framework for interpreting when stable satisfaction may conceal emerging resistance tendencies and for designing context-aware interventions.
Taken together, these contributions strengthen understanding of tourist satisfaction by linking conceptual refinement, measurement assumptions and behavioural outcome specification within a coherent post‑COVID mass‑tourism framing.
[bookmark: _Toc228812435]6.3 Final concluding remarks
This dissertation examined how tourist satisfaction operates in post‑COVID mass‑tourism contexts and how contextual pressures shape behavioural outcomes. The synthesis indicates that satisfaction should not be treated as a standalone performance indicator. It is better interpreted alongside the conditions in which experiences occur, particularly crowding pressure and risk sensitivity.
The study highlights that behavioural responses depend not only on overall evaluation but also on situational constraints and perceived control. Under high‑density conditions, visitors may evaluate parts of the experience positively while still adjusting future intentions. This means that stable satisfaction scores can coexist with weakening behavioural intentions, especially when crowding and uncertainty are salient.
These conclusions reinforce the need for more context-aware approaches in both research and practice. Treating satisfaction as a conditional, experience-based appraisal provides a more realistic basis for analysing tourism evaluation and for managing destinations under pressure. It also supports the development of frameworks that capture behavioural complexity rather than assuming uniformly positive and linear responses.
Overall, the dissertation contributes a clearer understanding of tourist satisfaction in post‑COVID mass tourism by linking context, measurement and behavioural response. This perspective can help research and destination management move beyond simplified assumptions and towards interpretations that better reflect contemporary high‑density tourism realities.
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[bookmark: _Toc227235050][bookmark: _Toc228812437]Appendix A: Systematic Literature Review Corpus and Data Extraction Framework
This appendix provides the full extraction and coding table for all studies included in the systematic literature review (n = 52). The table details study characteristics, methodological features, indicator categories and research question alignment, ensuring transparency and auditability of the SLR process.
Table A1: Full extraction table of studies included in the systematic literature review (2021–2025)
	Author(s)
	Year
	Journal
	Method
	Safety/Hygiene
	Digitalisation
	Crowding
	Value
	Destination Image
	Satisfaction → Loyalty
	RQ

	Munir et al.
	2025
	Sustainability
	PLS-SEM
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Partial
	RQ2

	Bašan et al.
	2021
	Econviews
	EFA/PCA/Regression
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	RQ2

	Pérez-Campdesuñer et al.
	2025
	Administrative Sciences
	SERVPERF (CFA/SEM)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Shrestha et al.
	2022
	KSII Transactions
	ML (SVM/RF/NN)
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	De Marchi et al.
	2022
	Sustainability
	UGC/Sentiment
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	RQ1/RQ2

	Aniramu et al.
	2025
	Sustainable Environment
	IPA + Regression
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Aliedan et al.
	2021
	Sustainability
	SEM
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Via mediation
	RQ1/RQ2

	Peng & Jiang
	2022
	Journal of Sensors
	SEM index
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Jameel et al.
	2025
	Humanities & Social Sciences Communications
	SEM
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Primary/RQ2

	Gazi et al.
	2024
	Cogent Social Sciences
	PLS-SEM/MGA
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Wu & Yang
	2023
	JDMM
	UGC (KMeans + IPA)
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	RQ1/RQ2

	Sugiama et al.
	2022
	IJASTE
	SEM
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Gao et al.
	2024
	PLOS ONE
	Mediated model
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Primary/RQ2

	Kusumah
	2024
	IJTC
	SEM
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Primary/RQ2

	Zhao et al.
	2024
	JHTM
	SEM
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	RQ2

	Liu et al.
	2023
	Sustainability
	SEM
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	RQ1/RQ2

	Yang et al.
	2025
	IEEE Access
	CRITIC + MLP + GA
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Jiménez-Medina et al.
	2022
	Tourism & Hospitality
	Models
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	RQ2

	Papadopoulou et al.
	2023
	Journal of Travel Research
	SEM
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	RQ3

	Sun et al.
	2024
	Heliyon
	UGC/Text mining
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	RQ1/RQ2

	Sánchez-Sánchez et al.
	2024
	ERMBE
	SEM
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	RQ1/RQ2

	Qin et al.
	2025
	Technological & Economic Dev.
	UGC + config
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	RQ1/RQ2

	Yap et al.
	2025
	Acta Psychologica
	SLR
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Jimenez-García et al.
	2025
	Administrative Sciences
	PLS-SEM
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Primary/RQ2

	Jebbouri et al.
	2022
	Frontiers in Psychology
	PLS-SEM
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Partial
	RQ2

	UNWTO et al.
	2018
	UNWTO Report
	Policy
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	RQ3

	Pham et al.
	2024
	Book Chapter
	Conceptual
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	RQ3

	Guerreiro et al.
	2025
	Journal of Vacation Marketing
	EFA + SEM
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Primary/RQ2

	Mwesiumo & Abdalla
	2023
	Current Issues in Tourism
	SEM
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Partial
	RQ2

	Yacoub et al.
	2025
	PLOS ONE
	SEM
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Primary/RQ2

	Dumitrașcu et al.
	2023
	Sustainability
	Accessibility
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Wang et al.
	2025
	JQAHT
	PLS-SEM
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Partial
	RQ2

	Zhang et al.
	2022
	Sustainability
	Regression
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Primary/RQ2

	Khoshroo & Soltani
	2025
	EJIM
	SLR + Meta-analysis
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Tian & Jebbouri
	2025
	Frontiers
	SEM
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Primary/RQ2

	Zhou & Yu
	2022
	Sustainability
	SEM
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Primary/RQ2

	Kłos & Staniek
	2025
	Sustainability
	GIS
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Say
	2025
	Psychology & Education
	Survey
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Guzmán Pérez et al.
	2025
	ICMarkTech
	PLS-SEM
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Primary/RQ2

	Halpern & Mwesiumo
	2025
	JTR
	PLS-SEM + IPMA
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Punzo et al.
	2022
	Social Indicators Research
	Index
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Guo et al.
	2022
	KSII Transactions
	Big data
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Chhabra et al.
	2025
	Journal of Tourism Futures
	SLR
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Doğan
	2024
	Tourist Destination
	Review
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Tarrant et al.
	2025
	Highlights of Sustainability
	Survey
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	RQ3

	Ismail et al.
	2025
	IJRISS
	Regression
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partial
	RQ2

	Thapa et al.
	2025
	The Academic
	PLS-SEM
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Primary/RQ2

	Jain et al.
	2025
	Book Chapter
	Conceptual
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Ning & Shin
	2022
	JTSHR
	Regression
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2

	Musa et al.
	2025
	IJRISS
	PLS-SEM
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	RQ2
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Figure 4.1: PRISMA Flow Diagram of Study Selection (2021-2025)
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Figure 4.2 Included studies by year (2021-2025)
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Figure 4.3: Measurement/analysis approaches (instrument categories)
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Figure 4.5: Instruments used to measure satistaction (within included corpus)
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Figure 4.6: Frequency of extracted indicators (within includea corpus)
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Figure 4.4: Included studies by research question (coding)
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