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1. Introduction

Skift, a travel trend website, writes on June 10" 2016:

“Many say that online travel booking sites like Expedia and metasearch services such as Kayak have
essentially killed the traditional travel agent over the last 20 years. In addition to online booking
going mainstream, the disappearance of agent commissions for air ticket bookings and travel

information becoming readily available online contributed to this downturn as well.” (Skift, 2016)

The article goes on to describe how online travel agencies still left in the market no longer focus on
just surviving. By analysing consumer habits and their technology habits, agencies will find survival
easy as they will in fact be providing a better service to their consumers than the competition (Skift,

2016).

The article already highlights the importance nowadays to know what you customer wants in order
to survive as a travel agent, and what the consumer wants nowadays is mostly convenience, online
accessibility and little trouble booking their ideal holiday instantly. This was however not always the
case. In the previous century the holidays purchased within the travel industry have moved from
office contact to phone contact to online platforms. This created a movement of disintermediation in
the market when the geographical reach of companies within the industry expanded. In the 21*
century, technology has evolved thus far that this geographical span now envelopes multiple
countries and even continents (Thakran and Verma, 2013). As companies could now deal with more

different types of customers, a new way of competing ensued: customer personalization.

This growth in geographical terms however also means that a company potentially has to deal with
not only different types of customers, but also customers of different nationalities and beliefs,
potentially asking for a different approach in marketing, customer service, offerings, etc. In terms of
individualist versus collectivist societies these differences may be clear. In terms of countries within,
for example, Western Europe, these differences may be less discernible to companies. According to
Hofstede (1991), they are however most definitely there. His research however is not directly

applicable to a specific market.

Research question
Much has been written about the general development of the travel market and the shift from

traditional travel agencies to OTAs (Online Travel Agencies). However, little academic research exists
about cultural differences in travel markets between different countries. Even the above article talks

about a general movement in the travel market. Literature is lacking in giving insight in market



differences that could stem from a difference in consumer (national) culture, such as differences in
trust formation and resulting perceived risk and brand loyalty. There is much research on consumer
behavior, on cultural differences with respect to the Netherlands and the UK and on the online travel
market. These three research fields have not yet been combined. Besides academic research lacking
in this specific field, there is a clear practical relevancy. Having more insight in cultural differences
differences can help (international) online travel agents with marketing their products (especially
through which channels, e.g. mobile platforms). If companies truly want to personalize their services
towards consumers in different countries, they have to take cultural differences into respect. These
differences do not need to be the same for every market and research into cultural difference
between travel markets is therefore relevant. It could show that two countries, although close

together, might produce different markets and give an answer to why this is the case.

This research therefore focuses on respective differences in consumer culture between the

Netherlands and the United Kingdom. This leads to the research question:

‘To what extent do cultural differences among consumers create a difference in online travel markets

in the United Kingdom and the Netherlands?’

Purpose and scope
The purpose of this research is to gain further insight in whether cultural differences between na-
tionalities can influence the development of travel markets. The scope of the research contains re-

spondents of British and Dutch nationality between 20 and 35 years of age.

Structure
This research has been divided up into five chapters. After this introduction a literature review

chapter will follow. The literature review consists of a description of the historical developments of
the travel market and current trends, a cultural section and the development of the hypotheses
based on this literature review. In chapter three the method used is outlined, as well as drawbacks of
the method and what has been done to limit these. Chapter four gives the analysis of the
guantitative research performed and presents the results. Chapter five, the final chapter, discusses
the results, their implications and limitations, gives a final conclusion of the research and suggests

lines of further research to explore.



2. Literature review

Online Travel Agencies and the traditional travel market

Introduction
The World Travel Market 2014 Industry Report, resulting from one of the main events of the travel

industry set in London, states that with the employment level at its lowest level since the economic
crisis of 2008, travel markets are picking up again. More people in the UK are spending their holiday
domestically in 2014 compared to 2011. Business deal values are expected to go up in the travel
market. Travelers are able to take more long haul holidays than before due to a less tight budget
(WTM, 2014). Long haul flights are defined by Harrisson-Hill as being 'interregional travel of at least 6
hours in duration (Harrisson-Hill, 2000 p.84). With the economy in an upward trend again, it is
expected that consumption in the travel market will increase and there is more room for new
products and ways to sell these products. The basic transactions performed in the travel market
remain unchanged, the consumer pays for a service (e.g. holiday to Europe). How that product is sold

however, has changed tremendously in recent years (Thakran and Verma, 2013).

Traditional travel agencies versus online travel agencies
One can look at the travel market as consisting of traditional travel agencies, using traditional media

and having a set office or a location they work from and that can be visited. Another option for
booking a holiday are Online Travel Agencies (OTA's): companies that offer the services of booking
travel via the internet (or a combination of both OTA's and traditional travel agencies). One could
also think of peer-to-peer travel services, like AirBnB, but these lie outside the scope of this research.
This research will focus on travel agencies, rather than peer-to-peer consumer networks. The
producer in this case is thus a hotelier or airline for instance and the travel agency intended in this
research (OTA) sources their services and sells them through to consumers, therefore acting as a
broker or intermediary. This way OTAs are able to offer a broad range of products to the consumer

(Spulber, 1996).

Intermediary theory
What makes consumers choose for an intermediary like a travel agent in the first place? As Spulber

(1996) states, 'intermediaries seek out suppliers, find and encourage buyers, select buy and sell
prices, define the terms of the transactions, manage the payments and record keeping for
transactions and hold inventories to provide liquidity or availability of goods and services' (Spulber,
1996, p.135). They often transform products to add value. Intermediation theory is founded by the
work of Coase (1937) and Williamson (1975). They state that organizations are mainly shaped by
transaction costs, meaning that intermediaries exist because they can clear the market in a more

efficient and cost effective way than when consumers and producers are left to clear the market



them selves. In the case of travel agents this broker function is more about providing coordination
services, making the right match between what consumers want and producers offer and improving
the welfare of both consumers and producers by reducing uncertainty. As Spulber (1996) writes, a
decentralized market can exist next to this, in which consumer and producer negotiate directly,
which is considered to be more risky. The intermediary role of a travel agent can thus use the risk-
averseness of the consumer. As Kahneman and Tversky (1979) state in their prospect theory,
consumers generally will be more likely to prefer the sure market alternative (intermediaries) to the
risky option (decentralized markets, like AirBnB). However, as technology progressed and electronic
market places emerged, market friction (the mismatch of buyers and sellers) declined and there
became less need of intermediaries, leading to extinction of some of them (Bakos, 1998). The travel

market developed differently however as described in the next paragraph.

The historical development of the travel market
The emergence of an online travel market in a country can be viewed as based on two perspectives.

First there has to be a market for it, so consumers have to adapt to e-commerce (an online market)
in the travel business. This can depend on cultural preferences. Second, there have to be companies
willing to provide these online travel services. This can be done by traditional travel agencies starting
to sell their packages online or a whole new company having their business online from the start.

Again, this can also depend on the culture in a certain country (Wang, 2009).

Thakran and Verma (2013) discuss in their article the emergence of online travel, or online
distribution channels, in travel. They divide the rise of the online travel businesses into four main
era’s since 1960: global distribution systems (GDS), the internet, SoLoMo and a hybrid period. In the
GDS era (1960-1995) globalisation of the travel market was possible through the spread of the use of
telephones and other media. Intermediaries (travel agents) were added into the link with consumers
to increase the reach, because they could source and offer from a variety of producers. When the
internet in 1995 showed to be a cost-effective marketing tool, small and local suppliers could
compete with the big chains like the Hilton again. The focus moved from intermediation to
disintermediation to third party intermediation when search engines became an option (like
Expedia). However, this resulted again in a loss of control over producers (e.g. hotels) own pricing
decisions and started to resemble a ‘race to the bottom’. Smaller, less cost effective suppliers were
competed out of the market. As an answer travel bundling and packaging emerged as a business
model. Anderson (2009) demonstrated that part of the success (or demise) of internet travel
intermediaries was influenced by their degree of transparency about booking costs. This was caused

by the ‘billboard effect’: suppliers could now offer their rooms, flights, etc. on multiple platforms



which increased their revenues and also made it easier for consumers to compare costs and decide

which supplier was being honest about their booking fees.

According to Thakran and Verma (2013) the financial recession of 2008, together with a surge in the
amount of internet users, pushed the travel market up in sales. This sales push occurred mainly
through deal and flash sale sites These websites did not only offer a steep discount from the actual
sales price, but also required a high mark up fee of 50% on average taken out of the suppliers profit.
Online travel agencies asked high commissions at the time as well, making suppliers profits decrease

and direct-booking websites lose business to these online agencies.

Quite recently the SoLoMo era (2000-2010) made social media and Customer Engagement
Technology (mobile applications that can be used in the booking process) the words of the decade
(Thakran and Verma, 2013). Social media traffic showed unprecedented highs. Online reviews and
social media started influencing traveler’s buying decisions. Suppliers now needed to maintain a high
online reputation and engage customers with new online content (e.g. displays about the travel
destination) to keep them satisfied (McCarthy, Stock and Verma, 2010). The SoLoMo era thus
resulted in maturing disintermediation, as consumers got 'empowered' and started informing their
selves instead of relying on information given by OTAs and traditional travel agencies (Thakran and

Verma, 2013).

The following so called hybrid era is still very recent. Thakran and Verma (2013, p.245) call 2013 “the
year of three screens — computers, tablets and smartphones”. Customers highly rely on the internet
to search for supplier information on all three screens at the same time. Suppliers increasingly try to
customize the customer experience (the experience they have during the booking process and during
and post travel) and create a high quality experience. Thakran and Verma (2013) state that
traditional travel agents, online travel agents and search engines however remain a big part of the
amount of bookings made, despite suppliers efforts. Verma et al. (2007) note that the consumer’s
choice of supplier or intermediary still depends on their ability to adapt to new technologies. When
related to individuals’ demographics however this is becoming a less and less important distinction
as the older generations start using and understanding current technology as well like smartphones,
al be it with a lag. This adaptation effect is also described by Shapiro and Varian (1999), who state
that quality improvements can only be incremental since acceptance of new technology is based on
compatibility with the old technology. Nusair, Parsa and Cobanoglu (2011) do say that it is mainly
generation Y (born between 1982 and 1994) dominating demographically all internet purchases, of
which travels booked online. This generation uses the internet for 15% of their total spending and

this figure is increasing in Western economies. This group will thus be the research focus.



The network economy
As disintermediation between 2000 and 2010 caused intermediaries to become less needed in the

online marketplace, new types of electronic intermediaries emerged in the travel market. Key
functions of these intermediaries (OTAs) are still matching buyers and sellers, but now integrating
the components of consumer processes, providing trust relationships (consumer loyalty) and insuring
the integrity of the online market are important drivers behind their existence (Bakos, 1998). What
Thakran and Verma (2013) describe in their brief categorisation of the change eras in the travel
market is more commonly known as the shift from the industrial economy to a network economy.
This market transition and the accompanying self-reinforcing positive feedback contributes to the
OTAs existence (Varian and Shapiro, 1999). These new types of travel agencies offer a range of
different products, have different ways of competing and a different way of viewing the consumer

compared to previous years and the previous industrial economy.

A network economy is similar to for example the railroad network: it exists of visible connections. A
network economy however also consists of invisible connections, e.g. over the internet. The MIT
Technology Review (2014) defines the network economy as being: “an emerging type of economic
environment arising from the digitalization of fast-growing, multi-layered, highly interactive, real-
time connections among people, devices and businesses”. Shapiro and Varian (1999) describe how
current information monopolies in the network economy are constantly shifting as each business
tries to reduce their costs by having a more effective network. The value of the network depends on
how many other suppliers, consumers or competitors are connected with it (use the travel company
in this case). More is better, as it is better to use a website that has more customers and is backed by
more suppliers. Success leads through a vicious circle to a reinforcement of success, as a website
becomes more popular. This leads to a race to the top instead of a race to the bottom. The market
will be dominated by one ‘best’ supplier: a temporary monopoly. This is a gradual process. When a
company at the top becomes too big and has to carry all the costs, it gets harder to govern and
competitors could find more profitable niches. The temporary monopoly is thus unstable (Shapiro

and Varian, 1999).

Positive feedback in a network economy can exist because of economies of scale on the demand and
the supply side. When positive feedback is present in a network, the growth of a company generally
follows a logistic pattern. With the launch of the company the growth is flat, but as soon as positive
feedback takes place (the company knows some success or sales) the growth pace will pick up
quickly. As saturation occurs, when the company has reached it temporary monopoly, growth
becomes flat again. Large companies often have economies of scale over smaller companies, which

creates economies of scale on the supply side and will earn them positive feedback as products



become cheaper. This type of economies of scale however has a practical limit. In the network
economy, economies of scale on the demand side also exist. A company is valued and its products
are bought, because ‘everyone’ buys with them. If consumers expect it to become a popular website
to book travel at, more will start to use it, meaning part of the company’s worth is actually based on
consumers speculating (Shapiro and Varian, 1999). In short, the supply economies of scale combined
with economies of scale on the demand side make that positive feedback is a big determinant of
current market positions in network economies. Lower costs makes the product more attractive, so

more people will buy it, making demand grow even more as popularity is expected to increase.

Competition in the online travel market
Because consumers and companies are so closely connected in the new economy, this creates

opportunities to analyse consumers behaviour on a large scale with data gathered through these
networks. This changes the way businesses compete as they have more insight in what consumers
actually want. The concept of market competition was first described by Adam Smith in his 'Wealth
of Nations' (1776) as allocating resources to their most valued uses. Smith (1776) referred to
competition not so much as resulting in market equilibrium or to a large number of sellers involved.
He saw competition as the process of suppliers selling their goods on the best terms to the highest
bidders, ultimately driving prices down. The traditional (industrial) focus was on competing on
efficiency and thus the lowest cost-price possible, relying heavily on the exploitation of information

asymmetries (Bakos, 1996).

As described earlier however, economies of scale on the supply side have upper boundaries. Since
positive feedback in these economies is of importance, and bigger networks can reinforce positive
feedback, it would make sense to use alliances with other companies to create a bigger network of
users and suppliers. This changes the way competition is viewed in the market. This change is also
causing the current management models of having a traditional office-shop at several locations, set
opening hours and no 24-hour feedback to fall behind in profitability. Online Travel Agents (OTAs)
can more easily create alliances and thus gain market share against traditional agencies (Mayock,
2015). This has led to the emergence of new business models, like TravelBird that is operating in

markets of twelve different countries, but has only one (non-visitable) office in Amsterdam.

In the network economy centralized decision making in companies and bureaucratic structures are
becoming of less value (Malone and Laubacher, 1998). Intrinsic incentives for employees, but also for
consumers, get more emphasis. Consumers have gone from being maximizers to satisfiers (Schwarz
et al., 2002). Online commerce and thus the online travel industry as well is accelerated in growth by

the technological revolutions Thakran and Verma (2013) described. Network economies place a

10



bigger emphasis on value that is created by the entire network and the amount of connectivity.
Companies that can operate in different time-zones, even though they are based in only one of
them, move towards a 24-hours economy. Economies of scale are not determined by the size of the
company anymore on the supply side but also on the demand side but by the size of the network it
has created globally and who is has liaised with (Kelly, 1998, Shapiro and Varian, 1999). Competitive

advantage is no longer the sum of efficiencies but the sum of all connections (Satell, in Forbes, 2014).

As said, competition focus used to be on the lowest cost possible, making use of information
asymmetries in the market, but now it has shifted to competing by adding value to the market by
attracting a larger network. For OTA's this translates itself specifically into adding value for buyers
and sellers both, as they play an intermediary role (Bakos, 1996). Because a travel company is in
control of the travel product they sell, they influence the extra’s that partners offer as well, like
excursions and types of hotels. Strategic partners have to be found that offer what consumers want
to buy. They need to be most convenient agent to buy the holiday from and some partners will thus
be forced out of the market if they don’t offer what the travel company wants. This creates a
network externality. A travel company influences what travel partners (like ticket operators) have on
offer. Generally this will be a positive externality, as when travel partners opt in the network
becomes larger and thus better, which they profit from too. This will make the worth or value of a
network grow exponentially according to Shapiro and Varian (1999). However, when different users
have a variety of needs, a network market may still stay fragmented and there is not necessarily one

dominating company.

Consumer Loyalty
Shifting away from the traditional travel market to an online market that fits into a network

economy, competition focus thus must be on increasing the network. Online social networks now
have much influence over travelers buying decisions (Thakran and Verma, 2013). This has created
awareness that brand loyalty and positive word-of-mouth should be key competition goals, instead
of only focusing on cost allocations (Klemperer, 1995). Earning customer loyalty increases the market
share when they think a company is a more popular choice. This creates positive feedback on the
demand side, which is an important determinant of a OTA's future profitability (following demand
side economies of scale). However, consumers stay price sensitive, so there is a tradeoff decision for
every company. They could invest in their current market share by undercutting prices and gaining
new customers, or they could set higher prices and capitalize on their existing repeat purchasing
customer base. The latter can potentially decrease market share with respect to other competitors,
as supply side economies of scale stay an important determinant of positive feedback. Giving

customers a sense of perceived switching costs makes sure that OTA's have some power over their

11



repeat purchasing customers. Consumers need to perceive a cost of switching brands in able to stay
when the competition becomes cheaper (Klemperer, 1995). Integrating this into the network
economy theory where consumers expect their supplier to be always reachable, this means that
customer brand loyalty needs to be won by focusing on excelling customer experience and customer
journey (Amadeus traveller report, 2015). From the OTA's perspective this means that they have to
use a customer centric approach instead of a net revenue approach. One that is better than their
competitor’s. Payment transparency (e.g. being able to view directly what a trip is going to cost
instead of later sudden add-ons) and seamless revenue management have become important in the
travel industry as have options in case of cancellations and refunds. OTA's can make this more highly
personalised, with continuous contact options, reducing payment frictions. This will increase their
conversion (the rate of online views compared to the sales) (Schetzina and Rheem, 2009). This means
OTAs are thus at an advantage compared to traditional travel agencies who are more rigid and stuck

to office hours.

Nusair, Parsa and Cobanoglu (2011) describe that consumers nowadays realize the rewards and
benefits of using a specific company (e.g. when it has a large network) and take into account any
costs of switching and terminating the relationship. They will book again with a specific company just
because booking elsewhere wouldn’t benefit them (economically) or there are few alternatives. Since
the online travel market is very competitive the costs of switching are greatly reduced and this results
in a lot of consumers making their decisions based on economic benefits (as described, this often
translates into the best deal for the best value). Perhaps the behaviour towards an online travel agent
differs between cultures too, this has yet to be researched. It is however clear that more and more
tourists use the internet to search for information and book their travels (Litvin, Goldsmith and Pan

(2008).

Consumer loyalty and generation Y
As Nusair et al. (2011) find, it is very difficult to get commitment from the current economically

dominant generation. Trust plays a major role in getting brand loyalty from this generation Y. Morgan
and Hunt (1994) find that trust exists of confidence and reliability and evolves over time by exceeding
consumer expectations and repeated satisfaction with their purchases. In the tourism industry this
translates into satisfaction leading to word-of-mouth. This will lead to positive feedback reinforcing
success by success in turn, according to Shapiro and Varian (1999). Cohen et al. state however, that
the literature shows gaps on cross-cultural formation of trust (most studies are cross-sectional
instead) and consequences of perceived risk and brand loyalty. Whitepaper (2015) states that self-
service (e.g. checking in at the airport, your hotel room), making travelling cheaper, mobile booking

opportunities, making booking easier and authentic experiences (not only the destination but the
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whole pre-during-post booking and travel process) are the things that are going to tie the generation
Y-ers to a specific brand. According to the report, all the change going on in the online travel market
has two things in common: mobile technology and generation Y. In this case competitors that were
digital from the start are tough competition for traditional travel agencies that have only recently
started their online component. The former are much more adaptable and less rigid in their thinking

(Whitepaper, 2015).

Utility, experience and consumer empowerment
Not only the travel agent's role in the economy has changed, also the way consumers are to be

viewed this requires a departure from traditional microeconomic theory. Micro economics looks at
individual’s actions as if they were maximizing a utility function, depending on direct utility from
consumption of goods and an income constraint (Walras, Menger, Jevons as discussed in Moscati,
2011). This traditional framework assumed that consumers only wanted to achieve the highest level
of satisfaction, being maximizers, only dependent on the amount of goods consumed. This makes
them only subject to the limitations of purchasing power (Jara-Diaz, 1994) However, considering the
good 'travel' there is a time constraint present. Kockelman (1999) writes that the travel industry
differs from the traditional consumer constraints because the opportunity cost of time and discrete
choices play a more important role as constraints on the utility function. Jara-Diaz (1994) states that
in the travel market consumers not only have to decide what they consume (e.g. a trip to Bali, versus
a trip to the Maldives) but also decide about the allocation of their time and thus this poses a second
constraint on the utility function as neither time nor money is inexhaustible. Evans (1972) was the
first to consider the activities (e.g. leisure, work and travel) performed in the utility function and the
amount of time as a constraint on this function. He also noted that activities might be even more
costly than goods as activities often need goods to be performed. This makes the model consist of
both an income and a time constraint. However, this is still in terms of seller's markets. The adapted
travel utility function assumes that there is a range of products that consumers just choose from. The
network economy has empowered consumer by offering a broader range of choices and online
available information, which has changed the market into a consumer's market instead of a seller’s
market. This makes traditional theories about consumer utility, risk aversion and so on less relevant,

as consumers become satisfiers instead of maximizers (Deloitte, 2015).

Market shares have become brand loyalty based as competition is not determined only by the lowest
prices anymore but also, as previously stated, by value added in the vertical chain (in this instance,
value added by the intermediary OTA). However, Deloitte (2015) found that customers still search for
the cheapest option possible. They still use comparison websites, continuing the recession-like deal

hunting behaviour even though real wages have gone up again. There is a difference with previous
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cost-price based competition however. Consumers look for the best deal instead of simply the
cheapest. They look for the best value for money. The network economy that has made consumers
more connected with each other has made them more likely to be influenced by each other than by
any content created by the OTA. Deloitte (2015) found that review sites are the most influential
source when searching for a holiday. Next to this there is a trend of consumers becoming content
creators rather than merely consuming it, thus both changes reinforce each other. As online
advertising is becoming not only more expensive but also less effective, companies will have to rely
more on inexpensive word of mouth and social advocacy, meaning companies have to use the
internet and social media more to engage consumers other ways than marketing alone to get them
to openly promote their product. To get positive reviews consumers need to have a positive pre,
during and post trip experience, meaning that travel businesses need to focus on cheap prices, but all
the while keep offering quality products and good customer service to create a total positive

experience.

Limitations of the current network economy
Deloitte (2015) found that the emergence and existence of OTAs gives rise to new opportunities in

terms of tracking behaviour of consumers. There are new opportunities to engage them at different
stages of the buying process to make them to be more brand loyal and openly promote the brand.
However, the current cross-device usage (the three screen era, as described by Thakran and Verma,
2013) by consumers is making it also challenging to draw any conclusions from their behaviour. They
switch from device to device, polluting data. The UK consumer travel market is also still fragmented
between the online and offline market, possibly due to different consumer needs that can fragment

a network market (Shapiro and Varian, 1999).

Consumers use different devices like cell phones, tablet and laptops throughout their customer
journey, for example still switching to their desktop or laptop to complete the booking process. This
makes it more difficult for companies to track their customers throughout the entire process and to
make tailored advertising to engage them. This can lead to wrong data collection: a high amount of
bookings made through a laptop or desktop may signal to a company that their mobile platform
doesn't need as much attention, while 75% of consumers use more than one device in the research
and booking process. This behaviour also depends on whether a customer is of a younger or older
generation. The younger generations have less working years and thus less years to accumulate
savings than the older generations (Delsen and Smits, 2011). The older generations still use offline
channels more than the young generations, resulting in different market levels. The network
economy in the travel market might actually hamper these sales to ‘richer’ generations, because

there is less online data available. This means that companies need to be very weary of how they
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collect data in the first place and in the second place think about what this data actually means and

how to engage and inspire consumers to more successfully sell their products.

The travel market in the UK and the Netherlands
Aside from the general travel market trends described, the Dutch and the British travel market do

portray some differences. Euromonitor International (2015) states in their research that domestic
trips in the Netherlands declined, leading to an increase in international holidays by the Dutch.
Furthermore, in the Netherlands the online travel market is maturing, meaning that growth is slowing
down, while online sales are still growing. Mobile sales are showing a very strong growth, resulting in
the biggest OTAs (TUI Nederland BV and D-RT Groep BV, Vakantie Xperts and The Travel Shop)
improving their applications for smartphones and tablets. The UK is seeing a similar growth in mobile
sales in the travel market. The UK however, is experiencing a growth in domestic sales and
international travel by British consumers, contrary to the Dutch market trend after economic
recovery (Eurobarometer International, 2015). It is worth mentioning however, that the UK is
geographically a larger country than the Netherlands and thus there are more destinations for
domestic tourism. One can expect that this results in a higher domestic tourism on average than in

the Netherlands.

The different reports highlight another difference of the UK travel market and the Dutch market:
under 35-year olds particularly increasingly want convenience, online features and value from a travel
agency, a trend that in the Netherlands already has taken place. The biggest market players in the UK,
TUI and Thomas Cook, are only now adjusting their strategies to support online sales and it is worth
noticing that they don't only do this by creating applications and websites, but also by opening
concept stores where online features are coupled with personal service. This is not seen in the
Netherlands, where the focus is nearly solely on online (mobile) sales (Eurobarometer international,
UK report 2015, NL report 2015). This indicates that supply- and demand side positive feedback are

triggered by different consumer needs as different services are offered.

Consumer culture
The emergence of an online travel market in a country can as said be viewed as based on the

willingness of the consumers and the willingness of the producers to adapt to the new technologies
(Wang and Cheung, 2009). The Deloitte (2015) report describes this in a slightly different way, namely

as the OTAs being the result of a trend of consumer empowerment.

As Frias et al. (2012) describe, culture is a moderating factor in pre-visit tourist destination search and
the ultimate decision made. They use the model of Hofstede (1991) for the definition of cultural

differences. He state that cultural differences exist when countries score differently on several
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variables: a low versus high power distance, masculine or feminine in culture, individualist or
collectivist and the degree of nationwide uncertainty avoidance. Gursoy and Umbreit (2004) find that
external search behavior by travelers, information that comes from word-of-mouth, media, store
visits and trial, is also influenced by culture. Using the half yearly EUROBAROMETER 48 research they
find that culture determines the forms of communication that are acceptable. Specifically, they find
that the Brits use travel agencies, tv and radio more extensively as external information source, which
is not true for the Netherlands. In the Netherlands (online) travel guides and free tourism info are
often used. The use of travel media in both countries thus differs from each other in the sense that
there are indicators that Brits are relying more on traditional media to research a trip and require a
higher quality of their trips than the Dutch, who embrace new platforms and technologies quicker
(Euromonitor, 2015). This difference however, can also come forth from differences in supply and
demand of travel media. Some media may be dominant due to the positive feedback effect, leaving
less room for other media (Shapiro and Varian, 1999). Both countries are Western countries with
relatively the same degree of intellectual freedom. Cultural differences could create differences in
information patterns here (Gursoy and Umbreit, 2004). However, these studies were performed in
the early 2000's, before the surge of online travel agencies that happened in the latter half of the
2000's. These papers have not done any research yet into the online travel market with the new
technological possibilities of the hybrid-era (Thakran and Verma, 2013). The network economy was
underdeveloped compared to the current stand and it could be expected that positive feedback on
the demand side plays a bigger role now. Consumers have more ways to create positive feedback by
internet review platforms like TripAdvisor and can more easily do so with the current technology. On
the supply side, prices have decreased because technological improvements have made new
economies of scale and automating of advertising possible. The question is to what extent cultural
differences among consumers has created a difference in the current online travel markets in the

United Kingdom and the Netherlands.

Frias et al. (2012) state that the difference between national markets depends on the degree of
uncertainty avoidance of the national culture. As long as travel agencies are perceived as a sound
advice giving source of information, they will be used continuously as a leading channel of
distribution. Due to the internet this information process is however no longer only a push process,
where agencies can just 'push' deals and information on consumers, but has become more dynamic
in terms of selecting, reflecting, experiencing and sharing by consumers themselves as they have
become empowered by technology and abundance of choice. Again, this depends on the degree of

technology adaptation among the different (age) groups of consumers. Money and Crotts (2003)
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state that uncertainty avoiding cultures limit their risk by preferring physical contact at a travel

agency, booking package deals and travel in groups for shorter periods of time and for fewer visits.

Research Focus

Population
Cohen, Prayag and Moital (2014) state that the travel market is rapidly changing, because so called

'generation Y', born between 1982 and 1994) is displacing the baby boomers and previous generation
X in the labor forces. As they do so, they earn the money to buy holidays and have become the
biggest source of visitors for tourism destinations. They tend to have similar common values,
behaviours and attitudes. This makes generation Y somewhat homogeneous in their marketing
needs. Nusair, Parsa and Cobanoglu (2011) state that generation Y is consumption oriented, relying
on social groups (also online), seeking instant gratification, is used to choice abundance, has a
relatively high income and travels frequently. However, older generations have had more productive
labor years already and thus have had more chance to build up travel funds (Delsen and Smits, 2011).
This makes them influential in the travel market. They tend to be more brand loyal and are thus often
a source of steady income. They also make less use of the internet to book travel than the younger
generations, making them less relevant for research purposes when focusing on Online Travel Agents.
Nusair et. Al (2011) found that OTAs were facing challenges to get commitment from the younger
generation Y and that the trade-off between risk and utility and trust were of importance in
developing brand loyalty among them (Nusair et al., 2013). Whitepaper (2015) states that generation
Y is driving the cultural change in markets. 44% of them use the internet and, increasingly, social
media to research and plan their travel, contrary to an 18% average in older generations. This
younger generation has more opportunity to generate widespread positive feedback (or negative
feedback) and make companies more or less successful. This underlines the importance of the
research focusing on generation Y. However, most research into generation Y is U.S. based and hinges
on the assumption that globalization causes the generation Y concept to be applicable to at least the
entire Anglophonic world, as the world is becoming more and more monocultural (Cohen et al.,

2013). Further research into this with respect to the UK and Netherlands is necessary.
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Hypotheses

Hofstede's (based on the 1991 model, retrieved results from 2015) model survey outcomes for the
Netherlands and the UK are very much the same on the six factors as is shown in figure 1. However,
cultural differences stem from that the Netherlands is a feminine society and the UK a masculine
society. In the former social inclusion of everyone, a healthy work/life balance, compromise and open
debate are important. In the UK the culture is success oriented and driven. The second difference is
the degree of uncertainty avoidance: the Netherlands has a slight preference for uncertainty
avoidance. There is a need for rules and norms, being busy, working hard and being punctual.
Security is important in personal motivations. This might hamper innovation. The UK however scores
low on uncertainty avoidance and there is a strong need for innovation. Another slight difference is
that the Dutch seem to be more pragmatic than the Brits, scoring higher on long-term orientation:
thrift and modern education are seen as the best way to prepare for the future. Cultural values can
be changed in favor of this. The Brits are ambiguous on this aspect. The do not have a preference for
either pragmatism or maintaining values and traditions. The masculinity versus femininity of UK
versus Dutch society will be seen as the main difference between both cultures in the remainder of

this research.

Netherlands
n comparison with United Kingdom
89
80
66 67 68 ©9
51
38
32 32
14
Power Distance ndividualism Masculinity Uncertainty Long Term Indulgence
Avoidance Orientation
Metherlands United Kingdom

Figure 1: Hofstede’s (2015) cultural dimensions for the Netherlands and the UK (retrieved
from https://geert-hofstede.com/netherlands.html)

Hofstede’s (1991) and the Hofstede Centre (2015) findings about masculinity in the UK versus
femininity in the Netherlands are found as well by Verluyten (2009) (a score of 66 on masculinity in
the UK contrary to only a score of 14 for masculinity for the Netherlands). Garfield (2011) finds that
the Netherlands score high on being an individualistic society. When analysing words used in
pamphlets about mental diseases, more feminine words are used than masculine wordings and more
references were made to emotions linked to uncertainty. The same research for the UK performed

concluded that the UK scores high on masculinity, low on uncertainty avoidance (similar to the
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Netherlands) and high on being an individualistic society. Findings on the main difference, masculinity

versus femininity in the Netherlands and the UK are thus similar to Hofstede’s (1991) framework.

The hypotheses of this research are based on the cross-national differences found in Hofstede's
(1991) research performed by the Hofstede Centre in 2015 and on differences in positive feedback
generation (Shapiro and Varian, 1999). They are also based on differences in technology adaptations
(the use of OTAs and mobile platforms) and differences in the need for trust indicators when
purchasing holidays. These are based on the proceedings of the Customer Trust Roundtable
discussion by the Conference Board of Canada, 2007. This is linked to uncertainty avoidance and
leads to a hypothesis about the use of trust indicators when buying holidays online. The first
hypothesis however comes forth from the ambiguity of the current research results available on the
use of different media while buying travel. It is not clear from existing research which culture makes
more use of traditional media and than of OTA’s and which culture uses mobile platforms most.

Therefore the first two hypotheses are as follows:

Hla: There is no difference between how British and Dutch travelers book their holiday

H1b: There is a difference between how British and Dutch travelers book their holiday

H2a: There is no difference between British and Dutch travelers in the platform used to book a holiday
H2b: There is a difference between British and Dutch travelers in the platform used to book a holiday

The third hypothesis is based on Hofstede's (1991) and the Hofstede Centre (2015) results and
Customer Trust Roundtable discussion by the Conference Board of Canada, 2007. It is specific for
online travel purchasing and is a translation of uncertainty avoidance to risk-averseness in travel

purchasing behaviour.

H3a: There is no difference between British and Dutch travelers in the amount of trust indicators used

when purchasing a holiday online

H3b: There is a difference between British and Dutch travelers in the amount of trust indicators used

when purchasing a holiday online
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3. Method

Research Overview

The research question ‘To what extent do cultural differences among consumers create a difference
in online travel markets in the United Kingdom and the Netherlands?’ and hypotheses will be
answered by using a survey among Dutch and UK consumers born between 1982 and 1994
(generation Y). As can be seen in chapter 2, the hypotheses are based on a comparison between the
UK and the Dutch culture on the usage of OTA's, different (online) platforms and the use of trust

indicators.

Research design
Because this research is based on Hofstede's (1991) initial model and its current outcomes obtained

by the Hofstede Centre (2015) a similar quantitative research method was chosen in the form of a
survey. A sample of respondents is selected from the population of generation Y-ers in the
Netherlands and the UK. As the research considers two different countries and both populations of
generation Y are quite large (in the UK alone the population of this group is 13.8 million), sampling
through an online questionnaire is favoured over interviews due to time restraints (CSU, 2016)

(Vennix, 2010)

Overall design
The main factors when designing a survey are respondent’s attitude, the nature of the questions to

be asked, the cost of conducting the survey and whether the survey is a suitable way to answer the
research question. As the research population exists of a generation that has grown up with the
internet and extensively uses it as a communication platform, it can be expected that the response
rate to an online survey would be higher than a posted one and a larger and cross-national sample
can be reached by using prime communication platforms like Facebook to promote the survey. Since
a Likert scale is used in the survey a telephone survey would considerably make responses more
difficult and biased by the researchers influence and interpretation. To prevent research bias open
ended questions are avoided as much as possible. However, most importantly, the instrument (the
online survey) needs to be able to measure the research question properly and because the

populations in the research are both large an online survey would be the best way to do this.

Limitations to the design
As generation Y makes use of social media, the online survey is promoted through Facebook to reach

the target group. This research design has a few strengths compared to other designs, because it is
cost-saving, it is easier to analyse, not subject to researcher bias and a shorter time-frame for data
collection is needed, since the survey can be delivered in seconds rather than days. The response rate

is higher than of other techniques. The responses are overall more candid because there is more
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anonymity perceived and the influence of the researcher on the respondents is minimized (CSU,
2016, Vennix, 2010). However, electronic surveys also have some limitations. A demographic
limitation in this case would be that only respondents with access to a computer and online network
can fill out the survey. This however, given the nature of the research being an online market place, is
less of a concern. The use of online networks can however in itself also give the issue of less
anonymity or confidentiality, since it is easier to track back who has seen the survey. By use of a link
through to a Qualtrics survey rather than a survey on the social network itself this is solved. There
also can be layout and presentation issues as constructing the format of an online questionnaire can
be more difficult if experience is lacking. There might be more orientation towards the used format
and more information needed for respondents to prevent this. There can also be difficulties that are
hardware and software related, as computers have a higher chance of default than written surveys or
interviews. Even though the response rate is supposed to be higher than the written and interview

surveys, this is only the case in the first few days (Vennix, 2010, CSU, 2016)

The survey
The survey (Appendix A) consists of closed-ended questions with either dichotomous answers or

rating scale response options. For the latter a Likert scale is used. Different question formats are used
to be able to measure the research question more appropriately in relation to the hypotheses and to
increase appropriate effort from respondents. When needed, definitions of the different concepts,
like ‘long haul’ or ‘holiday’ are given to ensure a common understanding among subjects and
decrease interpretation bias. The questions are set up in an order from general questions to more
specific personal questions, to decrease the dropout rate and the likelihood of socially desirable
answers. Questions are blocked together into topic sets to make logical links between questions and
improve the understanding in the respondent group. Part of the survey is based upon Hofstede’s

(1991) cultural survey.

Sampling procedure
The survey uses a sample of the population that can be easily reached through social media, and thus

uses haphazard sampling. Since this is a non probability method this introduces a bias in the research,
which could translate into more respondents answering that they have booked online. Respondents
with less usage of internet are less easily reached. However, since the population is one with high
levels of internet usage this is a minor concern (40% according to Nusair, Parsa and Cobanoglu

(2011)). The sampling error for non probability samples is difficult to measure (Weisberg et al., 1989)
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Reliability and validity
In this section the reliability and the validity of the results will be discussed. Blumberg et al. (2005)

describe validity as whether it is measured what was actually intended to be measured. Reliability
refers to whether this measurement proves to give consistent results. This already indicates that
validity is foremost important because if a research is not valid, reliability does not matter. With
respect to the method used in this research, the survey needs to be both a reliable and valid

measurement tool to answer the research question.

When looking at the validity of this research, it can be split into internal and external validity. Seale
(2004, p.74) states seven threats to internal validity. First of all, history, experimental mortality and
maturation (in which respondents are influenced by the passing of time) are in this case not a big
concern, since the collection of survey results took place over the course of three weeks and it was
not an experiment. Testing is neither a concern, since no second survey took place that could be
influenced by the first survey. Instrumentation (changing the instrument or observers) did not take
place and neither is the John Henry (comparison effect) since there was no comparison taking place
in an experiment. Furthermore, the survey was pretested among professionals (working in the travel

industry) and potential survey subjects, to guard against testing and instrumentation effect.

Threats to external validity are the interaction effect of testing and reaction effects of experimental
arrangements, multiple treatments or the experimental variable. Again no second survey was
performed and the measurement method was a survey, not an experiment, so these threats are not a

concern.

The only variable that could influence the validity of the research results in this case is the selection
bias. Since the survey was only available online and respondents were collected by engagement via
Facebook and word-of-mouth, the results can be expected to contain more respondent that handle
their affairs (and their holidays) via the internet. However, since previous research has shown that the
population (generation Y) uses the internet for a large share of their research (40% in 2011, according
to Nusair, Parsa and Cobanoglu (2011)) and increasing. this does not jeopardise the internal validity

too much.

Generalisability
Reliability involves whether the research results can be reproduced consistently, and whether

findings are the same under similar conditions (Seale, 2004, p. 72). Of course the number of
respondents could fluctuate (statistical variance), but a similar study would yield overall the same

results, since the same questions were asked to all respondents in the sample. The study is also
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repeatable, since the questionnaire can be used anywhere. To test the whether the results could be

generalized further, a chi square test of significance was used.

Analysis of the results

Chi Square test of significance
To test the significance of the results, a chi square test is performed on most of the results (excluding
the results of question eight, ten and eleven). This test is used to test the null hypothesis that that
British population is similar to the Dutch population with respect to a variable (question) and the
alternative population that the British population is not similar to the Dutch population on a variable
(question) :

H, : The British population = the Dutch population

H; :The British population # the Dutch population
The direction of this difference is not specified. This could lead to the British population scoring a

higher value on a question than the Dutch population, or a lower value:
British population > Dutch population
British population < Dutch population

This makes this chi square test a two-sided test and thus an alpha of 0.025 will be used. With a
Pearson chi square test, a critical value has to be calculated, based on the degrees of freedom

according to the following formula:

If test value is below the critical value calculated and the following p-value is below 0.025, the test is
significant and the alternative hypothesis is accepted. This test, however, can only be used for
frequencies of five or more in the data. Otherwise a Fisher’s exact test has to be used, that directly
displays the p-value and is subject to the same alpha as the direction of the effect is unclear (Hill et

al., 2012).

Normality and standard deviation tests

On question eight, ten and eleven tests for normality and standard deviation (variance) are used to
analyse the results before deciding of which statistical test fits best to test the significance of the
results. A Chi-square test can not be used in these cases, since the data is not ordinal of nature and

was collected using Likert-scales making it ordinal data. This means the data needs to be tested on
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homogeneity of variances and on normality of the data, before using an independent samples t-test
or Mann Whitney U test.

By testing for homogeneity of the variance Levene’s test is used. With this test the robustness of the
results is checked. The results are not robust if the resulting F-value of the test is significant against a
p-value of 0.05. The data then does not pass Levene’s test and the null hypothesis (all variances are
equal) is rejected (Hill et al., 2012). This affects the Type | error rate when proceeding with a t-test,
since there is variance between both respondent groups. This leads to a reduction in the value of the
t-test statistic and a reduction in the degrees of freedom, which will raise the p-value above the criti-
cal level of 0.05. If Levene’s test is significant, no valid conclusions can be drawn from further tests as
the variances among the samples are not homgeneous.

To test for normality a Shapiro-Wilks test can be used. If the sample groups (British and Dutch) are
not normally distributed, a Mann-Whitney U test can be performed to test significance of the results.
The latter test does not require the assumption of normality of the data. It tests the null hypothesis

that two independent samples have the same distribution.

Independent samples t-test and the Mann Whitney U test

After the ordinal data has been found to have equal variances across the samples and the data to be
normally distributed, an Independent samples t-test can be used. With this test the difference be-
tween the means of the two samples (British and Dutch) is scrutinized. The null hypothesis is that
there is no difference between the means of the two samples (1; = u,). The alternative hypothesis
is that there is a difference between the means of the two samples (u; # u,).

The formula used for this test is displayed below.

X1 — X3

tey-x, =

(Mg~ DSP+ (% ~1)sE) (1, 1)
N, +N,—2 N, N,

The test is two sided and uses a confidence interval of 95 percent and an alpha of 0.025 on either
side. Again the t-value has to be either higher than 1.96 or lower than -1.96.

If the data on the two samples is found to have equal variances but not a normal distribution, a
Mann-Whitney U test can be performed as it does not require normality of the data. The resulting z-
score of this test has to be lower than -1.96 or higher than 1.96, when an alpha of 0.05 is maintained.
It measures the equality of the medians of both groups and ranks the observations an compares the-
se values on both independent sample groups (the British and the Dutch). This z-score is derived
from the u-score displayed in the test results, which is the number of times that the observations
within one sample group have a higher rank than of the other sample.

The formula used to calculate the z-score is:
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The null hypothesis is that there is no difference between the ranks of the two groups. The alterna-

tive hypothesis is that there is a difference between the ranks of the two groups (Hill et al., 2012).
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4. Presentation and analysis of results
The survey used for this research is divided in three blocks (booking behaviour, trust and perception)

after the general information block and contains a fourth block with demographical questions. The
analysis will divided up in these blocks, starting with the discussion of the demographic

characteristics of the sample.

Demographical characteristics
Within three weeks a sample of 176 respondents was collected. Of these 11 respondents were

excluded from the results as they were neither Dutch nor British. 47% of the sample is British, 53% is
Dutch. The divide between men and women overall was exactly equal. Within the Dutch sample 47%
was male and 53% female. Within the British sample this was respectively 54% and 46%. These
divides are almost equal. The age divide was derived from Hofstede’s (1991) research and can be
seen in the table below. As can be seen, among the Dutch sample the amount of 20-24 year olds is
over represented and the amount of 30-34 year olds is underrepresented. Among the British the
sample is more evenly spread, but the 25-29 year olds are overrepresented with respect to the 30-34
year olds. The 20-24 year olds in the Dutch sample group is also overrepresented compared to the
other age groups. This can be due to the sample method but is not necessarily a threat to the ability
to generalize the research. Later in this research the results are tested for robustness by excluding

these groups.

Under 20 0% 1%
20-24 61% 34%
25-29 32% 41%
30-34 4% 19%
35-39 0% 0%
40-49 4% 3%
50-59 0% 1%
60 or over 0% 0%
| Total 100% 100%

Table 1: Respondents age (question 13)

The spending budget for 20-24 year olds is mostly 400-800 pounds, followed by 800-1200 pounds.
For 25-29 year olds this is mostly 800-1200 pounds, followed by 400-800 pounds and more than 1200
pounds (in that order). The spending budget of 30-34 year olds is mostly 1200 pounds or more. This
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makes sense as younger generations have less time to build up holiday savings and will thus have less

money to spend (Delsen and Smits, 2011).

Regarding the professional situation of the British respondents, 69% is employed fulltime, 21% is a
student and 9% is employed part time. Of the Dutch respondents 42% worked fulltime, 46% is a
student and 9% is employed part time. It makes sense to have more students in the Dutch sample, as
higher education in the Netherlands is less expensive than in the UK (according to
studyinholland.co.uk) and it is more common to follow up a bachelors degree with a masters degree
in the former. The 20-24 year old age group is also over represented in the Dutch sample. This could
potentially prolong the total duration of the studies in the Netherlands resulting in a larger amount
of students in the sample. Since the British sample group has a higher percentage of respondents in
older age groups compared to the 20-24 year old group, this can be expected to result in a higher

percentage of respondents working full time.

Booking behaviour
In the block about booking behaviour several questions were asked regarding who the holiday was

with, how the holiday was booked and how often a holiday was booked.

Q1: Booking frequency
The majority of the British respondents in the age group of 20-35 years old goes on holiday two to

three times a year, followed by once a year. The same goes for the Dutch respondents, although they

responded once a year and four to five times a year more often than their British counterparts.

I T S N N

Once a year 19 26% 16 25%
'Ela'v\\//zatro three times 44 60% 38 589%
52:: to five times a 3 11% 6 9%
More than five 1 1% 5 3%
times a year

Never 1 1% 3 5%

[
Total 73 100% 65 100%

Table 2: Frequency of holidays (question 1)

Since both nationality and holiday frequency are ordinal variables with respect to the Dutch and

British sample, a chi-square test for homogeneity is used. This test was explained in the method
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section (chapter three). The test measures whether the Dutch and British sample population are
similar to each other on this variable (holiday frequency), or differ from each other. The null and

alternative hypothesis in this case are:

Hy:There is no dif ference between the British and Dutch population

Hi:There is a dif ference between the British and Dutch population

Since there are two sample groups, the degrees of freedom for the Chi-square test is the amount of
sample groups minus one times the number of categories minus one. The degrees of freedom
therefore is 4. Since a probability level of 0,025 is used with a two sided test, the critical value will be

11.1433 based on the formula below (Hill et al., 2012). The results are shown in table three.

T e e | e

Once ayear 19 16 35
Two to three times 44 38 82
a year
Four to five times a 3 6 14
year
More than five 1 5 3
times a year
Never 1 3 4

[
Total 73 65 138

Pearson chi2 (4) = 1.8577 Pr=0.762
Table 3: Chi-square test for holiday frequency and nationality
The results in table three show a chi-square of 1.8577, which much is smaller than the critical value
of 11.1433. The probability of 0.762 is higher than the alpha of 0.025 (see appendix B1.1). There is no
significant relationship between the variables holiday frequency and nationality. However, more cells
have a frequency of less than five, meaning a Fisher’s exact test is needed. The Fisher’s exact (p-
value) is 0,795, which is also higher than the alpha of 0.025. This again proves that there is no signifi-

cant relationship between these two variables.

Q2: Holiday partner
Next, a question was asked about the holiday companion(s) of the respondents. Respondents who

had chosen the option of never going on holiday in question one were excluded from answering this
guestion. The answer options were chosen with about the same frequencies for the Dutch and the

British. The Dutch however, do seem to answer more often that they travel with their friends than
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their British counterparts. As described in the theoretical framework, Money and Crotts (2003) state
that uncertainty avoiding cultures travel more in groups and the Netherlands did score higher on
uncertainty avoidance in the Hofstede group’s research (2015). The result is ambiguous however,

since a higher percentage of Dutch respondents than of British respondents seem to travel solo most

often.

O o o o e

| travel solo 9 13% 5 S0
| travel with my 33 46% 33 53%
partner
| travel with my 10 14% 9 15%
family
| travel with my 20 28% 15 24%
friends

[
Total 72 100% 62 100%

Table 4: Travel partner(s)

Again both variables are ordinal. Since all frequencies are five or more, a chi-square test is sufficient
to test for significance of the influence of nationality on the dependent variable travel partner.

There are three categories, so the degrees of freedom is three in this case. This leads to a critical
value of 9.3484 using the previous formula. The two hypotheses are similar to the ones displayed

under question one. The results of the Chi-square test are shown in table five.

I e T

| travel solo 9 5 14
| travel with my

partner 3 3 66
| travel with my 10 9 19
family

| travel with my 20 15 35
friends

[
Total 72 62 134

Pearson chi2 (3) =1.1700 Pr = 0.760

Table 5: Chi-square test for travel partner(s) and nationality
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Since the chi-square (1.1700) is lower than the critical value (9.3484) and the p-value (0.760) is higher
than the alpha (0.025) (see appendix B1.2), there is no significant relationship between the inde-

pendent variable nationality and the dependent variable travel partner.

Q3: Means of booking

The next question in the survey was about the booking locale: whether respondents booked online
or at a physical location of a travel agency. As can be seen below, nearly a 100% of both nationalities
book their travel online rather than at a physical travel agencies office. However, as said before, this
can be due to the fact that the questionnaire was only available online. The Fisher’s exact test
performed gives a value of 0.463, which is higher than the alpha of 0.025. The results of this test can
be seen in appendix B3.1 The we can conclude that there is no significant difference between the

nationalities. In fact, both nationalities were (near) unanimous.

N N T N

Online 72 100% 61 98%
Travel agency of- 0 0% 1 9%
fice

[
Total 72 100% 62 100%

Table 6: Booking locale (question 3)

Q4: Type of website
The answer about the booking locale was followed up by a more specific question about how the

online booking was made (through which type of website). It appears that more of the Dutch
respondents book through a comparison site than the British respondents (59% versus 47%) or a
direct suppliers website (29% versus 26%). As said, being thrifty is seen as a good preparation for
events in the future (Hofstede, 1991). The British respondents book more through an Online Travel
Agent with its own offers (27% versus 13%). Money and Crotts (2003) state that this is a
characteristic of an uncertainty avoiding culture, but the Hofstede Centre research (2015) shows that

the Brits score less on uncertainty avoidance than the Dutch.
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N N R N

Through a Travel
Agent comparison
website (e.g. Book-
ing or Expedia)

42 58% 29 47%

Through a Travel
Agent with its own
offers (e.g. TUl or
Thomas Cook)

9 13% 17 27%

Through a direct
suppliers website
(e.g. the hotel or
airline website)

21 29% 16 26%

| Total 72 100% 62 100%
Table 7: Type of website (question 4)

The variable ‘Type of website’ is of ordinal nature. None of the cells contains a frequency of less than
five, thus a chi-square test can be used to test for significance of the results (Hill et al., 2012). The
degrees of freedom is 3, since there was an option to answer that the respondents never booked a
holiday to make them skip the question block. Percentages for both nationalities were zero on that

guestion. The critical value for the Pearson chi-square is 9.3484. The results are shown in table eight.

The results of the statistical analysis are shown in appendix B1.4. As can be seen the chi-square value
of 4.7979 is lower than the critical value of 9.3484. The p-value of 0.091, although getting closer, is
still higher than the alpha of 0.025. It can be concluded there is no significant relationship between
the independent variable nationality and the dependent variable type of website. However, as
described in the section on the limitations of this research, the survey samples were relatively small .

This will be discussed in the final chapter.
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I T T

Through a Travel
Agent comparison
website (e.g. Book-
ing or Expedia)

42 29 35

Through a Travel
Agent with its own
offers (e.g. TUl or
Thomas Cook)

Through a direct
suppliers website
(e.g. the hotel or
airline website)

21 16 14

Never booked a

holiday online 0 29 4

[
Total 72 62 138

Pearson chi2 (4) =4.7979 Pr =0.091

Table 8: Chi-square test for type of website and nationality

Q5: Booking medium
The last question of the booking behaviour block concerned booking media. Dutch respondents

chose the option of booking with a smart phone more often than British respondents (39% versus
14% of the respondents). They also chose booking with a tablet more often than British respondents
(33% versus 26% of the respondents). As said in chapter two of this research, the Netherlands is on
the forefront when it comes to mobile and tablet booking as more companies have already adapted

their online business to it. Both nationalities reply to all have used the computer at least once to

complete a booking.

I T Y S T N

Smartphone 28 39% 14 23%
Tablet 24 33% 16 26%
Computer 72 100% 62 100%

Table 9: Booking medium (question 5)

The variable booking medium is of ordinal nature and all frequencies are higher than five. This means
that a chi-square test can be used to measure significance. The degrees of freedom is 2, which gives a

critical value of 7.3778. As can be seen in appendix B1.5. the Pearson chi-square value is 1,2868 with
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a p-value of 0.257. This is lower than the alpha of 0.025, meaning there is no significant difference

between Dutch respondents and British respondents regarding the booking medium they use.

Trust

Q6: Type of holiday
The first question asked the respondents in the trust block of the survey was about the type of

holiday they buy most often. British respondents chose the option of a domestic holiday more often
than Dutch respondents (18% versus 1% of the respondents respectively). As said, this can be due to
geographical reasons, as the UK is a bigger country. Overall more Dutch respondents picked all
international holidays than British respondents. These findings are in line with the previously

discussed findings of Eurobarometer International (2015).

Since some of the cells contain a value that is less than a frequency of five and the type of holiday is a
categorical variable, a Fisher’s exact test is used. The results of this test (in appendix B1.6 show that
the p-value of the results is 0.004. This is smaller than the alpha of 0.025, meaning that there is a
significant difference between the type of holidays booked by British and Dutch respondents. Using
further analysis that can be seen in appendix (B1.6), it is found that there is a significant difference
between domestic and international holidays. There is also a significant difference between the
Dutch respondents and the British respondents in booking domestic holidays. It seems that the
British respondents book significantly more domestic holidays than the Dutch. This was already
expected, as Great Britain is a larger country than the Netherlands. When looking at the amount of
international holidays under 6 hours of duration, no significant difference can be found between the
respondents groups using a chi-square test (as no values under five were found in any subgroup).
Looking at international holidays that were over 6 hours of flight duration, no significant difference
between Dutch and British respondents was found using a chi-square test. No significant differences
were found in the Fisher’s exact test performed on Dutch and British respondents that replied that
their most often bought holiday was international with a car neither on international holidays with

public transport.

The main conclusions that can be drawn are thus that there is a significant difference found between
the British and Dutch sample group on this question. It seems that there is a significant difference
between international and domestic holidays bought and the British seem to significantly choose the

option ‘Domestic holiday’ more often than Dutch respondents.
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N N R N

Domestic holiday
(either with car,
airplane or public
transport)

1 1% 12 18%

International holi-
day including a
flight under 6
hours of duration

47 64% 37 57%

International holi-
day including a
flight over 6 hours
of duration

14 19% 9 14%

International holi-

0, 0,
day with car 9 12% 4 6%

International holi-
day with public 2 3% 1 2%
transport

| have never

0, ()
bought a holiday 0 0% 2 3%

[
Total 73 100% 65 100%
Table 10: Type of holiday (question 6)

Q7: Form of holiday
The next question regarded packaged holidays and holidays consisting of separate booked parts. The

British respondents chose the packaged option more often than the Dutch respondents (25% and
21% respectively). Money and Crotts (2003) describe how uncertainty avoiding cultures choose
packaged options more often, which does not seem to be the case here.

Since both variables are categorical, a chi-square test is conducted a test on significance. The degrees
of freedom is 1 and thus the critical value is 5,0239. The analysis output can be seen in appendix
B1.7. The results are displayed in table 13.

The Pearson Chi-square (0.4518) is lower than the critical value and the p-value (0.501) is higher than
the alpha of 0.025. This means that there is no significant difference in the type of packaging be-

tween the Dutch and the British respondents.
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N N R N

A package holiday
(e.g. one package
already including
flights, transfers
and accommoda-
tion)

15 21% 16 25%

A self organized
holiday (consisting
of loose parts, like
self booked ac-
commodation,
flights, tours, etc)

58 79% 47 75%

[
Total 73 100% 63 100%

Table 12: Type of packaging (question 7)

I T

A package holiday
(e.g. one package
already including
flights, transfers
and accommoda-
tion)

15 16 25%

A self organized
holiday (consisting
of loose parts, like
self booked ac-
commodation,
flights, tours, etc)

58 47 75%

[
Total 73 63 100%

Pearson Chi2(1) =0.4518 Pr = 0.501
Table 13: Chi-square test of type of packaging and nationality

Q8: Trust indicators
The next question was about how respondents would rate certain trust indicators of e-commerce as

described by the Conference Board of Canada (2007). To have a better oversight in the table the

guestions have been replaced by numbers:

8.1 Appearance of the website (e.g. brand names and logos)
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8.2 Credentials displayed on the website (e.g. 'Trustpilot', ‘Tripadvisor')

8.3  Privacy protection statements and compliance

8.4 Displayed terms and conditions (customer service policy)

8.5 Complete contact details and easy personal interaction (e.g. customer service, instant chat)

8.6  Offering third party insurance in case of e.g. cancellation

8.7 Transparency (e.g. no later price add-ons)

Dutch respondents score question 3 (privacy protection) and 6 (offering third party insurance) more
often as not important than British respondents. The mean on these questions is higher for British
respondents than for Dutch respondents (3.35 versus 2.79 on question three and 2.54 versus 2.30 for
respectively British and Dutch respondents). Question four also has a relatively large difference
between the means for British and Dutch respondents: 3.52 versus 3.01 respectively regarding the

importance of a displayed customer service policy.

The overall mean on the question is higher for British respondents than for Dutch respondents. Both
nationalities score transparency highest of all. Uncertainty avoiding cultures would need more trust
indicators than other cultures, but it seems that the British respondents score trust indicators as
more important than the Dutch respondents do. This was not expected, as the Dutch score higher on

uncertainty avoidance in the Hofstede Centre (2015) research that respondents of British natioanlity.

To test whether these results are right, a parametric Independent-Samples t-test can be performed.
This test determines if there is a difference between the means of the two sample groups (British
and Dutch respondents). It is however required that both samples are normally distributed and have
equal variances, as described in the method chapter (chapter three). The results of these tests for
question 8.1 until 8.7 can be found in appendix B1.8. The F-values found in Levene’s test on the data
gathered out of question 8.2 and 8.3 are significant when using a critical p-value of 0.05. This means
the Type | error rate is affected for both when using a t-test as was already described on page 24 in
the method section. There is a significant difference in the variances between the groups (Dutch and
British respondents). For these two questions there are thus no significant differences between the
means of question 8.2 and 8.3 for the British sample group and the Dutch sample group. However, it
must be mentioned that question 8.3 has a large difference between the means of both populations.
Although the significance of this result can not be tested, the difference of question 8.4 was slightly

larger and has been found significant. Therefore the result on question 8.3 (privacy protection) will
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be regarded as meaningful. British respondents rate privacy protection statements and compliance

as more important than Dutch respondents.

To test for normality on the remaining questions, a Shapiro-Wilks test is used, as it can be used for
small datasets with as little as four observations (Hill et al., 2012). The results can be seen in
appendix B1.8. The Shapiro-Wilks test is significant for British respondents on question 8.5 and 8.7.
For Dutch respondents this is the case for question 8.1 and 8.5. On these questions both groups are
not normally distributed. For these questions a Mann-Whitney U Test must be run, that does not
require the assumption of normality. For all other questions the normality assumption is not violated

and an Independent-Samples t-test will be used (Hill et al., 2012). The test results can be found in the

appendix B1.8.

=700 N I (N I N R

. Slightly Mod.erate— Very im- Total Re-
Question : ly im- Important
important portant sponses
portant
1 1 5 15 27 15 63 3.79
2 1 4 12 30 16 63 3.89
3 0 9 29 19 6 63 3.35
4 2 8 16 29 8 63 3.52
5 2 3 13 33 12 63 3.79
6 10 22 19 11 1 63 2.54

4.59

Not im- Slightly Mod('erate— Very im- Total Re-
: ly im- Important
portant important portant sponses
portant

1 1 8 15 42 7 73 3.63
2 4 13 8 26 21 72 3.65
3 12 19 16 22 3 72 2.79
4 6 18 22 23 4 73 3.01
5 1 3 17 40 12 73 3.81
6 24 17 18 14 0 73 2.30
7 0 0 0 27 46 73 4.63

Table 14: Need for trust indicators (question 8)
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Question 8.1, 8.5 and 8.7 were tested with a Mann-Whiteney U test. The resulting z-score has to be
lower than -1.96 or higher than 1.96, when an alpha of 0.05 is maintained.

The results have been summarized in table 15. None of Mann-Whitney U test results are significant
and thus the null hypothesis for question 8.1, 8.5 and 8.7 is accepted: there is no difference between
the ranks of the Dutch and the British on these questions.

Regarding the questions that an Independent-Samples t-test can be used on, the difference between
the means of the two samples is scrutinized.

The test is two sided and uses a confidence interval of 95 percent and an alpha of 0.025 on either
side. The t-value has to be either higher than 1.96 or lower than -1.96. The results on question 8.6
and 8.4 can be seen in table 15.

It can be seen that the t-value for question 8.4 is bigger than 1.96. The p-value is also smaller than
the alpha of 0.05. Thus for question 8.4 the alternative hypothesis is accepted: the means of the
Dutch and the British sample group are significantly different. For question 8.6 both values point to

no significant difference between the means. The null hypothesis is thus accepted.

Independent Samples

Mann-Whitney

t-test
8.1 1.091 0.2752 - -
8.4 - - 2.8949 0.0044
8.5 0.137 0.8913 - -
8.6 - - 1.2884 0.1998
8.7 -0.272 0.7856 - -

Table 15: Mann-Whitney and Independent Samples t-test on trust indicators

To conclude, question 8.4 has been found to have a significant result. Question 8.3 will be regarded
as meaningful given the size of the difference. Question 8.2 however, could not be tested either, but
the difference in means is similar to question 8.6, which makes it unlikely that it would test as signifi-
cant if it could. British respondents give a higher importance to displayed customer policy and priva-

cy protection and compliance on OTA websites that Dutch respondents do.

Perception

Q9: important buying factors
The first question asked to the survey respondents in the perception block was which factor was

most important to them when buying a holiday. More Dutch than British respondents chose the
lowest price possible and the price versus quality as most important factors when booking a holiday.

This can be expected as their pragmatism makes thrift a cultural value (Hofstede, 1991). For British
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respondents, the experience the holiday will give you prevails as a factor when booking a holiday
over the lowest price possible (26% over 13%), but the price versus the quality of the holiday is still
the most important factor. As described in the theoretical framework, this is to be expected, since

deal hunting behavior is still seen among the British, but they expect a higher perceived quality of

their holiday than the Dutch.

O o o o e

The lowest price

. 12 16% 9 14%
possible

The price versus

the quality of the

holiday (not neces- 54 74% 37 57%
sarily the lowest

price)

The experience the
holiday will give 7 10% 18 28%
you

| have never

0, 0,
bought a holiday 0 0% ! 2%

| Total 73 100% 65 100%
Table 16: Important buying factors (question 9)

These results can be statistically examined by using a Fisher’s exact test for ordinal variables. The
result, seen in appendix B1.9, indicates a significant result as Fisher’s exact is 0.019 which is smaller
than an alpha of 0.025. There is a significant difference between the Dutch and British respondent
groups in terms of important buying factors. Using further analysis, it appears that the significant
difference stems from the difference between the Dutch and British respondents in choosing the
experience the holiday will give you. The Fisher’s exact test proved only significant on this part of the
guestion (see appendix B1.9). Thus British respondents choose the experience the holiday will give

you significantly more than Dutch respondents as the most important buying factor.

Q10: conformity
The next question is supposed to measure conformity or the need to fit in, by asking how important

it is that people around you agree with your choice. As can be seen in table 17, the Dutch
respondents tend to fall on the agreeing side of the distribution (40% somewhat agrees and 26%
Agrees). The British respondents somewhat disagree (27%) and neither agree nor disagree (22%).
Social inclusion is one of the aspects of the feminine (Dutch) culture (Hofstede, 1991), which can

make other people’s opinions valuable to the respondent. The British culture is a masculine one

39



where social inclusion is not necessarily mentioned as a desirable value. This could cause British
respondents to score higher on “somewhat disagreeing” and "disagreeing” than on the other answer

options.

Again, to analyse these results, a Levene’s test and Shapiro-Wilks test need to be performed as the
data is not categorical of nature but ordinal. The method is displayed in chapter three. The F-value of
Levene’s test is not significant for the data of question ten, meaning that the variances in both
groups are equal (Hill et al., 2012). If the results of the performed Shapiro-Wilks test are significant,
the sample groups are not normally distributed and a Mann-Whitney U test has to be performed
instead of an Independent Samples t-test. As can be seen in appendix B1.10 the results of the
Shapiro-Wilks test are significant for the Dutch sample group (p<0.05), hence a Mann-Whitney test
will be performed. The results of this test can be seen in appendix B1.10. Since p<0.05 the alternative

hypothesis is accepted: there is a difference between the ranks of the Dutch sample group and the

British sample group on the variable conformity.

T e o e e

Strongly agree 2 3% 4 6%

Agree 19 26% 10 16%

Somewhat agree 29 40% 7 11%

N.elther agree nor 10 14% 14 299%

disagree

Somewhat disa- 4 5% 17 27%

gree

Disagree 5 7% 9 14%

Strongly disagree 4 5% 3 5%
[

Total 73 100% 64 100%

Table 17: Conformity (question 10)

Q11: perceived successfulness
The last question in the perception block of the survey concerned whether respondents wanted to

be seen as successful when buying a holiday. Most British respondents somewhat agree (31%) or
agree (22%). Most Dutch people also somewhat agree (23%), but also disagree (23%). When looking
at the percentage of Dutch respondents that fall below neither agreeing nor disagreeing (45%), this is
higher than the percentage that somewhat agrees, agrees or strongly agrees (35%), but the Dutch

respondents are clearly ambiguous about the question. When looking at the British respondents, the
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biggest share of the respondents falls above neither agreeing or disagreeing (55% above versus 37%
below). The Dutch mean is 4.36, the British one 4.00 on this question, meaning that more British
respondents neither agree nor disagree to want to be perceived a successful when buying a holiday,
while Dutch respondents hover between neither agreeing nor disagreeing and somewhat
disagreeing. Since the British culture is a masculine one, it is very success oriented (Hofstede, 1991).

It can be expected that respondents answers tend to gravitate towards agreeing with the statement.

To test this further, the variance and normality of the groups are tested with Levene’s test for
homogeneity and Shapiro-Wilks test for normality. As can be seen in appendix B1.11 Levene’s test is
not significant. The outcome of Shapiro-Wilks test for normality is significant for the British sample
group however, meaning that normality can not be assumed. A Mann-Whitney U test was performed
to test the significance of the results, as this test does not require normality of the data. As can be
seen in appendix B1.11. The results were not significant for this test. The Z-value was not between -
1.96 and 1.96 and the p-value was not below 0.05. The null hypotheses that there is no significant
difference between the rankings of both sample groups is thus accepted. There is no statistically

significant difference between UK respondents and Dutch respondents on this question about the

need to be perceived successful.

I T N NN N

Answer Response % Response %

Strongly agree 1 1% 1 2%

Agree 8 11% 14 22%

Somewhat agree 17 23% 20 31%

N.elther agree nor 14 19% 6 9%

disagree

Somewhat disa- 10 14% 3 5%

gree

Disagree 17 23% 12 19%

Strongly disagree 6 8% 8 13%
[

Total 73 100% 64 100%

Table 18: Need to be perceived successful (question 11)

Robustness of the results

To check for robustness of the results, the age group of 30-34 years is left out and the analysis rerun.

Next the robustness of the results is checked while taking out the 20-24 year old age group. This is
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done because these age groups are respectively underrepresented in the Dutch sample and
overrepresented in the Dutch sample compared to the British sample. The results of rerunning the
tests that proved significant can be found in appendix B2.1. When excluding the third age group, the
results of nearly all test do not change anything about their previously established (non) significance.
However, question 8.4 is an exception. The results for this question showed a significant difference
between the Dutch and the British sample when ranking the importance of displayed terms and con-
ditions (customer service policy). The p-value was smaller than 0.05. When testing for robustness
however, this result changes into a p-value of 0.0558, which is higher than the previously chosen
alpha of 0.05. The results would still be significant for an alpha of 0.10. This is the probability of re-
jecting the null hypothesis when the null hypothesis is true. Treating the result of 8.4 as significant
under a p-value of 0.10 makes it thus more likely that the wrong decision is made. The p-value that
results out of the test (0.0558) is the probability of obtaining the data if the null hypothesis were
true. This is still a very small probability, so the results can still be seen as robust, but there is a slight-
ly bigger chance of error (Vennix, 2010) . The rest of the results do seem to be unconditionally ro-
bust.

When testing for robustness while leaving out the first age group (20-24 year olds), all results hold as
well, but for question 10 (conformity). The p-value becomes 0.08 and is not significant anymore for
an alpha of 0.05. The result is still significant for a p-value of 0.10, but the probability of rejecting the
null-hypothesis while the null-hypothesis is true becomes bigger (Vennix, 2010). As an alpha of 0.10
is frequently maintained in research, acknowledging the significant result means that a difference

that might exist is not overlooked. Therefore all the results in this research are seen as robust.
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5. Discussion and Conclusion

Summary

The aim of this research has been to answer the question ‘to what extent do cultural differences
among consumers create a difference in online travel markets in the United Kingdom and the Neth-
erlands?’.

The hypotheses used to answer this research question are for convenience again listed below.

Hla: There is no difference between how British and Dutch travelers book their holiday

H1b: There is a difference between how British and Dutch travelers book their holiday

H2a: There is no difference between British and Dutch travelers in the platform used to book a holiday
H2b: There is a difference between British and Dutch travelers in the platform used to book a holiday

H3a: There is no difference between British and Dutch travelers in the amount of trust indicators used

when purchasing a holiday online

H3b: There is a difference between British and Dutch travelers in the amount of trust indicators used

when purchasing a holiday online

First, the developments in the (online) travel market, the function of travel intermediaries and how it
has changed over the years into a network economy, depending on positive feedback has been
described. The consumer has become the main focus of (online) travel agencies through consumer
empowerment and the positive feedback they can generate. Customer loyalty is an important
determinant of market share and there is a growing demand for personalization. Most of all, young
consumers of generation Y (20-35 year olds) are becoming the largest share of income for travel
agencies in the foreseeable future (E-merce, 2014). Hofstede (1991) already described how cultures
can differ from one another of several factors, like masculinity versus femininity of a culture and risk
averseness. His findings show that countries that are in proximity close to each other (like the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom) can still be different in their cultural values. His framework and
later research of the Hofstede Centre (2015) were used as a reference framework to hold the findings
of this research against, which can also be seen in the survey questions asked that can be seen in

appendix A.

In the analysis of chapter four, significant findings were established with respect to the differences
between the British and Dutch respondents’ answers on the survey questions. First of all, British

respondents answered significantly more that a domestic holiday was their most often purchased
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holiday than Dutch respondents (question 6 in the survey). There was also a significant difference
found between domestic holidays and international holidays, Dutch respondents choose
international holidays significantly more often than domestic holidays. Secondly, it was found that
British respondents give the displaying of the term and conditions on an Online Travel Agency
website a significant higher importance (on a Likert scale) than Dutch respondents. This result on
question 8.4 didn’t entirely hold however when testing for robustness. It was only significant then
when using a higher alpha of 0.10. Thirdly, it was found (on question 9) that British respondents
significantly more often chose the experience the holiday would give them as the most important
factor when buying a holiday over other options (the lowest cost possible and price versus quality)
than Dutch respondents did. Lastly it was found that Dutch respondents significantly differed in their
rating of the importance of conformity to the British respondents. Dutch respondents found it on

average more important that people around them agreed with their holiday choice (question 11).

Discussion
Since the age groups of 20-24 year olds and 30-34 year olds are underrepresented in the sample, a

check for robustness was performed. This did not lead to different results with exception of question
8.4 and 10, where the significance of the result could only be proven by accepting a higher alpha of
0.10 and increasing the probability of wrongfully rejecting the null hypothesis. As an alpha as large as
0.10 is still frequently used to not miss any possible differences in the results (Vennix, 2010) the
results will be accepted to be robust. When taking other aspects of the demographics of the sample
group into account, it can be expected that younger age groups indeed have a lower average of
holiday budget than the older age groups and are more internet oriented. Since a sample group

between 20 and 35 year old was chosen, it can be expected that most respondents work full-time.

When looking at this analysis, some interesting findings have come forward. Regarding the booking
behavior block in the survey, no significant differences were found between Dutch and British
respondents with respect to the amount of holidays undertaken per year or the travel partner.
According to Frias et al. (2012) who use the framework of Hofstede (1991) for the travel market, state
that uncertainty (risk averse) countries tend to travel in groups rather than alone and travel less
frequently. As the Netherlands and the United Kingdom differ in their score of risk averseness on
Hofstede’s (1991) index, it would make sense to test for significant differences between the groups.
More important for this research even, as it is the first hypothesis, is the question whether
respondents bought their holiday online or at a travel agency’s office and the question of which type
of online website this was (a comparison website, an OTA with its own offers or a direct supplier’s
website). Analysis of both questions proved that there is no significant difference between the usage

of online travel agencies and the type of website by British and Dutch respondents. Nearly all
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respondents replied that they booked their holiday online. This might be subject to a research bias, as
respondents were generated by posting the research in several online media. As discussed previously
however, this does not necessarily have to endanger the research results, as the research group uses
the internet for a large proportion of their online purchases. There was also no significant difference
found between the type of website used by both nationalities. It does mean however, that the first
hypothesis, Hla is accepted. There is no difference between both nationalities and the way they

purchase their holiday (online and the type of website).

Regarding the second hypothesis, no significant difference between Dutch and British travelers was
found either. Neither one of them uses a medium (like a smartphone) significantly more than the
other and H2a is thus accepted, while the alternative hypothesis, H2b is rejected. This is an
interesting result, since Gursoy and Umbreit (2004) state that British travelers use traditional media
more to research and purchase holidays, while the Dutch use new technologies more often. Results
from Hofstede (2015) indicate that the UK consumers would use more innovative technology to buy

travel and the Dutch, that are a more rigid culture, would prefer more traditional agencies.

Neither of this is found in the results of this research. A possible explanation can be that the
mentioned research of Gursoy and Umbreit was performed before the hybrid-era when new
technological possibilities emerged. This might have caused British consumers to catch up with Dutch
consumers in terms of technology usage and thus no significant differences are found between them
anymore on this front (regarding holiday buying at least). The results from the Hofstede Centre (2015)
are applicable to general culture, but this might give different results when applied to a specific

market like the travel market. This could explain the results found.

The third hypothesis concerns trust indicators and in the trust block of the survey two out of four
significant results are found. British respondents significantly buy more domestic holidays than Dutch
respondents and the Dutch respondents significantly choose more often for an international holiday.
This would make sense if the United Kingdom was an uncertainty avoiding culture compared to the
Netherlands, but from Hofstede (1991) it appears that this is not the case. Frias et al. (2012) find that
British citizens are considered to be of a low-uncertainty avoiding culture which would go against the
grain of what their travel market looks like. However, holidays for British respondents may be
significantly more domestic than for Dutch respondents, because the UK is geographically larger than
the Netherlands. The E-merce proceedings (2014) state this finding as well. On top of that, given the
recent terrorist threats (according to the National Coordinator for Security and Counterterrorism,
2016), more British respondents might wish to stay at home. This is possibly a thread for future

research. No significant difference was found between British and Dutch respondents when asked if
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they bought a packaged holiday more often than a self organized holiday. Frias et al. (2012) state that
consumers that are more risk averse can be expected to go for safer options and convenience like a
pre-packaged holiday. This is not necessarily true for British and Dutch consumers. Furthermore, of all
trust indicators judged on importance by the respondents, a significant difference between both
nationalities was only found on the display of terms and conditions on a travel agent’s website
(customer policy). British respondents find this significantly more important than Dutch respondents.
The third hypothesis (H3a) is thus only partly rejected and the alternative hypothesis (H3b) partially
accepted. British respondents have more need of a trust indicator for website customer policies.
Possibly they have less confidence in suppliers of holidays in the United Kingdom. This needs further

research to be able to draw conclusions.

The last significant differences were based on the largest difference Hofstede (1991) and the
Hofstede Centre (2015) found in their research, the Netherlands being a feminine culture and the
United Kingdom being a masculine one. A significant difference was found between the Dutch and
British respondents regarding this. Dutch respondents significantly rated conformity (the importance
of what people around them thought of the holiday) higher in importance than British respondents
did. This can indeed come forth from the fact that the Netherlands is a feminine culture, where social
conclusion and social desirability are important values (Hofstede, 1991). Hofstede (1991) also writes
that the British culture is masculine and very success driven. No significant difference was found in
this research however between British and Dutch respondents and their rating of the importance of
being perceived successful when buying a holiday. It could be that this is different when it comes to a
product like a holiday. There was a significant result found on the factor that was most important for
respondents when buying a holiday. British respondents responded that the experience they would
have from the purchased holiday was the most important factor to them. The difference with Dutch
respondents choosing this answer option was significant. The British respondents rating experience
higher than the Dutch however can indicate that there is an intrinsic motivation when booking a
holiday rather than being perceived as successful. This could possibly explain the difference between
this result and Hofstede’s (1991) theory that the British culture is driven by the extrinsic motivator
success. Further research would be needed. For both nationalities the price versus the quality was
most important when purchasing a holiday, there were no significant differences found here.
Interesting enough purchasing is not significantly more cost driven among Dutch respondents than
among British respondents. Hofstede (1991) states that thriftiness is a value of the Dutch culture, but

this could not be proven in this research.
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Limitations
As stated above, the research results lead to more questions. This is partly also caused by the fact

that not much research was done about the influence of culture on the travel market, which limited
the scope of the research. Furthermore, compared to the large populations concerned, this research
can not claim a perfect sample size. The ideal sample size would be over 2000 respondents for both
nationalities, which could not be obtained given the time limit. The way the respondents were gath-
ered will also be of influence on the research results, as they were asked to participate via social me-
dia platforms. Another limitation is that this research was only performed among two nationalities.
This makes it difficult to generalize the research to the question whether culture (always) has an
influence on developments in the travel market and restricts the findings to these two specific cul-
tures. Furthermore, no distinction was made between for example respondents that lived in the city
versus respondents that live in the country side, or between different areas within the countries.

Regional differences would be a line for further research.

Conclusion
All in all this research provides a valuable base for further research. As not much research was avail-

able at the time of writing on this topic (culture combined with the travel market specifically) it
shows where future research is still needed. Although no significant differences were found on the
first and second hypothesis (the type of media and platforms used by Dutch and British respond-
ents), there were some significant findings which meant that the third hypothesis could be partially
accepted. The Dutch and British responses differ to a certain degree in the way they rate the im-
portance of trust indicators on OTA’s websites, specifically the display of customer service policy.
More importantly, they differ significantly in the types of holidays they buy (domestic versus interna-
tional) and how important it is to them what others think of the holiday they have bought. The two
cultures differ significantly on what they believe to be an important factor when buying the holiday,
with the experience it will give the British respondents differs significantly from the amount of Dutch
respondents that choose that as the most important option. Thus, only some small differences were
found in this research, making that it points out more the need for more scientific research on a big-
ger scale. However, for travel agencies this research has great practical relevance because the small
differences found can help them differentiate their marketing strategies better.

Regarding the research question ‘To what extent do cultural differences among consumers create a
difference in online travel markets in the United Kingdom and the Netherlands?’, it can be argued
that the significant differences in responses implies that they will choose holidays differently, as they
have different perspectives of what is important, due to cultural differences like femininity versus
masculinity of the culture. Only some small differences have been found in this research, but as con-

sumers become more empowered regarding these differences may become important in the ability
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to win market share in different countries. Loyalty is becoming a focus of companies (Deloitte, 2015)
and this will inherently change the travel market by the types of products offered as well. It will pos-
sibly also influence the structure and business models of travel intermediaries as has been happening

through the years so far described by Thakran and Verma (2013).

Further research

As said, there are several lines of further research that may be worth pursuing. First of all, it would
be valuable to perform this research with larger sample populations. Secondly, the research could be
extended to other nationalities, possibly the effect of a different nationality at birth on the results
might be worth looking at. It would also be interesting to see if different regions in the country give
different outcomes, e.g. city versus country side or different councils and provinces.

If anything, this research indicates that change is ongoing, some results are different than found in
previous research (Frias et al. 2012). In light of the importance of consumer empowerment it is im-
portant to know how consumers will choose given their cultural values, rather than assuming all
Western consumers are the same. This research shows how nationalities geographically close to each
other can still make different decisions and have different opinions, which can be the result of the
differences between cultures that Hofstede (1991) already found. This will affect their purchasing
behavior and thus the way an OTA should position itself in the market to have a competitive ad-

vantage.
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