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With the fast-developing digital platforms, how customers judge a hotel and the way they make bookings have changed. Online reviews are now a key part of the information, and hotel management responses have grown into a crucial weapon for hotel reputation management. This dissertation examines the influence of online review management on brand reputation in the UK hotel sector.
The study adopts an integrative literature review informed by systematic-review principles methodology combined with thematic synthesis. After developing a structured search and screening process based on PRISMA guidelines, 42 academic papers were identified and analysed. This review explored the following areas—electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM), management's response, customer trust, service recovery, relationship marketing, and new technologies.
The results show that hotel reputation doesn't depend on just your customers' ratings, but on the interplay between customer reviews, managerial responses, and customer perception. Four aspects of the answer were highlighted as being significant – timeliness, tone, personalisation and accountability. All these practices affect perceived credibility and consequently service recovery quality, customer trust and ultimately brand reputation.
The dissertation contributes by integrating eWOM Theory, Signalling Theory, Service Recovery Theory and Relationship Marketing Theory. These perspectives are combined within a conceptual framework to explain how online review management influences hotel brand reputation. The research also emphasises that, for all of the importance of communication, it must be accompanied by operational improvements. Review management is crucial, and there must be a correlation between the online reviews and the quality of service rendered. Future studies are to be conducted to explore the impact of AI-generated answers, distinctions across hotel categories and the evolution of reputation over time.
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	Term
	Definition

	Online Review Management
	The process of monitoring, analysing and responding to online customer reviews to manage hotel reputation.

	Electronic Word-of-Mouth (eWOM)
	Customer-generated online communication where experiences and opinions about hotels are shared with other potential customers.

	Brand Reputation
	The overall perception of a hotel formed through customer experiences, online reviews and organisational responses.

	Management Response
	A public reply from a hotel to customer reviews, particularly complaints and feedback.

	Service Recovery
	Actions taken by a hotel to address service failures and rebuild customer trust.

	Customer Trust
	Customers’ confidence in the reliability and credibility of hotel information, reviews and responses.

	Systematic Literature Review (SLR)
	A structured approach for identifying, evaluating and synthesising existing research using predefined methods.

	Thematic Synthesis
	A method of analysing literature by identifying common themes and patterns across studies.

	PRISMA Framework
	A guideline used to transparently report the process of searching, screening and selecting studies in a systematic review.

	Conceptual Framework
	A model developed from research findings that explains relationships between key concepts.
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[bookmark: _Toc240986870]1.1 Background
As customers are increasingly looking to digital review platforms to gauge where they are about to stay before booking, this represents a whole new landscape to navigate (Yao, Han and Bi, 2024). Traditional methods of hotel reputation consisted of advertising, star and, travel agents and personal recommendation. Users can access ratings and comments, view photos and management's replies in seconds (Sann, Lai, Liaw and Chen, 2022). The sector therefore has a huge opportunity, and places such as TripAdvisor, Google reviews, booking.com and Expedia have become a source of electronic word-of-mouth in the hospitality sector (Tsai, Chen, Hu and Chen, 2020). This is especially relevant for services such as hotel services, which are non-material. The only way for a guest to form a satisfactory opinion of the cleanliness, hospitality, comfort and response to complaints is after he/she has left the premises. Internet reviews remove that element of uncertainty and make it known what the guest of a hotel has experienced (Anagnostopoulou, Buhalis, Kountouri, Manousakis and Tsekrekos, 2020). In the UK hotel industry, this evidence directly relates to reputation. Positive reviews can help build booking intentions, improve service quality perception and build trust. Negative feedback can prompt doubts about the dependability of services, value, professionalism and safety. Availability, control of prices, and financial results also benefit, as managing accessibility is not just a marketing problem (Sann, Lai and Chen, 2021). It is also an organisational problem. But reviews are not all that make up a reputation. It's also dictated by the way in which hotels react to them. Thoughtful responses can demonstrate empathy, accountability and an intent to get better. If the hotel is slow to respond or does not respond at all, it could be a sign of sloppiness or defensiveness. This places online review administration into the spotlight, and it is a significant key method for brand communication (Dewani, 2023). Nowadays, hotel managers can't get away with one complaining guest. They're catering to the future audience who can take advantage of the feedback to make their call for the brand. Therefore, management responses need to be viewed as reputation signals. They can be helpful in the process of service recovery following a failure (Dewani, 2023). But at the same time show symptoms of weak communication if they seem neutral and scripted or insincere. So much has gotten so complicated. Having a larger number of responses doesn't necessarily set the stage for a better reputation. The tone, quality, timing and relevance of the response are of great importance. Online review management should therefore be understood not as post-service customer care alone, but as a public signalling mechanism. Through this mechanism, hotels demonstrate responsiveness, accountability and service-recovery capability.
[bookmark: _Toc240986871]1.2 Research Problem
Online reviews and electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) have been the subject of research studies. But literature remains scattered as reviews, managerial response, trust and reputation are studied independently and also how it affects business performance. While previous studies link online reviews to customer behaviour and firm performance (Yao, Han and Bi, 2024), fewer studies are able to give a more coherent explanation of the interplay between the dimensions of response quality, service recovery and customer trust in the predictability of hotel brand reputation.
In the field of eWOM research, topics such as reviews and ratings, sentiment and review helpfulness are emphasised. Though the information exchanged is explained in this body of literature, less attention has been given to the communication process with regard to Review Management (Choi and Leon, 2020). It is important to differentiate between helpfulness and trust: easily digestible information does not always have to be credible information. Similarly, business performance can be correlated with reputation, without being synonymous with it.
Although there is research on service recovery, the signalling dimension of service recovery is under-researched. Quality of the response is different from service recovery. There can be an immediate response or a personalised one; for credible recovery, there should be acknowledgement, accountability and corrective action where it fits (Kim and Kim, 2022). This means that it is important to have a high response rate, but not a guarantee of restored customer trust. This is relevant because sometimes the results of response speed and sincerity/quality do not match each other (Wen and Ha, 2024).
A focus on ratings, sentiment, and performance outlooks, and not as much on what customers deem as relevant, sincere, and credible responses from management as part of reputation research. A service failure, which can be observed, may materially affect the perceived reputation, especially if the reaction of the management is considered insufficient (Mariani and Borghi, 2020). On the other hand, review management can help to rebuild trust, but communication won't replace better services.
Central research problem: There is no integrated explanation of how reviews, management response quality, service recovery and customer trust interact to influence hotel brand reputation. Theories helpful in this regard include eWOM, Signalling Theory, Service Recovery Theory and Relationship Marketing Theory, but these have been applied separately (Niu and Fan, 2021). This disparity is particularly pertinent in the hotel sector in the UK, where competition and online visibility are critical. 
	Existing research
	Main limitation

	eWOM studies
	Focus mainly on customer reviews rather than management responses

	Service recovery studies
	Give limited attention to the signalling effects of public responses

	Reputation research
	Emphasise ratings and performance rather than response quality

	Hospitality studies
	Lack an integrated framework linking reviews, management responses, trust and reputation


[bookmark: _Toc239699709][bookmark: _Toc240986959][bookmark: _Toc241014798]Table 1: Fragmentation in Existing Research 
Source: Author
[bookmark: _Toc240986872]1.3 Research Aim, Objectives and Questions
Aim: To critically evaluate and synthesise the literature on how online review management influences brand reputation within the UK hotel industry.
Objectives
· To critically review theories explaining online review management and brand reputation.
· To critically examine how online reviews and management-response practices influence customer trust, perceived service recovery and hotel brand reputation.
· To critically evaluate the explanatory contribution and limitations of Signalling Theory, Service Recovery Theory, Relationship Marketing Theory and eWOM Theory in explaining online review management.
· To identify contradictions, limitations and research gaps within the existing literature.
· To synthesise existing evidence to propose a conceptual framework explaining the relationship between online review management and hotel brand reputation.

Primary Question
The primary research question is: 
How does online review management influence brand reputation within the UK hotel industry?

The secondary research questions are:
· What theoretical perspectives explain online review management?
· Which review management practices most strongly influence hotel brand reputation?
· How do management responses affect customer trust and perceived service quality?
· What gaps, contradictions and inconsistencies exist within current literature?
· How can existing literature be synthesised into a conceptual framework explaining online review management and its relationship with hotel brand reputation?

[bookmark: _Toc240986873]1.4 Scope of the Study
This study focuses on the UK hotel industry and investigates online management of hotel reviews, electronic word-of-mouth and reputation management in hotels. The UK hotel industry was selected because it is highly competitive, digitally visible and strongly dependent on customer trust. The study primarily reviewed peer-reviewed academic publications from the last 7 years (2020-2026) with possible integration of theoretical documents from before this period if needed (Mariani and Borghi, 2020). Peer-reviewed journals were selected to ensure methodological rigour and reliability of evidence. The study focuses only on literature related to hotels since they have specific service characteristics such as intangibility, perishability and a high dependence on customer experience. Generally, any studies that are solely journalistic publications in restaurants, airlines, health care ratings, as well as studies carried out by social media influencers and non-English studies will not be considered unless they are contributing to a solid theoretical foundation (Sutherland, Sim and Lee, 2021). This scope is justified because it will ensure that the research will be relevant and within bounds, but it will still enable an evidence-informed and critical discussion of the public feedback and brand management in a hotel. It also helps delineate the later literature review and conceptual framework development process in general. One thing is to clearify that, clarify that the review is not exclusively UK empirical evidence, but a review of international hotel/hospitality evidence interpreted for the UK context.

[bookmark: _Toc240986874]1.5 Chapter Summary
The background information, the research problem, the aim and objectives, questions and scope of the dissertation were given in Chapter 1. It was found that prevailing research was distributed among the fields of eWOM studies, service recovery studies, reputation studies, trust and hospitality studies. It also indicated that the previous studies applied different theories, countries, methods and measures, thus limiting the understanding of an integrated view of management responses and hotel brand reputation (Mariani and Borghi, 2020). Chapter 2 extended upon that, detailing the search and selection of literature, the assessment of literature and how literature was synthesised. By this methodological approach, the identified problem in Chapter 1 was thus addressed and a


[bookmark: _Toc240986875]Chapter 2: Methodology of the Literature Review
This chapter used an integrative literature review informed by systematic-review principles and thematic synthesis to investigate the effects of online review management on hotel brand reputation. The method was appropriate as it was related to hospitality, literature on digital marketing, service recovery and brand reputation (Sohrabi et al., 2021). A narrative review was not adopted due to the risk of it being selective, and a meta-analysis was also inappropriate due to the use of different methods, theories and measurements in the selected studies. An integrative approach enabled transparent search, screening and critical synthesis (Mohamed Shaffril, Samsuddin and Abu Samah, 2021). To document how the articles were identified, screened and included, PRISMA 2020 principles were followed. While theoretical relevance and adaptation to the research questions were taken into account in the final inclusion, PRISMA increased transparency. Following screening and quality assessments, 42 studies were analysed and, based on that, the integrated conceptual framework could be clearly developed.
	Element
	Application

	Review type
	Integrative literature review informed by systematic-review principles

	Synthesis type
	Thematic synthesis and narrative synthesis

	Search process
	PRISMA 2020 framework

	Final included studies
	42 studies

	Main focus
	Online review management and hotel brand reputation


[bookmark: _Toc239699710][bookmark: _Toc240986960][bookmark: _Toc241014799]Table 2: Review Design (Author)
[bookmark: _Toc240986876]2.1 Search Strategy
Systematic and focused search strategy. It sought to determine if there was any peer-reviewed literature that drove an understanding of how online reviews, management responses and DRM were impacting hotel brand reputation (Page et al., 2021). It was felt that a review management search that was based completely on a review rating was insufficient – especially as a communication. So trust, service recovery, and signalling theory and relationship marketing/eWOM were also explored.
A more precise search was made using Boolean operators (Page et al., 2021). Key concepts were combined with the operator AND: “Online Review Management” AND Hotel, so that a combination of both, both the activity and the hotel context, was returned. To minimise irrelevant results where the words were used separately, phrase searches such as “Brand Reputation” and “Electronic Word of Mouth” were conducted. To minimise database bias and ensure coverage of a wide breadth and depth of hospitality, marketing, management and tourism literature, multiple databases were used (Haddaway et al., 2022). This was significant since online review management is talked about in a few fields, not only a single one.
	Search string

	“Online Review Management” AND Hotel

	“Hotel Reviews” AND Brand Reputation

	“Electronic Word of Mouth” AND Hospitality

	“Management Responses” AND Customer Trust

	“Online Reputation” AND Hotels

	“Service Recovery” AND Online Reviews


[bookmark: _Toc239699711][bookmark: _Toc240986961][bookmark: _Toc241014800]Table 3: Example Search Strings (Author)
The duplication of searches was handled after results from databases were exported. To limit the number of repeated records, they were removed before title and abstract screening. This guaranteed that the screening was clear, consistent and didn't include the same article listed again in varying databases. Full database-specific strings are reproduced in Appendix A.
	Review approach
	Suitability

	Integrative review
	Selected: combines different theories, methods and findings

	Systematic review
	Too narrow for varied evidence

	Scoping review
	Maps literature but offers limited critical synthesis

	Narrative review
	Less transparent and more selective

	Meta-analysis
	Unsuitable because study measures were not comparable


[bookmark: _Toc239699712][bookmark: _Toc240986962][bookmark: _Toc241014801]Table 4: Comparison of Review Approaches 
Sources: Author
[bookmark: _Toc240986877]2.2 Databases and Keywords
Literature search was conducted using a combination of major academic indexing search databases and some additional publisher-platform searches to gain broad coverage of hospitality, tourism, marketing and management research. Scopus, Web of Science, and Business Source Premier were the main indexing databases used (Haddaway et al., 2022). The searching of the supplementary publishers' platforms (Emerald Insight, ScienceDirect, Sage Journals and Taylor & Francis Online) on the web uncovered the pertinent research published in the respective collections of journals. A secondary search source, Google Scholar, was utilised for citation searching and to identify possibly relevant studies that were not identified as a result of the primary searches. The keywords searched were “Online Review Management”, “Online Reviews”, “Hotel Reviews”, “Brand Reputation”, “Customer Trust”, “Electronic Word-of-Mouth”, “eWOM”, “Hospitality”, “Service Recovery”, “Signalling Theory”, “Relationship Marketing” and “Reputation Management”.
	Search source
	Type
	Purpose

	Scopus
	Indexing database
	Broad coverage of business, tourism, hospitality and management research

	Web of Science
	Indexing database
	Indexed multidisciplinary research and citation-based literature identification

	Business Source Premier
	Indexing database
	Business, branding, marketing and management literature

	Emerald Insight
	Publisher platform
	Supplementary hospitality, service management and marketing literature

	ScienceDirect
	Publisher platform
	Supplementary tourism, hospitality, consumer behaviour and digital business literature

	Sage Journals
	Publisher platform
	Supplementary management, trust and consumer-behaviour research

	Taylor & Francis Online
	Publisher platform
	Supplementary tourism, hospitality and service-related research

	Google Scholar
	Supplementary search source
	Citation searching and identification of additional relevant studies



[bookmark: _Toc239699713][bookmark: _Toc240986963][bookmark: _Toc241014802]Table 5: Reason behind Database Selection (Author)
[bookmark: _Toc240986878]2.3 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
Specific inclusion and exclusion criteria were used to focus the review on being recent, academically sound, and relevant. Peer-reviewed journal articles were selected as they were carefully tested at editorial and methodological review. They are more reliable for a more in-depth literature review (Kahale et al., 2022). The timeframe chosen to study (2020 to 2026) is due to the fact that the practices of online review sites and hotel responses are rapidly evolving.

	Inclusion criteria
	Exclusion criteria

	Peer-reviewed journal articles
	Conference abstracts

	Hospitality research
	Opinion articles

	Hotel industry focus
	Dissertations

	Online reviews and review management
	Blogs

	English language
	Non-English studies

	Published between 2020 and 2026
	Studies unrelated to hospitality


[bookmark: _Toc239699714][bookmark: _Toc240986964][bookmark: _Toc241014803]Table 6: Selection Criteria (Author)
Conference papers were not included as they are too early and may lack full methods or results. Dissertations were not included in the count as the quality and peer-review process of dissertations is highly dependent on the institution (Kahale et al., 2022). Books were not included as key evidence as they could be wider, less empirically up to date and less specific to the current debate. Blogs and opinion articles were not considered due to lack of academic verification.
[bookmark: _Toc240986879]2.4 Screening Process Using PRISMA
The screening process followed the PRISMA 2020 framework to make the literature selection clear and transparent. This review focused on newly identified studies rather than updating a previous systematic review; therefore, the “previous studies” section was not applicable (NA). For the PRISMA process, it was identified that screening, retrieval and eligibility assessment were conducted, and final inclusion was determined (Sauer and Seuring, 2023).  Four hundred and fifty records were pulled from academic databases (Scopus, Web of Science, Emerald Insight, ScienceDirect, Business Source Premier, Sage and Taylor & Francis). Another 25 records were identified using Google Scholar and citation searches. Of the 450 records retrieved, the databases were consolidated, and 96 duplicate records were eliminated. An additional 24 were rejected at the preliminary stage of record cleaning due to bibliographic information indicating that the records were obviously outside the scope of the review topic. This resulted in 330 records for formal screening of titles and abstracts. 245 records were filtered out following screening. A search for 85 full-text reports was then conducted, and a further 6 reports could not be retrieved. So, 79 reports were evaluated for eligibility. Reports were excluded due to not being hotel/hospitality related, not peer-reviewed, being outside the time period 2020-2026, or having a low relevance rate. Finally, 42 studies were included in the thematic synthesis.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc239699547][bookmark: _Toc239699695][bookmark: _Toc241014833]Figure 1: PRISMA 2020 flow diagram for the literature selection process
Source: Adapted from Page et al. (2021)
The flow diagram for literature selection in this research is shown in Figure 1 and PRISMA 2020. 450 records were found in academic databases, and 25 more were found via Google Scholar and citation searching. A total of 330 records were screened after the elimination of dosed/duplicated data and irrelevant data. After a title, abstract, and full-text assessment, a total of 42 studies were ultimately included in the review and thematic synthesis.
[bookmark: _Toc240986880]2.5 Quality Assessment
A structured quality-appraisal framework was used for each full-text study. The criteria applied were: theoretical contribution, methodological transparency, sample and/or data adequacy, analytical rigour, and relevance for the research question (Kahale et al., 2022). Each criterion was rated on a scale of 1-5. Very poor quality was given a score of 1, and excellent quality a score of 5. There was a total of 25 possible points.
Studies that scored between 21 and 25 were regarded as "strong evidence. Studies with a score of 16-20 were included and evaluated in light of the limitations of the study. Studies with ratings of 15 or less were not included due to the lack of methodological quality and/or relevance. Journal rankings and the impact of citations were taken as ancillary data only (Agrawal et al., 2024). They were excluded from the score since studies published more recently might have fewer citations but have relevant evidence.

	Criterion
	Maximum score

	Theoretical contribution
	5

	Methodological transparency
	5

	Sample or data adequacy
	5

	Analytical rigour
	5

	Relevance to research questions
	5

	Total
	25


[bookmark: _Toc239699715][bookmark: _Toc240986965][bookmark: _Toc241014804]Table 7: Quality-Assessment Criteria 
Source: Author
	Total score
	Decision

	21–25
	Included and prioritised

	16–20
	Included with limitations

	5–15
	Excluded


[bookmark: _Toc239699716][bookmark: _Toc240986966][bookmark: _Toc241014805]Table 8: Scoring Interpretation 
Source: Author
	Quality-appraisal score
	Evidence classification
	Number of studies (n)

	21–25
	Strong evidence; included and prioritised
	25

	16–20
	Acceptable evidence; included with limitations
	17

	Total
	Studies included in the final synthesis
	42


[bookmark: _Toc239699717][bookmark: _Toc240986967][bookmark: _Toc241014806]Table 9: Distribution of Quality-Appraisal Scores 
Source: Author
Of the 42 studies included in the final synthesis, 25 scored between 21 and 25 and were prioritised as stronger evidence, while 17 scored between 16 and 20 and were retained with appropriate consideration of their methodological limitations.

[bookmark: _Toc240986881]2.6 Analytical Method
42 of the studies were analysed using thematic synthesis, narrative synthesis and conceptual mapping. The unit of analysis was not primary data from the hotels, but published evidence. The following information was standardised and recorded for each study: author, year, context, theory, method, findings, limitations and relevance to the research questions (Haddaway et al., 2022). These initial descriptive codes were: eWOM, review credibility, response speed, response quality, personalisation, trust, service recovery, accountability, relationship marketing and brand reputation. There were three phases of the coding process. To begin, common themes were identified in the research. Second, similar codes were grouped into analytical categories and contrasted between the studies. Third, the use of repeated comparisons and contrasting reduced these categories to themes (Page et al., 2021). Codes related to credibility, reassurance and reliability, for instance, were put with customer trust. These trust-related codes were linked to trust signals, building relations and reputation of the brand. This process illustrated that the lower-level codes help to provide a framework for the higher-level themes.
Finally, contradictory findings have been retained and compared, instead of omitted. Studies which focused on response speed and those which focused on sincerity, personalisation and response quality were evaluated. The themes were then finally matched with Signalling Theory, Service Recovery Theory and Relationship Marketing Theory and eWOM Theory (Sohrabi et al., 2021). The theoretical integration provided the conceptual framework and addressed the understanding of the relationships among review management, trust, service recovery and hotel brand reputation.
[bookmark: _Toc240986882]2.7 Theme Refinement and Bias Minimisation
Clear inclusion/exclusion criteria were used before full-text review to minimise reviewer bias. A single coding extraction scheme was used to code each selected study: author, year, context, theory, method, findings, limitations, and relevance concerning the research questions. Themes were further elaborated by recapping between the 42 studies. Some earlier codes were amended to incorporate new and more vigorous patterns found in the literature (Sann, Lai and Chen, 2021). No contradictory results were excluded, but were merely critically compared to demonstrate the extent to which literature agreed or disagreed. This contributed to the balance of the synthesis and transparency, and that it was evidence-based and not dependent on personal judgement.
[bookmark: _Toc240986883]2.8 Chapter Summary
This chapter stated how the literature review has been performed. A systematic literature review was performed by application of the PRISMA 2020 principles into an integrative approach. A literature search was carried out using academic databases and additional citation chasing (Haddaway et al., 2022). The inclusion and exclusion criteria were clearly defined, and 42 studies were finally included in the review. These studies were evaluated for quality and analysed by thematic synthesis, narrative synthesis and conceptual mapping. This served as a means of making the process of developing the integrative literature review informed by systematic-review principles and conceptual framework transparent.


[bookmark: _Toc240986884]Chapter 3: Thematic Literature Review 
Forty-two studies were selected, and a integrative literature review informed by systematic-review principles was conducted in this chapter. It grouped the evidence under seven themes related to online review management, brand reputation in the hospitality sector, customer trust in reviews, review credibility, service recovery and management responses, relationship marketing and customer loyalty, emerging technologies and research gaps (Chen et al., 2022). The chapter didn't regard the studies as distinct excerpts. Rather, it compared arguments, methods, theories, and limitations across the literature. This structure assisted in developing a critical understanding of the relationship between online review management and hotel brand reputation and laying the foundation for the subsequent discussion of and conceptual framework development process.
[bookmark: _Toc240986885]3.1 Theme 1: Foundations of Online Review Management
[bookmark: _Toc240986886]3.1.1 Electronic Word of Mouth and Review Ecosystems
Although online review management is a development of electronic word of mouth, "eWOM" is not considered in the literature as an explanation for the way hotels manage their reputation. Before customers consume hospitality services, online reviews help reduce uncertainty during the decision-making process. eWOM is conceptualised by Chen et al. (2022) as communication among customers. It can be seen as a way to reduce uncertainty. However, Anagnostopoulou et al. (2020) view online reviews generally as mechanisms to affect tourism decision-making and hotel performance. Ciasullo, Montera and Palumbo (2024) underline the communication aspect of the review ecosystem, and Maria Helena et al. (2024) emphasise significantly on behavioural effects. While the above views resonate that reviews are important, customers provide either interpersonal or commercial influence. This has important implications because eWOM is concerned with how guests' opinions flow, but it may not be concerned with how hotels will be engaged and interact once guests' opinions are made public. This is further limited by methodological differences. While Xu et al. (2020) investigate helpfulness and sentiment in reviews accordingly, Ciasullo, Montera and Palumbo (2024) directly delve into the realm of review management practices. Quantitative indicators detect the pattern in reviews but have less explanatory power with respect to the tone of the manager's voice, the relevance of the review or the manager's response strategy. So in terms of grasping the customer-producing part of the review environment, eWOM has been very important. However, it is by no means a theory of managing reviews.
[bookmark: _Toc240986887]3.1.2 Digital Reputation and Hotel Reputation Management
The digital reputation construct is a result of guest-generated content, platform visibility and managerial response. While the financial importance of online reputation is showcased in Ciasullo, Montera and Palumbo (2024), this view helps to understand why reputation serves a purpose better than one that explains how managers communicate reputation. This weakness is the subject of a study by Mathews et al. (2022), who view managerial responses as tangible entities – something that acts as a review management. Ratings, rankings, review recency and management responses are publicly visible to prospective customers on platforms such as TripAdvisor, Booking.com, Google Reviews and Expedia. Therefore, management responses represent a strategic form of public communication rather than merely an internal response to service failures. It's an external message of professionalism, attentiveness and responsibility. This poses a threat to the method of relying principally on numbers of reviews, ratings or sentiment. Although Xu et al. (2020) demonstrate the business value of engaging in complaints online, the use of a big data approach can be limiting in terms of understanding the nature of a customer's assessment of the language of a managerial response. So not just what guests say, but also whether the hotel’s communication of the hotel seems both relevant and, sincere and responsive.
[bookmark: _Toc240986888]3.1.3 eWOM Theory versus Signalling Theory
The main theoretical arguments are whether it is better explained by eWOM or signalling theories. It is more appropriate to use eWOM theory to explain where, how and by whom people are influenced by customers' reviews. It helps to explain why the experience of an independent guest has an impact on future guests, and how a helpful review can be more impactful than the number of reviews alone (Chen et al., 2022). But this ability to explain weakens when the analytical object moves from communication with the customer to conscious interventions by the management. Signalling theory can be considered the more directly applicable theory to managerial responses in managing reviews as a marketing strategy because hotel postings are organisational signals to lower uncertainty and guide audiences' interpretation (Anagnostopoulou et al., 2020). According to Xu et al. (2020), customers will assess not only the reviews but also the responses of the management, while Mathews et al. (2022) state that concrete and courteous replies signal professionalism, and hence may generally signal a lack of customer understanding that is conveyed with generic replies. This paper will therefore contend that neither theory can be ignored. Their explanations differ. While eWOM theory can capture the voice of customers that generates reputational information, signalling theory might provide a better understanding of how hotels strategically respond to this information. While integration is needed, signalling theory is more explanatory for review management as management responses are deliberate messages from the organisation and not from customers to customers.
[bookmark: _Toc240986889]3.2 Theme 2: Brand Reputation in Hospitality
[bookmark: _Toc240986890]3.2.1 Definitions and Dimensions of Hotel Brand Reputation
In the literature, there were various definitions of brand reputation in the field of hospitality. In some studies held as an economic asset. About the above, Asgeirsson, Gudlaugsson and Jóhannesson (2024) linked profitability with online reputation and linked this with occupancy and performance. This was a good position to take as it demonstrated that reputation was clearly having a tangible effect on business. But it also ran the risk of limiting reputation to monetary consequences. The other studies regarded reputation as how customers felt after interacting with the companies, based on reviews or their experience. František Pollák and Markovič (2023) associated hotel customer experience with satisfaction, as online reviews better reflect the experiential aspect of a hotel's reputation. The weakness was that the literature on customer experience tended to focus on how the customer evaluated the experience and downplayed the management response behaviour.
The size of reputation thus seemed larger than any one measure. These contained the dimensions of trust, perceived service quality, credibility, emotional reassurance, value and professionalism. Ana Isabel Lopes et al. (2024) again complicated it by demonstrating a quality certification by online reviews by pricing strategies interaction. This indicated that reviews were not the only factors that influence a reader's assessment of a reputation, as other factors like star rating, certification, and price are considered as well. This, however, also posed a measurement challenge (Mohammad Shafiee and Tabaeeian, 2022). But all these are various facets of reputation whose higher figures, stronger prices and professional answers also indicate reputation. Thus, hotel brand reputation could not simply be viewed as a one-dimensional measure or score.
[bookmark: _Toc240986891]3.2.2 Reputation Formation in Hospitality
The process of reputation formation within the hotel sector was particularly intricate, as several tangible, as well as intangible aspects (Mohammad Shafiee and Tabaeeian, 2022). Hotel brand reputation is the accumulated stakeholder evaluation of a hotel’s service quality, credibility, reliability and responsiveness over time. Both are evaluated by customers and considered when developing reputation scores. There were both tangible and relational aspects, such as room condition, cleanliness, facilities and staff behaviour, trust, and complaint handling. Employee loyalty was linked to online reputation in O’Connor and Assaker (2022), where it was found that employee culture of service was often the source for digital reputation. It was a helpful counterpoint to the studies that simply considered the reviews as the data from the platform. Employee-focused evidence did not, however, sufficiently account for the route hotels took in remediating their reputation in response to negative comments going public.
It was here that management responses were crucial. Omid Oshriyeh and Egger (2025) found that there was a correlation between experience and satisfaction with online reviews, while František Pollák and Markovič (2023) proposed that the management of online reviews also influenced the hospitality image. The contrast revealed that there were two stages in the formation of the reputation. The guest experience resulted in review material first. Secondly, the way this content was understood was influenced by the hotel response. Bad service might have a negative impact on reputation, while an answer with accountability may lessen reputational harm (Asgeirsson, Gudlaugsson and Jóhannesson, 2024). On the other hand, a defensive reaction may serve to exacerbate the underlying issue. This was the reason for the operational but communicative reputation formation.
[bookmark: _Toc240986892]3.2.3 Reputation Measurement and Academic Debate
There were several ways of measuring reputation in the literature, and each had its assets and liabilities. Quantitative data consisted of rating scores, sentiment, helpfulness, help review volume and financial performance. The indicators were found to be helpful as they enabled hotels to be compared to one another and to the platforms. To illustrate, linking review helpfulness to firm performance, as Asgeirsson, Gudlaugsson and Jóhannesson (2024) did, suggests that these reviews are of value for the firm, bolstering the business case for the quality of reviews. Mohammad Shafiee and Tabaeeian (2022) also demonstrated the usefulness and sentiment towards summarising hotel feedback. However, such methods miss out on the meaning of the response language. A response could be short and sweet or give a lot of information (humiliating information). Numerical measures were not good at capturing these subtleties.
In contrast, tone, accountability and trust could be examined more closely through the lens of qualitative and interpretive understandings. They lacked the generalisability of their work. This methodological gulf is what accounted for the fragmentation in the literature. Studies based on large data would tend to produce stronger measurement (Asgeirsson, Gudlaugsson and Jóhannesson, 2024). Studies on Communication would tend to provide stronger explanations. Both were required for this review. Justifications for sharing the significance of online reputation were achieved using quantitative evidence, and thematic synthesis was used to explain how online reputation was built by review management.
[bookmark: _Toc240986893]3.2.4 Interim Synthesis
Online review management and hotel brand reputation were very closely related to each other. Ratings and profitability should be called indicators or outcomes associated with reputation, not reputation itself. The signal was developed by eWOM, signifying the theory of signalling response between hotels and interpretation. Good reviews were not the sole reason for a brand to accrue a good reputation, and bad reviews were not the only reason for a bad reputation Ana Isabel Lopes et al. , (2024). It was a result of experience, credibility of reviews, visibility and communication of the platform. With respect to the existing literature, whilst there was good evidence that an online reputation is important, significant evidence that the practices of responding affect the meaning of the reputation was less robust. This is the reasoning used for the present review, where the evidence from all areas of eWOM, signalling, reputation formation and review management has been synthesized (František Pollák and Markovič, 2023). It also demonstrated the necessity of covering the UK hotel context separately, as a number of elements, such as national service expectations, platform usage, chain structures, and price segments, could affect the understanding of a review and the managerial response. This ensured that it was a review that was critical and of value throughout in the context of the question (O’Connor and Assaker, 2022). In the absence of such a context, findings from general hospitality research might not have been sufficiently specific for the use of hospitality managers in UK hotels, nor have they been sufficiently developed to offer clarity to the theories.
	Approach
	Strength
	Weakness
	Implication
	Reference

	Economic
	Measurable
	Too narrow
	Reputation is more than performance
	Asgeirsson et al. (2024)

	Experiential
	Customer-focused
	Ignores response effects
	Experience starts reputation formation
	Pollák and Markovič (2023)

	Multidimensional
	Comprehensive
	Hard to measure consistently
	Use multiple indicators
	Shafiee and Tabaeeian (2022); Lopes et al. (2024)

	Communicative
	Explains response effects
	Difficult to quantify
	Include managerial communication
	Pollák and Markovič (2023)


[bookmark: _Toc239699718][bookmark: _Toc240986968][bookmark: _Toc241014807]Table 10: Comparison of Definitions and Approaches to Hotel Brand Reputation
[bookmark: _Toc240986894]3.3 Theme 3: Customer Trust and Review Credibility
To provide analytical clarity in this review, several different, though related, constructs are differentiated. Helpfulness of review: Perceived usefulness of review information; credibility of review: Whether information in the review is seen as unambiguously credible. Authenticity is the idea that the review or response is thought to be sincere, and not altered or stereotyped. Trust is a more encompassing trust in the (hotel or information) environment and the reviewer (Berné Manero et al., 2023). Service recovery is defined as the attempts of the organisation in repairing the failure, and brand reputation is the accumulation of stakeholder-assessed value of the hotel over time. The intention to book, loyalty and profitability are thus considered as outcomes that can occur downstream, but not as measures of reputation.
[bookmark: _Toc240986895]3.3.1 Trust Formation in Online Hotel Decisions
For online review management, customer trust was of paramount importance due to the risk involved in booking a hotel before consumption. Customers were not able to fully check cleanliness, staff behaviour, or service recovery before arrival. Thus, they used an online cue. Instead, though, there was disagreement over what cues are most important, as found in the literature. Hung et al. (2024) considered eWOM as a risk-reduction mechanism and argued that reviews by guests, but not by the hotels, influenced decisions due to being provided by previous customers. In contrast, Neirotti and Raguseo (2021) placed reviews in the wider context of decision-making for tourist destinations, in which tourist visibility or the drone of the platform and the laid-down ratings of other tourists influenced the confidence level. This distinction was significant because in the first case the credibility of more peers was foremost, in the second case the credibility of reviews in the context of a broader reputation system. Reviews were not then an automatic routine to build trust. Chen, Law and Yan (2022) demonstrated that “helpfulness” affected the influence of the review, and Armas-Cruz, Gil-Soto and Morini-Marrero (2022) focused on the sentiment/summary value. In both studies, reference to measurable indicators was supported, though there was a weakness shown. Helpfulness and sentiment recognised what was found useful and/or whether the review was considered emotional; however, neither explained whether the review was considered authentic (Berné Manero et al., 2023). Of the detailed negative reviews, one was persuasive owing to its seemingly specific nature. But it also may be based on prejudice, hyperbole or personal hope.
[bookmark: _Toc240986896]3.3.2 Review Helpfulness, Authenticity and Credibility
There was a strong correlation between helpfulness and review, although this often led to the assumption that helpfulness equates with credibility, which was an issue. Chu, Lai and Nathan (2025) showed sound evidence that helpful reviews were more persuasive in nature, but that helpfulness votes were not neutral. They relied on platform design, reviewers' visibility, and reader agreement. But a review can be rated as "helpful" even if it wasn't helpful--just because it validated other assumptions. To add to the methodological power of helpfulness, Tsai et al. (2020) added sentiment as a second dimension; although this method enhanced the text-based dimension of helpfulness, it still privileged the measurable, text-based aspects of helpfulness over interpretation.
However, Lai, Wang and Wang (2021) contested this and scrutinised review scepticism. Their research indicated that customers did not take online reviews “on the chin.” When customers pose scepticism, management responses took on greater significance, for they provided an organisational counter-signal. That didn't mean customers had more faith in hotels than did guests, though. Defensive or generic and/or promotional hotel responses could also be seconded. The credibility hence was reliant on the interplay of the review detail and the response quality (Berné Manero et al., 2023). The key discussion was on which users would rely more: customers' reviews or management's responses. The evidence showed that the credibility of guest reviews stemmed from their independence, and the credibility of management responses was a consequence of the way in which the hotel responded to public criticism. Peco-Torres, Polo-Peña and Frías Jamilena (2023), in their compilation of Sann, Lai and Chen (2021), highlighted customer-to-customer communication; however, Aldulaimi et al. (2025) revealed that the abovementioned practices differed and may impact on customer service perceptions. This indicated that trust was coproduced. Responses determined if reviews were interpreted as isolated, acknowledged or unresolved, with reviews providing the first impression.
[bookmark: _Toc240986897]3.3.3 Review Scepticism and Management Response Credibility
Because there was the possibility of emotion, bias and inconsistency in online reviews of hotels, scepticism was reviewed. Petrescu, Gironda and O’Leary (2024) found that there was scepticism before and after visiting, which influenced behaviour. This was important, as customers might check out various signals before determining what to buy. If the response appeared sincere and accountable, a negative review does not necessarily kill trust. On the other hand, a positive environment for the customer's Review might not be enough to calm raging buyers if the answers came off as automated or evasive. A limitation of quantitative review research was. Tan and Zou (2024) and Salehi-Esfahani, Torres and Hua (2023) established the associations between online reputation and helpfulness of reviews and firm outcomes. These studies were useful because they provided business relevance. However, they assessed results and not communication processes. They demonstrated the necessity and significance of trust and minimally explained how it was built up and eroded by the language of response (Chu, Lai and Nathan, 2025). In this review, that void was significant, as reputation was left to be interpreted. Not everything was about the star rating. It was also noticed in hotel behaviour in response to praise/complaint.
[bookmark: _Toc240986898]3.4 Theme 4: Service Recovery and Management Responses
[bookmark: _Toc240986899]3.4.1 Management Responses as Public Service Recovery
When it comes to service recovery, the literature went so far as to suggest that service providers' responses are merely a way to "repair dissatisfaction," but the concept shifted when it came to online reviews (Chu, Lai and Nathan, 2025). Leveraging existing comfort factors, illness rooms were often private with the employee and guest. Public and permanent online recovery was aimed at the customer and the reviewer. The strongest association was given by Bambauer-Sachse and Stuhldreier (2026), who analysed review management practices. The apparent inconsistencies among their findings suggested response management was not applied consistently from service to service. This was important since a response could either limit damage to the reputation or further it. The number of studies dedicated to online complaining behaviour via big data was evident; it facilitated the identification of the patterns of complaints, as Rezvani and Rojas (2022) analysed online complaining activity using big data. However, predicting complaints was not predictive of quality of recovery. A hotel might be aware that there had been complaints and have done a poor job of handling them. That is why communication analysis was needed with regard to service recovery. If a complaint on cleanliness/staff behaviour/value was required, it needed to be more than acknowledged (Jeong et al., 2023). It took evidence of corrective action and a showing of empathy and responsibility. If only one of these was missing, review management would have looked empty and not effective.
[bookmark: _Toc240986900]3.4.2 Apology, Empathy and Accountability
Apology strategies were considered useful, and were successful only when they were sincere and specific. A very brief apology might express courtesy but did not necessarily reflect responsibility (Li and Qi, 2023). An apology and saying sorry were in the details, but it could also be a way of making people aware of the severity of failure. This is why the existence of a response did not matter, but rather the quality of a response. While Wang, Lin and Li (2023) highlighted the impact of online reviews, Singh and Mittal (2026) proposed that consumers assessed the credibility with great care. So, an apology could only be effective if customers believed it. Accountability was questioned, too. Signalling-wise, admitting fault may be a sign of professionalism and moral seriousness. However, from a risk management point of view, over- admission may reveal vulnerability in the operations. It was not completely neutralised in the literature. According to Zhang, Cai and Qiao (2025), there was a difference in response practices, whereas Zelenka, Azubuike and Pásková (2021) demonstrated the influence of internal employee factors on online reputation. All these studies in aggregate suggested that public accountability cannot be divorced from a culture of service. There would be no restoration of reputation if the staff's behaviour keeps on sparking grievances regularly.
Empathy had similar complexity. Some messages were more of an empathetic nature, for example when guests were upset about services, the hotel could humanise them. However, being empathetic without action might look like it's staged. This was important for UK hotels as customers checked out the brands on platforms (Li and Qi, 2023). Frequent reminders of “we are sorry about your experience” may create a lack of confidence if no corrective information is provided. So, it was essential to tie empathy to explanations and enhancements.
[bookmark: _Toc240986901]3.4.3 Responsiveness and Timing
Responsiveness often came across as positive, and literature indicated that what was being outlined- speed- is not enough. A quick reply can be indicative of good listening skills. However, if they respond quickly, it might be automation or lack of sincerity. It is at this point those studies made along the measurement scale diverged (Hung et al., 2024). Response delay could be provided with quantitative studies, and tone and credibility in qualitative synthesis. Hence, a ninth category, 'Response Timing and Quality ', had to be analysed along with the responses.
Based on the findings of Thi et al. (2022), the online complaints had significant visible risk factors, thus helping the management to act swiftly. But Wen and Ha (2024) suggested that behavioural intention followed from credibility judgements, suggesting that speed without credibility has little meaning. This contrast indicated that rapid response should not be considered as a single performance goal for hotels (Hung et al., 2024). A quicker, but somewhat more carefully written reply might build more trust than an instantaneous duplicate response. The issue was whether the response reduced uncertainty and showed genuine recovery.
[bookmark: _Toc240986902]3.4.4 Comparing Response Strategies
Reputational effects of various response strategies. Using generic responses can help maintain consistency and efficiency, but might appear impersonal. Personalised responses indicated that they occurred when a manager paid attention to the problem of individual guests, but this involved time and good management skills (Petrescu, Gironda and O’Leary, 2024). Defensive actions might safeguard the hotel's posture, but they also put its name at risk. Room for corrective responses was typically more effective as it included both apology and action. Yet, even corrective responses might not be effective if given without improvement and not precise. This comparison illustrates the need for a critical evaluation of review management. Zhang et al. (2021) and Le and Ryu (2023) showed the strategic importance of Online Reputation (OR) and Online Review Helpfulness (ORH), without distinguishing all types of responses. Floriano (2025) took a step closer by considering the management of the respective reviewers, but more synthesis was needed to explain how the different approaches to responding to a review either had positive or negative effects on the brand. Transparency between what was reviewed, the tone in the review, and the promise of action was needed for effective review management.
	Strategy
	Advantage
	Risk
	Best use

	Generic
	Speed/consistency
	Impersonal
	Routine positive reviews

	Personalised
	Authenticity
	Resource intensive
	Specific complaints

	Defensive
	Protects position
	Reputation damage
	Rarely appropriate

	Corrective
	Accountability
	Requires action
	Significant failures


[bookmark: _Toc240986969][bookmark: _Toc241014808]Table 11: Comparative Analysis of Hotel Response Strategies in Online Review Management 
Source: Author
[bookmark: _Toc240986903]3.4.5 Interim Synthesis
Relationship between Customer trust and review credibility/service recovery. Reviews provided peer-based evidence; management responses provided a context to interpret this evidence. The point being, customers started trusting the reviews as they looked unbiased, but the responses to the reviews can either build or tear down that trust in terms of credibility, empathy and accountability (Petrescu, Gironda and O’Leary, 2024). There was still a split in the literature, with some using different theories, methods and measures. Patterns are explained by big data, and meaning is explained by the service recovery/signaling perspective. Of the two response dimensions (frequency and quality). The reviewed evidence suggests that response quality is more consistently associated with favourable reputational outcomes than response frequency alone.

[bookmark: _Toc240986904]3.5 Theme 5: Relationship Marketing and Customer Loyalty
[bookmark: _Toc240986905]3.5.1 Review Management as Customer Engagement
When relationship marketing made online review management more than about solving complaints, it's about something else. It considered every public comment an opening for dialogue, to build trust and demonstrate a commitment to guests. The reviewed literature, however, was not in consensus as to whether the impact of this relationship was primarily a result of guest reviews or managerial responses. Barbhuiya and Bansal (2026) highlighted the importance of “eWOM” — a peer-to-peer influence, meaning that customer loyalty was influenced by the peer narratives before they were even contacted by the hotel communications. By contrast, Jeong et al. (2023) emphasised review management practices, suggesting that the Hotel is not one that passively receives the guest's judgment. This mattered because relationship marketing was, above all, about interaction, rather than mere reputation exposure. 
Just because you are getting a volume of responses doesn't necessarily mean that is what made the customers engaged. Many responses can be produced to reviews, but if the responses are generic, it would no longer be a way to build relationships in a hotel. Berné Manero et al. (2023) demonstrated that users might be sceptical of online information, though Li and Qi (2023) saw online reviews as strong decision-making tools in the tourism sector. This pointed to the fact that engagement would rely less on digital and more on credible communication. Guests' perception of specific and respectful responses associated with improvement strengthened relationships through review management.
[bookmark: _Toc240986906]3.5.2 Long-Term Relationships and Trust Building
The frequency of breakups among long-term relationships in hotels was high, as many guests booked once. This created a vital role for Review Platforms. They were allowing hotels to "show off" relational behaviour even for those who didn't come in first (Nicolau, Xiang and Wang, 2024). This process was explained by relationship marketing theory, as public response indicated if the hotel cared about feedback, was aware of dissatisfaction and cared about future service. But there were limitations to this theory. Frequently, it was an interaction that went on, but not so with online review audiences, who were anonymous and momentary. The authors of the paper by Nicolau, Xiang and Wang (2024) expanded on this by linking employee loyalty to online reputation. They found that external trust started with internal service culture as the basis. This questioned studies which considered only digital review indicators. While it's no problem if repeated reviews find a rude employee or poor service, this must be a polite response online to keep loyalty alive. González-Rodríguez et al. (2022) connected the concept of customer experience with satisfaction based on reviews that were provided online; however, the emphasis on experience was not sufficient in explaining hotels' approaches to maintain trust in the wake of service failure. These studies put together indicated that in order to build trust, there must be congruence between operational behaviour and what was communicated online.
The contradiction had significance for hotel managers. However, if the review component of management was portrayed as marketing alone, it would have been more of a superficial touch. When it was associated with service learning, staff training, and corrective action of complaints turned it into "relationship-building" (Rezvani and Rojas, 2022). Hence, review management was only possible when responses were indicative of concrete organisational actions. This is what prompted the change in emphasis from politeness to accountability in regard to customer loyalty.
[bookmark: _Toc240986907]3.5.3 Customer Retention and Loyalty Implications
There was no standardisation of measuring Customer retention in the literature. However, some studies focused on online reputation and its relation to performance and some on trust and satisfaction/behavioural intention. Liu et al. (2021) further bolstered the business case by linking online reputation to the profitability of an enterprise. In a similar fashion, Aldulaimi et al. (2025) reported that the helpfulness of the review was correlated with firm performance. The commercial value of these studies was confirmed by the results, whereas emotional loyalty was only measured to a limited extent. Profitability may improve due to visibility or due to price effects but not due to feelings of attachment (Rezvani and Rojas, 2022).
In contrast, a relationship marketing view indicated that loyalty was the result of trust, repeated good signals, and reassurance. This difference exhibited the non-equivalence of the financial indicators and the relational indicators. While a hotel can achieve high ratings and bookings without proper handling of complaints, it can also lose loyalty. Management countermeasures thus served as loyalty cues (Bambauer-Sachse and Stuhldreier, 2026). The hotel showed it listened, with personalised replies accompanied by apologies and corrective actions. If guests feel unheard due to defensive/automated responses, it will reduce retention.
This was an important point for the UK Hotel sector as their customers checked their hotels on different platforms. Location - or brand name - was not a guarantee of loyalty. It was required to be maintained with manifest reliability. When reviewed, management turned feedback into evidence of responsiveness to strengthen relationships. But the literature was still limited when it came to the distinctions between independent hotels and chain hotels (Tan and Zou, 2024). If you are involved in the chain hotel sector, you could use a uniform brand script, but if you have an independent hotel, you can cultivate customer loyalty. This continued to be a significant gap.
[bookmark: _Toc240986908]3.6 Theme 6: Emerging Technologies in Review Management
[bookmark: _Toc240986909]3.6.1 AI-Generated and Automated Responses
New technologies changed how reviews were managed, making them faster, larger, and more uniform. Studies like Bambauer-Sachse and Stuhldreier (2026) found that AI-generated responses, automation, and chatbot-like answers may help hotels respond to the volume of reviews efficiently. But the literature juxtaposed itself against efficiency and authenticity. Sentiment and helpfulness facilitate processing online hotel reviews. Zelenka, Azubuike and Pásková (2021) researched artificial intelligence in customer assessments in hospitality services. Both studies were validating the technology, and neither clarified if such automation enhances trust in human service contexts. This was important, as hotels were relational service organisations and not just data-processing organisations. While the chatbot answer may have been swift, swiftness did not equate to service recovery. Nicolau, Xiang and Wang (2024) indicated that consumers might be sceptical about the information they could receive from online customer reviews. That doubt might also be reflected in management's answers should there be a sense of artificial wording or copying. Thus, AI may left a management conundrum. It aided in quick response for the hotels, but potentially undermined credibility if an emotional complaint needed a human touch.
[bookmark: _Toc240986910]3.6.2 Reputation Analytics and Sentiment Analysis
Reputation analytics and sentiment analysis provided means for the detection of trends in guest feedback. González-Rodríguez et al. (2022) demonstrated the potential of big data analytics in anticipating online complaining behaviours in hospitality. These studies also showed that review summarisation benefited from sentiment and helpfulness by Li and Qi (2023). Thus, these studies assisted the managers in managing the amount of review data. They might also bring with them a weakness. While analytical tools could be used to classify language, they may not be able to understand context, irony, tone or seriousness of complaint. This restriction was crucial in hotel Reputation Management. A review can be mild-tongued, yet refer to a serious problem, for example unsafe facilities (Salehi-Esfahani, Torres and Hua, 2023). Another may feel like an emotional review, but be about a minor inconvenience. Both of those sentiments may also be read wrong due to sentiment analysis. Thus, analytics needs to complement, but not substitute for, the managerial decision. Floriano (2025) highlighted practices of reviewing and that it showed that interpretation and response strategy were important. While the chatter and use of technology were exposed, the managers had yet to determine what to do about it.
[bookmark: _Toc240986911]3.6.3 Implications for Hotel Management
Most significantly for hotel management was that there should have been an improvement in relationship-based review management, not its replacement, with technology. Automation was helpful with tracking the volume of reviews and identifying failure to service and prioritising complaints. But it did involve reputational risk when used for direct responses not human-adjusted. In hospitality, people wanted to be recognised emotionally, as well as provided with information (Zelenka, Azubuike and Pásková, 2021). Using a standardised AI response might seem like speedy but detached communication. This related Theme 6 to Theme 5. Trust, continuity and a sense of caring were key elements of relationship marketing, whereas automation often focused on speed and scale. The two did not always have to go against each other; balance was needed. While analytics data could be used by hotels to determine problems and responses, communication was required to be done by human intervention. The evidence indicated that technologies were useful when they were used to support the recovery of services, learning of the employees and monitoring of their reputation (Zhang et al., 2021). They became damaged when they gave misleading answers that undermined sincerity. A research gap was caused by emerging technologies. The current research clarified sentiment analysis and online review analytics more effectively than the AI creation of responses to manage. Automated review management was now taking hold in the hotel industry (Singh and Mittal, 2026). Further synthesis needed to examine whether AI improved efficiency and whether customers perceived AI-assisted responses as trustworthy, empathetic and reputation-enhancing.

[bookmark: _Toc240986912]3.7 Research Gaps
The literature identifies several unresolved areas concerning online review management and hotel brand reputation. These gaps are summarised in Table 10.
	Gap
	Evidence
	Limitation
	Future Research

	UK-specific evidence
	Previous research examines how online reputation management can impact the profitability, the visibility and trust of hotels. However, Liu et al. (2021) have related that, there are many pieces of evidence that are international and not specifically about UK hotels, and are more related to tourism in general.
	Results from other markets may not necessarily translate into the expectation, conditions or platform use by customers in the UK. Barbhuiya and Bansal (2026) state this restricts the extent to which it is possible to describe how the responses of management affect reputation in the UK hotel industry.
	Additional research should be conducted with UK hotels and investigate the relationships between the response quality, tone, timing and accountability and their customer's trust and brand.

	Independent vs. chain hotels
	It has been found in research that there is a variation in response practices for various customer service situations in the hospitality industry. Though Berné Manero et al. (2023) revealed chain hotels are likely to have standardized communication policies, while larger independent hotels might be able to communicate on a more personal basis, depending on hotel owners or managers.
	Previous research does not often directly examine ownership structures (Singh and Mittal, 2026). Therefore, it is not clear if and how the standardisation contributes to increased consistency but decreased authenticity or if the increased personalisation fosters greater trust.
	Comparative studies should be conducted to examine the impact of ownership on the evaluation of the response style and authenticity, and customer trust and reputation benefits of independent and chain hotels.

	Luxury vs. budget hotels
	Le and Ryu (2023) suggests that there are varying expectations of reputation depending upon positioning, level of service and price. Jeong et al. (2023) demonstrated that expecting customers to get more personalised recovery and communication from luxury properties than budget does not make sense.
	Numerous studies lump together the various types of hotels and fail to differentiate how effective the same response strategy will be within each market segment (Aldulaimi et al., 2025).
	Further studies could compare and contrast the luxury and budget hotels to find differences in the response expectation, service recovery standards and reputation effects across these two hotel categories.

	Cross-platform differences
	Rezvani and Rojas (2022) mentioned that websites like TripAdvisor, Booking.com, Google Reviews, and Expedia vary in several aspects of visibility, review presentation, audiences and credibility. Such differences may impact on the interpretation of reviews and/or managerial responses.
	Platform characteristics barely feature in current research as to their impact on the effectiveness of the response (Aldulaimi et al., 2025). What works on one platform doesn't necessarily work on another.
	Additional research needs to be done on different platforms and how the visibility, verification, review format and features of responding impact trust, credibility and reputation.

	AI and automated responses
	Petrescu, Gironda and O’Leary (2024) and Singh and Mittal (2026) demonstrates automation and analytics boosts the speed, consistency and management of large volumes of reviews. Responses could also be somewhat impersonal or lack authenticity, and feel more like rote-learned answers that are generated by an AI.
	Zhang, Cai and Qiao (2025) state that Limited research exists regarding customer satisfaction with automated responses and the effectiveness of AI to convey empathy, sincerity and accountability.
	The results of future research will see comparisons between human, AI-assisted, and fully automated types of responses to investigate impact on authenticity, trust, service recovery perceptions and hotel brand reputation.


[bookmark: _Toc239699719][bookmark: _Toc240986970][bookmark: _Toc241014809]Table 12: Gap Matrix (Author)
Gap Synthesis:  In general, the literature was good in demonstrating the importance of online reviews, but lacking in clarifying the mechanisms of review management in specific situations. Rating, sentiment and performance were measured as quantitative outcomes of these studies, whereas trust, empathy and recovery were assessed during communication-related investigations (Zhang, Cai and Qiao, 2025). It was rare for these streams to be connected. The absence of a framework of understanding how online review management influenced the hotel brand reputation across living contexts, hotel ownership, hotel price category, platform environment and automated response systems was therefore found to be a key gap. This warranted an integrative review as opposed to another stand-alone review study.
[bookmark: _Toc240986913]3.8 Conclusion
In this chapter, the key themes identified to be shaping the field of online review management and hotel brand reputation were summarised. It revealed that electronic WOM helped to build the reputation review system, and signature theory accounts for how management response emerged as a reputation cue (Wang, Lin and Li, 2023). The discussion also illustrated that hotel reputation did not get built just from the rating. It had to be built around the presence of trust, credibility, service quality, tone of response and recovery behaviour. Customer trust was called into question, since it was common for customers to trust peer reviews, but how this is interpreted depends on the way management responds. There was also service recovery literature that was highlighted to indicate apology, empathy, accountability and responsiveness were only significant when they were felt to be sincere and specific (Thi et al., 2022). Relationship marketing added another layer to the debate, and the way it becomes a discussion of engagement, retention, and loyalty, along with review management. Emerging technologies provided efficiency by means of analytics and automation. However, at the same time posing concerns of authenticity in regard to the United Kingdom's hotel industry (Lai, Wang and Wang, 2021). Chapter 4 further explored these themes and, combined with all of the evidence, contradictions were addressed, and the proposed conceptual framework was developed.



[bookmark: _Toc240986914]Chapter 4: Discussion
[bookmark: _Toc240986915]4.1 Introduction
This chapter does not introduce new studies; it integrates the findings of the 42-study corpus to answer the research questions and refine the conceptual framework. The discussion included the results of electronic word-of-mouth, digital reputation, trust, service recovery and relationship marketing, as well as emerging technologies and research gaps (Chen, Law and Yan, 2022). Then it cleared up the ambiguities with response timing, the quality of response, and trust and reputation. The chapter also looked into the Signalling Theory, Service Recovery Theory, Relationship Marketing Theory, EWOM Theory, as well as the Expectation Confirmation Theory (Liu et al., 2021). Finally, results were synthesised to build an understanding and a conceptual framework of how online reviews and hotel management responses impacted customer confidence, booking intention and customer loyalty through perceived hotel brand reputation.
[bookmark: _Toc240986916]4.2 Integration of Findings
[bookmark: _Toc240986917]4.2.1 Online reviews as a reputation system including both individual and collective interactions
The integrated evidence demonstrated that online reviews did not merely function as a repository for customer reviews and that it was a reputation system. Reputation is co-produced by three actors. Guest, hotel and platform. eWOM studies postulate how consumers managed to mitigate the uncertainty about the product/service based on previous buyers' experiences (Floriano, 2025). The reputation pieces demonstrated that the effect of the experiences was on monetary and attitude consequences. Peer influence was emphasised by Salehi-Esfahani, Torres and Hua (2023), while a relationship between online reputation and hotel profitability was highlighted by Tan and Zou (2024). Combined reading, the studies showed that reviews had an impact on customer judgements and commercial performance. But profitability did not give any clue to the nature of reputation formation. The communication process was strengthened upon the inclusion of evidence on management responses.
Wang, Lin and Li (2023) demonstrated that the management of eWOM also impacted the decision-making of hotel managers, and Salehi-Esfahani, Torres and Hua (2023) considered eWOM management as multidimensional. These opinions took the analysis beyond the rating stage. They proposed that reputation is created in relation to the interaction of guests, hotels and platforms. The synthesis also revealed that there is variability in the measurement of the reputation of the hotel. While some of the studies applied ratings, others applied review sentiment, helpfulness or profitability, and other studies applied loyalty or booking intention. An example of the studies relating daily sentiment and hotel performance is Zhang et al. (2021). An example of the studies relating corporate reputation and loyalty and citizenship behaviour is O’Connor and Assaker (2022). Reputation thus could not be summarised into just one score. It was better understood as a multi-layered judgement which was: service quality, credibility, trust, visibility and behavioural confidence.
[bookmark: _Toc240986918]4.2.2 Trust, credibility and service recovery
The evidence also indicated that there was a relationship between trust and reviews with regard to reputation. Customers used reviews due to services that they could not fully check before they buy it in a hotel. But trust was far from given. Tan and Zou (2024) found that helpfulness had an impact on review influence, and Thi et al. (2022) linked helpfulness and authenticity to purchase intention. Scepticism guided behaviour reactions, writes Bambauer-Sachse and Stuhldreier (2026). All of these studies indicated that before accepting the information regarding reviews, there is an evaluation of detail, consistency, source credibility and potential manipulation conducted by the customer. This is a secondary record of management responses, entered into this trust process. Tan and Zou (2024) found that the reviews and responses by the customers were processed by both heuristic and systematic routes. It was felt this meant that a "tone" or "tone by response presence" would call attention, but greater judgment would be required with content. The findings of Zelenka, Azubuike and Pásková (2021) corroborated that there was a relationship between review characteristics and their helpfulness that was influenced by the managerial responses. So, there were more than just responses that didn't defend hotels. They shifted what others think of the original review.
This was supported by service recovery evidence. When it comes to negative eWOM, Nicolau, Xiang and Wang (2024) revealed that it could be an opportunity as long as hotels react properly. Salehi-Esfahani et al. (2023 showed that there is an interaction effect between response strategy and service failure type. González-Rodríguez et al. (2022) correlated justice-based responses to recovery with operating performance. In some cases, a standard apology worked for a minor inconvenience, but if safety or hygiene was in question or the misconduct of staff was involved, it seemed superficial. Apology, empathy and accountability were also shown to be interdependent in this synthesis. Some people may think it is a superficial or insufficiently substantiated apology if it is not backed up by any reasoning. Explaining it with no empathy might come out defensive. Corrective action, if not accompanied by accountability, may look like promotional action (Armas-Cruz, Gil-Soto and Morini-Marrero, 2022). Proficient responses then involved not only identifying harm, but also responsibility, the emotion in relation to the harm and verisimilitude of improvement. This notion was confirmed by the research of Jeong et al. (2023), who demonstrated that the relationship between the failure type and the response strategy had an impact on observers' helpfulness judgements. It was the grade of responses, not one polite word.
[bookmark: _Toc240986919]4.2.3 Relationship outcomes and technology
An extension of the findings was possible through relationship marketing. Barbhuiya and Bansal (2026)) correlated guest reviews to satisfaction, engagement and loyalty, and Li and Qi (2023) demonstrated that a relationship between perceived ethicality and eWOM reached satisfaction and engagement because of the trust of the guest. It was proposed in these studies that review management could have an impact on behaviour in the future if it conveyed fairness and care. But a single reply couldn't be taken as loyalty. Petrescu, Gironda and O’Leary (2024) demonstrated the impact of corporate reputation on loyalty via general mechanisms of relationships. Hence, review management increased loyalty only to the extent that there was repeat service performance related to response behaviour. Chain standardisation ensured consistency, but Rezvani and Rojas (2022) found that rote answers might have an impact on the subsequent revision. There's a risk that a repeated template can indicate efficiency, but also diminish authenticity. Independent hotels may be able to respond in a more personal manner, but with fewer resources, there may be a delay in responses or some inconsistencies in quality (Armas-Cruz, Gil-Soto and Morini-Marrero, 2022). To this end, evidence indicated that standardisation and personalisation did not necessarily imply that one was superior to the other.
A similar trade-off was created by emerging technologies. Two studies, Salehi-Esfahani, Torres and Hua (2023) and Zhang, Cai and Qiao (2025), revealed that sentiment analysis and big-data technologies had beneficial effects in augmenting the monitoring of reviews. These tools enabled hotels to pinpoint the most common complaints, focus on serious concerns and evaluate reputation trends. But analytics was better at picking up language patterns than emotional meaning. There is a chance to mark a review as negative through a programmed method. However, most of the time, it might not be able to separate sarcasm, cultural subtleties, or well-deserved anger. Although AI-generated responses provided a boost in speed and scalability, they also raised issues of authenticity. Singh and Mittal (2026) demonstrated that responding to online content was more a matter of managerial judgment and not only technological efficiency. This is an insight that meant that automation should have been assisting, not supplanting, managerial judgement. AI will have the potential to write responses, recognise urgency and give tone ideas (Peco-Torres, Polo-Peña and Frías Jamilena, 2023). However, when complaints related to emotion or liability and/or reputational risk, human review was still required. The net finding was that technology helped when using it to enhance attention and consistency; it hurt when using it to generate common communication.
[bookmark: _Toc240986920]4.3 Resolving Contradictions
[bookmark: _Toc240986921]4.3.1 Response timing versus response quality
There seemed to be disagreement in the literature as to whether it was speed versus quality. Wang, Lin and Li (2023) correlated the firmness of the response with the online reputation, which promotes fast reaction. Zhang et al. (2021) also considered the timing of an effective response as one dimension of response management. But Thi et al. (2022) found that mechanical answers could negatively influence subsequent reviews, and Liu et al. (2021) proved that some of the content of answers is not supportive of engagement. These results indicated that under conditions of poor quality, rapid response might be detrimental. This contradiction was solved by considering the timing as a threshold and quality as the principal interpretative condition. If too much time elapsed, it meant ‘neglect ', particularly when there was a serious failure. However, with a response within a reasonable timeframe, content was the deciding factor for trust (Peco-Torres, Polo-Peña and Frías Jamilena, 2023). This interpretation helped to account for the positive outcome in studies that used response rate or delay as the dependent variable but were mixed in studies that used content as the dependent variable. They clocked various distinct phases of the same process. The balance was also different in the different hotel settings. A quick response in the form of an acknowledgement was helpful when the complaint wasn't resolved, as it helped to minimise uncertainty. The last answer had to be followed up with investigation and action. Hence, managers were not called upon to select the either-the-one-or-the-other path of speed versus quality (González-Rodríguez et al., 2022). The two-stage method was effective: swift acknowledgement of the problem and substantive resolution. This solution provided for both operationally responsive management as well as credible service recovery. 
[bookmark: _Toc240986922]4.3.2 Trust in reviews versus trust in responses
Another paradox was whether customers trusted reviews from guests or reviews from hotels. Peer reviews were the most preferred research method conducted in the field of eWOM. González- Le and Ryu (2023) demonstrated that source credibility had an impact on involvement and behavioural intention. Also, Berné Manero et al. (2023) saw the issue of trust as fundamental in online tourism reviews. However, responses provided the customers with proof to hotel's professionalism, fairness and its endeavours to improve. This conflict was solved by the idea of roles of reviews and responses fulfilling different trust functions. Experiential trust was provided through reviews, since these spoke to what happens. Responses delivered institutional trust by demonstrating the hotel's reactions when it was challenged. Customers did not have to rely on a single source (Neirotti and Raguseo, 2021). They contrasted the two sources and then, working towards the centre of the activity, they checked back for consistency. A detailed complaint written with a defence response enhanced the credibility of the reviewer. The same complaint followed by a specific and accountable action led to less uncertainty of future risk. Under this interpretation, authenticity is also a reason for concern. Floriano (2025) proved that the reviews and responses may be analysed based on the manipulation concerns. So the customers assessed if language was natural, 'proportionate' and verifiable. Trust emerged from coherence with the review, response and rating trends. It wasn't a managerial decision.
[bookmark: _Toc240986923]4.3.3 Reputation as score versus relationship
A third contradiction was related to the term reputation. Many quantitative studies used average ratings, sentiment or financial performance as a measure of reputation. Anagnostopoulou et al. (2020) have proven the market worth of reputation, and Peco-Torres, Polo-Peña and Frías Jamilena (2023) have proven how impactful online visibility of service failure is to revenue. Those were valuable discoveries, but seemed to overestimate reputation as a market signal. Relationship studies provided overall interpretation. Rezvani and Rojas (2022) connected service quality to reputation and performance; Wang, Lin and Li (2023) put a hotel's reputation in the context of relationship quality and customer citizenship behaviour. These studies indicated that reputation was derived from repeated experience and expectations of the stakeholder. The answer was thus to distinguish reputation indicators from the underlying relational construct of reputation. The rating and revenues were direct results of a collective judgement that was reputation. Indicators of reputation may be short-term and be changed by management responses. As an illustration, responding to each feedback boosts the involvement rate (Neirotti and Raguseo, 2021). However, on recurring service failures, efficiency still decreased. It was necessary to align communication and operations to build a sustainable reputation. Only when review management was credible through learning, corrective action and consistent service delivery did this become credible.
[bookmark: _Toc240986924]4.4 Theoretical Contributions
[bookmark: _Toc240986925]4.4.1 Signalling Theory
Signalling Theory suggested a rationale of why management responses are important in an uncertain environment. Response identified attentiveness; tone identified respect; specific corrective action identified competence (Le and Ryu, 2023). The theory proved particularly helpful since potential visitors were able to see these signs and not come into contact with the hotel. It thus related visible response practices to perceived brand reputation. It, however, cannot explain the different interpretations of identical signals across customers, platforms and service-failure contexts. It is therefore necessary, in combination with Signalling Theory, that Relationship Marketing provides a theoretical foundation to gather knowledge about how credible signals are formed into trust, commitment and long-term customer relationships (Le and Ryu, 2023). However, assumed that signals were received and understood in the same way. The review revealed that the nature of the severe or moderate failure depended upon differences in the manner in which it was reacted to by the customer, while referring to the various platforms used, as well as the expectations they had or scepticism before the event (Barbhuiya and Bansal, 2026). A detailed response may be interpreted as a demonstration of accountability by one customer, but it may also indicate significant weakness in an operation by another customer. The findings refine the application of Signalling Theory to interpret signals as conditional ones. Credibility of a signal was reliant upon fit, specificity and consistency with other evidence.
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[bookmark: _Toc241014834]Figure 2: Signalling Theory
Source: (Le and Ryu, 2023)
[bookmark: _Toc240986926]4.4.2 Service Recovery Theory
Service Recovery Theory discusses the unsuccessful attempts to thwart dissatisfaction by actions such as apology, empathy, explanation and corrective action, among others, done by hotels. It was useful because the complainants’ answers were available online for observers to see, whereas recovery was not (González-Rodríguez et al., 2022). The review thus extended recovery to a public service recovery. What it doesn't offer is the information you'd painstakingly get from people who had a great experience, so while it's great for recovery from a bad experience, it doesn't give you any insight into positive reviews, repeat business or ongoing engagement. Combined with Relationship Marketing Theory, it puts service recovery beyond a just corrective action and moves toward a trust-issue process of rebuilding trust and fostering future relationships (González-Rodríguez et al., 2022).  It was more of an explanation of repair than positive review management or long-term loyalty. This is what the synthesis aimed to correct: linking recovery to establishing levels of trust and relationship marketing (Le and Ryu, 2023). Recovery had an impact on reputation if such behaviour was indicative of the reliability of the future. The theoretical contribution was hence the relationship of immediate justice perceptions with the broader brand meaning.
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[bookmark: _Toc241014835]Figure 3: Service Recovery Theory
Source: (González-Rodríguez et al., 2022)
[bookmark: _Toc240986927]4.4.3 Relationship Marketing Theory
Theory of Relationship Marketing was discussed, based on which the support of the use of review management for engagement, retention and loyalty was explained. The message the public got conveyed that feedback was appreciated, and after buying the hotel, the commitment was held. This was true although the observer had never actually visited the hotel, as the mere fact that care was being taken influenced expectations (Neirotti and Raguseo, 2021). It was limited by the continuing interaction assumption. Many of the reviewers were one-time guests and many of the observers were anonymous. Thus, the review reframed relationship marketing as an observable relationship orientation, as opposed to an established relationship. Hotels made claims of relationships public, and potential guests determined if they seemed credible. This extension was a more appropriate theory for platform-based hospitality markets. However, the traditional assumption of continual relationships has issues, as many reviewers are guests only once and many readers have never been to the hotel. This review thus further elaborates on the theory, arguing that managerial reactions can be interpreted as a tangibly observable relationship orientation. This serves as their potential guests’ assessment of whether the hotel is truly committed to them.
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[bookmark: _Toc241014836]Figure 4: Relationship Marketing Theory
Source: (Neirotti and Raguseo, 2021)
[bookmark: _Toc240986928]4.4.4 eWOM Theory
eWOM Theory provided an understanding of how customer experience spreads beyond the first service experience. It encompassed both review visibility and peer influence and uncertainty reduction. Traditional eWOM perspectives, however, emphasised more the message of the customers rather than the response from organisations. The analysis revealed that eWOM has already taken a second, interactive face (Peco-Torres, Polo-Peña and Frías Jamilena, 2023). The way hotel responses were utilised influenced the way the messages would be received and remembered. The dissertation consequently added a third factor to the communication process, management response, to the eWOM Theory (Zhang, Cai and Qiao, 2025). Later, customers made judgements from what their evidence of intent to use a product implied and from the subsequent responses. This contribution was vital as the modern review system was a dialogue, and not unidirectional. However, it primarily features customer-to-customer interactions and fails to accommodate a sufficient explanation of the proactive action of the hotelier's responses (Peco-Torres, Polo-Peña and Frías Jamilena, 2023). Hence, the process is extended in this review to an interactive communication system where the customer review and the management's response have a combined influence over the future reputation decision.
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[bookmark: _Toc241014837]Figure 5: eWOM Theory
Source: (Zhang, Cai and Qiao, 2025)
[bookmark: _Toc240986929]4.4.5 Expectation Confirmation Theory
This dissertation employs a theoretical lens of expectation confirmation theory, but does not consider it the main theory. It also explains why the same service experience in the hotel sector can be valued differently based on customers' expectations, which can be shaped by price, hotel brand positioning, previous experiences, and service expectations. In some aspects, luxury travellers might seek more personalisation, while budget travellers might prioritise reliability and value (Thi et al., 2022). The theory, however, is not as easily applied to the explanation of managerial response strategy since it doesn't directly focus on public communication. Hence, it is not an equal core theory to eWOM, but complements it, as well as Signalling Theory, Service Recovery Theory and Relationship Marketing Theory. In this review, the Expectation Confirmation Theory is used to understand the impact of the hotel segment and the previous expectations on the review and response (Wang, Lin and Li, 2023). Once the expectations are set, communication with the management can serve to adjust the expectations after a service failure, but repeated substandard operation will diminish trust, even if there is good response. This helps to maintain theoretical hierarchy and prevents cluttering the framework.
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[bookmark: _Toc241014838]Figure 6: Expectation Confirmation Theory
Source: (Thi et al., 2022)
[bookmark: _Toc240986930]4.5 Proposed Conceptual Framework
The integrated evidence produced a sequential but conditional framework:
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Source: Author's synthesis based on Wang, Lin and Li (2023), Thi et al. (2022), Le and Ryu (2023), and the wider review corpus.
Based on the integrated evidence, a sequential but conditional explanation framework is proposed to explain the impact of guest reviews, management responses and customer evaluations on hotel brand reputation. The framework starts with the Guest Review and/or Service Failure, and converts experiential information to publicly available data for future customers. Guest reviews directly impact Experiential Trust, as they assess credibility, service quality and risk prior to booking based on customers' previous reviews (Thi et al., 2022). But reviews do not make up for reputation.
In cases of service failure or a negative review, the hotel gets into the process via its Management Response Strategy. This strategy incorporates Speed, Tone, Personalisation, Accountability and Corrective Action. These attributes have been shown to serve as proxies for managerial professionalism and responsiveness (Wang, Lin and Li, 2023). The framework calls into question the view that the quality of the response leads to the formation of trust, suggesting that customers assess Perceived Response Credibility and Service Recovery Quality first. Trust in recovery might be enhanced by a relevant explanation, whereas a defensive, generic or formulaic response may reduce trust in recovery (Le and Ryu, 2023). This perceived recovery quality is then the contributing factor to Institutional Trust involving confidence in the company/hotel. Thus, two distinct trust pathways are discernible. Guest Review → Experiential Trust and Management Response → Perceived Recovery Quality → Institutional Trust. The Reputation Evaluation combines these two kinds of trust together. When customers aggregate the evidence generated by peers and that provided by the organisation. As such, Hotel Brand Reputation is not considered as a rating, booking outcome or loyalty measure, but rather as an accumulated evaluation (Liu et al., 2021). This also helps to demonstrate that service recovery and trust are not equivalent constructs but are a product of the interplay between customer experiences, organisational responses and context.
Reputation then feeds into Booking Intention and Loyalty that are downstream outcomes. The framework is conditional since some contextual factors can modify the relationship. Platform factors include the visibility of responses on TripAdvisor, Google, booking.com, as well as verification instruments (Liu et al., 2021). Factors for the hotel are chain vs. independent, and luxury vs. budget. Technology factors include AI assistance and automation; failure factors include the type and severity of the service failure. These are moderators that can help decipher why similar reviews and feedback will yield differing assessments. The framework is composed of 4 fundamental points of view. Theories used in eWOM (electronic Word of Mouth), Signalling Theory, Service Recovery Theory and Relationship Marketing Theory. The EC theory is just kept as a lens to see the differences in prior expectations among hotel segments. This hierarchy of theory can de-escalate the conceptual congestion and maintain the breadth of explanation of the framework.
[bookmark: _Toc240986931]4.6 Chapter Summary
This chapter compiled results from the thematic review and addressed most of the conflicts. Evidence revealed that online reviews and hotel managers' responses collectively contributed to the hotel's reputation (Sauer and Seuring, 2023). Response timing is critical because of the implications of neglect treatment if it is slow, whilst response quality informed on whether there was an improvement in trust. Experiential evidence was provided from reviews, and institutional evidence was provided from responses (González-Rodríguez et al., 2022). Hence, reputation was wider-ranging than ratings, or even profitability. It was the result of thought-through decisions that happened along the way through service quality, communication and recovery efforts. Theories were theoretically discussed, and it became apparent that each theory was incomplete on its own. Their integration was in line with the proposed framework, which connected reviews, response practices, recovery, trust, reputation, confidence, booking intention and loyalty (Floriano, 2025). Variation across hotels and platforms was accounted for using contextual factors. This framework was then used to conclude, explain “what to” recommendations and set forth the limitations and suggestions for further research in the next chapter.
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[bookmark: _Toc236657618][bookmark: _Toc240986933]5.1 Introduction
In this chapter, the conclusions from the findings have been translated into theoretical, practical, policy and research implications. It presents the theory and hotel reputation management implications of the synthesis. The implications were based on the 42 studies reviewed and the conceptual framework that was developed in Chapter 4. The focus was on areas impacting trust and reputation, including response timing, response quality, complaint handling, monitoring, and AI-driven management.
[bookmark: _Toc236657619][bookmark: _Toc240986934]5.2 Theoretical Implications
The review incorporated theories which routinely have been applied independently. However, the eWOM Theory also concentrated on how guest opinions diminish uncertainty whilst focusing little on managerial responses (Haddaway et al., 2022). Signalling Theory was used to illustrate ways in which responses showed attentiveness and commitment. Service Recovery Theory explained that it is dissatisfaction that is remedied by apology, empathy and corrective action. Care from Relationship Marketing Theory was used to describe why care can contribute to trust and loyalty. E.C.T. explained the influence that the price and its category, and expectation had on judgement of similar responses. They introduced themselves to the already established online reputation models. In the past, some models have focused on taking reviews as the prime input and reputation as the direct output (Mariani and Borghi, 2020). By synthesising the theory, the result of this research found that this relationship was not complete. Studies of customer understanding of service failure are conducted as an instance point between reviews and reputation. As a result, management practices were reviewed. Response speed decreased ambiguity, and response quality, tone and personalisation affected credibility. Trust and service recovery were thus a means, not an end. The review broadened the scope of review management literature by making a distinction between the presence and effectiveness of responses (Sutherland, Sim and Lee, 2021). A high response rate alone was not consistently associated with stronger reputational outcomes. Singh and Mittal (2026) indicated that rote responses might have a negative impact on the latter evaluation, while Zhang, Cai and Qiao (2025) regarded it as multi-dimensional. Thus, for online reputation models, contextual fit, failure severity and authenticity had to be added. Theoretical value was provided by explaining the reasons behind the variations of similar practices in different hotels and platforms.
[bookmark: _Toc236657620][bookmark: _Toc240986935]5.3 Practical Implications
Bambauer-Sachse and Stuhldreier (2026) demonstrated that instead of treating any online hotel review response as regular customer service, hotel managers should think of it more as a reputation management activity. Quickness of response also matters, as slow answering can be interpreted as neglect, whilst too hasty a response, lacking substance, can result in a loss of credibility (Yao, Han and Bi, 2024). Therefore, a two-stage approach is recommended: firstly, recognise the concern ASAP, then respond in a personalised manner addressing the specific concern. Responses to complaints should be commensurate with the complaint. Complaints at fault level should be explained, acted on and corrected. Serious failures include cleanliness, safety or staff behaviour  (Tsai et al., 2020). This has strengthened the impression that effectiveness of the response is influenced more by ‘fit for purpose' rather than having a template. Management responses should also be considered as both forms of public brand comms as they are judged by both complainants and prospective customers. Consistency but case-appropriate personalisation and authenticity are recommended, which can be achieved through the means of response guidelines. Insights from the review should link to operational improvement, such as staff training, service redesign and quality monitoring (Anagnostopoulou et al., 2020). A strong reaction will not suffice as a replacement for repeated service failures if there's no corrective action. While some new technologies like AI-supported monitoring and drafting seem to enhance efficiency, the current proof is restricted only to AI drafting and automated responses and customer perception of empathy, authenticity and trust. Thus, the use of AI should complement and aid, not replace, managerial decision-making. For complaints involving the emotion complaint factors, legal risk or serious reputational consequences, human review is still needed (Anagnostopoulou et al., 2020). The proposed framework can help managers and consultants realise the possible effects of platform and hotel and failure contexts on reputation outcomes and inform the appropriate actions when dealing with different review platforms. Additional investigation should be undertaken regarding the interaction between response strategies and technologies and their impact on the long-term brand reputation.
According to the above discussion, four recommendations can be structured. 
1. Respond promptly, but do not prioritise speed over substance.
2. Match response strategy to failure severity.
3. Link online responses to operational correction.
4. Use AI to support, not replace, managerial judgement.

[bookmark: _Toc236657621][bookmark: _Toc240986936]5.4 Policy Implications
Hotel associations could have delivered guidance to the sector in relation to ethical & effective management of reviews. Many existing recommendations promoted “responsiveness”, which was not defined as quality. The review suggested guidance should include aspects of transparency, personalisation, accountability and data use/AI disclosure. Smaller, independent hotels that didn't have specific marketing teams could also benefit from training (Dewani, 2023). The operators of the websites in the industry required better response visibility and quality. Verified stay platforms can determine and clearly display response dates and discourage repetitive templates. They also could have been better protected from manipulated reviews and automated incorrect responses. Such alterations would increase trust as customers would be able to more accurately weigh sources and responses. The organisations that provide tours may stand behind the unified reputation standards in the UK hotel industry (Kim and Kim, 2022). Collective training, benchmarking and digital capability programmes could help mitigate differences between large chains and small hotels. But policy shouldn't be one-size-fits-all. Standardisation was called for—in part to ensure minimum standards of quality and not lose the individual identity that frequently bolstered the credibility of the independent hotel.
[bookmark: _Toc236657622][bookmark: _Toc240986937]5.5 Future Research
The current evidence is limited, and future studies should explore the effect of AI-assisted/automated responses on feelings of understanding, genuineness, and trust. Comparative studies would feature a comparison of human responses, AI-assisted, and automated responses across various types of complaints and hotel contexts, such as chain versus independent properties and luxury versus budget properties (Sann, Lai and Chen, 2021). Moreover, cross-cultural research is required to determine if there are different expectations of response across markets and what practices may be unique to or specific to a market. Longitudinal studies could examine whether changes in review management provide ongoing benefits to reputation or short-term benefits (Niu and Fan, 2021). Additional studies will include comparisons of customer responses on different platforms like TripAdvisor, Google Reviews, Booking.com and Expedia, as verification, visibility of the answers, and audiences can impact the results. The outcomes of these studies would yield more robust evidence of when online review management practice enables building a hotel brand reputation (Choi and Leon, 2020). This would inform the role that emerging technologies and contextual variables play in the electronic reputation outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc236657623][bookmark: _Toc240986938]5.6 Chapter Summary
The friction between reviews, responses and reputation was distinguished and the relationship between the various theories was combined, as shown in this chapter, where the dissertation contributed. It generated advice for hoteliers, online marketing divisions, customer experience people, and consultants (Wen and Ha, 2024). Policy implications included associations, platforms and tourism organisations, and future research included AI, culture, time and platform differences. Indigenous communication, learning in operation and taking context were necessary for effective review management.


[bookmark: _Toc236657624][bookmark: _Toc240986939]Chapter 6: Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc236657625][bookmark: _Toc240986940]6.1 Introduction
This dissertation was an integrative literature review (ILR) based on systematic-review principles, which explored the impact of online review management (ORM) on hotel brand reputation in the UK hotel industry. The review combined the results of 42 studies to investigate the correlations and interactions between guest reviews, management responses, customer trust, service recovery and the formation of reputation (Sann et al., 2022). This chapter concludes the findings, contributions, managerial implications, limitations and future research directions. 
[bookmark: _Toc236657626][bookmark: _Toc240986941]6.2 Summary of Findings
The results suggest that online review management transcends merely tracking Customer feedback. Reviews are experiential evidence of how services perform, and management responses are signals of the extent of the organisation's responsibility, professionalism and recovery capacity (Mohamed Shaffril, Samsuddin and Abu Samah, 2021). Therefore, reputation is not just a matter of the shopping process review score, but a result of a combination of customer experience, hotel communication and platform environment. Along with response quantity, the synthesis found response quality (Page et al., 2021). It included elements such as relevance, personalisation, accountability, and corrective action, which are important to reputational outcomes. Response speed continues to be important in that a slow response could be a sign of neglect, but that is not enough to make a response credible. It appears evidence shows that it's more helpful to acknowledge in time and really resolve than to offer a quick and unspecific communication (Agrawal et al., 2024). The review also discovered two sorts of trust in the reputation process. Guest reviews have a primary focus on experiential trust due to the nature of the review information and their customer-centric source. Management responses add to institutional trust by communicating the response of the organisation to issues and their commitment to improvement (Sohrabi et al., 2021). These are all sources of information that customers use to form a hotel brand reputation.
[bookmark: _Toc236657627][bookmark: _Toc240986942]6.3 Managerial Contribution
This means that it should not be typical customer service measures performed by a hotel manager when accessing the properties’ online replies, but it should be used as a measure of reputation management (Agrawal et al., 2024). Recognise that responses should be tailored to the severity of the complaint, and that anything serious should be responded to with some sort of evidence of corrective action as well as an acknowledgement and an accountability. Hotels can link online feedback to improved performance in their operations and to training and monitoring service levels. Technology can assist with the review, monitoring, prioritisation and preparation of responses; although evidence for automated responses is limited (Niu and Fan, 2021). A key point is that human judgment still has a role to play with regard to complaints in which there are emotional, safety or real reputational risks.
[bookmark: _Toc236657628][bookmark: _Toc240986943]6.4 Academic Contribution
The dissertation brought together various disjointed theories into a single process model. This shows the relationship between review management and reputation through this refined online reputation literature by showing that service recovery and trust mediated the relationship between them (Choi and Leon, 2020). Moreover, the synthesis extends the conventional interpretation of eWOM by incorporating management response as part of the interactive review ecosystem. The interpretation of the responses was influenced by the hotel category and ownership type and by the hotel platform environment, so the UK focus added value.
[bookmark: _Toc236657630][bookmark: _Toc240986944]6.5 Limitations
The dissertation was constructed of published, English-language, peer-reviewed studies (2020-2026). This caused some consistency, but it had the drawback of not including industry reports, evidence not in English, and unpublished evidence. Moreover, the countries, platforms, methods, and type of reputation measures were different among the studies that were reviewed. Thus, causal comparison was restricted (Kahale et al., 2022). With only one reviewer, interpretive bias could not be avoided despite structured coding and transparent criteria.

	Limitation
	Issue

	Publication bias
	Reliance on published studies

	Language restriction
	Exclusion of non-English studies

	Industry evidence
	Exclusion of non-academic sources

	Single-reviewer bias
	Potential researcher interpretation bias

	Heterogeneous measures
	Variation in constructs and measurement approaches

	UK-specific evidence
	Limited studies focused on UK hotels

	Platform changes
	Rapid evolution of review platforms and technologies


[bookmark: _Toc241014810]Table 13: Key Limitations of the Literature Review Approach 
Source: Author
[bookmark: _Toc236657632][bookmark: _Toc240986945]6.6 Final Conceptual Framework and Conclusion
The final framework was:
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc239699549][bookmark: _Toc239699697][bookmark: _Toc241014840]Figure 8: Final Conceptual Framework 
Source: Source: Author's synthesis based on Wang, Lin and Li (2023), Thi et al. (2022), Le and Ryu (2023), and the wider review corpus.
The overall findings of the dissertation suggested that effective communication with online reviews at the right time, with a certain credibility and being personalised with service improvement direction, strengthened brand reputation in the hotel sector. Obviously, it wasn't that it responded more, but rather responded more intelligently across various categories of hotel and digital review sites.
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[bookmark: _Toc240986947]Appendix A: Search Strategy and Search Record
The search combined structured database searching with supplementary Google Scholar and citation searching.
	Source
	Purpose

	Scopus
	Business, tourism, hospitality and management research

	Web of Science
	Indexed multidisciplinary studies and citation tracing

	Emerald Insight
	Hospitality, service management and marketing

	ScienceDirect
	Tourism, hospitality and digital business

	Business Source Premier
	Branding, marketing and management

	Sage Journals
	Trust, consumer behaviour and social science

	Taylor & Francis Online
	Tourism, hospitality and service recovery

	Google Scholar and citation searching
	Supplementary studies and citation chains


[bookmark: _Toc239699720][bookmark: _Toc240986971][bookmark: _Toc241014811]Table 14: Database coverage and purpose. Source: Author.
	ID
	Principal search string

	S1
	("online review management" OR "management response*") AND (hotel* OR hospitality) AND (reputation OR trust)

	S2
	("hotel review*" OR eWOM OR "electronic word of mouth") AND ("brand reputation" OR "online reputation")

	S3
	("management response*" OR "review response*") AND ("service recovery" OR apology OR empathy OR accountability)

	S4
	("review helpfulness" OR authenticity OR credibility OR scepticism) AND (hotel* OR hospitality)

	S5
	("relationship marketing" OR loyalty OR retention) AND ("online review*" OR "management response*")

	S6
	("sentiment analysis" OR automation OR "AI-generated response*") AND (hotel* OR hospitality)


[bookmark: _Toc239699721][bookmark: _Toc240986972][bookmark: _Toc241014812]Table 15: Principal Boolean search strings. Source: Author.
	Search parameter
	Applied rule or output

	Publication period
	2020–2026; earlier sources only where essential to theory

	Language
	English

	Source type
	Peer-reviewed journal articles

	Sector focus
	Hotels and directly relevant hospitality research

	Database records identified
	450

	Supplementary records identified
	25

	Record management
	Exports merged; 96 duplicates and 24 clearly irrelevant records removed before screening


[bookmark: _Toc239699722][bookmark: _Toc240986973][bookmark: _Toc241014813]Table 16: Search parameters and outputs. Source: Author


[bookmark: _Toc240986948]Appendix B: PRISMA 2020 Flow and Numerical Reconciliation
The study-selection process followed PRISMA 2020 and used separate database and supplementary-search pathways.
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[bookmark: _Toc239699698][bookmark: _Toc241014841][bookmark: _Toc239699550]Figure 9: PRISMA 2020 flow diagram for the literature-selection process. 
Source: Adapted from Page et al. (2021)

	Stage
	n

	Database records identified
	450

	Supplementary records identified
	25

	Duplicates removed
	96

	Clearly irrelevant records removed before screening
	24

	Database records screened
	330

	Database records excluded at title/abstract stage
	245

	Database reports sought
	85

	Database reports not retrieved
	6

	Database reports assessed
	79

	Supplementary reports assessed
	24

	Database studies included
	35

	Supplementary studies included
	7

	Total studies included
	42


[bookmark: _Toc239699723][bookmark: _Toc240986974][bookmark: _Toc241014814]Table 17: Numerical reconciliation of the PRISMA flow. Source: Author.
[bookmark: _Toc240986949]Appendix C: Eligibility Criteria and Full-Text Exclusions
	Criterion
	Included
	Excluded
	Reason

	Publication type
	Peer-reviewed journal article
	Conference abstracts, dissertations, books, blogs and opinion pieces
	Consistent academic scrutiny

	Subject area
	Hotels and directly relevant hospitality studies
	Studies unrelated to hospitality
	Sector relevance

	Core phenomenon
	Online reviews, management responses, eWOM, trust, service recovery, reputation or loyalty
	No clear link to the research questions
	Direct analytical relevance

	Language
	English
	Non-English publications
	Consistent interpretation

	Publication period
	2020–2026
	Outside the period, except essential theory
	Contemporary platform practices

	Availability
	Retrievable full text
	Full text unavailable
	Required for appraisal and coding

	Duplication
	Unique report
	Duplicate or repeated version
	One version retained


[bookmark: _Toc239699724][bookmark: _Toc240986975][bookmark: _Toc241014815]Table 18: Inclusion and exclusion criteria. Source: Author.
	Pathway
	Reports assessed
	Decision or exclusion reason
	n

	Database pathway
	79
	Not hotel or hospitality focused
	16

	Database pathway
	79
	Not peer-reviewed
	8

	Database pathway
	79
	Outside 2020–2026
	7

	Database pathway
	79
	Weak relevance to review management or brand reputation
	13

	Supplementary pathway
	24
	Weak relevance or duplication
	17

	Total
	103
	Full-text exclusions
	61

	Total
	103
	Studies included
	42


[bookmark: _Toc239699725][bookmark: _Toc240986976][bookmark: _Toc241014816]Table 19: Full-text exclusion reconciliation. Source: Author.
[bookmark: _Toc240986950]Appendix D: Included-Study Register and Theme Allocation
The 42 included studies were assigned stable IDs and primary and secondary theme codes.
	ID
	Study
	Primary focus
	Context
	Primary
	Secondary

	A01
	Armas-Cruz et al. (2022)
	Hotel response-management monitoring
	Hotels
	T4
	T1

	A02
	Berné Manero et al. (2023)
	eWOM management in the hotel ecosystem
	Hotel managers
	T1
	T4

	A03
	Chen, Law and Yan (2022)
	Negative eWOM management
	Hotels
	T4
	T1

	A04
	Chu, Lai and Nathan (2025)
	Visual eWOM and booking decisions
	UK hospitality
	T3
	T2

	A05
	Floriano (2025)
	Managerial responses, failure severity and observer effects
	Online observers
	T4
	T3

	A06
	Hung et al. (2024)
	Review-management response dynamics
	Online consumers
	T3
	T4

	A07
	Jeong et al. (2023)
	Brand-performance consistency in consumer media
	US hotels
	T2
	T7

	A08
	Lai, Wang and Wang (2021)
	Sentiment-rating asymmetry
	Hotel reviews
	T3
	T2

	A09
	Li and Qi (2023)
	Perceived performance of budget hotels
	Macao budget hotels
	T7
	T2

	A10
	Liu et al. (2021)
	Rote managerial responses and subsequent reviews
	Hotels
	T4
	T3

	A11
	Neirotti and Raguseo (2021)
	Small hotels and online intermediaries
	Small hotels
	T7
	T1

	A12
	Nicolau, Xiang and Wang (2024)
	Daily review sentiment and hotel performance
	Hotels
	T2
	T6

	A13
	Peco-Torres et al. (2023)
	Strategic online-reputation management
	Hospitality
	T1
	T2

	A14
	Petrescu, Gironda and O’Leary (2024)
	Consumer-brand heuristics in luxury reviews
	Luxury hotels
	T3
	T7

	A15
	Salehi-Esfahani, Torres and Hua (2023)
	Response strategy and service-failure type
	Hotels
	T4
	T3

	A16
	Singh and Mittal (2026)
	Review authenticity and helpfulness
	Hospitality
	T3
	T7

	A17
	Tan and Zou (2024)
	Justice-based service recovery and performance
	Hospitality
	T4
	T2

	A18
	Thi et al. (2022)
	Satisfaction, engagement and loyalty
	Hotel users
	T5
	T3

	A19
	Wang, Lin and Li (2023)
	Reputation, online failure exposure and revenue
	Chinese hotels
	T2
	T4

	A20
	Zhang, Cai and Qiao (2025)
	Failure type, response strategy and helpfulness
	TripAdvisor
	T4
	T3

	A21
	Zhang et al. (2021)
	Response content and customer engagement
	Hotels
	T4
	T5

	A22
	Lopes et al. (2024)
	Webcare response strategies and hotel bookings
	Hotels
	T4
	T2

	A23
	Anagnostopoulou et al. (2020)
	Online reputation and hotel profitability
	Hotels
	T2
	T7

	A24
	Asgeirsson, Gudlaugsson and Jóhannesson (2024)
	Service quality, reputation and performance
	Hospitality
	T2
	T5

	A25
	Chen et al. (2022)
	Managerial response and review helpfulness
	Tourism reviews
	T3
	T4

	A26
	Choi and Leon (2020)
	Online-review helpfulness
	Large-scale review data
	T3
	T6

	A27
	Ciasullo, Montera and Palumbo (2024)
	Online-content responsiveness strategies
	Hospitality
	T4
	T7

	A28
	Dewani (2023)
	Online reviews in tourism and hospitality
	Meta-analytic perspective
	T1
	T2

	A29
	Pollák and Markovič (2023)
	Online branding and reputation infrastructure
	Luxury hotels
	T2
	T7

	A30
	Kim and Kim (2022)
	Customer experience, satisfaction and reviews
	Hotels
	T2
	T3

	A31
	Maria Helena et al. (2024)
	Network structure of online hotel-review research
	Systematic review
	T1
	T7

	A32
	Mathews et al. (2022)
	Managing eWOM for hotel performance
	Hotels
	T1
	T2

	A33
	Niu and Fan (2021)
	Comparative online-review management
	Hospitality services
	T4
	T1

	A34
	O’Connor and Assaker (2022)
	Corporate reputation, loyalty and citizenship
	Hotels
	T5
	T2

	A35
	Oshriyeh and Egger (2025)
	Reviews that build or damage hotel brands
	Hotels
	T2
	T7

	A36
	Sann, Lai and Chen (2021)
	eWOM research in hospitality
	Review study
	T1
	T3

	A37
	Sann et al. (2022)
	Online complaining behaviour and big-data analytics
	Hospitality
	T4
	T6

	A38
	Sutherland, Sim and Lee (2021)
	Certification, reviews and pricing
	Hospitality
	T2
	T7

	A39
	Tsai et al. (2020)
	Review summarisation, helpfulness and sentiment
	Hotel reviews
	T6
	T3

	A40
	Wen and Ha (2024)
	Review scepticism and behavioural intentions
	Hospitality
	T3
	T7

	A41
	Xu et al. (2020)
	Reviews, managerial responses and manipulation
	Tourism reviews
	T3
	T4

	A42
	Yao, Han and Bi (2024)
	Employee loyalty and online reputation
	Tourism and hospitality
	T2
	T5


[bookmark: _Toc239699726][bookmark: _Toc240986977][bookmark: _Toc241014817]Table 20: Included-study register and coding allocation. Source: Author’s synthesis.
	Code
	Theme

	T1
	Foundations of online review management

	T2
	Brand reputation in hospitality

	T3
	Customer trust and review credibility

	T4
	Service recovery and management responses

	T5
	Relationship marketing and loyalty

	T6
	Emerging technologies

	T7
	Research gaps and context


[bookmark: _Toc239699727][bookmark: _Toc240986978][bookmark: _Toc241014818]Table 21: Theme-code legend. Source: Author.
[bookmark: _Toc240986951]Appendix E: Data Extraction and Coding Process
	Extraction field
	Recorded information
	Purpose

	Study identification
	Stable ID A01–A42 and full citation
	Linked screening, appraisal, coding and citations

	Context
	Country, hotel segment, ownership and platform where reported
	Supported contextual comparison

	Method and evidence
	Design, data source, sample and analytical approach
	Supported methodological comparison

	Theory
	Stated or implied theoretical perspective
	Supported theory integration

	Findings
	Results relevant to the research questions
	Supported thematic synthesis

	Limitations
	Reported limitations and critical review notes
	Supported evidence evaluation

	Coding allocation
	Primary and secondary T1–T7 codes
	Maintained traceability


[bookmark: _Toc239699728][bookmark: _Toc240986979][bookmark: _Toc241014819]Table 22: Standard data-extraction fields. Source: Author.
	Initial codes
	Analytical category
	Interpretive category
	Mechanism
	Higher-order outcome

	Credibility; reassurance; reliability
	Customer trust
	Trust signals
	Relationship building
	Brand reputation

	Apology; empathy; accountability; corrective action
	Service recovery
	Recovery quality
	Reduced perceived risk
	Brand reputation

	Speed; tone; personalisation
	Response quality
	Managerial signals
	Customer confidence
	Booking intention and loyalty


[bookmark: _Toc239699729][bookmark: _Toc240986980][bookmark: _Toc241014820]Table 23: Example of code-to-theme development. Source: Author.
	Coding rule
	Application

	Unit of coding
	A reported argument, finding, limitation or recommendation

	Multiple coding
	A study could receive primary and secondary codes

	Theme refinement
	Overlapping codes were combined; distinct concepts were retained

	Contradictory evidence
	Disagreement was coded and compared rather than removed

	Context coding
	Country, platform, hotel segment and ownership were recorded where reported

	Audit trail
	Study IDs linked extraction, appraisal, themes and chapter citations


[bookmark: _Toc239699730][bookmark: _Toc240986981][bookmark: _Toc241014821]Table 24: Coding rules. Source: Author.
[bookmark: _Toc240986952]Appendix F: Quality Appraisal Framework
Each full-text study was scored against five criteria on a 1–5 scale, producing a maximum score of 25.
	Criterion
	Assessment focus
	Maximum

	Theoretical contribution
	Clarity and value of the theoretical explanation
	5

	Methodological transparency
	Clarity and justification of design and procedures
	5

	Sample or data adequacy
	Appropriateness and sufficiency of the evidence base
	5

	Analytical rigour
	Fit between analysis, findings and conclusions
	5

	Relevance to research questions
	Direct contribution to the review aim and questions
	5

	Total
	
	25


[bookmark: _Toc239699731][bookmark: _Toc240986982][bookmark: _Toc241014822]Table 25: Quality-appraisal criteria. Source: Author.

	Score
	Interpretation

	1
	Very weak

	2
	Weak

	3
	Adequate

	4
	Good

	5
	Excellent


[bookmark: _Toc239699732][bookmark: _Toc240986983][bookmark: _Toc241014823]Table 26: Criterion-level scoring scale. Source: Author.
	Total score
	Decision

	21–25
	Included and prioritized

	16–20
	Included with limitations

	5–15
	Excluded


[bookmark: _Toc239699733][bookmark: _Toc240986984][bookmark: _Toc241014824]Table 27: Quality-appraisal decision thresholds. Source: Author.
	Appraisal item
	Outcome

	Full-text reports assessed
	103

	Studies included in the final synthesis
	42

	Minimum inclusion threshold
	16 of 25

	Treatment of journal rankings and citation counts
	Supporting information only; not included in the score

	Treatment of contradictory findings
	Retained where the study met the quality and relevance threshold


[bookmark: _Toc239699734][bookmark: _Toc240986985][bookmark: _Toc241014825]Table 28: Quality-appraisal outcome and control rules. Source: Author.
[bookmark: _Toc240986953]Appendix G: Thematic Coding Framework
	Theme
	Codes
	Coding question

	T1 Foundations of online review management
	eWOM; digital reputation; platform ecosystem; response management; signalling
	How reviews circulated and how hotels entered the review ecosystem

	T2 Brand reputation in hospitality
	Definitions; dimensions; formation; measurement; performance
	How reputation was conceptualised, produced and measured

	T3 Customer trust and review credibility
	Trust; helpfulness; authenticity; credibility; scepticism
	Why customers accepted, rejected or compared reviews and responses

	T4 Service recovery and management responses
	Apology; empathy; accountability; speed; personalisation; corrective action; defensiveness
	How responses repaired or intensified reputational harm

	T5 Relationship marketing and loyalty
	Engagement; trust building; relationship repair; retention; loyalty
	How review management supported continuing relationships

	T6 Emerging technologies
	Sentiment analysis; analytics; automation; AI responses; authenticity risk
	How technology improved scale while creating relational risks

	T7 Research gaps and context
	UK evidence; ownership; hotel segment; platform; AI; methods
	Where context, comparison and theory remained underdeveloped


[bookmark: _Toc239699735][bookmark: _Toc240986986][bookmark: _Toc241014826]Table 29: Final thematic codebook. Source: Author.
	Theme
	Primary-theme studies (n)

	T1 Foundations of online review management
	6

	T2 Brand reputation in hospitality
	10

	T3 Customer trust and review credibility
	9

	T4 Service recovery and management responses
	12

	T5 Relationship marketing and loyalty
	2

	T6 Emerging technologies
	1

	T7 Research gaps and context
	2

	Theme
	Primary-theme studies (n)


[bookmark: _Toc239699736][bookmark: _Toc240986987][bookmark: _Toc241014827]Table 30: Distribution of studies by primary theme. Source: Author’s synthesis based on primary and secondary coding in Appendix D.
Note: Primary-theme counts are for studies that had a "primary" analytical focus, while secondary-theme counts are for studies that also included “secondary” analytical focus. Secondary coding extends the evidence base of each theme but does not mean that the same level of evidence has been attained. Themes that were found to be supported by a smaller number of primary studies, especially T5 and T6, were interpreted more tentatively in the synthesis.

[bookmark: _Toc240986954]Appendix H: Theory Mapping and Final Conceptual Framework
	Theory
	Explanatory role
	Strength
	Limitation
	Use

	eWOM Theory
	Guest experiences influenced other customers
	Peer influence and uncertainty reduction
	Underexplained hotel-generated responses
	T1 and T3

	Signalling Theory
	Responses acted as visible signals of quality and care
	Linked response practices with credibility
	Signals were not interpreted consistently
	T1–T3

	Service Recovery Theory
	Apology, accountability and corrective action followed failure
	Compared recovery strategies
	Focused mainly on negative experiences
	T4

	Relationship Marketing Theory
	Trust, engagement, retention and loyalty
	Extended effects beyond one complaint
	Ongoing relationships were not always observable
	T5

	Expectation Confirmation Theory
	Satisfaction reflected expected versus experienced service
	Connected pre-stay reviews with post-stay evaluation
	Did not specify response strategy
	T2 and T3


[bookmark: _Toc239699737][bookmark: _Toc240986988][bookmark: _Toc241014828]Table 31: Theory mapping. Source: Author.
	Conceptual stage
	Evidence base
	Theoretical interpretation

	Guest online reviews
	Ratings, narratives and review credibility
	eWOM shaped expectations and reduced uncertainty

	Review management strategy
	Speed, tone, personalisation and accountability
	Signalling explained visible managerial responses

	Service recovery
	Apology, empathy, explanation and corrective action
	Service Recovery Theory explained repair

	Customer trust
	Reduced uncertainty, perceived fairness and reliability
	Signalling and Relationship Marketing explained confidence

	Brand reputation
	Credibility, service quality, consistency and online reputation
	Accumulated guest and managerial signals shaped reputation

	Customer loyalty and booking intention
	Repeat intention, advocacy and retention
	Relationship Marketing and Expectation Confirmation explained outcomes


[bookmark: _Toc239699738][bookmark: _Toc240986989][bookmark: _Toc241014829]Table 32: Evidence chain supporting the final conceptual framework. Source: Author.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc239699699][bookmark: _Toc241014842]Figure 10: Final conceptual framework. 
Source: Author's synthesis based on Wang, Lin and Li (2023), Thi et al. (2022), Le and Ryu (2023), and the wider review corpus.
[bookmark: _Toc240986955]Appendix I: Research Question–Evidence Mapping
	Research question
	Evidence base
	Synthesis output

	Primary question
	T1–T6; A01–A42
	Review management influenced reputation through service recovery, trust and perceived credibility

	RQ1: Theoretical perspectives
	T1, T3, T4 and T5; Table H1
	eWOM, Signalling, Service Recovery, Relationship Marketing and Expectation Confirmation were integrated

	RQ2: Most influential practices
	T4 and T6
	Quality, tone, personalisation and accountability were more decisive than response frequency alone

	RQ3: Trust and perceived service quality
	T2–T5
	Responses strengthened trust when they aligned with review evidence and credible recovery

	RQ4: Gaps and inconsistencies
	T7 and contextual coding
	UK evidence, hotel type, platform differences, longitudinal effects and AI responses remained underdeveloped

	RQ5: Conceptual framework
	Tables H1–H2 and Figure H1
	Themes and theories were integrated into a staged framework from reviews to loyalty


[bookmark: _Toc239699739][bookmark: _Toc240986990][bookmark: _Toc241014830]Table 33: Research question–evidence mapping. Source: Author.
[bookmark: _Toc240986956]Appendix J: Review Audit Trail and Bias Control
	Review stage
	Evidence retained
	Bias-control measure

	Search design
	Database list, search strings and limits
	Multiple databases and predefined concepts reduced source-selection bias

	Record management
	Merged exports and duplicate-removal record
	Duplicates were removed before screening

	Title and abstract screening
	Eligibility decisions
	Predefined criteria were applied consistently

	Full-text assessment
	Exclusion reasons and PRISMA counts
	Reasons were recorded and numerically reconciled

	Quality appraisal
	Common five-criterion, 25-point tool
	The same threshold was applied to all full texts

	Data extraction
	Stable IDs A01–A42 and common fields
	The same data fields were applied across studies

	Theme development
	Initial codes, categories and final themes
	Repeated comparison supported transparent refinement

	Contradictory evidence
	Negative and conflicting findings
	Disagreement was retained rather than suppressed

	Theory synthesis
	Theory-to-theme and framework mapping
	No single theory was treated as sufficient

	Reporting
	PRISMA diagram, matrices and appendix tables
	The decision trail remained visible


[bookmark: _Toc239699740][bookmark: _Toc240986991][bookmark: _Toc241014831]Table 34: Audit trail and reviewer-bias controls. Source: Author.
Reviewer-bias statement. The single-reviewer design remained a limitation. It was mitigated through predefined eligibility criteria, a common appraisal tool, stable study IDs, repeated coding checks, retention of contradictory findings and a documented audit trail.

[bookmark: _Toc240986957]Appendix K: Boolean Search Strings Development and Search
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[bookmark: _Toc239699700][bookmark: _Toc241014843]Figure 11: Boolean Search Strings Development and Search 
Source: Author
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[bookmark: _Toc240986958]Appendix L: Comprehensive Literature Synthesis Matrix of the 42 Included Studies
	ID
	Author(s)
	Context
	Theory / Lens Used in Review
	Method / Evidence
	Key Findings
	Limitation for This Review
	Contribution to the Review

	A01
	Armas-Cruz, Gil-Soto and Morini-Marrero (2022)
	Hotels
	Service Recovery; Signalling
	Multidimensional response-management study
	Effective response management involves several dimensions rather than response presence alone.
	Gives less attention to long-term relational outcomes.
	Supports response quality as a multidimensional reputation mechanism.

	A02
	Berné Manero et al. (2023)
	Hotel managers
	eWOM; Signalling
	Managerial decision-making study
	Managers actively participate in shaping the hotel eWOM ecosystem.
	Managerial perspective gives less direct evidence of customer interpretation.
	Links customer-generated eWOM with active managerial communication.

	A03
	Chen, Law and Yan (2022)
	Hotels
	eWOM; Service Recovery
	Negative-eWOM management study
	Appropriate responses can turn negative eWOM into an opportunity for recovery.
	Mainly concerned with negative rather than positive review management.
	Supports the service-recovery role of online responses.

	A04
	Chu, Lai and Nathan (2025)
	UK hospitality
	eWOM; Signalling
	UK hospitality study
	Visual eWOM and brand factors influence hotel booking decisions.
	Booking intention does not necessarily represent actual behaviour.
	Provides particularly relevant UK-specific evidence.

	A05
	Floriano (2025)
	Online observers
	Service Recovery; Signalling
	Observer-effects study
	Response effectiveness changes according to failure severity and complaint characteristics.
	Observer reactions may vary across platforms and hotel segments.
	Shows that response effectiveness is context-dependent.

	A06
	Hung et al. (2024)
	Online consumers
	Heuristic-Systematic; Signalling
	Consumer response-dynamics study
	Consumers process reviews and managerial responses through different judgement routes.
	Does not fully explain long-term reputation or loyalty.
	Explains why response presence alone cannot guarantee credibility.

	A07
	Jeong et al. (2023)
	US hotels
	Reputation; Signalling
	Consumer-generated media analysis
	Consumer-generated media can reveal consistency in hotel brand performance.
	US findings may not transfer directly to the UK context.
	Supports hotel market and national context as moderators.

	A08
	Lai, Wang and Wang (2021)
	Hotel reviews
	eWOM; Expectation-based evaluation
	Review-data analysis
	Customer sentiment and numerical ratings have an asymmetric relationship.
	Numerical indicators cannot capture all interpretive aspects of reputation.
	Challenges reliance on ratings alone as reputation measures.

	A09
	Li and Qi (2023)
	Macao budget hotels
	Expectation Confirmation
	Online-review case evidence
	Customer perceptions reflect expectations associated with budget-hotel positioning.
	Single location and hotel category restrict generalisation.
	Supports hotel type as a contextual moderator.

	A10
	Liu et al. (2021)
	Hotels
	Signalling
	Managerial-response and subsequent-review study
	Rote or repetitive responses can influence subsequent customer reviews.
	Effects may differ across platforms and customer groups.
	Demonstrates the importance of personalisation and authenticity.

	A11
	Neirotti and Raguseo (2021)
	Small hotels
	Resource Dependence; Signalling
	Online-intermediary study
	Small hotels depend strongly on digital intermediaries for visibility and positioning.
	Focus is broader than managerial response content.
	Supports platform and ownership structure as contextual factors.

	A12
	Nicolau, Xiang and Wang (2024)
	Hotels
	eWOM; Reputation-performance
	Daily review sentiment/performance analysis
	Changes in online review sentiment are associated with hotel performance.
	Performance indicators do not capture relational reputation fully.
	Demonstrates the commercial importance of review sentiment.

	A13
	Peco-Torres, Polo-Peña and Frías Jamilena (2023)
	Hospitality
	eWOM; Signalling
	Strategic online-reputation-management study
	Online tools influence the effectiveness of strategic reputation management.
	Broad hospitality context reduces UK hotel specificity.
	Supports technology and platform conditions as moderators.

	A14
	Petrescu, Gironda and O’Leary (2024)
	Luxury hotels
	Consumer-brand heuristics
	Luxury-hotel review study
	Consumers use brand and review cues when evaluating luxury hotels.
	Luxury-hotel evidence may not apply to budget hotels.
	Supports market segment and customer expectations as moderators.

	A15
	Salehi-Esfahani, Torres and Hua (2023)
	Hotels
	Service Recovery
	Response-strategy and service-failure study
	Response effectiveness depends on the interaction between failure type and response strategy.
	Concentrates mainly on negative service experiences.
	Strong evidence that response strategies should fit the failure context.

	A16
	Singh and Mittal (2026)
	Hospitality
	eWOM; Trust/Credibility
	Integrative literature review
	Authenticity and helpfulness are central to consumer evaluation of reviews.
	Evidence concerning AI-generated managerial responses remains limited.
	Strengthens the authenticity theme and identifies an AI-related gap.

	A17
	Tan and Zou (2024)
	Hospitality
	Justice Theory; Service Recovery
	Justice-based empirical investigation
	Justice-oriented managerial responses can contribute to recovery and organisational performance.
	Performance outcomes explain less about response-language mechanisms.
	Links service recovery with measurable organisational outcomes.

	A18
	Thi et al. (2022)
	Hotel users
	Relationship Marketing; Expectation Confirmation
	Guest-review empirical study
	Online reviews are related to satisfaction, engagement and loyalty.
	Behavioural intentions may not equal actual retention.
	Links review activity with downstream relational outcomes.

	A19
	Wang, Lin and Li (2023)
	Chinese hotels
	Signalling; Reputation-performance
	Hotel reputation/revenue study
	Online exposure of service failures and reputation has implications for revenue performance.
	China-specific and strongly performance-focused.
	Demonstrates commercial consequences of reputational damage.

	A20
	Zhang, Cai and Qiao (2025)
	TripAdvisor
	Service Recovery; Signalling
	TripAdvisor response-strategy study
	Failure type and response strategy jointly influence observers' perceived helpfulness.
	Evidence is based on one platform.
	Supports failure severity and platform as contextual moderators.

	A21
	Zhang et al. (2021)
	Hotels
	Signalling; Relationship Marketing
	Management-response content study
	Different response contents produce different levels of customer engagement.
	Engagement is not equivalent to loyalty or reputation.
	Demonstrates that response content matters more than response presence alone.

	A22
	Lopes et al. (2024)
	Hotels
	Service Recovery; Signalling
	Webcare response-strategy study
	Managerial response strategies can influence hotel booking outcomes.
	Booking outcomes offer limited insight into long-term relationships.
	Connects webcare strategy with behavioural outcomes.

	A23
	Anagnostopoulou et al. (2020)
	Hotels
	Reputation; Signalling
	Online reputation/profitability study
	Online reputation has clear implications for hotel profitability.
	Financial outcomes provide a narrow representation of reputation.
	Establishes the strategic business importance of online reputation.

	A24
	Asgeirsson, Gudlaugsson and Jóhannesson (2024)
	Hospitality
	Service Quality; Reputation
	Service quality–reputation–performance study
	Service quality, reputation and organisational performance are interconnected.
	Broad hospitality approach gives limited attention to response communication.
	Supports reputation as a multidimensional construct.

	A25
	Chen et al. (2022)
	Tourism reviews
	eWOM; Signalling
	Managerial-response/helpfulness study
	Managerial responses can alter the relationship between review characteristics and helpfulness.
	Helpfulness does not necessarily equal credibility or trust.
	Shows interaction between customer reviews and hotel-generated messages.

	A26
	Choi and Leon (2020)
	Large-scale review data
	Information Processing
	Big-data analysis
	Review characteristics systematically influence perceived helpfulness.
	Focuses on measurable review attributes rather than managerial communication.
	Supplies quantitative evidence while exposing the communication gap.

	A27
	Ciasullo, Montera and Palumbo (2024)
	Hospitality
	Signalling; Service Recovery
	Exploratory responsiveness study
	Online responsiveness should be treated as a strategic management activity.
	Exploratory nature limits causal conclusions.
	Positions hotel management as an active actor in review ecosystems.

	A28
	Dewani (2023)
	Tourism and hospitality
	eWOM
	Meta-analytical review
	Online reviews influence multiple tourism and hospitality outcomes.
	Aggregation may conceal platform, country and hotel-type differences.
	Establishes the broad significance of eWOM.

	A29
	Pollák and Markovič (2023)
	Luxury hotels
	Reputation; Branding
	Pre-/post-COVID reputation analysis
	Online reputation forms an important element of luxury-hotel branding infrastructure.
	Luxury and regional context restrict wider application.
	Supports a broader interpretation of reputation beyond ratings.

	A30
	Kim and Kim (2022)
	Hotels
	Expectation Confirmation
	Customer-experience/review study
	Hotel customer experience communicated through reviews is related to satisfaction.
	Gives less attention to managerial response behaviour.
	Connects guest experience, online reviews and satisfaction.

	A31
	Maria Helena et al. (2024)
	Online hotel-review literature
	eWOM
	Systematic literature review
	Online hotel-review research contains several interconnected but fragmented streams.
	Secondary review cannot directly establish causal effects.
	Reinforces the need for an integrative synthesis.

	A32
	Mathews et al. (2022)
	Hotels
	eWOM; Signalling
	Hotel eWOM-performance study
	Managing eWOM is strategically relevant to hotel performance.
	Performance emphasis gives less explanation of response interpretation.
	Connects active eWOM management with organisational outcomes.

	A33
	Niu and Fan (2021)
	Hospitality services
	Service Recovery; Signalling
	Comparative study
	Online-review management practices differ between hospitality-service settings.
	Cross-service comparison may obscure hotel-specific mechanisms.
	Demonstrates that review-management strategies are not universally effective.

	A34
	O’Connor and Assaker (2022)
	Hotels
	Relationship Marketing
	Integrated reputation framework
	Hotel corporate reputation influences loyalty and customer citizenship behaviour.
	Corporate reputation extends beyond online review management.
	Connects reputation with long-term relational outcomes.

	A35
	Oshriyeh and Egger (2025)
	Hotels
	eWOM; Brand Reputation
	User-review/brand study
	Customer reviews can both strengthen and damage hotel brands.
	Managerial intervention mechanisms remain less developed.
	Reinforces the dual positive and negative role of online reviews.

	A36
	Sann, Lai and Chen (2021)
	Hospitality research
	eWOM
	Review paper
	Hospitality eWOM research strongly demonstrates customer-to-customer influence.
	Traditional eWOM research gives limited attention to organisation-generated responses.
	Justifies extending eWOM towards interactive review management.

	A37
	Sann et al. (2022)
	Hospitality
	Complaint Analytics
	Big-data analytics
	Review analytics can identify and predict online complaining behaviour.
	Identifying complaints does not demonstrate effective recovery.
	Supports analytics while highlighting the continuing need for managerial judgement.

	A38
	Sutherland, Sim and Lee (2021)
	Hospitality
	Signalling; Expectation Confirmation
	Certification/review/pricing study
	Certification, online reviews and pricing jointly influence hospitality evaluation.
	Does not isolate managerial-response effects.
	Demonstrates that hotel reputation is shaped by multiple simultaneous signals.

	A39
	Tsai et al. (2020)
	Hotel reviews
	eWOM; Information Processing
	Text summarisation using helpfulness and sentiment
	Combining helpfulness and sentiment improves summarisation of hotel reviews.
	Automated measures cannot fully capture irony, sincerity or context.
	Supports reputation analytics while identifying interpretive limitations.

	A40
	Wen and Ha (2024)
	Hospitality
	Review Scepticism; Expectation Confirmation
	Time-lag empirical study
	Review scepticism influences behavioural intentions before and after hotel visits.
	Behavioural intention remains an indirect measure of reputation.
	Shows that customers critically evaluate rather than automatically trust reviews.

	A41
	Xu et al. (2020)
	Tourism reviews
	eWOM; Signalling
	Review/manipulation study
	Online reviews and managerial responses are interpreted within concerns about manipulation and credibility.
	Tourism-review context is broader than UK hotels.
	Adds authenticity and manipulation to the understanding of response credibility.

	A42
	Yao, Han and Bi (2024)
	Tourism and hospitality
	Relationship Marketing; Reputation
	Employee-loyalty/reputation study
	Employee loyalty and internal service factors are linked with online reputation.
	Internal employee factors extend beyond online review management itself.
	Shows that sustainable digital reputation also depends on internal service culture.


[bookmark: _Toc239699741][bookmark: _Toc240986992][bookmark: _Toc241014832]Table 35: Comprehensive Literature Synthesis Matrix of the 42 Included Studies 
Source: Author’s synthesis based on the 42 included studies.
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Figure 2: Proposed Conceptual Framework
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