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ABSTRACT 

China’s tourism industry has been developing at a phenomenal pace and an increasing 

number of young Chinese travellers are now preferring independent travel over package 

tours (International Tourism Consulting Group, 2011). Independent travel does not equate 

to an individual travelling alone, Chinese travellers often travel with a small group of 

people, such as friends, colleagues, and family members. Therefore, associated independent 

travel decisions and itineraries may not be made by an individual but by the group travelling 

together. However, the existing literature has not examined how groups of Chinese 

travellers make travel-related decisions.  

 

This study examines how small groups of young Chinese independent travellers make 

travel-related decisions. Specifically, four sub-objectives are to: 1) explore the topics 

discussed by group members in the group travel decision-making process; 2) understand 

how groups of travellers communicate with others in a group travel decision-making 

process from both verbal and non-verbal communication perspectives; 3) examine whether 

small groups of travellers experience any disagreement or conflict. If so, how do they 

address the disagreement or conflict in order to reach agreement; and 4) characterise the 

actions of group leaders in the group travel decision-making process.  

 

The study used two qualitative approaches, observation and interviews, to address the 

research objectives. The first phase of research was an observation study with young 

Chinese travellers in China. Ten groups of Chinese participants conducted a simulation task 

of making a travel decision either domestically (within China) or internationally (outside 

China). The second phase of research was the interviews with 25 young Chinese travellers 
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who have experiences of making group travel decisions.  

 

In terms of objective 1, this study identified twelve discussion topics in destination choice, 

four of which (i.e., activity, cost, transportation, and travel timing) were comprehensively 

discussed. These four topics were also considered important in influencing destination 

selection.   

 

In terms of objective 2, this study examined the group interaction process from both verbal 

and non-verbal perspectives. The verbal perspective was analysed based on Bales’ 

interaction process analysis (IPA). With focus on the two broad perspectives: task and 

social-emotional, this study found that task information dominated the group discussion. 

The non-verbal perspective showed that facial expression, head movement, and laughter 

were the major non-verbal behaviours in the group interaction process.  

 

In terms of objective 3, harmony was the central Chinese cultural value influencing Chinese 

to reach agreement. Specifically, the Chinese cultural values, forbearance and authority 

influenced Chinese to not perceive any disagreement, or not voice their disagreement in the 

group travel decision-making process. Reciprocity and conformity influenced the way that 

interviewees addressed disagreement in group travel decision-making.  

 

In terms of objective 4, this study characterised the actions of group leaders. Group leaders 

were normally the most talkative people, and they greatly influenced the destination 

selection. Group members tended to provide travel-related information to others, and also 

delivered more negative-related behaviour (verbal and non-verbal) than others. Possible 

reasons for the high participation level of group leaders were related to experience, 
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personality, and the leadership status.  

 

This research contributes to the travel decision-making and group travel decision-making 

theories, as previous travel decision-making has been mainly examined from the individual 

perspective, rather than group perspective. This study also contributes to the Chinese 

traveller studies in the travel decision-making literature. In terms of practical implications, 

tourism practitioners could design marketing strategies based on the findings of this study. 

Future research could implement quantitative approach to further understand the group 

travel decision-making process. 

 

Keywords: travel decision-making, group decision-making process, group interaction 

process, young Chinese travellers, independent travellers, China 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Research Background 

1.1.1 China’s Tourism Industry 

China’s tourism industry has developed rapidly in the three decades since the implementation 

of the Open Door Policy in 1978. In 2014, the number of Chinese outbound tourists was 

116.59 million, an increase of 18.7% compared with 2013, and the number of domestic 

tourists totalled 3.61 billion in 2014, up 10.7% from 2013 (National Bureau of Statistics of 

the People's Republic of China, 2015). The growth in Chinese tourists can be attributed to a 

range of factors, such as China’s rapid economic development, increased number of public 

holidays, and more countries having been given approved destination status (ADS).  

 

First, China’s economic situation has an important impact on the development of the tourism 

industry. Due to a rapid growth in its gross domestic product (GDP), China’s economy has 

become the second largest in the world, after the United States. Such economic development 

in China has made it possible for Chinese people to be able to afford to travel both 

domestically and internationally. Second, an increased number of public holidays provide a 

greater number of opportunities for the current Chinese generation to travel domestically and 

internationally. The Chinese Government has introduced and promoted new public holidays, 

such as National Day Week (October 1-7), Spring Festival (the last day in the previous lunar 

calendar to the sixth day of the lunar New Year), Mid-Autumn Festival, and Qing Ming 

Festival amongst others. Third, an increase in ADS countries has had a great impact on the 

growing number of overseas travellers. ADS is a bilateral tourism arrangement between the 

Chinese Government and the authorities in a destination, whereby Chinese tourists are 

permitted to undertake leisure travel in packages to that destination (Australian Government, 
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2012a). By the end of 2014, China had awarded ADS to 148 countries/territories for Chinese 

package tourists, but only 117 countries/territories were open for Chinese package tourists 

(China National Tourism Administration, 2014). These 117 overseas destinations visited by 

Chinese tourists can be broadly grouped into two categories. The first group includes Taiwan 

and China’s two Special Administrative Regions (SARs), Hong Kong and Macau. The 

second group consists of all foreign countries. Mainland Chinese travellers can travel 

independently or travel by joining a package tour to visit an international destination. All 

Chinese travellers can visit 117 destinations by joining a package tour, if they are qualified to 

get a visa. However, some destinations impose restrictions on travel independently. For 

instance, only residents from a list of Mainland Chinese cities can visit three destinations (i.e., 

Taiwan, Hong Kong and Macau) independently (Hong Kong Tourism Board, 2014; Taiwan 

Tourism Bureau, 2015). All of these factors contribute to the growing Chinese tourism 

market in the global tourism industry.  

 

1.1.2 Young Chinese Independent Travel Market 

With the development of China’s tourism industry, an increasing number of Chinese 

travellers, in particular youngsters, are choosing to abandon package tours, and organize a 

travel itinerary by themselves, partly due to increasing travel experiences and better foreign 

language skills (International Tourism Consulting Group, 2011). Such travellers, referred to 

as Free Independent Travellers (FITs), are becoming an important and growing sector in the 

travel market (Vargas, 2010).Compared with package tourists who rely on the travel itinerary 

provided by travel agencies, independent travellers make their own travel decisions, and may 

benefit from the freedom of following their own schedule with greater control over what they 

do, eat and see (Tourism Queensland, 2012). Independent travel accounts for approximately 

40% of China’s  domestic and outbound tourism market (Trivett, 2013). For some overseas 
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destinations, such as Australia, the number of Chinese FITs has exceeded that of package 

tourists (Australian Government, 2012b). For New Zealand, the number of Chinese 

independent travellers in 2014 significantly increased 43% compared with 2013; however, 

the number of Chinese package travellers slightly decreased 1% compared with 2013 (Johns, 

2015).  

 

In the independent traveller market, around 53% of travellers are aged below 35 years old 

(Trivett, 2013). In China, there are approximately 389 million young adults aged between 18-

35 years, accounting for29.2% of the Chinese population in 2010 (National Bureau of 

Statistics of the People's Republic of China, 2010). China adopted a one-child policy in 1979, 

and today, it is fundamentally in place for its urban population (Ji & McNeal, 2001). Most of 

the young population are the only child in the family, and first-generation with the one-child 

family structure (J. Z. Huang & Cai, 2011). These only children receive most of the love and 

attention of both parents, as well as of four grandparents. These young adults who live in a 

wealthy and peaceful society have varied characteristics from other generations in China. 

This generation is known for the characteristic of individualism relative to previous 

generations (J. Z. Huang & Cai, 2011), and they are potentially more ‘showy’ and more 

‘adventurous’ than mature travellers (Sparks & Pan, 2009). It seems that the travel behaviour 

of young Chinese is different from other generations. Therefore, a better understanding of the 

young Chinese travel behaviour could benefit tourism marketers.  

 

Independent travel does not equate solely to an individual travelling alone; often it is 

undertaken by a small group of people, such as family members, friends, colleagues, and 

relatives. In China, around 41% of Chinese travellers travel with their friends, and 86% of 

travellers travel within a group (including both independent travel and package tours) (Boston 
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Consulting Group, 2011). As multiple people are involved in the travel group, associated 

travel decisions may not be made by an individual but by the group travelling together. As 

multiple decision makers with different opinions are involved in the process of making the 

decision, it may take longer to reach an agreement (Fay, Garrod, & Carletta, 2000). Given the 

significance of Chinese FITs in the tourism market, and the flexibility of FITs to organize 

their travel by themselves, an understanding of how Chinese FITs make travel decisions is 

also important. Before a group of people travel together it is likely that some decision making 

processes will be enacted, and an examination of these processes is vital to better 

understanding these tourists. The next section introduces the group travel decision-making 

process.   

 

1.1.3 Group travel decision-making 

Travel decision-making has been a popular research area in the tourism literature for decades, 

as understanding travellers’ decision-making processes is beneficial to both tourism academia 

and the tourism industry (Lam & Hsu, 2006). Travel decision-making is a complex process 

because it involves a wide variety of sub-decisions such as destination selection, travel mode, 

lodging, restaurants, activities, attractions, and retail purchases (Cosenza & Davis, 1981; 

Hyde & Laesser, 2009; Jeng & Fesenmaier, 2002; McKercher, 2001).  

 

Since travellers commonly travel in groups with other individuals, such as family members, 

friends, relatives, classmates, and co-workers, it is conjectured that many travel decisions are 

not made solely by one individual but jointly by multiple decision makers of a travel party 

(Decrop & Kozak, 2009; Litvin, Xu, & Kang, 2004; Marcevova, Coles, & Shaw, 2010; Smith, 

2003). As several people with diverse knowledge, characters, attitudes, motives, and values 

are involved in the decision-making process, so they may have different opinions or 
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disagreement in the decision-making process. If group members face any differences, the 

process of solving the differences and reaching a consensus is vital (Hirokawa, 1982a). 

Therefore, the group decision processes are more complicated than individual decision-

making (Kozak, 2010; Parks & Kerr, 1999).  

 

With the popularity of travelling together with other individuals, understanding how a group 

of people make a collective travel decision has become popular. Group members discuss 

issues and information in a group decision which is influenced by group members’ attitude 

and opinion in the group decision making process (Lu, Yuan, & McLeod, 2012). Group 

members need to interact with each other in order to solve conflicts and reach consensus on 

the group decision, and also have to experience a communication process to achieve a 

solution (Fay et al., 2000; Ting-Toomey, 1983). In the group decision-making process, group 

members’ opinions and preferences might change because of the influence of the group 

leaders (Zuber, Crott, & Werner, 1992). Given the significance of the group decision-making 

process, it is necessary to understand this research area with a focus on the discussion content, 

group interaction, and group leaders; however, understanding about this area is rare in the 

tourism literature. Therefore, more research should be done about this topic.  

 

Despite the significance of the young Chinese independent travel market in the global 

tourism market, no studies can be found about this growing market segment. Generally, the 

existing group decision studies have been mainly focused on the western countries and with 

limited attention paid to the emerging markets, such as China. Therefore, it is important to 

understand how young Chinese independent travellers make group travel decisions.  
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1.2 Research Objectives 

Due to the significance of group decision-making in the tourism context, the potential of the 

young Chinese independent traveller market, and their preference for travelling with friends, 

the overall purpose of this program of research is to investigate the group decision-making 

process of young Chinese travellers. The context of this thesis is friendship groups who tend 

to organize their own trip and travel independently, rather than join package tours. 

Specifically, the sub-research objectives are to:  

 

1) explore the topics discussed by group members in the group travel decision-making 

process;  

2) understand how members of a travel group communicate with others in the group 

travel decision-making process from both verbal and non-verbal communication 

perspectives;   

3) examine whether small groups of travellers experience any disagreement or conflict 

during travel decision-making. If so, how do they address these disagreement or 

conflict in order to reach agreement?  

4) characterise the actions of group leaders in the group travel decision-making process.  

 

1.3 Significance of the Study 

Despite the importance of the young Chinese independent travellers, and the group travel 

decision-making process, relatively little attention has been paid to examining the dynamic 

group travel decision-making process of the young Chinese independent travellers. This 

thesis is expected to make a valuable contribution to the existing literature and tourism 

marketers.  
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From a theoretical perspective, this thesis contributes to the theories about travel decision-

making, group travel decision-making, and young Chinese independent travellers. First, 

travel decision-making studies have focused mainly on an individualistic perspective, rather 

than group perspective. Therefore, examination of the group travel decision-making process 

is expected to contribute to the tourism literature. Second, the tourism literature has mainly 

examined travel decision-making in the Western context, such as the United States and 

Europe; however, there is a demand for studies into emerging markets, such as China. 

Chinese travellers might be different from Westerners in terms of travel behaviours, such as 

group travel decision-making process. Therefore, the examination of Chinese travellers could 

contribute to the general travel decision-making theories.  

 

Practically, this study helps destination marketing organizations (DMOs) better understand 

the travel behaviour of young Chinese independent travellers. There is a trend that a large and 

growing number of travellers, in particular young people, travel independently in the 

domestic and international destinations. Therefore, an examination of Chinese travellers 

could meet the demand of the booming young Chinese independent travel market. In addition, 

increased recognition of how a small group of friends selects a travel destination could help 

tourism marketers design marketing strategies to attract this target market. Understanding of 

the group decision-making process could help enhance DMOs’ knowledge of the dynamic 

destination selection process in a group context.  

 

1.4 Methodology 

The methodology for this study centres on how groups of young Chinese travellers make 

travel-related decisions. This thesis targets young Chinese friendship groups who tend to 



 

8 

 

travel independently as there is a high possibility that friends are likely to travel together in 

the future. The study used two qualitative approaches, observation and interview, to address 

the research objective. The observation study was conducted with ten groups of Chinese 

travellers in China. Chinese participants were invited to undertake a simulation task of 

choosing a destination. The data includes verbal and non-verbal messages. In the observation 

study, only the destination choice phase of travel decision-making was considered. In the 

group decision-making process, the discussion topics emerged from the analysis of the 

discussion content. The interaction process was analysed from both verbal and non-verbal 

perspectives. The actions of the group leaders were presented by showing the difference from 

non-leaders.  

 

In order to complement the observation study, the second phase of research was the 

interviews with 25 individuals who have experiences of making group travel decisions. In the 

interview study, both the destination choice phase and other sub-decisions of travel decision-

making were examined. These interviews identified how group leaders solve disagreement to 

reach agreement. In addition, the actions of the group leaders were revealed based on the data 

analysis.  

 

1.5 Outline of the Thesis 

The thesis is structured into eight chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the background of the study, 

research objectives, significance of the thesis, methodology, and an overview of the thesis.  

 

Chapter 2 reviews the studies from the tourism literature, such as travel decision-making, 

group travel decision-making, and Chinese travellers; and group decision literature, such as 

group decision-making process. Research gaps are generated in the chapter.   
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Chapter 3 describes the research methods used in this study. A discussion on the 

appropriateness of adopting the particular method is provided first, followed by descriptions 

of research design of the qualitative study, including two separate studies: Study 1: 

Observation; and Study 2: Interview.  

 

Chapter 4 provides information about the pilot study of Study 1: Observation. Based on the 

observation data of five groups, this chapter presents the results of the pilot study, with a 

focus on the discussion content, and the group interaction process. In this section, a codebook 

was developed and practised in order to facilitate the further main study in China.  

 

Chapter 5 presents information about the main study of Study 1: observation. The data 

includes ten groups of members undertaking decision-making exercises in China. The results 

of the study refer to the discussion content, group interaction process, and group leaders.  

 

Chapter 6 describes Study 2: Interviews. Interviews were conducted with 25 interviewees in 

China, who have real experiences of making group travel-related decisions. The chapter 

provides a supplementary understanding of the group travel decision-making process. The 

approaches that were used to resolve disagreement, as well as the characteristics of group 

leaders are demonstrated.  

 

Chapter 7 discusses the research findings. Theoretical and practical implications of the 

research findings in relation to the topics covered in the group travel decision-making process, 

interaction process of the group travel decision-making process, and the characteristics of the 

group leaders are provided to assist tourism academia and tourism practitioners to know more 
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about the young Chinese traveller behaviours.   

 

1.6 Summary 

This chapter has provided an introduction to this study by articulating the research 

background, and formulating the research objectives. This chapter also highlighted the 

importance of the study as well as the theoretical and practical implications anticipated as a 

result of this study. Additionally, the chapter described the research methodology and an 

outline of the thesis. A thorough understanding of the relevant literature is essential prior to 

the commencement of any research project. For this reason, to establish a strong theoretical 

foundation for this research, the next chapter presents a review of the literature relevant to 

this study. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 Introduction 

In order to demonstrate the rationale for conducting the present study, the literature review 

includes two existing literature fields: tourism and group decision studies (see Figure 2.1). 

First, the tourism literature includes travel decision-making process, group travel decision-

making process, and Chinese travellers. The review of tourism-related literature helps to 

understand how travellers make travel-related decisions, especially in the Chinese tourism 

context. Second, the group decision literature covers group decision-making process, group 

interaction process, and group leaders. The review of group decision-related literature 

facilitates the researcher’s understanding of the group decision-making process from non-

tourism disciplines.  

 

 

Figure 2.1: Outline of Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Group leader 

Travel decision-making process 

Group travel decision-making 

process 

 

Group interaction process 

 

Tourism Literature  Group Decision 

Literature  

Group decision-making process 

 

Chinese travellers 
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2.2 Travel Decision-Making Process 

The travel decision-making process, rooted in the theories of consumer decision-making, has 

been extensively studied for decades (Moutinho, 1987; Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005; Um & 

Crompton, 1990, 1991, 1992; Woodside & Lysonski, 1989). The travel decision-making 

process, which is different from general consumer decision-making, has several unique 

characteristics: first, the consumption of a tourism product will occur in the future at another 

site, and the potential results of such a purchase are relatively uncertain (Sirakaya, McLellan, 

& Uysal, 1996); second, travel decision making is not just one single decision, but a multi-

faceted decision consisting of choosing a destination and grouping together tourism products 

and services (e.g., attractions, accommodations, and activities) closely related to the 

destination (Cosenza & Davis, 1981; Dellaert, Ettema, & Lindh, 1998b; Fesenmaier & Jeng, 

2000; Jeng & Fesenmaier, 2002); third, sub-decisions in travel decision-making involve 

different types of decisions. Some are preceded by an extended decision-making process 

while others may be made out of habit (Jeng & Fesenmaier, 2002). The travel decision-

making process is reviewed from three perspectives: 1) decision-making sequences, 2) 

decision-making hierarchy, and 3) variables of decision-making.  

 

2.2.1 Decision-Making Sequences 

The theory of decision-making sequence, which is rooted in theories of general consumer 

decision-making, suggests that the consumer is a rational being who follows a decision-

making sequence to make a travel decision (Choi, Lehto, Morrison, & Jang, 2012; Hyde & 

Decrop, 2011; Moutinho, 1987; Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005; Walls, Okumus, & Wang, 2011; 

Woodside & Lysonski, 1989). The decision-making sequence involves five main stages: 

problem recognition, information search, alternative evaluation, choice/purchase, and post-

purchase evaluation (Bettman, Luce, & Payne, 1998; Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005). Building 
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on the rational paradigm, the decision-making sequence theory emphasizes utility 

maximizing. So far, most decision-making models have developed a view of the behaviour 

that is very rational and sequenced. 

 

However, rational choice theory is incomplete and/or flawed as an approach for 

understanding how consumers actually make decisions (Bettman et al., 1998). Decrop (1999) 

argues that the travel decision-making process is more than a purely formalized multistage 

one. Sometimes the travel decision-making process is spontaneous, not everyone follows all 

the steps above, and many travellers are likely to skip some of the stages (Crompton & 

Ankomah, 1993; Oppermann, 1998; Petrick, Li, & Park, 2007; Prentice & Andersen, 2000). 

Additionally, due to the complexity and long duration of the travel decision-making process 

(Woodside & King, 2001), not every sub-decision is made by following the travel decision-

making sequence.  

 

Another limitation of the travel decision-making sequence is that it concentrates on a single 

facet of travel decision-making, which is the choice of destination (Decrop, 2006; Hyde & 

Decrop, 2011), and is less focused on the different types of sub-decisions, such as the 

consumer’s choices of transport, accommodation and activities. Therefore, there is a need to 

consider the different types of sub-decision in the travel decisions.  

 

2.2.2 Decision-Making Hierarchy 

Decision-making hierarchy is another perspective to consider when examining travel 

decision-making. The decision-making hierarchy refers to the relationships of the sub-

decisions (Fesenmaier & Jeng, 2000; Jeng & Fesenmaier, 2002). The travel decision-making 

involves a wide variety of sub-decisions, such as major destination selection, secondary 
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destination selection, travel companions, departure date, duration, travel mode, 

accommodation, restaurants, activities, attractions, and retail purchases (Cosenza & Davis, 

1981; Dellaert, Ettema, & Lindh, 1998a; Hyde & Decrop, 2011; Hyde & Laesser, 2009; Jeng 

& Fesenmaier, 2002; McKercher, 2001).  

 

Previous researchers examined the relationships of the sub-decisions in the travel decision-

making process, and found the hierarchy in different sub-decisions. However, different 

researchers classify the hierarchy differently. For example, studies found that there are three 

levels in the different sub-decisions when travellers choose a destination (Fesenmaier & Jeng, 

2000; Jeng & Fesenmaier, 2002). The first level, which covers the core issues, includes: the 

choice of primary destination, travel dates, members of the travel party, choice of 

accommodation, travel route, and budget. The secondary level, which refers to secondary 

issues, includes: choice of secondary destinations, activities, and attractions. The third level, 

which is the tertiary issues, includes: the choice of rest stops, dining, and shopping options 

(Fesenmaier & Jeng, 2000).  

 

Woodside and King (2001) defined that destination choices/options, activity choices, and 

attraction choices are in the first level; accommodation choices, and mode/route to 

destinations; in the second level; and self-gifts and other durable and non-durable purchases, 

dining out choices, and mode/routes in and around destination choices in the third level. 

Woodside and King (2001) noted that issues in the first level trigger issues in the second level, 

and issues in the second level trigger issues in the third level. Issues in Level 1 are first 

considered, followed by issues in Level 2 and Level 3. In addition, these sub-decisions are 

inter-correlated, and these three levels also are inter-correlated (Woodside & King, 2001).  
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Different from previous studies, Hyde and Laesser (2009) defined core decisions as the 

choice of members of the travel party, vacation dates, a budget for expenditure, a core leisure 

pursuit, a destination, transport and route to the destination, and a place of accommodation. 

 

One possible reason to explain the different classification of travel decision-making hierarchy 

is the familiarity with the destination (Dunne, Flanagan, & Buckley, 2011). Hyde (2003) 

found that when people are familiar with the destination, they plan most of their vacation 

elements; however, when people are unfamiliar with the destination, they plan very few 

vacation elements. Therefore, travellers consider the core sub-decisions (the first level) 

differently when they make different vacation decisions.  

 

Despite some researchers’ argument that the sub-decisions can be grouped into three levels of 

hierarchy, other researchers have stated that sub-decisions do not form a clear hierarchy. For 

example, Moore, Smallman, Wilson, and Simmons (2012) noted that the sub-decisions in 

travel decision-making exhibit a level of flexibility. Whereas the date, cost, trip type, and 

holiday are inflexible sub-decisions before the trip, route/itinerary, accommodation, activity, 

and daily purchases are flexible during the trip. In addition, Hyde and Lawson (2003) noted 

that vacation planning consists of a set of planned and unplanned vacation elements. 

Travellers experience and enjoy the flexibility of the evolving itinerary, and desire to 

experience the unplanned.  

 

The majority of decision-making studies separately examine the decision-making sequence, 

and decision-making hierarchy; some researchers combine the decision-making sequence and 

decision-making hierarchy together to develop the tourism consumption system (Woodside & 

Dubelaar, 2002; Woodside & King, 2001). Specifically, the tourism consumption system 
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emphasizes the interactions among sub-decisions (e.g., destination selection, activity, 

attraction, accommodation, transportation, and dining) in different phases in the decision-

making process (e.g., pre-trip, during-trip, and post-trip evaluation) (Woodside & Dubelaar, 

2002).  

 

2.2.3 Variables of Decision-Making 

Another perspective of examining travel decision-making is the variables involved in making 

such travel decisions. A review of previous studies about travel decision-making, as well as 

general consumer behaviours, shows that there are two major variables, individual and 

environmental. The existing travel decision-making studies have mainly used individual 

variables to predict travellers’ behaviours, and limited research has focused on the 

environmental variables.  

 

2.2.3.1 Individual Variables 

Individual determinants refer to travellers’ personal characteristics. General consumer 

behaviour literature suggests that the individual variables include psychological factors: 

personality, motivation, knowledge, intention, attitudes, values, lifestyle, beliefs and feelings 

of consumers (Blackwell, D'Souza, Taghian, Miniard, & Engel, 2006; Solomon, Hughes, 

Chitty, Marshall, & Stuart, 2014). However, in the travel decision-making context, 

examination of the individual variables focuses on both psychological factors (e.g., lifestyles, 

values, and personality) and travel behavioural factors (Decrop & Zidda, 2006; Jeng & 

Fesenmaier, 2002).  

 

In the tourism context, psychological variables, such as personality, lifestyles, and values, 

have a major influence on the selection of vacation destinations, activities, travel styles 
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(independent travel versus package tour), and souvenirs (Barlés-Arizón, Fraj-Andrés, & 

Martínez-Salinas, 2013; Decrop, 1999; Decrop & Zidda, 2006). For example, careful 

vacationers will avoid dangerous destinations. Adventurous travellers do not book anything 

beforehand and are searching for new vacation destinations and experiences.  

 

Travel behavioural factors are also found to influence the travel decision-making process 

(Bargeman & van der Poel, 2006; Decrop, 1999). These factors mainly refer to prior travel 

experience (e.g., the number of trips in the past), and the experience (in variety and intensity) 

of each vacation sub-decision. People who have prior travel experience are more likely to 

revisit a destination (S. Huang & Hsu, 2009), and then influence the travel decision-making 

process. Travellers who have experience in variety have an extensive vacation experience in 

different destinations. Travellers who have experience in intensity often go to the same 

destination, always around the same time, in the same type of accommodation and for the 

same type of activities (Decrop, 1999). In addition, Sirakaya and Woodside (2005) found two 

major approaches (behavioural and choice-set approaches) to examining travel decision-

making. In terms of these two approaches, the experiences of tourists in respect of vacation 

activities, expenditures, destination, distance travelled, and frequency of travel are considered 

variables that influence the travel decision-making process. Bargeman and van der Poel 

(2006) examined the role of routines in the vacation decision-making process of travellers, 

and found that travellers are routinized. The routine choice process emphasizes on an internal 

information search. Specifically, a domestic vacation in most cases required a less extensive 

decision-making process compared to a vacation abroad. They found a list of variables that 

influence travel decision-making. Specifically, they found that the length of stay (short break 

versus long vacation), travel style (independent travel versus package tour), travel party 
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composition, type of vacation, type of accommodation, and travel mode influence the 

decision-making process (Bargeman & van der Poel, 2006).  

 

2.2.3.2 Environmental Variables 

Environmental variables refer to external characteristics, and include culture, ethnicity, and 

reference groups (e.g., family, relatives, friends, peers, and co-workers) (Blackwell et al., 

2006; Solomon et al., 2014). In the tourism context, studies mainly focused on the reference 

group context, such as family groups, and few studies were found about the cultural and 

ethnicity perspective. Reference groups were identified to influence the selection of sub-

decisions in the travel decision-making process (Martin & Woodside, 2011a; Woodside & 

King, 2001). Hsu, Kang, and Lam (2006) also found that immediate family members had the 

greatest influence on the decision-making, followed by friends and relatives.   

 

Cultural and ethnicity issues of group members are also important for examining the travel 

decision-making process. Cultural values influence the decision-making process (specifically 

in relation to motivation for travel and perceived risk), and also specific destination choice 

criteria used to make the destination decision (Summers & McColl-Kennedy, 1998). 

Summers and McColl-Kennedy (1998) compared Malaysian-Chinese with Americans, and 

found that cultural values (e.g., Chinese vs American) do not influence the travel decision-

making sequence, however, the cultural values do influence the decision outcomes.  

 

Despite the environmental variable being important for understanding the travel decision-

making process, the existing travel decision-making literature has mainly used individual 

variables to predict traveller behaviours. The decision-making process can be evaluated by 

the combination of the environmental and individual variables (Decrop & Zidda, 2006). In 
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addition, decision-making theories that rely on consistent individual preferences and 

identities seem inadequate to reflect the complexity of the travel decision-making process 

(Martin & Woodside, 2011b). Researchers cannot ignore how the decision-making happened, 

and it is important to understand the dynamic process behind the decision-making (Langley, 

1999). Therefore, the above studies that only list the effect of these variables on the final 

outcome of the decision cannot reflect the real dynamic of the process.   

 

In the travel decision-making process, destination selection is one of the most vital stages of a 

travel decision-making process. Because of that, theories have been well developed in the 

destination selection. One of the popular theories is choice set. This theory was first proposed 

by Crompton (1977), and further developed by Um and Crompton (1990). They proposed a 

framework with three stages for tourist destination selection: 1) awareness set; 2) evolution of 

an evoked set, and 3) destination selection. These three stages are influenced by external 

inputs (e.g., stimuli display) and internal inputs (e.g., socio-psychological set). The majority 

of previous studies have followed this common and well acceptable theory (Crompton, 1992; 

Petrick, Li, & Park, 2007). However, some studies suggested that people might adopt a non-

systematic approach to select a destination, where travellers do not necessarily undertake the 

process in distinctive stages, and where emotional elements are as relevant as functional ones 

(Dunne, Flanagan, & Buckley, 2011). In addition, Decrop and Snelders (2004) stated that 

destination selection might not be rational, and with three clear stages, but an on-going 

process, which entails a lot of adaptability and opportunism.  

 

2.2.4 Summary and Research Gap 

To sum up, the above section reviewed previous studies about travel decision-making and 

found that there are three major areas: sequences, hierarchy, and variables. It should be noted 
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that these three areas are not separate, but inter-correlated (Woodside & King, 2001). The 

literature review identified three research gaps.  

 

First, previous studies used the rational approach of decision-making sequences to study the 

traveller’s decision-making process. However, there are many sub-decisions in a travel 

decision-making process, and travellers do not exactly follow the decision-making sequence 

to make decisions. The review implies that the traditional multistage approach may not be 

applicable to explain travel decision-making. Second, only limited studies illustrated the 

relationship of the sub-decisions in the destination selection context; therefore, more studies 

need to be conducted to understand the decision-making hierarchy. Third, although previous 

decision-making theories heavily relied on individual variables to predict travel decision-

making, environmental variables are also important for understanding the travel decision-

making process, and should be further examined in the future. In addition, using variables to 

predict travel decision-making cannot reflect the dynamic process of travel decision-making.  

 

As the thesis focuses on the group travel decision-making process, the following section 

reviews the related literature about the group travel decision-making process, with a 

particular focus on the group context.  

 

2.3 Group Travel Decision-Making Process 

Over the past decades, literature on the travel decision-making process has been mainly 

individual-oriented (Pearce, 2005). However, travel decisions often involve one or more 

people (Hyde & Decrop, 2011), and many travel decisions are not solely made by one 

individual but by multiple decision makers (Decrop & Kozak, 2009; Fodness, 1992; 

Marcevova et al., 2010; Smith, 2003; van Raaij & Francken, 1984). In addition, the final 
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outcome (choice) of group decision-making is not the sum of individual preference of all 

group members (Decrop, 2005). The group decision-making process has some characteristics 

that are different from individual travel decision-making, and the travel decision-making is 

more complicated than individual travel decisions (Decrop & Kozak, 2014). Therefore, 

theories based on the individual perspective may not fully reflect group decision-making 

(Huan & Beaman, 2003; J. G. March, 1994). The next section reviews the literature on the 

group travel decision-making process.  

 

From a theoretical perspective, studies on the group travel decision-making process are 

rooted in the theoretical foundation of the individual travel decision-making process, 

adopting elements such as the sequence, the hierarchy, and the variables of the travel 

decision-making process. However, group decision-making is different from individual 

decision-making because of certain characteristics: joint decisions, different role 

specifications for group members in the process of decision making, and the need to interact 

among group members when making decisions (Koc, 2004; Sheth, 1974). A review of 

previous studies on the group travel decision-making process shows that these studies can be 

illustrated from the following perspectives: group decision unit, role of group members, and 

interaction process.  

 

2.3.1 Group Decision Unit 

The first distinction between group travel decision-making and individual travel decision-

making is the group decision unit, which refers to multiple people who are involved in the 

decision-making process (Bronner & de Hoog, 2008; Nanda, Hu, & Bai, 2006). In terms of 

the group decision unit, the existing literature has examined mainly family members, rather 
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than non-family members (Decrop, 2005). The decision unit in a family includes wife, 

husband, and children.  

 

Research identified four types of family travel decision-making modes according to the 

dominant role of group members in the process: the husband-dominant, wife-dominant, a 

joint decision between husband and wife, and a joint decision among the husband, wife, and 

child (children) (Bronner & de Hoog, 2008; Fodness, 1992; Koc, 2004; Litvin et al., 2004; 

Thornton, Shaw, & Williams, 1997; K. C. Wang, Hsieh, Yeh, & Tsai, 2004). The overall 

travel decision and most sub-decisions are normally a joint decision made by both wife and 

husband (Koc, 2004; Litvin et al., 2004; Mottiar & Quinn, 2004). In the Western context, 

decisions such as budget, destination, accommodation, and travel time are joint decisions 

(Barlés-Arizón et al., 2013; Mottiar & Quinn, 2004). In the Eastern context, decisions such as 

choice of destination, tourism activities, airline, and restaurants are made jointly by all 

members of a family (K. C. Wang et al., 2004).  

 

In terms of the influence by group members in the travel decision-making process, the wife is 

more involved in the decision-making process than the husband (Kozak, 2010). The wife is 

more likely than the husband to conduct the pre-holiday information search (Fodness, 1992; 

Kozak, 2010; Zalatan, 1998). In addition, some studies found that the wife plays a dominant 

role in the early stages of the process such as by initiating discussion, collecting the 

information and, to a lesser extent, selecting the travel agent to use (Koc, 2004; Mottiar & 

Quinn, 2004). Zalatan (1998) concluded that the wife is more involved in the initial trip tasks 

(e.g., information search, selecting the destination and determination of holiday date), and 

pre-departure tasks (e.g., preparing luggage and transportation arrangements). In addition, a 

study conducted in South Korea found that the wife plays a dominant role in deciding on the 
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travel arrangement, and the husband usually accommodates the wife (Jang, Lee, Lee, & Hong, 

2007). Another study which was conducted in Taiwan showed that decisions related to 

selecting shopping, accommodation, and travel agency are commonly made by the wife (K. C. 

Wang et al., 2004).  

 

In addition to the influence of the wife and husband on the travel decisions, children also 

exert some influence. For example, some children refuse to accompany their parents, which 

leads to a substantial modification of the decision-making process (Decrop, 1999). Thornton 

et al. (1997) also found that children influence the behaviour of travel parties, either through 

their physical needs (e.g., arrangement of meal times, need for sleep) or through their ability 

to negotiate with parents. Therkelsen (2010) also confirmed that children influence their 

parents’ holiday choice such as travel activities and attractions in different ways depending 

on their age.  

 

Previous literature dominantly focuses on family groups, rather than non-family groups, such 

as friendship groups. To a lesser extent it has been argued that group decision-making among 

parties of friends is potentially more complicated than family group decision-making (Decrop, 

2005; Kozak, 2010). First, the participation of all members of friendship groups is higher 

than that of family groups. Everyone in friendship groups usually actively participates; 

however, only some of the family members are involved in the decision-making (Decrop & 

Snelders, 2004). Second, the objectives of group travel decision-making for these two types 

of groups are different. Friendship groups first strive to preserve the affective ties among 

members. Friends consider group cohesiveness as the priority, and are willing to sacrifice 

their preferences in order to maintain the group relationship whereas a family needs 
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efficiency and productivity to make optimal decisions (Decrop, 2005). The next section 

illustrates the role of group members.   

 

2.3.2 Roles of Group Members 

The second distinction of the group decision-making is that group members play different 

roles, and exert different levels of influence in the group travel decision-making process. 

Using a family as an example, the functions of family members who engage in the family 

travel decision-making process can be divided into six roles: gatekeeper (initiator), 

information gatherer, influencer, decision maker, purchaser (buyer), and user (Koc, 2004; 

Nanda et al., 2006). Specifically, gatekeepers, who initiate the family decision-making, are 

the primary information gatherers. Influencers are family members whose opinion and input 

is sought, and who may affect the decision criteria that will be used in the evaluation of 

products. Decision makers are the ones who have the formal or informal power to make the 

final purchase decision. Buyers execute the purchase of products and finally, the users 

consume the products (Nanda et al., 2006).  

 

Group members play different roles in the group travel decision-making process. Some 

family members may play multiple roles in the group decision-making process (Nanda et al., 

2006). The wife is largely viewed as the idea initiator, information gatherer, and final 

decision-maker for group travel decision-making (Mowen & Graefe, 2006). However, two 

studies stated that the wife is the gatekeeper (initiator) and information gatherer, rather than a 

final decision-maker (Mottiar & Quinn, 2004; Therkelsen, 2010). The possible reason for 

why the wife takes a predominant role in making holiday decisions is the societal structure, as 

the wife has more time and possibly more responsibility for common family activities like 

holidays (Therkelsen, 2010) .  
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2.3.3 Interaction Process 

In addition to examining group units and the role of group members, another focus is the 

group interaction process. As group travel decision-making is a joint decision, people discuss, 

negotiate, and compromise with each other; therefore the interaction process is the central 

component in the group vacation decision-making process (Bronner & de Hoog, 2008; van 

Raaij & Francken, 1984). Although the interaction process between different group members 

plays a vital role in influencing group decision-making (van Raaij & Francken, 1984), the 

group interaction (communication) process has been less examined in the tourism literature 

(Bronner & de Hoog, 2008; Watne, Brennan, & Winchester, 2014).  

 

Examination of the interaction process focuses on the strategies for reaching agreement or 

solving conflicts, since one of the key objectives in the group interaction process is to reach 

an agreement in decision-making. As group members show different characteristics exhibited 

by these players in the group travel decision-making process, they implement different 

strategies to resolve disagreement and reach consensus. In terms of reaching agreement, 

discussion between family members is the most common approach to solve interpersonal 

conflict (Jang et al., 2007; Kang & Hsu, 2004, 2005).  

 

In terms of strategies used in the process of solving disagreement, previous studies stated that 

couples tend to implement strategies, such as compromise and reward, to mutually benefit 

both parties. For example, Kozak (2010) listed the strategies adopted by wife and husband 

when facing disagreement in the vacation and eating out decisions. These strategies are: 

persuasion, bargaining, compromise, coercion, intimidation, sacrifice, giving priority to the 

other, recommendation by sellers, recommendation by friends/relatives, and influence of 
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children. Kozak (2010) found compromise is the top strategy to solve disagreement when a 

couple make a vacation or eating out decision, showing that the couple makes decisions 

through mutual concession. In addition, Bokek-Cohen (2011) examined three types of 

strategies (reward, coercive, and emotional) during the couple’s vacation decision-making, 

and found that couples used reward strategies the most. Bronner and de Hoog (2008) 

identified several strategies for dealing with disagreements: exchange, the golden mean (a 

strategy of give-and-take-and-reach-a-compromise), persuasion, emotion, internal expert role, 

external expert, white lies, authoritarian, throwing a dice. Bronner and de Hoog (2008) found 

that the golden mean is the most frequently used strategy for males and females in a family 

decision. In the friendship groups in the tourism context, Marcevova et al. (2010) found that 

compromise is the most commonly employed conflict resolution strategy when disagreements 

resulting from different preferences of individual group members occurred.  

 

2.3.4 Summary and Research Gap 

To sum up, the above section reviewed previous studies about the group travel decision-

making process, and focused on three perspectives: group decision unit, roles of group 

members, and interaction process. The review identified two research gaps. 

 

First, previous studies examined the group travel decision-making process from the group 

decision unit of family members. However, as travellers also travel with non-family members, 

it is important to understand how non-family members make a group decision. Second, 

despite the group interaction process being a vital component shaping the group travel 

decision-making process, limited studies can be found on the role of group members and the 

group interaction process. Therefore, it is important to examine the important area of group 

interaction process.  
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As this thesis focuses on Chinese travellers, it is important to know how Chinese travellers 

make a travel decision. However, previous travel decision-making studies (e.g., Decrop, 2005; 

Decrop & Snelders, 2005) have mainly been in Western cultural contexts, and very few in 

other cultural contexts, such as China, the emerging tourism market. Tourists in Western and 

Eastern countries might have different travel decision processes. In order to understand what 

types of attributes affect Chinese travellers’ destination selection, one of the most important 

sub-sections in decision-making, the following section reviews literature about Chinese 

travellers, with a particular focus on travel decision-making.  

 

2.4 Chinese Travellers 

As the Chinese tourism market continues to grow in size and importance, it is imperative to 

understand how Chinese travellers make a decision about choosing a travel destination. There 

is a growing amount of literature about Chinese travellers; however, very few studies have 

been found on how Chinese travellers make a group travel decision. In order to provide a 

deeper understanding of Chinese travellers, this section reviews the studies about destination 

selection in the Chinese traveller context, and Chinese cultural values that influence Chinese 

behaviours.  

 

2.4.1 Destination Selection Attributes 

Destination selection is one of the most vital stages of a travel decision-making process; 

therefore, a review of the attributes affecting Chinese travellers’ destination selection can 

help to better understand the Chinese group travel decision-making process. A list of the 

previous studies on Chinese tourists’ destination selection in Table 2.1 shows that almost all 

the studies used a quantitative method, rather than a qualitative method. Among these 
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quantitative studies, there were two categories: one was from an economic model method 

based on secondary data or questionnaire surveys, and the other analysed Chinese tourists’ 

destination selection mainly using a questionnaire. The questionnaires aimed to find the 

details of the factors and perceptions of Chinese tourists’ destination selection. All of the 

attributes affecting Chinese tourists’ destination selection can be grouped into two categories: 

tourist factors and destination factors. Specifically, the majority of the attributes were related 

to destination specific factors, such as safety, accessibility, attraction, and culture. In addition, 

there were some factors related to specific travel characteristics, such as: trip expenditure, 

length of stay during the trip, and also the tourist specific background such as income, age 

and gender.  

 

2.4.2 Chinese Cultural Value 

The influence of Chinese cultural values on the behaviour of Chinese people has been 

examined in the disciplines of marketing, management, psychology, and tourism (Chuah, 

Hoffmann, & Larner, 2014; Hofstede, 1980; Sun, Ryan, & Pan, 2015; Yau, 1988). Hofstede 

(2004) described Chinese culture as highly collectivistic, which is identified with the 

Confucian doctrines that emphasize ties of kinship and close personal relations as opposed to 

the individualistic culture of Westerners. One of the cardinal values of the Chinese culture is 

harmony, which emphasizes a harmonious society and the appropriate arrangement of 

interpersonal relationships (Chen, 2000; Chen & Starosta, 1997; Hwang, 1987). To Chinese, 

harmony is not only the end but also the means of human interaction. Harmony also dictates 

that human interaction is a process in which the interactants continuously adapt and relocate 

themselves towards interdependence and cooperation through a sincere display of whole-

hearted concern between human beings (Chen, 2000; Chen & Starosta, 1997).  
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Table 2.1: Destination Selection Attributes for Chinese Travellers 

Author(s) / Year Attributes Affecting Chinese Travellers’ 

Destination Selection 

Data Collection and 

Analysis 

Morley (1994) Airfare, hotel tariff, exchange rate, income, age, and 

gender 

Economic model based 

on secondary data 

Qu and Li (1997) Safety, accessibility, ease of applying for visa, 

scenery, and cost 

Questionnaire design and 

factor analysis 

Summers and 

McColl-Kennedy 

(1998) 

Attractions, culture, tourism supply, prices, and 

marketing influence 

Questionnaire design and 

factor analysis 

Lai and Graefe 

(1999) 

Facilities/safety, attractions, practical accessibility, 

quality, and symbolic accessibility 

Questionnaire design and 

factor analysis 

MacLaurin (2004) Security, political stability, attractions, price, 

amenities, accessibility, health/food safety, and social 

factor 

Questionnaire design and 

factor analysis 

Kim, Guo, and 

Agrusa (2005) 

Safety, beautiful scenery, well-equipped tourism 

facilities, different cultural and historical resources 

from China, good weather, ease of arranging travel 

plans, good leisure and recreation facilities, 

inexpensive travel cost, good place for shopping, and 

level of economic development 

Questionnaire design and 

descriptive analysis 

Keating and Kriz 

(2008) 

Push factors, pull factors, internal moderators, external 

moderators, and destination image 

Review of previous 

studies 

Corigliano (2011) Personal needs, costs, available time, reputation of the 

destination, accessibility, promotion, and previous 

experiences 

Questionnaire design and 

descriptive analysis 

Guillet, Lee, Law, 

and Leung (2011) 

Trip expenditure, length of stay during the trip, size of 

the travel party, monthly household income, 

discovering new places and/or things, and getting 

away from daily routine 

Economic model based 

on secondary data 
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The Confucian avoidance of discord in social interactions forms the most important group of 

Chinese cultural values (The Chinese Culture Connection, 1987). The most prominent 

influence of Chinese belief on establishing a harmonious relationship in human 

communication is the effort to avoid being involved in a conflict (Chen, 2000). The conflict-

free interpersonal relationship requires individuals to control their emotions and avoid 

aggressive behaviours (Chen & Chung, 1994). Chinese people opt to not express conflict, or 

suffer short-term loss in order to achieve long-term benefits (Bond & Hwang, 1986; Hoare, 

Butcher, & O’Brien, 2011; Jaw, Ling, Wang, & Chang, 2007; Kwek & Lee, 2010; Tsang, 

2011). In order to promote harmony, cultivated persons must suppress their emotions in 

public as a symbolic expression of promoting group welfare and neglecting the personal 

desires (Eberhard, 1971). This can be explained by the concept of forbearance, a profound 

cultural foundation in China. In its broadest sense, forbearance means to control and to 

suppress one’s emotion, desire, and psychological impulse in favour of maintaining a 

harmonious relationship (Hwang, 1997; Lockett, 1988). Over time, individuals continue to 

subordinate themselves to the group to sustain a social order (Lockett, 1988).  

 

In addition, Chinese place a heavy weight on particularistic relationship, which is regulated 

by a set of specific communication rules and patterns that give individuals a direction of 

interaction in order to avoid an embarrassing encounter or serious conflict (Chen & Chung, 

1994). In other words, particularistic relationships are potentially powerful in persuasion, 

influence and control, and can be used to avoid conflicts (Chang & Holt, 1991). The Chinese 

hierarchical structure of particularistic relationships can be reflected through authority, which 

is ascribed to those positions, such as the superior, the father, the husband, and the older 

brother (Chen, 2000).  
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It should be noted that when Chinese are not happy, they may keep silent without discussing 

a point even if they feel they are right, hoping to save face for each other and keep the 

harmonious relationship among the group members in the group (Chen, 2000). L. L. Huang 

(1999) identified two major types of harmony: genuine and surface. The former refers to 

holistic and sincere harmonious relationships while the latter indicates that, although surface 

relationships may appear smooth, conflicts remain underneath this surface.  

 

Even though directly expressing ‘refusal’ to one’s counterparts is considered to signify an 

uncooperative attitude which is detrimental to the harmonious relationship in the Chinese 

hierarchical network (Pye, 1982), Confucius also encouraged diversity of views, and believed 

that morally superior people are able to maintain harmonious relationships even though they 

may have differing views (Leung, Koch, & Lu, 2002). Whenever conflicts occur, harmony is 

the guiding principle to resolve problems reflected by the Chinese saying that harmony is 

valuable (Chen & Chung, 1994).  

 

Based on Confucian teachings, reciprocity requires people to show mutual responsibility in 

social interactions (Chen & Chung, 1994). It is more than just a materialistic exchange of 

mutual benefit in the Chinese society. Instead, it is a primary principle of harmony. In other 

words, the achievement of harmony demands mutual dependency and responsibility in 

fulfilling each party’s needs in social interaction (Chen & Chung, 1994). In addition, the ethic 

of human communication for Chinese is to crystallize the duty of cooperation between 

interactants through a sincere display of mutually whole-hearted concern (Chen, 2006).  

 

Reciprocity also focuses on the long-term benefits to everyone in the group. Because of this, 

Chinese adopt neutral attitudes and moderate thinking to solve problems in order to meet 
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everyone’s needs (Hoare et al., 2011). Compared with Westerners, Chinese people adopt 

more compromising approaches to deal with group decision-making issues (Chuah et al., 

2014; Hofstede, 2004; Lin & Miller, 2002). Shenkar and Ronen (1987) indicated that Chinese 

negotiators are likely to make concessions at the end of a negotiation so that they can keep 

the harmonious relationship and reach a mutually satisfactory outcome. It is an attempt to 

work with the opponent in an effort to find an integrative solution that would satisfy both 

sides (Miller, 1995). Based on the principle of reciprocity, a harmonious state of human 

relationships is reached (Hwang, 1988).  

 

People in highly collectivist societies value group decisions, order, and security (Chen & 

Chung, 1994). For example, Chinese society has historically focused on harmony and 

conformity in governing all interpersonal relations, while de-emphasizing personal goals. 

People from collectivism cultures, such as Asian cultures, are often motivated by norms and 

duties imposed by the in-group (e.g., family and co-workers), give priority to the goals of the 

in-group, and try to emphasize their connectedness with the in-group (Kacen & Lee, 2002; 

Triandis, 1995). In Chinese culture, priority is given to the interest of the company or group 

rather than to individuals (Liu & Chen, 2000). With such group orientation as the priority in 

daily life, Chinese people tend to conform to the interests of the wider group (Bond & Hwang, 

1986).Specifically, Chinese group members even sacrifice their interests or tolerate others in 

order to meet the goals of the group (Hoare et al., 2011; Kwek & Lee, 2010). Those Chinese 

people who do not conform with group interests are often deemed selfish, arrogant and 

disrespectful (Kwek & Lee, 2010).  
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2.4.3 Summary and Research Gap 

To conclude, the review of previous studies provided four research gaps. First, quantitative 

methods dominated in the studies of Chinese tourists’ destination selection; further studies 

using qualitative methods are needed in order to explore more detailed information about 

how Chinese select a travel destination. Second, very limited attributes were explored in 

terms of how Chinese travellers make a travel decision, so there might be some unexplored 

attributes which could affect Chinese travellers’ behaviours. Third, since previous studies 

examined Chinese travel behaviours from an individual perspective, rather than a group 

perspective, it should be noted that attributes affecting Chinese tourists’ destination selection 

might be different in the contexts of an individual or group. Fourth, although Chinese cultural 

values may influence the Chinese decision-making process, limited studies have been found 

to understand how Chinese cultural values influence travel decision-making. In addition, the 

understanding of whether the younger generation still conforms to these cultural values is 

unknown. Therefore, it is important to understand the role of Chinese values in the process of 

making travel decisions.  

 

A review of the tourism literature showed that the current literature on group decision-

making is not enough to examine how small groups of young Chinese independent travellers 

make group decisions. Therefore, the next section reviews the group decision-making studies 

in the non-tourism disciplines.  

 

2.5 Group Decision-Making Process 

Due to the predominance of group decision-making in daily life, group decision-making has 

been extensively researched in many disciplines, such as sociology, psychology, social 

psychology, communications, organizational behaviours, and consumer behaviours (Davis, 
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1996). In group decision-making, two or more group members communicate and interact 

with each other to carry out whatever responsibility, activity, or task with which they are 

collectively charged (Bonito & Meyers, 2011; Fredston & Fesler, 1999; Jonassen, 2000). 

They are jointly responsible for detecting a problem, elaborating on the nature of the problem, 

generating possible solutions, evaluating potential solutions, and formulating strategies for 

implementing solutions (Desanctis & Gallupe, 1987). This section includes studies of 

features of group decision-making, such as the group interaction process, reaching agreement, 

phases of the group interaction process, and the group leader.  

 

2.5.1 Input-Process-Output Theory 

The input-process-output theory is one of the seminal theories to examine group decision-

making. This theory aims to describe, explain, and predict the relationships among three 

variables: input, process, and output (Wittenbaum et al., 2004). There is no consensus about 

the measurement of these three variables; however, previous studies utilised similar concepts. 

The input variable refers to the task of group decision-making (e.g., task type, and task 

difficulty), group members (e.g., characteristics of group members and the leaders), and the 

environment of group decision-making (e.g., characteristics of the environment) (Hackman & 

Morris, 1975; Katzell, Miller, Rotter, & Venet, 1970; Sorenson, 1971). The output variable 

refers to task productivity (e.g., the quantity and quality of task products, the originality of 

the solution), and group members’ perceptions towards other group members and the 

decision-making (e.g., attitudes, cohesiveness, satisfaction, and social relationships among 

members) (Hackman & Morris, 1975; Katzell et al., 1970; Sorenson, 1971; Straus, 1997). 

The process is not to be considered as a variable but as a set of variables connected together 

for reaching an objective. The process refers to communication/interaction (e.g., the quantity, 

rate, content, task versus non-task communication, and steps: structuring, generating, 
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elaborating, evaluating, and requesting) (Hackman & Morris, 1975; Sorenson, 1971; Straus, 

1997).  

 

After examining the relationships between these three variables: input, process, and output, 

previous input-process-output studies agreed that group communication contributes to, or 

inhibits, the group decision-making process, and problem-solving effectiveness (Wittenbaum 

et al., 2004). Group interaction process mediates the relationship between inputs and 

outcomes (McGrath, 1984). In addition, communicative interaction is considered important 

for an effective and successful group decision (Aribarg, Arora, & Bodur, 2002).  

 

In the group communication process, group members process information, exchange opinions, 

examine ideas, and reach consensus (Bright, 2010; Fisher & Ellis, 1990; Hiltz, Johnson, & 

Turoff, 1986; Pennington, 2002). Through communication, individual members’ inputs (e.g., 

knowledge) become available to the group and can be used to affect performance. Members 

also learn about one another’s interests and attitudes, which are the basis for interpersonal 

attraction and the formation of social relationships (McGrath, 1984). Therefore, information 

transferred during group decision-making can  affect people’s attitudes, and determine the 

quality of a group decision (Duhachek, Zhang, & Krishnan, 2007; Hirokawa & Pace, 1983).  

 

Information is the currency that drives process and outcomes (Bonito, 2001; Hinsz, Tindale, 

& Vollrath, 1997; Hirokawa, Degooyer, & Valde, 2000). Based on general models of 

cognition, information in groups is viewed as collaboratively processed, attended to, encoded, 

stored, and retrieved to create a shared representation of the task, the work environment, 

decision alternatives, and the membership (Bonito, 2001). Additionally, groups focus on 
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shared information at the expense of unshared information (Kerr & Tindale, 2004; Stasser & 

Titus, 1985).  

 

Despite the significant importance of the group interaction process in group decision-making, 

the existing literature has largely ignored this important area of group interaction between 

different group members. Therefore, it is necessary to analyse how a small group of people 

interact with others. Accordingly, the next section reviews the existing literature about group 

interaction process.  

 

2.5.2 Group Interaction Process 

Group interaction process is the intra-group process of individuals acting and reacting to each 

other over time in group decision-making (Burke, 2003). Group interaction process is 

important as it continually occurs when group decisions proceed from initiation to completion 

(Bales & Strodtbeck, 1951). In the group interaction process, group members deliver or 

display both verbal and non-verbal behaviours, and both verbal and non-verbal messages 

convey information, affect, and attitudes, as well as social and personality identities (Crow, 

1983; E. Jones, Gallois, Callan, & Barker, 1999; Straus, 1997). In order to truly understand 

the interactions being examined, both verbal and non-verbal communications are reviewed in 

the next section.  

 

2.5.2.1 Verbal Communication 

Verbal communication is the primary means of expressing opinions, formulating arguments, 

and exchanging information during group discussion (Stasser & Taylor, 1991). While there 

have been many investigations that systematically studied group interaction, their historical 

roots can be traced to the work of Bales’ Interaction Process Analysis (IPA) (Bales, 1950; 
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Bales & Strodtbeck, 1951). Bales’ (1950) IPA model is a robust method for analysing human 

interaction, and has been frequently implemented to examine the interaction process within 

different types of groups (Hirokawa, 1988; McGrath, 1984). It has outperformed other 

interaction analysis methods in representational validity as it effectively structures the 

communication process for group members in the group context (Poole & Folger, 1981).  

 

IPA has two symmetrical categories: task, and social-emotional reactions. The task category 

is about instrumental considerations, and the social-emotional category is about interpersonal 

relations and expressive considerations. Specifically, the task category includes asking 

questions and giving answers. Asking questions refers to acts used to seek, analyse and 

explore information and request direction. Giving answers refers to acts used to develop 

information, understanding and control. The social-emotional reactions include positive and 

negative reactions. Positive reactions are used to encourage commitment, and help build and 

strengthen relationships. Negative reactions are used to reject task information, question 

commitment and threaten relationships (Gorse & Emmitt, 2007). 

 

IPA consists of twelve categories. The task category includes: giving suggestions, giving 

opinions, giving orientations, asking suggestions, asking opinion, and asking orientation. The 

social-emotional category includes: solidarity, tension release, agreement, antagonism, 

tension, and disagreement. The IPA involves classifying group interactions act by act. That is, 

in group discussions, behaviour is broken down into acts where each sentence or its non-

verbal equivalent is defined as one act (Bales, 1950; Burke, 1974, 2003).The coding 

conventions call for every act to be classified into one of the categories, with ambiguous acts 

classified into one category (Burke, 2003; Heinicke & Bales, 1953; Keyton & Beck, 2009; 

Nam, Lyons, Hwang, & Kim, 2009; Salazar, 1991).  
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IPA mainly focuses on task-related information, whereas social-emotional communication is 

often neglected in group interaction research. Group research has predominantly focused on 

task groups and task behaviour or interaction (Hollingshead et al., 2005), in part because of 

the goal-orientation society has ascribed to groups and teams (Keyton & Beck, 2009). Keyton 

and Beck (2009) stated that it is necessary to give further attention to the social-emotional 

perspective in the group research. Furthermore, Bale’s IPA forced choice between coding a 

thought as fulfilling a task or a social-emotional function when an utterance can 

simultaneously serve both functions (S. J. Beck & Keyton, 2014). However, task and social-

emotional messages can be co-existent, and some social-emotional influence stems from both 

task and social-emotional messages (Keyton & Beck, 2009). Therefore, there is a need to 

refocus the effort on the social-emotional dimension of group communication.  

 

The IPA categories have been dominantly examined from the perspective of verbal message, 

and non-verbal behaviour has been neglected in the literature of group communication, even 

though non-verbal cues can enhance or alter verbal acts (S. J. Beck & Keyton, 2014; 

Hirokawa & Pace, 1983). Therefore, there is a need to examine non-verbal behaviours as well.  

 

2.5.2.2 Non-Verbal Communication 

Non-verbal behaviour serves as a supplement to the verbal message in communication (Hall, 

2006; Pennington, 2002). In the communication, 55% of meanings is transferred by visual 

cues, like eye contact, or body positioning (L. M. Ong, De Haes, Hoos, & Lammes, 1995). In 

terms of emotions that are communicated verbally and non-verbally, the non-verbal 

components account for up to 90% of communication (Dallimore, Sparks, & Butcher, 2007). 

Non-verbal behaviours such as facial expressions and gestures play a role in affective 
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experience, and at the same time convey non-semantic information about the personality or 

personal background of an individual, about their cultural context and their emotional state 

(Jackob, Roessing, & Petersen, 2011).   

 

Non-verbal signals serve many functions necessary for effective human interaction, for 

instance: 1) communicating our attitudes, feelings, and emotional state (e.g., positive negative 

feelings and feelings of superiority-inferiority, as well as basic emotions such as anger, joy, 

fear, etc.); 2) structuring and facilitating the flow of an interaction (e.g., non-verbal actions 

serve as the traffic signals which direct turn-taking among speakers and listeners, signalling 

to others that they have finished speaking or wish to say something); and 3) assisting in the 

production and comprehension of speech (Pavitt, 1993; Remland, 1994). Keyton and Beck 

(2010) stated that non-verbal behaviour has three types of functions (i.e., relational, 

procedural, and informational) to influence group communication. The relational function 

refers to conveying interpersonal attitudes and emotional states among different group 

members to develop, maintain, and challenge. The procedural function refers to evaluating 

procedures and moving forward the process of completing the group travel decision-making. 

The informational function refers to fulfilling task and informational needs.  

 

A review of the non-verbal behaviours in disciplines such as communication and language 

psychology shows that there is a diverse range of non-verbal cues that are used to interpret 

communication in face-to-face interactions (Pennington, 2002). Hall, Coats, and LeBeau 

(2005) meta-analysed 120 papers on non-verbal behaviours, and listed 11 frequently 

appearing non-verbal behaviours (non-vocalic): smiling, gazing, raised brows, nodding, self-

touch, other touch, hand/arm gestures, postural relaxation, body shifting, interpersonal 

distance, and facing orientation. In addition, laughing can also be an important non-verbal 
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behaviour in communication (E. Jones et al., 1999). Previous studies have shown that each of 

these non-verbal behaviours can be generated based on their frequency. Appendix 2-1 shows 

the non-vocalic non-verbal behaviours. Non-verbal behaviours can also be examined from the 

perspective of vocalic signs (Burgoon, Buller, & Woodall, 1996; E. Jones et al., 1999). E. 

Jones et al. (1999) used the seven vocalic sign categorization by Burgoon et al. (1996) to 

analyse non-verbal communication (see Appendix 2-2). E. Jones et al. (1999)measured the 

frequency of each non-verbal behaviour in a minute, and some of the non-verbal behaviours 

were calculated based on every 0.1 of a second.  

 

Pavitt (1993) grouped non-verbal cues into two major categories: kinesics and proxemics. 

Kinesics include facial expressions, the tone and pitch of the voice, gestures displayed 

through body language; and proxemics include the physical distance between the 

communicators (Pavitt, 1993). Previous studies mainly focus on kinesics when examining 

non-verbal behaviours, such as body movement, postural orientations, gestures, facial 

expressions (e.g., smiling), nodding, and handshaking (Dunbar & Burgoon, 2005; Gabbott & 

Hogg, 2001; Gatica-Perez, 2009; Sundaram & Webster, 2000). Laughter is also an important 

non-verbal behaviour in communication (E. Jones et al., 1999).  

 

In terms of the influence of the non-verbal behaviours on group decision-making, four non-

verbal behaviours are identified as the vital non-verbal behaviours, as these cues could affect 

other members positively and negatively. These are: gesturing (Carney, Hall, & LeBeau, 

2005; D’Agostino & Bylund, 2011; Forbes & Jackson, 1980; Hall et al., 2005), head 

movement (Carney et al., 2005; D’Agostino & Bylund, 2011; Forbes & Jackson, 1980; Hall et 

al., 2005), facial expression (Carney et al., 2005; D’Agostino & Bylund, 2011; Forbes 
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&Jackson, 1980; Hall et al., 2005), and laughter (D’Agostino & Bylund, 2011; E. Jones et al., 

1999).  

 

2.5.3 Reaching Agreement 

The primary task of group decision-making is to reach a consensus (Stasser, Stewart, & 

Wittenbaum, 1995). Due to multiple group members having diverse knowledge, characters, 

attitudes, opinions, goals, values, and motives, they may have different opinions, and then 

have conflicts in the group decision-making process (Decrop, Pecheux, & Bauvin, 2004; 

Kotlyar & Karakowsky, 2006; Parks & Kerr, 1999; Wittenbaum & Moreland, 2008). The 

process of addressing different opinions and reaching agreement is typically built on the 

exchange of information with each other (Bonner & Sillito, 2011; Kerr & Tindale, 2004; 

Stasser, Kerr, & Davis, 1989). Cognitively, group members seek to reach the “best” decision 

(Philbin, 2005), in which group members choose among a set of decision alternatives (Stasser, 

Taylor, & Hanna, 1989). Much of the group discussion focuses on information processing in 

and by groups trying to reach consensus on a given decision alternative. Such decisions are 

naturally preceded by a discussion of the relative merits of each alternative.  

 

Group discussion is not only a vehicle for information exchange, but also for social influence 

in order to achieve collective decision-making (Stasser & Davis, 1981). Stasser and Titus 

(1985) noted that groups are less-than-optimal users of information and often would ignore 

information that is not widely shared among the members. Less formally, primary groups 

such as families and friendship cliques often function as social influence and decision-making 

agents (Decrop, 2005). Some groups are concerned about the balance between decision 

quality and cohesion maintenance (Wittenbaum et al., 2004). For example, in social groups, 

such as friendship groups, people have to consider keeping and maintaining their 
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relationships with the others, as well as expressing their opinions and preferences (Decrop, 

2005). When harmonious relations are more important than the quality of task performance, 

members are likely to suppress conflict and dismiss information (Gruenfeld, Mannix, 

Williams, & Neale, 1996). On the other hand, in task groups where members are friendly and 

the status of their relationships is not threatened by the process or outcome of the task, this 

cohesion enables group members to deal with conflict effectively (Fry, Firestone, & Williams, 

1983; Gruenfeld et al., 1996; Valley, Neale, & Mannix, 1995).  

 

In terms of reaching agreement, previous studies found that groups composed of friends 

behave differently from groups of strangers. Previous studies (e.g., Gruenfeld et al., 1996; 

Shah & Jehn, 1993) found that groups composed of more familiar group members exhibit 

greater task and emotional conflict while working on a decision task than groups of strangers, 

and the greater the number of familiar members in a group, the more comfortable they are 

expressing disagreement. Familiar group members are more comfortable disagreeing with 

one another than groups whose members were unacquainted (Gruenfeld et al., 1996). As the 

task requires critical inquiry and analysis of assumptions, the conflict give groups of friends a 

performance advantage. Therefore, group members with positive relationships are actually 

better at managing conflict than groups of strangers (Gruenfeld et al., 1996). In addition, 

group members who already know each other may be more effective at pooling information 

and integrating alternative perspectives than groups whose members lack familiarity (Isaksen, 

1998).  

 

Reaching consensus is an important, often ideal, goal of group decision-making (Hirokawa, 

1982a, 1982b). Reaching an integrative agreement in a group is cognitively and strategically 

more complex because it requires that group members reveal their preferences to, and 
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understand the preferences of, multiple parties (Beersma & De Dreu, 2002; Kerr & Tindale, 

2004). There are two types of consensus rules: majority and unanimity (Stasser & Davis, 

1981; Stasson, Kameda, Parks, Zimmerman, & Davis, 1991; Velden, Beersma, & De Dreu, 

2007). The majority rule means that agreement from a majority of the group members is 

enough to validate a decision, whereas the unanimity rule refers to a requirement that all 

group members have to support a decision (Velden et al., 2007). The majority rule is 

implicitly adopted in less formal groups by involving general societal norms, whereas the 

unanimity rule is explicitly encoded in the formal group (Stasser & Davis, 1981). Generally, 

a final group decision is based on the majority’s decision, which means that the final decision 

is similar to the preference of the majority of the people in a group (Davis, Kameda, Parks, 

Stasson, & Zimmerman, 1989; Davis, Stasson, Ono, & Zimmerman, 1988). 

 

2.5.4 Phases of Group Interaction Process 

The group decision-making process is characterized by identifiable phases of interaction 

(Bales & Strodtbeck, 1951; Seeger, 1983; Tuckman, 1965). According to Bales and 

Strodtbeck (1951), a group interaction starts from a relative emphasize on problems of 

orientation, to problems of evaluation, and subsequently to problems of control (Bales & 

Strodtbeck, 1951). Generally, the study by Bales and Strodtbeck (1951) has been regarded as 

a reliable and highly cited study to measure phases of group interaction. Similar to Bales and 

Strodtbeck (1951), Jonassen and Kwon (2001) also proposed an interaction model with three 

phases: problem definition (problem analysis and problem critique), orientation, and solution 

development (solution critique). In a study by Hirokawa (1983), four stages were found: 

orientation, problem-solving, conflict, and decision-emergence. Some studies have framed 

group interactions specifically. For instance, Hirokawa (1982b) proposed a group interaction 

model according to Bales’ (1950) and Bales and Strodtbeck’s (1951) studies. Hirokawa’s 
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(1982b) model includes seven function-oriented interaction categories: analyse the group 

problem, establish evaluation criteria, generate alternative solution, evaluation of alternative 

solution, establish operating procedures, positive socio-emotional, and negative socio-

emotional. In addition, some decisions which involve multiple sub-decisions may experience 

multiple phases of interaction. For instance, there are sub-decisions in a group travel decision, 

such as selection of destination, transportation, activities, hotels, and restaurants. People may 

make a travel decision by addressing these sub-decisions step by step. Therefore, a group 

travel decision might include different rounds of interaction phases because each sub-

decision might involve a full interaction phase.  

 

2.5.5 Group Leader 

As group leaders influence other group members and group decision-making, examination of 

group leaders has been widely found in many disciplines, such as psychology, political 

science, organizational and management science (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Group leaders 

haven’t been widely examined in the tourism context, even though leaders play a significant 

role in the decision-making process (Marcevova et al., 2010). Only brief information about 

group leaders can be found in tourism studies (e.g., Decrop, 2005; Decrop et al., 2004; Kwek 

& Lee, 2010).  

 

In terms of the characteristics of group leaders, there is a positive relationship between 

participation levels and leadership status (Bonito, 2000; Leal, Hor-Meyll, & de Paula Pessôa, 

2014; McLeod, Liker, & Lobel, 1992; Stein & Heller, 1979). The participation level is 

evaluated by the amounts of talking by the group members (e.g., the number of words spoken) 

(Stein & Heller, 1979), and the lengths of talking time (Butler & Geis, 1990; Dunbar & 

Burgoon, 2005). Hiltz et al. (1986) stated that the amount and type of communicating that a 
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person does in a face-to-face group discussion involving problem solving is strongly related 

to the probability of being perceived as a leader. Group leaders are the most active people, 

who talk the most in the group discussion. The more group members speak during discussion, 

the more impact (for better or worse) they have on the group decision (Bonito, 2001). Group 

leaders have more power and a greater capacity to change other’s attitudes and beliefs than 

other group members (Simpson, Griskevicius, & Rothman, 2012). In addition, group leaders 

within the group are associated with specific domains of knowledge (Stasser et al., 1995), or 

have the highest social status in the group (Kwek & Lee, 2010).  

 

Group leaders and non-leaders demonstrate different verbal communication behaviours. 

Group leaders perform more task-related behaviours than non-leaders (Bonito, 2001; Stein & 

Heller, 1979). Group leaders are significantly more active than non-leaders in performing 

task leadership behaviours such as problem identification, proposing solutions, seeking and 

giving information and opinions, and initiating structure. In addition, group leaders tend to 

give information and provide directions for the decision-making (Pavitt, High, Tressler, & 

Winslow, 2007). The performance of task leadership behaviours is a common source of both 

high participation and leadership status (Gintner & Lindskold, 1975; Lucas & Lovaglia, 1998; 

Mullen, Salas, & Driskell, 1989). One of the reasons for the active participation of group 

leaders is their knowledge or expertise (Leal et al., 2014; Stasser et al., 1995); other reasons 

include money, age and skills of persuasion (Marcevova et al., 2010). In addition, group 

leaders have the personality of extraversion (Straus, 1996).  

 

In the group communication process, leaders have higher negative social-emotional 

behaviours than non-leaders (Slater, 1955). The leadership status may influence the 

expression of emotional reactions (Ridgeway & Johnson, 1990). Specifically, high-status 
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group members may feel free to express their emotional reactions, whereas group members in 

low status positions may not feel as free as those in high status positions to express the 

negative emotions they feel (Ridgeway & Johnson, 1990).  

 

Leaders and non-leaders display different non-verbal behaviours in the group communication 

process. Dunbar and Burgoon (2005) found that group leaders are kinesically and vocally 

dynamic (using more gestures, greater eye gaze, more vocal animation, and greater amounts 

of talk) while giving the impression of relaxation and confidence. In addition, the powerful 

people interrupt more and gesture more than the less powerful people (Dunbar & Burgoon, 

2005). They also found that the most powerful individuals are the most facially expressive, 

and the least controlled in their body actions. Hall et al. (2005) found an overall perception 

that people higher in the ratings of dominance smile less, are more expressive, and exhibit 

more touch and more hand/arm gestures than others.  

 

Group leaders display more negative non-verbal behaviours than non-leaders (Fisher & Ellis, 

1990). Group leaders demonstrate more negative facial expressions (i.e., a tense facial 

expression with lowered brows and less smile), intrusive hand gestures (i.e., pointing), a loud 

angry voice, and a tense posture (Carli, LaFleur, & Loeber, 1995; Carney et al., 2005; Hall et 

al., 2005).   

 

2.5.6 Summary and Research Gap 

To sum up, the section reviewed literature about the group decision-making process, with a 

particular focus on group interaction process and group leader. The literature review 

generated several research gaps. First, Bales’ IPA approach mainly focused on verbal 

communication among members, and non-verbal communication has been somewhat 
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neglected in IPA studies (Keyton & Beck, 2009; McGrath, 1997; McGrath & Altermatt, 

2001). Despite the general importance of non-verbal behaviour, little has been done to 

synthesize the impact of non-verbal communication. Therefore, it is necessary to examine 

non-verbal behaviour when investigating the group interaction process. Second, Bale’s IPA 

particularly focuses on the task-related information, and somewhat ignores social-emotional 

message. In addition, IPA forced choice between coding a task or a social-emotional function 

when an utterance can simultaneously serve both functions. Therefore, further studies should 

pay attention to the social-emotional dimension of group interaction. Third, because IPA is a 

system for coding and analysing patterns of interaction process, the content of the group 

communication has been missed in group communication studies (Burke, 2003; McGrath, 

1997). Therefore, the content of the group communication could supplement the interaction 

process analysis.  

 

2.6 Chapter Summary 

This chapter presents a comprehensive review of the literature relevant to this study. The 

thesis aims to investigate the group decision making of young Chinese independent travellers 

when considering travel-related decisions. Specifically, both tourism and group decision 

literature are reviewed. In terms of the tourism literature, travel decision-making, group travel 

decision-making, and Chinese travellers are reviewed. In terms of the group decision 

literature, features of the group decision-making process, such as group interaction process 

and group leader, are reviewed. The literature review has identified many research gaps. In 

order to fill the research gaps and achieve the research objectives, details of the methods to be 

used in this proposed study are presented in Chapter 3.   
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Introduction 

In Chapter 2, a review of the relevant literature identified a range of research gaps leading to 

research questions. The overall research question is to investigate group travel decision-

making of young Chinese travellers. Specifically, four sub-research questions are to: 1) 

explore the topics discussed by group members in the group travel decision-making process; 

2) understand how groups of travellers communicate with others in a group travel decision-

making process from both verbal and non-verbal communication perspectives; 3) examine 

whether small groups of travellers experience any disagreement or conflict. If so, how do 

they address these disagreement or conflict in order to reach agreement; and 4) characterise 

the actions of group leaders in the group travel decision-making process. The current chapter 

provides an overview of the research methods adopted in this study to address these research 

questions. Specifically, this chapter first presents the justification for a qualitative 

methodology. Then, an overview of the research design is provided. Third, information about 

two types of qualitative approaches, observation and interview, is included. Finally, a brief 

summary concludes this chapter.  

 

3.2 Justification for a Qualitative Methodology 

Social science contains a number of organising frameworks for theory and research known as 

paradigms (Neuman, 2011). Paradigms determine the research methodology, either 

quantitative or qualitative, used in the study (Neuman, 2011). Quantitative and qualitative 

research methodologies have different functions to solve different research questions, so the 

research questions determine the choice of methodology (Cavana, Delahaye, & Sekaran, 
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2001).  

 

Generally, two philosophical paradigms are prevalent in the domain of social science: 

positivist and interpretivist (Schutt, 2012; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). The nature of 

positivist paradigm views the social world as a concrete structure. This form of objective 

knowledge encourages verified hypotheses that can be accepted as facts or laws. A 

quantitative methodology is adopted under the positivist paradigm to examine the 

relationships between measured variables, and deductively test predetermined hypotheses 

based on theories (Creswell, 2009; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Such research can be 

termed variable-oriented, focusing on variables that represent particular aspects of the units 

studied and then examining the relationships between these variables across various cases. In 

particular, quantitative research is based on numbers and uses statistical procedures to 

generate results (Aaker, Kumar, Day, & Leone, 2010); as such, it seeks understanding 

through quantifying the meaning in numbers (Cavana et al., 2001).  

 

In contrast, interpretivist research adopts an orientation that is concerned with how people 

construct meaning in natural settings. Interpretivist researchers believe in subjective and 

multiple realities, based on the assumptions that people experience reality and their social 

worlds differently (Jennings, 2012; Patton, 2002). In terms of research methodology, the 

qualitative approach is associated with the interpretivist paradigm. Qualitative research 

enables the researcher to obtain in-depth explanations and information regarding the 

phenomena being investigated. It is typically used for exploratory purposes when the research 

problem is not well-defined and a flexible, unstructured approach is required to gain insights 

and understanding into the nature of phenomena (Creswell, 2009). The focus of qualitative 

research is not numbers, but meaningful interpretations of words, observations, and other 
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expressive descriptions (Zikmund, Ward, Lowe, & Winzar, 2011). Specifically, qualitative 

methodology provides insight into the subjective meaning through people’s interpretation of 

the world, as well as the different ways in which they construct reality.  

 

The qualitative methodology is selected in this program of research for two reasons. First, the 

qualitative approach serves to explore previously unstudied areas. The group decision-

making process of young Chinese independent travellers has rarely been examined, which 

suggests implementing the qualitative method. Second, the qualitative approach is used to 

examine the complex and dynamic “phenomenon”. In this study, the group travel decision-

making process between the group members is dynamic, which makes the process difficult to 

be observed through a quantitative approach. Implementation of the qualitative study can 

witness the whole group discussion process, and therefore gain a deeper understanding of a 

complex communication phenomenon (Carson, Gilmore, Gronhaug, & Perry, 2001). Based 

on the above two reasons, the qualitative approach is considered more appropriate than using 

a structured quantitative approach to test existing theories. The next section provides details 

about research design.  

 

3.3 Research Design 

After establishing the broad view of using the qualitative approach to address the research 

problem for this study, a more specific plan is required to ensure every sub-research question 

can be solved in an efficient and effective manner. The purpose of this section is to provide 

an overview of the research design. As shown in Figure 3.1, two qualitative approaches: 

observation and interview were included in the program of research. Study 1: Observation 

includes the pilot and main study. Specifically, the pilot study has two objectives: 1) to clarify 

the logistics of the proposed observation approach; and 2) to develop the codebook for the 
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main study. The main study aims to address the research objective of investigating group 

travel decision-making of young Chinese independent travellers. Study 2: Interview aims to 

gain complementary information for the observation study based on real experiences. In order 

to clearly present the research design, the next section separately presented brief information 

about the observation stage, and the interview stage. Justification for using observation and 

interview approaches, and the overview of how to achieve the specific research objectives of 

these three studies were also demonstrated. More detailed information of these three studies 

is presented in Chapters 4, 5, and 6.  

 

3.3.1 Study 1: Observation 

3.3.1.1 Justification for Observation Approach 

The primary objective of the observation study is to examine the group travel decision-

making process of young Chinese independent travellers. Due to free discussion and 

interaction factors among multiple group members, the group travel decision-making process 

is often chaotic, unpredictable, and difficult to frame (Stasser & Taylor, 1991). In addition, 

group members display non-verbal messages when discussing with others. Often non-verbal 

messages cannot be easily captured through note-taking at the data collection site.  
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Figure 3.1 Research Design 

The Pilot Study: 

Purposes:  

1. To clarify the logistics of the proposed approach;  

2. To develop the codebook for the main study  

Objective: 
To gain complementary information for the observation 

study  

Rationale:  

1. To complement the simulation task;  

2. To examine a long decision-making timeframe;  

3. To understand decision-making from interviewees’ 

perspective;  

4. To explore the influence of Chinese cultural values on 

decision-making  

Study 2: Interview 

Objective: 
To investigate group travel decision-making of young 

Chinese independent travellers 

Rationale:  

1. The complexity and dynamics of the group travel 

decision-making process;   

2. Verbal and non-verbal messages cannot be easily captured 

The Main Study: 

Purposes:  

1. To explore the discussion topics (Research Question 1);  

2. To examine the group interaction process from both verbal 

and non-verbal perspective (Research Question 2);   

3. To characterise the group leaders (Research Question 4) 

The Interview Study: 

Purposes:  

1. To explore the discussion topics (Research Question 1);  

2. To examine reaching agreement in the group interaction 

process (Research Question 3);  

3. To characterise the group leaders (Research Question 4) 

Data Collection Method:Simulation task of selecting a 

destination 
Collected materials: Audio and video materials, post-

discussion surveys 

Data Collection Method: Face-to-face interview  

Collected materials: Audio recordings 

Study 1: Observation 
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Considering the complexity and dynamics of the group travel decision-making process, an 

approach enabling these complexities to be witnessed was considered necessary. The 

observation technique is a method where the researcher can observe and examine the 

behaviour of the study sample in order to gain a deeper understanding of the complex 

phenomenon being examined (Carson et al., 2001; Cole, 2004; Creswell, 2009; Kwortnik, 

2003). Specifically, group members’ behaviours can be observed during interaction (or 

simulated interaction), and then behaviours generate idiosyncratic patterns (Eagle & Newton, 

1981; Lee & Collins, 2000; Lee & Marshall, 1998; Levine & Moreland, 1990; Steckler & 

Rosenthal, 1985). Observation is considered an appropriate technique to study the “group 

communication” context such as meetings, conversations, and discussions (Langley, 1999). 

Therefore, observation was chosen as the appropriate approach in this study. In this thesis, 

Observation (Study 1) aims to observe group members’ behaviours and the group travel 

decision-making process according to the researcher’s perception. The next section 

introduces a brief overview of the observation stage in the pilot and main study. 

 

3.3.1.2 Overview of Study 1 

The main study aims to achieve three sub-objectives: 1) to explore the topics discussed by 

young Chinese travellers; 2) to examine the group interaction process from both verbal and 

non-verbal perspectives; and 3) to characterise the group leaders in the group travel decision-

making process.  

 

Before conducting the observation study, a pilot study was conducted for two major purposes: 

1) to clarify the logistics of the proposed observation approach; and 2) to develop the 

codebook for the main study by analysing preliminary data. In order to achieve the first 

objective of testing the logistics of the proposed method, the researcher collected the pilot 
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data in Australia. The researcher recruited small groups of Chinese students from Griffith 

University. They were invited to conduct a simulated group decision-making exercise of 

selecting an international destination. At the conclusion of the simulation exercise, 

participants completed a post-discussion questionnaire which collected information regarding 

their demographic and the perception towards the decision-making exercises. As an aid to the 

observation, all group decision-making exercises were audio and video-recorded for later 

verbal and non-verbal analysis.  

 

According to the sub-research questions of the thesis, discussion topics and group interaction 

process are two important components in data analysis. The nature of the research questions 

determines the data analysis approach. Qualitative materials can be analysed through two 

types of approaches: inductive and a priori (Basit, 2003; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Ryan & 

Bernard, 2003). In the first inductive approach, the data analysis mainly focuses on the 

meaning captured in the content. Researchers do not pre-code any data until the data has been 

collected. This approach has a “grounded” nature (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). In the second 

approach, a priori, the data analysis was mainly based on the researcher’s prior theoretical 

understanding of the phenomenon. Specifically, the researcher codes and reorganises the data 

according to the coding system that is developed from pre-existing conceptual themes (Hyde, 

2000; Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

 

This study adopted both inductive and a priori approaches for the data analysis, and using 

these two approaches in one study was used and supported by previous studies (e.g., Bradley, 

Curry, & Devers, 2007; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). Specifically, discussion topics were 

coded using the inductive approach. The rationale of using the inductive approach is there is 

not enough former knowledge about the phenomenon or if this knowledge is fragmented (Elo 
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& Kyngäs, 2008). In this study, limited research has been found on the focus of discussion in 

group travel decision-making. The content could be emerged from an “emergent design” 

where codes naturally and progressively emerge from the data collected and the ongoing 

interpretation of the researcher.  

 

Group interaction process was analysed using the a priori approach. The a priori approach is 

adopted because this research in largely based on an earlier theory or model (Elo & Kyngäs, 

2008), and the data coding process is guided by theory. In the research process, a well-crafted, 

clear, and comprehensive codebook promotes the quality of subsequent analysis (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994). In this a prior approach, preliminary codes can help researchers integrate 

concepts already well known in the extant literature. However, such an approach does allow 

new inquiries to benefit from and build on previous insights in the field (Miles & Huberman, 

1994). As the group interaction process has been well examined in many disciplines, some 

well-developed coding systems have been established already. The seminal work of Bales 

(1950), Interaction Process Analysis (IPA), has been commonly regarded as a robust 

framework for studying the interpersonal interaction processes (Gorse & Emmitt, 2007; 

Hirokawa, 1988; McGrath, 1984). In addition, the basic structure of “task-message and 

social-emotional message” has been widely acknowledged in different disciplines (Bales, 

1950; Burke, 2003; Gorse & Emmitt, 2007; Keyton & Beck, 2009). Therefore, this study 

followed Bales’ model to conduct the research. In addition, the a priori approach guides the 

research from the general to the specific (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008). In this study, group 

interaction process in the tourism context is a new area, and has not been examined. 

Therefore, using an a priori approach allows for the examination of some specific 

phenomenon, and enriches the theoretical development in the group interaction process.  
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In terms of the codebook, group verbal interaction was developed from Bales’ (1950) IPA 

(for details, see Chapters 4 and 5). The codebook of non-verbal behaviours was developed by 

the researcher after analysing the pilot data, and reviewing previous literature (see Chapters 4 

and 5). As the codebook of non-verbal behaviours was newly developed, it was continually 

further developed in the main observation study.  

 

After the pilot study, there were no logistical problems identified, so the proposed method 

could achieve the research objectives. In terms of the codebook for the group interaction 

process, the codebook of verbal interaction process was developed, and the codebook of non-

verbal behaviours was preliminarily developed.  

 

The main study recruited small groups of Chinese travellers in China. Small groups of 

travellers participated in a simulated group decision-making exercise of selecting an 

international or domestic destination. A post-discussion questionnaire was collected after the 

conclusion of the simulation exercise. All group decision-making exercises were audio and 

video-recorded for later analysis. Similar to the pilot study, the main study also implemented 

both the inductive and a priori approach to address the sub-objectives of Study 3. The first 

sub-objective of the discussion topics was achieved by using the inductive approach. The 

codebook for non-verbal behaviours was finally developed. Both verbal and non-verbal 

behaviours were examined according to the a priori coding system. Then, the second sub-

objective of analysing the group interaction process from verbal and non-verbal perspectives 

was achieved. The third sub-objective was achieved by analysing both observation data and 

the post-discussion questionnaires. The following section provides brief information about 

Study 2: Interview.  
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3.3.2 Study 2: Interview 

3.3.2.1 Justification for Interview Approach 

While understanding the group interaction process through a simulation task provided 

important insights, an in-depth understanding of the real group travel decision-making 

experience of group members can provide a complementary view. In addition, the real group 

travel decision-making process involves a long timeframe extending from the pre- to during-

vacation stage, but only the pre-vacation stage was examined during the observation phase. 

Therefore, a method that can generate detailed information about the real group decision-

making process, including pre-vacation and during-vacation stages, is helpful to 

understanding the group travel decision-making process.  

 

Compared with the observation approach, interviews can collect detailed information about 

individuals’ thoughts, interpretations, and behaviours (Langley, 1999). By asking 

interviewees to recall previous experiences, interviews can collect a large amount of 

information that involves a long timeframe (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Interview is one of the 

reliable and popular approaches for examining group decision-making (Levine & Moreland, 

1990). Furthermore, Chinese cultural values influence Chinese traveller’s behaviours, so 

interviews could gain detailed information about the influence of Chinese cultural values on 

the group travel decision-making process. In addition, the observation research addresses 

group decision-making for destination choice, while the interviews could address group travel 

decision-making both pre-trip and on site at the destination. Therefore, the interviews could 

make a fine contribution to an understanding of group decision-making on site at a vacation 

destination. Accordingly, interviews were selected as the appropriate approach in Study 2.  
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3.3.2.2 Overview of Study 2 

This researcher interviewed young Chinese independent travellers who experienced recent 

group travel decision-making experience. Participants were recruited in China. The rationale 

of using interviews is to gain in-depth knowledge about the group travel decision-making 

process through interviewees’ eyes. In this study, the Interview study complements the 

Observation study in terms of understanding the group travel decision-making process and 

the role of group leaders in their group, so the interview questions focused on similar research 

questions as the observation study. The major issues explored in the interviews are:  

 

 The topics discussed during the destination selection process;  

 The group interaction process of group members (particularly focusing on the 

reaching agreement process); and  

 The characteristics of group leaders in group travel decision-making.  

 

All interviews were audio-recorded for later analysis. Interview materials were analysed by 

using the inductive approach (see Chapter 6) through the coding process suggested by Gioia, 

Corley, and Hamilton (2012) and Krippendorff (2004). During the coding process, Chinese 

cultural values were incorporated. Three research questions were addressed. The results from 

Study 2 are described in Chapter 6.  

 

3.4 Summary 

This chapter has presented an overview of the research method adopted for this study. In 

doing so, justification for selecting a qualitative design for this research was first presented. 

Then, the research design of the three studies in the program of research was illustrated. 
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Specifically, justification for using observation and interview was demonstrated for the 

purpose of addressing the research questions. As the research design of this study has now 

been described, the next chapter explains the procedure in detail and presents the results of 

Study 1.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: PILOT OBSERVATION 

 

4.1 Introduction 

The purpose of the pilot observation study is to ensure that the research protocol is realistic 

and workable in order to develop the main study. Specifically, the pilot study has two major 

purposes: 1) to clarify the logistics of the proposed observation approach; and 2) to develop 

the codebook for the main study by analysing preliminary data. This chapter follows a 

structure of methodology, results, and summary. First, data collection and data analysis are 

presented in the methodology. Second, the results of the group travel decision-making 

process are presented from two perspectives: the travel content of the group decision-making 

and the interaction process of group members. Third, a short summary and discussion are 

discussed in the final section of this chapter.  

 

4.2 Method 

As mentioned in Chapter 3, the observation approach could explore in depth how young 

Chinese independent travellers make group travel decisions. In the pilot study, small groups 

of young Chinese travellers were invited to conduct a simulated group travel decision-making 

exercise, which was observed by using audio and video-recording facilities. This section 

presents data collection and data analysis.  

 

4.2.1 Data Collection 

4.2.1.1 Trial 

Before undertaking the pilot observation, a trial with three academic staff from Griffith 

University was conducted in order to clarify the logistics of the observation process prior to a 
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larger study. Before the trial, the researcher set up two video cameras in order to ensure that 

the verbal and non-verbal behaviours of every participant were recorded. When all three 

participants arrived at the venue, they were provided with a consent form, information sheet, 

task sheet and post-discussion questionnaire (Appendices 4-1 to 4-4). Participants had to 

complete the decision-making exercise based on the instruction of the study.  

 

The conduction of the trial allowed the researcher to be more familiar with the logistics of the 

observation study, such as preparation of the materials and setting up the observation 

facilities. In addition, a review of the trial indicated that the researcher should introduce more 

information about the decision-making exercise. Issues related to the participants’ seating and 

lucky draw incentive for their participation were also clarified. 

 

4.2.1.2 Participants 

In order to make the observation as real as possible, the current research recruited a small 

established group of friends who were likely to travel together in the future. Following ethical 

clearance, participants were recruited from Griffith University in Australia using a purposive 

sampling approach. As this research targeted young Chinese travellers, and the majority of 

students majoring in Master of Business (International Tourism and Hospitality Management) 

at Griffith University are Chinese students, this research recruited Chinese students in a large 

course in such postgraduate program with the permission of the lecturer. Before the lecture 

started, the researcher did a 5-minute presentation to introduce the background of the project, 

the task of the exercise, the purpose of recruiting participants, as well as the benefits for the 

potential participants (Appendix 4-5). During the lecture break, people who were willing to 

participate in this research were asked to provide their personal information, such as name, 

student number, email address, and mobile phone number. One day after the lecture, the 
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researcher sent an email to these people who showed interests in the study and asked them to 

form a small group with their existing friends to participate in this research according to the 

inclusion and exclusion criteria of the small groups (Appendix 4-6). Specifically, participants 

were asked to form a small group with their existing three to five Chinese friends who were 

also resident in Australia. After finalising the time and group membership, a reminder was 

send out to participants three days prior and again one day before the exercise (Appendix 4-7).  

 

Five groups were assigned an appointment time for the group travel decision-making exercise. 

However, not everyone attended the venue, for example, Group 3 initially consisted of five 

members, but only three group members participated. Ultimately five groups, each with three 

participants, joined the study. Information of gender and age of group members is shown in 

Table 4.1. In terms of gender, only one group had three females only, and the remaining four 

groups were mixed with females and males. The age of the respondents was between 22 and 

25 years old.  

 

4.2.1.3 Procedure 

Following the information provided about the time and observation venue in the email, 

participants arrived at the observation venue on time. On arrival at the venue, they were 

seated at a table according to name cards placed on the table. Participants in the venue were 

labelled group member 1, 2, and 3 from left to right, and the diagram of the facilities in the 

venue can be found in Appendix 4-8.  
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Table 4.1: Participant Profile in the Pilot Study 

Group  Group Number Gender Age 

Group 1 G1_1 Female 23 

 G1_2 Female  22 

 G1_3 Female 25 

Group 2 G2_1 Female 23 

 G2_2 Male 24 

 G2_3 Male 23 

Group 3 G3_1 Male 23 

 G3_2 Female 22 

 G3_3 Female 22 

Group 4 G4_1 Male 24 

 G4_2 Female 23 

 G4_3 Female 22 

Group 5 G5_1 Female 22 

 G5_2 Female 23 

 G5_3 Male 24 

 

 

The researcher first briefly introduced the background and purpose of the research project, 

and then explained the observation procedure and the use of the audio and video recording 

facilities. Then, each participant was asked to sign an informed consent form (Appendix 4-9). 

After that, participants were given a standard booklet containing an introduction sheet, task 

sheet, and a post-discussion questionnaire (Appendices 4-10 to 4-12). The task for each group 

included the following instructions: “Imagine that you will travel together as a small group 

outside Australia in the next six months. Where would you like to go? The possible 

destination should be aligned with your actual situation (e.g., interests and preference, family, 

time, financial constraints, and so on).” Each group then had up to 30 minutes to identify, 

discuss, and agree on a destination for their group vacation. On conclusion of the simulation 

exercise, participants were asked to complete a post-discussion questionnaire that included 

demographic questions, the relationship with other members, and perceptions of the group 

decision process. The discussions were recorded using an audio player and two video 
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cameras to allow the researcher to review the data repeatedly during the analysis phase in 

order to analyse the data from different perspectives (Pennington, 2002). In addition, every 

group was allocated a raffle ticket in order to conduct the lucky draw with an opportunity to 

win two Chinese restaurant coupons valued at $50 a week after the observation.  

 

4.2.2 Data Analysis 

To deeply understand the group travel decision-making process, the researcher used 

qualitative analysis software - NVivo 10 to examine the audio and video materials, and post-

discussion questionnaires. The data were prepared and formatted following several steps in 

order to ensure the smooth progress of the qualitative data analysis. First, all audio recordings 

were transcribed into 153 pages in total by also reviewing the videos to ensure the high 

quality of the transcripts, as some group members’ voices were similar. In addition, group 

member’s post-discussion information was entered into an Excel document. Second, each 

group’s transcript and video, and an Excel document of post-discussion information were 

inputted in NVivo in order to ensure the researcher could analyse the whole data.  

 

4.2.2.1 Coding process 

The audio and video materials were examined from two perspectives: the content of the 

group discussion and the interaction process of group members. Specifically, the researcher 

followed the steps of coding the content of the group discussion first, then the verbal 

behaviour of the group interaction process, and finally the non-verbal behaviour of the group 

interaction process. First, the researcher implemented an open coding to investigate the 

content of the group discussion for each group in order to systematically reduce the data as 

well as analytically group the data into discrete parts or categories (Andrews & Boyle, 2008; 

Rowlands, 2005; Spiggle, 1994). Before the formal coding, two researchers independently 
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coded one transcript in order to identify travel decision topics, and then met to discuss and 

resolve differences in coding process in order to clarify the coding system. Then, one of the 

researchers coded the rest of the data by following the agreed coding process.  

 

Second, following an a priori coding classification approach, the researcher coded the verbal 

behaviour of the group interaction process using IPA. Similar to the coding process for 

discussion topics, two researchers coded one transcript separately using the well-developed 

IPA codebook, and then met to discuss the coding system on several occasions. The IPA 

coding system was checked and any final amendments were made. Next, one of the 

researchers coded the rest of the transcripts. In the process of coding the verbal behaviour of 

group members, some social-emotional messages cannot be observed in the transcripts; 

therefore videos were also reviewed at the same time in order to obtain more realistic social-

emotional information. It should be noted that a combination of transcripts and videos helped 

the researcher better understand the verbal data and enrich the verbal results.  

 

Third, the non-verbal behaviour of group discussion was examined by following an open 

coding first, and then an a priori coding classification approach. After gaining a good 

understanding of IPA verbal behaviour, this study followed several steps to analyse the non-

verbal behaviour of group members in a group decision-making process. The researcher first 

open coded a video of a group decision-making, and made notes concerning the non-verbal 

behaviour of group members in order to gain a basic knowledge of group members’ non-

verbal behaviour. Then, after considering the results of the non-verbal behaviour in this study, 

and a literature review of previous non-verbal communication studies, a codebook of non-

verbal behaviour was developed. Finally, the non-verbal behaviours of group members were 

coded by the researcher in NVivo 10 based on the codebook.  
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Verbal Behaviour 

The development of a codebook for analysing verbal behaviours involves four steps. First, 

the researcher reviewed the literature related to the group interaction process from different 

disciplines, and found that the seminal work of Bales (1950), Interaction Process Analysis 

(IPA), has provided a robust framework for studying the interpersonal interaction processes 

for the decades since the 1950’s (Gorse & Emmitt, 2007; Hirokawa, 1988; McGrath, 1984). 

Focusing upon the process of individuals acting and reacting to each other over time (Burke, 

2003), IPA divides people’s behaviour in group discussion into acts of simple sentences 

(Bales, 1950; Burke, 2003; Gorse & Emmitt, 2007; Keyton & Beck, 2009).  

 

The acts of interaction between group members can be coded into one of the twelve IPA 

categories nested under four categories: 1) positive reactions, 2) negative reactions, 3) asking 

questions, and 4) giving answers. Specifically, positive reactions are used to encourage 

commitment, and help build and strengthen relationships. Negative reactions are used to 

reject task information, question commitment and threaten relationships. Asking questions 

refers to acts used to seek, analyse and explore information and request direction. Giving 

answers refers to acts used to develop information, understanding and control. Therefore, 

verbal behaviours in the group interaction process are mainly examined according to Bales’ 

(1950) IPA.  

 

Second, the researcher listed definitions and examples of the twelve categories from previous 

literature in a temporary codebook. Third, using the temporary codebook, the researcher 

coded one group of data, and kept developing the codebook by including more examples 

from this research. Fourth, several discussions with two supervisors clarified and amended 
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the codebook. The final codebook contains definitions, descriptions, and examples of the 

twelve IPA categories (see Table 4.2).  

 

Table 4.2: Definition and Examples of the IPA Categories 

IPA Category Definition  Example  

P
o

si
ti

ve
 

R
ea

ct
io

n
 

Solidarity Any act that shows positive feelings 

toward another person. 

And I think we are close friends…  

Tension Release Any act that reduces the anxiety that 

a person or group may be 

experiencing. 

Haha… 

Agreement Any act that shows acceptance of 

what another person has said. 

Yeah, I agree with you. 

N
eg

a
ti

ve
 

R
ea

ct
io

n
 

Disagreement Any act that shows rejection of what 

another person has said. 

No, no, no, no. 

Showing 

Tension 

Any act that indicates that a person is 

experiencing anxiety. 

RMB 2000, are you kidding me?   

Antagonism Any act that shows negative feelings 

toward another person. 

It’s none of your business. 

G
iv

in
g

 A
n

sw
e
rs

  Giving 

Suggestion 

Any act that offers direction/action 

for how to engage the task. 

Let’s do this way. First Taipei, 

then go to South, and visit cities 

such as Taichung and Tainan. 

Giving Opinion Any act that advances a belief or 

value that is relevant to the task. 

I think riding a bicycle to Shanghai 

is very tired. 

Giving 

Orientation 

Any act that reports factual 

observations or experiences. 

Lafayette is a shopping mall in 

Paris. 

A
sk

in
g

 

Q
u

es
ti

o
n

s 

Asking 

Suggestion 

Any act that requests direction/action 

for how to engage the task. 

What can we do in ten days? 

Asking Opinion Any act that requires a belief or value 

that is relevant to the task. 

Do you have any opinions? 

Asking 

Orientation 

Any act that requests factual 

observations or experiences. 

Are the Alps mountains mainly in 

Switzerland? 

 

 

Non-Verbal Behaviour 

The development of a codebook for analysing non-verbal behaviours involves three steps. 

First, the researcher open coded a video of a group decision-making process, and made notes 

concerning the non-verbal behaviour of group members in order to identify the major non-

verbal behaviours. Second, a review of previous literature about non-verbal behaviour, the 

consideration of the research objective of this study, as well as the notes made in the previous 

step, suggested to examine seven major non-verbal behaviours: gesturing, moving hand to 

show disagreement, smiling, frowning, nodding, head shaking, and laughing, in a temporary 
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codebook (Bonoma & Felder, 1977; Dallimore et al., 2007; Hall et al., 2005; E. Jones et al., 

1999). Third, according to the temporary codebook, the researcher coded the pilot data, and 

continued to develop the codebook by including more examples for the sub-categories for the 

four major non-verbal behaviours. The codebook developed contains definitions, descriptions, 

and examples (see Table 4.3).  

 

Table 4.3: Definition and Examples of the Non-Verbal Behaviours 

Non-Verbal Behaviour Definition Examples of Non-Verbal Behaviours in 

the Verbal Context 

Gesturing The movement of hands and 

arms by speakers. 

In the Wax museum, a lot of professional 

photographers were taking pictures by using 

professional cameras. [Animate 

photographers who take pictures] 

Moving Hand to Show 

Disagreement 

A horizontal movement of 

hands from side to side. 

Don’t go to Japan, there is nuclear pollution. 

[Put her hands from side to side]  

Smiling A relaxation of the facial 

features, with lips parted or 

closed, and with the corners 

of the lips turned upward. 

Hiking is really tired, I don’t want to go. 

[Smiling]  

Frowning 

 

Bringing the eyebrows 

together, or wrinkling the 

forehead. 

Actually we can visit a wax museum in 

Shanghai … a Madame wax museum… I 

can’t remember the full name. [Frowning]   

Nodding A continuous up and down 

movement of the head. 

Yeah, go to the beach. [Nodding]  

Head Shaking A horizontal movement 

from side to side. 

My colleagues forced me to do a mountain 

hiking, I was so exhausted. Ah. [Head 

shaking]  

Laughing Vocalization of smiling, and 

movements of facial 

muscles. 

Hahahaha. [Laughter] 

 

4.3 Results 

According to the post-discussion questionnaires, participants had a close friend relationship 

with other members in their group. They were satisfied with the final destination choice 

decision with a mean value of 4.5 out of 5 (SD=0.52), and they agreed that all other group 

members were also satisfied with the final decision (mean value 4.7/5, SD=0.49). People’s 

personal needs were mostly met during the decision-making process with a mean value of 4 

out of 5 (SD=0.76).  
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4.3.1 Content Analysis of Group Discussion 

An understanding of the issues and information discussed is normally the first step to 

investigate the group decision-making process. In doing so, this study implemented a content 

analysis to analyse the content of group discussion. The overview of how the destinations 

were selected was mainly analysed in the content analysis. Specifically, the destination 

selection topics (destination selection factors) were focused on the content analysis.  

 

4.3.1.1 Overview of Destination Selection 

This section provides a brief view of the destinations that were proposed, discussed, and 

ultimately chosen in the group travel decision-making process. Table 4.4 shows the 

destinations proposed and discussed by group members, and the final destination(s) chosen 

by these five groups. Every group discussed from four to seven destinations, and finally every 

group selected the agreed destination. In order to have a deeper understanding of the 

destination selection process, the following section presents the destination selection topics.   

 

Table 4.4: Destinations Discussed by Each Group 

Group  Destinations discussed in the group 

decision-making process 

Final destination choice(s) 

Group 1 Greece, Singapore, New Zealand, and 

Fiji 

New Zealand, and Fiji 

Group 2 Spain, Switzerland, France, Germany, 

and Italy 

Europe (Spain, Switzerland, 

France, Germany, and Italy) 

Group 3 Canada, New Zealand, Thailand, Japan, 

Europe, Fiji, and Maldives 

Maldives 

Group 4 New Zealand, Japan, and Europe Europe (Italy) 

Group 5 Japan, Canada, New Zealand, and Fiji New Zealand 

 

 



 

70 

 

4.3.1.2 Destination Selection Topics 

An examination of the group discussions revealed that group members tended to raise, reflect, 

and reiterate thirteen travel topics. These thirteen topics, tourism activity, cost of the travel, 

travel time, transportation, distance, accommodation, friends who live in destinations, travel 

pattern, ease of obtaining visa, climate, safety and security, currencies, and language barrier, 

and definitions are shown in Table 4.5.  

 

Table 4.5: Destination Selection Topics and Definitions 

Discussion topic  Definition  

Tourism activity The activities in a destination, such as sightseeing, shopping, sports, and 

cultural activities 

Cost of travel The total travel budget, or specific budget issues of the group vacation 

Travel time The available time for travelling together, and the best season to travel to the 

destination 

Transportation The transportation mode to access the destination and to travel within the 

destination 

Distance The geographic distance of the destinations they are planning to visit 

Accommodation The accommodation travellers will choose while on holiday 

Friends who live at the 

destination 

The friends who live at the destination that travellers will visit 

Travel pattern Travelling independently or joining a package tour 

Climate The weather and temperature of the destination 

Ease of obtaining visa The level of difficulty of acquiring a visa for an overseas destination 

Safety and security The personal safety concern in terms of disasters and unsecured political 

status of the destination 

Currencies The currency exchange rate, and whether travellers need to exchange 

currency in the destination 

Language barrier The language concern such as whether travellers can speak the local 

language 

 

 

In order to better understand the discussion of these thirteen topics in the group discussion, 

this research conducted an examination of the number of words used to discuss these topics, 

as the number of words is a direct way to assess the comprehensiveness of each topic in the 

discussion. The highlighted cells in Table 4.6 are the three most thoroughly discussed issues 

for each group. Specifically, Groups 1, 3, and 5 widely discussed three topics: tourism 

activity, cost of the travel, and travel time. Group 2 discussed the following topics more: 

tourism activity, transportation, and accommodation. Group 4’s discussion tended more 
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towards tourism activity, cost of the travel, and accommodation than other topics. Some 

topics were not mentioned by some groups, such as distance, accommodation, friends who 

live in the destination, travel pattern, ease of obtaining visa, safety and security, and 

currencies. 

 

On the whole, the group members in this study raised many aspects and details regarding four 

comprehensively discussed topics: tourism activity, cost of the travel, travel time, and 

transportation. These four topics accounted for 66% of the total discussion event, each with 

more than 10% of the event. In addition, there were nine briefly discussed topics, 

accommodation, climate, travel pattern, distance, friends who live in the destinations, safety 

and security, ease of obtaining visa, currencies, and language barrier. These nine topics 

accounted for 34% of the total discussion event, each with less than 10% of the event, 

indicating that participants discussed these issues for a short time, and with few words.  

 

Table 4.6: Frequency of Discussion Topics for Each Group 

Topics Group 

1 

Group 

2 

Group 

3 

Group 

4 

Group 

5 

Total 

(No.) 
 

Tourism activity 367
*
 344 662 632 388 2,393 27.2% 

Cost of the travel 219 148 270 287 600 1,524 17.3% 

Travel time 150 78 278 175 438 1,119 12.7% 

Transportation 51 276 131 256 217 931 10.6% 

Distance 68 0 94 105 319 586 6.7% 

Accommodation  0 161 81 282 46 570 6.5% 

Friends who live in the 

destinations 
0 51 6 258 0 315 3.6% 

Travel pattern 0 157 58 47 34 296 3.4% 

Ease of obtaining visa  16 21 231 0 11 279 3.2% 

Climate  64 29 30 67 79 269 3.1% 

Safety and security 0 15 107 74 0 196 2.2% 

Currencies 6 0 135 0 42 183 2.1% 

Language barrier 16 51 32 12 28 139 1.6% 

Note: 
*
 number of words; the top three discussion topics for each group were highlighted.  
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According to Table 4.6, although four topics were comprehensively discussed, and nine 

briefly considered, not all groups have the priorities to discuss all comprehensively discussed 

topics and less mentioned all briefly discussed topics. For instance, the comprehensively 

discussed topic, transportation, was discussed less by Group 1 as was the case with travel 

time for Group 2. However, some briefly discussed topics were discussed with more than 100 

words, such as accommodation, and travel pattern by Group 2; ease of obtaining visa, safety 

and security, and currencies by Group 3; distance, accommodation, and friends who live in 

the destinations by Group 4; and distance by Group 5. The above section provides the 

number of words for each topic. The next section presents the roles of the destination 

selection topics in influencing destination selection.  

 

4.3.1.3 The Role of Destination Selection Topics in Influencing Destination Selection 

In this study, the role of destination selection topics in influencing destination selection was 

defined as whether these destination selection topics could be reasons for rejecting and 

accepting destinations. This section reports the role of destination selection topics in these 

individual five groups.  

 

Group 1 selected two destinations, New Zealand and Fiji, for their group vacation. New 

Zealand and Fiji were chosen as a destination from a list of alternative destinations. Among 

the proposed destinations, Greece and Singapore were removed because of the long distance 

from Australia, and the high airfare to these two destinations. In addition, Singapore was 

perceived as a small destination, in which 7-10 days are too long for them to travel. With 

regard to the above mentioned factors, group members finally agreed to visit New Zealand, 

because of the close distance to Australia, and the cheap airfare. Furthermore, Fiji was 

recommended and included in the travel itinerary because of the proximity to New Zealand.  
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In terms of Group 2, all group members planned to travel to Europe, and in the discussion, 

they also introduced some other nearby destinations to their travel itinerary. Specifically, one 

group member proposed Spain, and another two group members proposed Switzerland. Then, 

the three participants agreed to go to both these two destinations, and also included three new 

destinations: Germany, France, and Italy. Finally, they agreed to go to five countries. In the 

destination selection process, all proposed destinations were accepted by group members. 

Therefore, no reasons were found to reject a destination in the group travel decision-making 

process for Group 2.  

 

In Group 3, at the beginning of the group discussion, five destinations, Canada, New Zealand, 

Japan, Thailand, and Europe, were proposed. Canada was eliminated because of the difficulty 

in applying for a visa; New Zealand, because of the similar landscape to Australia; Thailand, 

the long distance, high airfare, and safety issues such as flood; Japan for safety issues, such as 

earthquake, and nuclear pollution; and Europe for language barriers, visa issues, and short 

travel time. As group members found it was difficult to select an agreed destination, one 

person then suggested a new destination, the Maldives, which interested the others, and 

finally, the Maldives was chosen.  

 

Group members in Group 4 proposed three destinations, New Zealand, Japan, and Europe, at 

the beginning of the discussion. New Zealand was rejected due to having similar scenery and 

activities to Australia, and Japan was rejected because of safety concerns, such as nuclear 

pollution. Two group members in Group 4 would have liked to have gone to Europe, so the 

third person finally agreed with the other members. All three people agreed to go to Europe.  
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Four destinations, Japan, Canada, New Zealand, and Fiji, were proposed by Group 5 

members. Japan was rejected mainly because of the long distance, high airfare, and language 

barriers; Canada for the long distance; and Fiji for having similar scenery and tourism 

activities to Australia. Finally, New Zealand was selected due to factors such as different 

tourism activity, such as skiing, and the cheap travel cost.  

 

Based on the above information, eight issues were identified as the important factors 

influencing destination selection. These are: high travel cost, transportation, distance, similar 

tourism activity, lack of safety, difficulty of obtaining visa, travel time, and language barrier. 

After presenting the content analysis of group discussion, the next section describes the group 

interaction process, focusing on verbal and non-verbal communication.  

 

4.3.2 Interaction Process Analysis 

The second objective of examining group travel decision-making process is the interaction 

process of group members. In this section, how a small group of travellers communicated and 

interacted with each other were examined from both verbal and non-verbal behaviour 

perspectives. Specifically, Bales’ interaction process analysis (IPA) was applied to examine 

the verbal behaviours in the group decision-making process, and seven non-verbal behaviours 

were chosen to analyse the influences of these non-verbal behaviours in the group decision-

making process.  

 

4.3.2.1 Verbal Communication 

According to Figure 4.1, the interaction of the group travel decision-making process was 

predominantly task related (75%), and with limited social-emotional message (25%). From a 

sub-category perspective, giving answers was the leading category with the highest 
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percentage of 57.9 in the group discussion, followed by positive reactions (21.6%) and asking 

questions (16.9%) in the total group interaction, whereas negative reaction had the lowest 

percentage of 3.7 in the group interaction. The distribution of these four categories indicated 

that the whole decision process was a process of solving the problem, in which participants 

provided and shared a large amount of travel-related information, and asked questions and 

transferred positive and negative social-emotional messages.  

 

 

Figure 4.1: Verbal Message based on IPA Categories for Five Groups in the Pilot Study 

 

In terms of detailed task-related categories, giving orientation (30.1%) was topped all of the 

12 IPA categories, followed by giving opinion (15.9%), giving suggestion (11.9%), and 

asking orientation (11.3%). Compared with the dominant verbal information about providing 

travel-related information, asking opinion (3.7%), and asking suggestion (1.9%) were 

appearing least in the task-related categories. The results showed that group travel decision-
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making process was mainly a process of sharing information, ideas, opinions, and 

suggestions with each other in the group discussion.  

 

In terms of detailed social-emotional categories, agreement (13.6%) topped the social-

emotional categories, followed by tension release (6.9%), and disagreement (3.0%). In 

contrast, low percentage of solidarity (1.1%), antagonism (0.4%), and showing tension (0.3%) 

showed that there were little negative reactions among group members in the group 

discussion. Generally, more positive social-emotional message was delivered by group 

members than negative message in the group interaction. The results showed that from a 

social-emotional message perspective decision-making among groups of friends was a 

relaxed and happy experience that did not generate much tension.  

 

After understanding the overview of the verbal message of the group travel decision-making 

process based on 12 categories, the following section presented the frequency and percentage 

of verbal behaviours for the five groups in this study. Table 4.7 shows that task-related 

information dominated the total group discussion. Specifically, the percentage of these five 

groups’ task message was from 67.6% to 79.2%, and the percentage of these five groups’ 

social-emotional messages was from 20.8% to 32.4%. However, different groups had slightly 

differences in terms of the percentage of task and social-emotional message in the group 

interaction. For example, Group 1 had the highest percentage of social-emotional message 

with 32.4%, and Group 2 had the lowest percentage of social-emotional message with 20.8%. 

Consequently, Group 1 had the lowest percentage of task message (67.6%) and Group 2 had 

the highest percentage of social-emotional message (79.2%).  
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These five groups focused different IPA categories in the group travel decision-making 

process. In terms of positive reactions, Groups 1 and 5 had a higher percentage of tension 

release than other three groups. Both Group 1 and Group 4 had a higher percentage of 

agreement than other groups. However, in terms of negative reactions, group members in 

Group 3 demonstrated a higher disagreement with others than the rest groups. Participants in 

Group 5 reacted negatively than other groups, as there were some messages about showing 

tension and antagonism.  

 

In terms of task-related category, Groups 2, 3, and 4 had a higher percentage of giving 

orientation than other groups, and Group 1 had a higher percentage of giving opinion and 

giving suggestion than other groups. In terms of asking questions, Groups 2, 3, and 5 had a 

higher percentage of asking orientation, and Group 2 had a higher percentage of asking 

opinion than other groups. The results indicated that some groups focused on discussion 

orientation such as travel-related information and personal experience, and some groups 

focused on asking and sharing opinion, personal feeling and suggestions to others.  
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Table 4.7: Verbal Message of Five Groups 

Interaction category Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 TOTAL 

Social-

emotional 

Category 

Positive 

Reaction 

Solidarity 1
a
 (0.4%)

b
 6 (1.6%) 6 (1.5%) 2 (0.6%) 4 (1.0%) 19 (1.1%) 

Tension 

release 
32 (12.6%) 8 (2.2%) 21 (5.4%) 15 (4.2%) 39 (9.8%) 115 (6.5%) 

Agreement 46 (18.2%) 54 (14.8%) 48 (12.3%) 60 (16.9%) 40 (10.0%) 248 (14.1%) 

Negative 

Reaction 

Disagreement 3 (1.2%) 8 (2.2%) 17 (4.4%) 12 (3.4%) 13 (3.3%) 53 (3.0%) 

Showing 

tension 
0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 5 (1.3%) 5 (0.3%) 

Antagonism 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.3%) 0 (0.0%) 6 (1.5%) 7 (0.4%) 

  SUB-TOTAL 82 (32.4%) 76 (20.8%) 93 (23.9%) 89 (25.1%) 107 (26.8%) 447 (25.4%) 

Task Category  

Giving 

Answers  

Giving 

suggestion 
35 (13.8%) 47 (12.8%) 40 (10.3%) 48 (13.5%) 38 (9.5%) 208 (11.8%) 

Giving opinion 47 (18.6%) 44 (12.0%) 58 (14.9%) 57 (16.1%) 72 (18.0%) 278 (15.8%) 

Giving 

orientation 
54 (21.3%) 117 (32.0%) 135 (34.7%) 119 (33.5%) 110 (27.6%) 535 (30.4%) 

Asking 

Questions 

Asking 

orientation 
21 (8.3%) 51 (13.9%) 49 (12.6%) 25 (7.0%) 51 (12.8%) 197 (11.2%) 

Asking 

opinion 
5 (2.0%) 21 (5.7%) 11 (2.8%) 12 (3.4%) 15 (3.8%) 64 (3.6%) 

Asking 

suggestion 
9 (3.6%) 10 (2.7%) 3 (0.8%) 5 (1.4%) 6 (1.5%) 33 (1.9%) 

  SUB-TOTAL 171 (67.6%) 290 (79.2%)  296 (76.1%) 266 (74.9%) 292 (73.2%) 1762 (74.6%) 

  TOTAL 253 (100%) 366 (100%) 389 (100%) 355 (100%) 399 (100%) 1762 (100%) 

Note: 
a
 frequency; 

b
 percentage; the highest percentages of social-emotional category and task category were highlighted.  
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4.3.2.2 Non-Verbal Communication 

Non-verbal communication of group members in the group travel decision-making process 

was analysed from seven non-verbal categories: smiling, laughing, nodding, frowning, head 

shaking, moving hand to show disagreement, and gesturing. According to Figure 4.2, group 

members in group travel decision-making mainly displayed gesturing (26.8%), smiling 

(25.9%), nodding (23.8%), and laughing (15.6%). In these top non-verbal behaviours, 

gesturing was related to participants’ use of arms and hands to show animation and interest in 

the things and ideas. The other three non-verbal behaviours, such as smiling, laughing, and 

nodding, could somewhat positively influence other group members. Three non-verbal 

behaviours, frowning (3.5%), head shaking (3.1%), and moving hand to show disagreement 

(1.4%) appeared less, and these three non-verbal behaviours could somewhat negatively 

influence other group members. Generally, participants behave non-verbally in a friendly 

way, rather than in a hostile way.   

 

 

Figure 4.2: Non-Verbal Behaviours in the Group Interaction Process 
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After presenting the total distribution of the seven non-verbal behaviours, this chapter also 

compared the seven non-verbal behaviours for each of the five groups. Table 4.8 highlighted 

the top non-verbal behaviours for each group. Gesturing was the top non-verbal behaviours 

for two groups, Groups 2 and 4, showing that people in the group discussion displayed a lot 

of gesturing which demonstrated enthusiasm for what they were discussing. Group 3 had the 

highest frequency of smiling, showing that group members smiled a lot in the group 

discussion. In addition, participants in Group 1 either agreed with each other, or tried to 

confirm with themselves, by nodding their heads. Group members in Group 5 laughed the 

most, indicating that group members were happy in the group discussion. In addition, group 

members displayed less somewhat negative non-verbal behaviours.  

 

Table 4.8: Non-Verbal Behaviours of Five Groups 

Non-verbal 

behaviours 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 TOTAL 

Gesturing  
53 (27.5%)

a
 

(18.5%)
b
 

57 (39.6%) 

(19.9%) 

53 (18.2%) 

(18.5%) 

88 (33.8%) 

(30.8%) 

35 (19.3%) 

(12.2%) 286 (100%) 

Smiling 
30 (15.5%) 

(10.8%) 

42 (29.2%) 

(15.2%) 

97 (33.3%) 

(35.0%) 

65 (25.0%) 

(23.5%) 

43 (23.8%) 

(15.5%) 277 (100%) 

Nodding 
66 (34.2%) 

(26.0%) 

35 (24.3%) 

(13.8%) 

54 (18.6%) 

(21.3%) 

66 (25.4%) 

(26.0%) 

33 (18.2%) 

(13.0%) 254 (100%) 

Laughing 
37 (19.2%) 

(22.2%) 

5 (3.5%) 

(3.0%) 

47 (16.2%) 

(28.1%) 

24 (9.2%) 

(14.4%) 

54 (29.8%) 

(32.3%) 167 (100%) 

Frowning 
1 (0.5%) 

(2.7%) 

1 (0.7%) 

(2.7%) 

27 (9.3%) 

(73.0%) 

3 (1.2%) 

(8.1%) 

5 (2.8%) 

(13.5%) 37 (100%) 

Head shaking 
4 (2.1%) 

(12.1%) 

2 (1.4%) 

(6.1%) 

7 (2.4%) 

(21.2%) 

12 (4.6%) 

(36.4%) 

8 (4.4%) 

(24.2%) 33 (100%) 

Moving hand to 

show 

disagreement 

2 (1.0%) 

(13.3%) 

2 (1.4%) 

(13.3%) 

6 (2.1%) 

(40/0%) 

2 (0.8%) 

(13.3%) 

3 (1.7%) 

(20.0%) 15 (100%) 

TOTAL 193 (100%) 144 (100%) 291 (100%) 260 (100%) 181 (100%) 1069 (100%) 

Note: 
a
 column; 

b
 row. 
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4.4 Chapter Summary and Discussion 

This section provides the summary of this chapter and short discussion of the results. This 

chapter focused on the discussion topics as well as the interaction process of group members 

in the pilot study.  

 

 This chapter first presented the topics covered in the five group travel decision-

making exercises. Thirteen topics, tourism activity, cost of the travel, travel time, 

transportation, distance, accommodation, friends who live in destinations, travel 

pattern, ease of obtaining visa, climate, safety and security, currencies, and language 

barrier, were generated.  

 Tourism activity, cost of travel, travel time, and transportation were comprehensively 

discussed, whereas the remaining topics were only briefly discussed. Participants 

talked mainly about the comprehensively discussed topics because these issues are 

major considerations of a vacation trip. Participants have to consider how they can 

access to the destination, when they are planning to go, and what type of activities 

they are interested in.  

 Distance, accommodation, friends who live in destinations, travel pattern, ease of 

obtaining visa, climate, safety and security, currencies, and language barrier, were 

briefly discussed by group members. These briefly discussed issues are not the 

necessary concerns for every trip, and participants do not need to share a large amount 

of information. For example, in terms of ease of obtaining visa, and language barrier, 

once they provided limited information in a short conversation, they could finish the 

discussion about such topic. In addition, this chapter presented the role of these 

discussion topics in terms of influencing destination selection.  
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 In the group travel decision-making process, eight topics were regarded as key topics 

in rejecting and accepting destination. These were: high travel cost, transportation, 

distance, similar tourism activity, lack of safety, difficulty obtaining visa, travel time, 

and language barrier.  

 The verbal interaction was predominantly task-related, with limited engagement in 

social-emotional perspectives. Possible reasons for the dominance of task-related 

information might be that participants were given a task completing exercise that 

required decision-making, problem solving, resolving conflict, or reaching agreement 

(Valacich & Schwenk, 1995). Therefore, the majority of the verbal communication 

was about the task-related information. Specifically, in this study, the task-related 

categories, the frequency of giving answers was higher than asking questions, 

indicating that participants asked more questions than providing answers. In the 

social-emotional categories, group members delivered more positive reaction than 

negative reaction, indicating that the group discussion was a friendly negotiation.  

 Non-verbal communication of group members was shown in this section. Seven major 

non-verbal behaviours: smiling, laughing, nodding, frowning, head shaking, moving 

hand to show disagreement, and gesturing. Specifically, gesturing was the leading 

non-verbal behaviour, followed by smiling, nodding, and laughing. This study found 

that a minority of the non-verbal behaviours, frowning, head shaking, and moving 

hand to show disagreement, somewhat negatively influenced other group members. 

Possible reason is that the friendship group made the travel decision, and the most 

common non-verbal behaviours should be somewhat positive.  

 One of the purposes of the pilot observation was to develop the preliminary codebook 

for the main study by analysing preliminary data. As the simulation task in the main 
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study was different from the simulation task in the pilot study, the codebook was 

continually developing. In terms of the discussion topics, travel pattern was changed 

to travel style, tourism activity to activity, cost of the travel to cost, travel time to 

travel timing, ease of obtaining visa to visa application, safety and security to safety, 

and language barrier to language. In addition, friends who live in destinations and 

currencies were deleted from the codebook, as none of the group members mentioned 

these two topics.  

 The main study used the preliminary codebook developed from the pilot study to code 

verbal behaviours. The main study was continually developing the codebook for non-

verbal behaviours. Specifically, gesturing was changed to touching others and 

gesturing by the speaker. The amendment of gesturing shows that only the gestures 

that influence the group decision-making process were included in the main study. 

Additionally, laughing was revised to laughter, moving hand to show disagreement 

was combined with gesturing by the speaker.  

 

The pilot study showed that the proposed observation approach was able to successfully 

collect quality data for addressing research questions. In addition, the development of the 

codebook for coding discussion topics, verbal behaviours, and non-verbal behaviours ensured 

the data analysis process trustworthy and reliable. After presenting the results of the pilot 

observation, the following chapter of main study was presented in terms of better achieving 

the research objective of the thesis.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: MAIN OBSERVATION 

 

5.1 Introduction 

The objective of the main study was to examine group travel decision-making processes of 

young Chinese independent travellers. Specifically, three sub-objectives were to: 1) explore 

the topics discussed by young Chinese independent travellers; 2) examine the group 

interaction process from both verbal and non-verbal perspectives; and 3) characterise the 

actions of group leaders in the group travel decision-making process. The purpose of this 

chapter is to address the three sub-objectives by presenting the method, results, and a short 

summary. Specifically, the method section includes data collection, and data analyses. The 

results section is structured in three parts. First, the discussion topics are described with a 

particular emphasize on both a quantitative and qualitative perspective. Second, the verbal 

interaction categories and non-verbal signals are presented to frame the group interaction 

process. Third, the characteristics of leaders in the group travel decision-making process are 

reported. A brief summary is also included at the end of the chapter. This chapter starts with 

the method section.  

 

5.2 Method 

As mentioned in Chapter 3, the observation approach could explore in depth how young 

Chinese independent travellers make group travel decisions. Developed from the pilot study 

reported in Chapter 4, the main study followed a similar research design process with four 

amendments: 1) the research context; 2) the approach to recruiting participants; 3) the 

simulation task; and 4) post-discussion questionnaires. Each of these differences is elaborated 

prior to detailing the key aspects of the method employed for this study. First, the context was 
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changed from young Chinese students in Australia for the pilot study to young Chinese 

travellers who live in Mainland China for the main study; the latter could reflect the actual 

situation of Chinese travellers’ perceptions. Second, the approach to recruiting participants in 

the main study is different, in that the recruitment was mainly through the researcher’s 

personal network. Third, the simulation task in the travel decision-making exercise was 

expanded from choosing only an international destination in the pilot study to choosing either 

an international or domestic destination in the main study, as international and domestic 

destinations are the two common categories for travelling. Fourth, a more detailed post-

discussion questionnaire was used to examine further details of the participants. New 

questions included in the questionnaires were the evaluation of participants’ own and others’ 

personal interaction characteristics. The method section provides detailed information about 

data collection, and data analysis.  

 

5.2.1 Data Collection 

This section mainly focuses on the data collection details, such as sampling, recruitment 

process, group profile, and observation procedure.  

 

5.2.1.1 Sampling 

The target of this study is small groups of young Chinese independent travellers in the 

context of group travel decision-making. In order to ensure the realism of the group travel 

decision-making process, the participants in this study should meet three criteria. First, all 

group members needed to be friends so as to increase the possibility that these participants 

could travel together in the future. Second, all members should be young Chinese aged 

between 18 to 35 years old, as young Chinese travellers are the emerging travellers in the 

future, and occupy more than half of the independent traveller market (Trivett, 2013). Third, 
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all members needed to reside in the Yangtze River Delta region, one of the most affluent 

regions in China, where people have high earning capacities, and thus a significant potential 

to visit domestic and overseas destinations. The researcher found that it was difficult to 

recruit the participants who met these three requirements through probability sampling, 

therefore, the purposive sampling approach was considered efficient and appropriate (Miles 

& Huberman, 1994). Such purposive sampling approach ensures the researcher to most 

conveniently select quality participants who met the sampling criteria within a short data 

collection period. By following these recruitment criteria, the researcher recruited appropriate 

participants for this study. The recruitment process is described in the next section.  

 

5.2.1.2 Recruitment Process 

The researcher, who has a Chinese background, utilised his personal connections and social 

network in China to effectively recruit appropriate participants. The recruitment of 

participants involved three major steps. First, the researcher telephoned his personal 

connections who met the criterion of being young Chinese in China’s Yangtze River Delta 

region. In the call, the researcher first briefly introduced the objective and basic information 

about the research, and then invited them to participate in this research. Second, if the person 

was willing to be recruited into the study, they were asked to select three to four people from 

their existing friends to participate in the study by forming a group that could travel together 

in the future. Third, they were asked to recommend other people to participate in this study. 

The participants also contacted their existing friends, seeking willingness to participate in the 

current research. Information about the study was sent to the potential participants via email 

in accordance with ethical clearance. After finalising the time and group membership, a 

telephone reminder was given one day before the participation.  
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Only a small part of the participants are the personal connections. Specifically, only three 

groups had one participant for each group. Therefore, the close acquaintance did not 

influence the research project. In addition, the observation approach requires limited 

communication between the researcher and the participants. In the observation study, 

participants communicated with their group members in order to complete a decision-making 

task. The role of the researcher was to introduce the research project. Therefore, it is believed 

that the close acquaintance did not bias the research results.  

 

The number of groups observed in this study followed the guidelines of data saturation 

(Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006). Saturation is the point in data collection when no new or 

relevant information emerges with respect to the research topic (Shank, 2006). In this study, 

the researcher recruited eight groups of participants in the first round of data collection, and 

data analysis was conducted with the observational materials. The researcher then recruited 

another two groups of participants in the second round of data collection. In the first stage, 

the participants were mainly males. In order to balance the gender issue, all females were 

recruited in the second round of data collection. As no new or relevant information emerged 

in the data analysis of the second round of data collection, saturation was achieved, and data 

collection terminated. In this study, in order to gather a broad view of the group travel 

decision-making process, all ten groups were included in the data analysis. The following 

section portrays the profiles for these ten groups.   

 

5.2.1.3 Group Profile 

Table 5.1 lists the group number, group member, gender, age, occupation, and city for group 

members in each group. Seven groups had three participants, and three groups had four 

participants. Three groups had mixed genders, five had males only, and two had females only. 
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Participants were aged between 20 to 35 years old. The participants’ occupations included 

areas such as professional staff, government officers, students, and self-employed. These 

participants came from three cities, Shanghai, Nanjing, and Zhenjiang, in China’s Yangtze 

River Delta region. Meetings of six groups were conducted in Shanghai, three groups in 

Nanjing, and one group in Zhenjiang.   
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Table 5.1: Participant Profile 

Group 

number 

Group 

members 
Gender Age Occupation City 

G1 G1_1 Male 24 Postgraduate Shanghai 

 G1_2 Female 23 Marketing staff  

 G1_3 Female 30 Secretary   

G2 G2_1 Female 20 Human resources staff Shanghai  

 G2_2 Female 25 Human resources staff  

 G2_3 Male 30 Accountant  

 G2_4 Male 24 Government official  

G3 G3_1 Male 29 Software engineer Shanghai 

 G3_2 Male 31 Software engineer  

 G3_3 Male 31 Administration staff   

 G3_4 Male 28 Librarian   

G4 G4_1 Male 27 Researcher Shanghai 

 G4_2 Male 28 Researcher  

 G4_3 Male 27 Quantitative analyst  

 G4_4 Male 25 Researcher  

G5 G5_1 Female 24 Teacher  Zhenjiang 

 G5_2 Female 27 Teacher  
 

 G5_3 Male 30 Government official 
 

G6 G6_1 Male 21 Undergraduate Nanjing 

 G6_2 Male 22 Undergraduate  

 G6_3 Male 21 Undergraduate  

G7 G7_1 Male 23 Undergraduate Nanjing 

 G7_2 Male 23 Undergraduate 
 

 G7_3 Male 21 Undergraduate 
 

G8 G8_1 Male 22 Undergraduate Nanjing 

 G8_2 Male 21 Undergraduate  

 G8_3 Male 23 Undergraduate  

G9 G9_1 Female 34 Self-employed  Shanghai 

 G9_2 Female 30 Company officer   

 G9_3 Female 35 Self-employed   

G10 G10_1 Female 27 Teacher  Shanghai 

 G10_2 Female 27 Teacher   

 G10_3 Female 26 Teacher   

 

5.2.1.4 Observation Procedure 

Group travel decision-making was undertaken by groups of participants in social 

environments, such as participants’ living rooms, offices, and a private tea house. The group 

travel decision-making data were collected between 10am-9pm. The observation time was 
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finalised based on the availability of group members at a time convenient for them. All ten 

group discussions ranged from 25 to 54 minutes.  

 

Both video and audio recording facilities were set up in the data collection venue in order to 

aid to the observation. Often verbal and non-verbal message from participants cannot be 

easily captured by a researcher at the data collection site (Bernard & Ryan, 2009). In addition, 

in terms of Chinese people, Pye (1982) found that there is a mismatch between verbal and 

non-verbal messages in the communication process. Specifically, Chinese people rarely say 

‘no’ in the communication process, and they would provide an evasive answer, and subtly 

show refusal in a non-verbal way. Therefore, it is important to examine the hidden 

connotations of verbal statements and nonverbal cues (Pye, 1982). Accordingly, the audio 

facilities were implemented to capture verbal behaviours, and video facilities were used to 

capture non-verbal behaviours of participants, which could assist analysis of the collected 

data. In addition, the video facilities could facilitate clearer transcription of the data as using 

audio alone makes distinguish different participants’ voices difficult.  

 

Due to the research being focused on travellers in Mainland China, the observation was 

undertaken in Mandarin and the materials were written in Chinese for the convenience of the 

participants. The Chinese materials used in this study were translated from English by the 

researcher who is a native Chinese speaker, and double-checked by another native Chinese 

speaker. Both the English and Chinese versions of the materials are included in the 

Appendices (Appendix 5-1 to 5-10) for the information of the reader.  

 

As a matter of procedure for the group discussions, a standard process was established. Once 

all of the participants were seated in the observation venue, the researcher briefly introduced 
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the background of the project, explained the use of the audio and video recording facilities, 

and asked participants to sign a consent form (see Appendix 5-1 for the English version, and 

5-2 for the Chinese version). After that, participants were provided a standard booklet 

containing an information sheet (see Appendix 5-3 for the English version, and Appendix 5-4 

for the Chinese version), and task sheet based on an international destination selection (see 

Appendix 5-5 for the English version, and Appendix 5-6 for the Chinese version), and a 

domestic destination selection (Appendix 5-7 for the English version, and Appendix 5-8 for 

the Chinese version). The researcher randomly allocated either an international or domestic 

destination for these ten groups. The task for each group included the following instruction: 

“Imagine that you will travel together as a small group within/outside Mainland China in the 

next six months; where would you like to go? Each group will have up to 30 minutes to 

identify, discuss, and agree on a destination for their group vacation.” 

 

In order to collect participants’ personal information and understand their perception of the 

decision-making process, the participants were requested to complete a post-discussion 

questionnaire (see Appendix 5-9 for the English version, and Appendix 5-10 for the Chinese 

version) once they completed the simulation exercise. The questionnaire included 

demographic questions, personal interaction characteristic items, strength of relationship with 

other members, and perceptions of the group decision-making process (e.g., satisfaction with 

the selected destination and fairness of the process).  

 

After participants completed the post-discussion questionnaires, the researcher 

diagrammatically organised the groups in terms of group member, member names, and 

seating placement (see Appendix 5-11). These diagrams helped the researcher to sort the data, 

and connect the individual group members with the observation data. Once participants 
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successfully finished the group travel decision-making exercises, each group was provided a 

restaurant coupon valued at RMB 150 to 200 (AU$ 25-30) in appreciation of their 

participation. Having collected observational materials, the next step was to analyse the data.  

 

5.2.2 Data Analysis 

The object of analysing qualitative materials is to systematically arrange and present 

information in order to determine the categories, relationships, and assumptions (McCracken, 

1988). Specifically, the major components in the qualitative data analysis include: 1) 

discovering themes and sub-themes; 2) reducing themes to a manageable few; 3) building 

hierarchies of themes; and 4) linking themes to a theoretical understanding of the problem 

(Ryan & Bernard, 2003). In this study, the analysis of materials involved three stages: 1) 

preparing materials; 2) coding using NVivo 10 software; and 3) analysing data. The 

following section presents details.  

 

5.2.2.1 Preparing Materials 

Observational data included audio and video recordings. The audio recordings were 

transcribed into textual documents by a native Chinese speaker. Video files were kept in the 

original format, and the numerical information from the post-discussion questionnaire was 

entered into an Excel document and a SPSS file. Then, the transcripts and videos were 

imported into NVivo in order to fully build a relationship between different materials of 

group members. This study includes three forms of data materials: transcripts, numerical, and 

video documents.  
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5.2.2.2 Coding Process 

This study implemented both inductive and a priori techniques to code the materials. As 

shown in Figure 5.1, the discussion topics were coded using the inductive approach, and 

group interaction process was coded using the a priori approach. Discussion topic refers to 

the topics discussed in the group travel decision-making process. As the topics discussed by 

group members were rarely studied previously, the discussion content was coded using the 

inductive approach. The group interaction process is related to the verbal and non-verbal 

behaviours of the group members. As group interaction has been widely and well examined 

in disciplines such as social psychology and communication, the verbal and non-verbal 

behaviours in the group interaction process were analysed using the a priori approach 

following Bales’ IPA.  

 

 

Figure 5.1: Coding Area 

 

Discussion Topics 

In this study, the topics discussed in the group travel decision-making process were coded 

using the inductive approach. As the researcher open coded the discussion topics, and 

Coding area 

Group interaction process (a 

priori approach) 

Discussion topics (inductive 

approach) 

Discussion 
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Non-verbal 

behaviours 

Verbal 

behaviours 
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developed the preliminary codebook in the pilot study, the coding process of discussion 

topics in the main study was not implementing a pure inductive approach. Specifically, the 

researcher kept developing the codebook in the main study by referring the preliminary 

codebook in the pilot study. As a result, the number of the discussion topics was reduced, and 

several terms of discussion topics were renamed in order to ensure the terms could simply 

and clearly show the meaning. For example, cost of travel was changed to cost, tourism 

activity to activity, and so on. The final codebook is presented in Table 5.2, which shows the 

definition, and corresponding example of twelve discussion topics. These topics were: 

activity, cost, transportation, travel timing, accommodation, travel style, climate, dining, visa 

application, safety, distance, and language. These topics were listed in order from the most 

frequent to the least frequent based on the percentage of the words spoken (see Table 5.2). 

Once the coding for discussion topics was completed, another round of content analysis was 

conducted for each topic in order to gain an in-depth understanding of the group travel 

decision-making process.  
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Table 5.2: Definition, and Example of Discussion Topics 

Discussion 

topic 

Definition  Example 

Activity The activities in a destination, 

such as sightseeing, shopping, 

sports, and cultural activities 

G2_4: Hiking on mountain is exhausting, so I am not going to 

any mountains.  

Cost The total travel budget, or 

specific budget issues of the 

group vacation 

G5_1: Travelling to New York is not realistic, and we can’t 

afford it.  

 

Transportation The transportation mode to 

access the destination and to 

travel within the destination 

G4_4: Only one train per day?  

G4_1: Yeah, only one.  

G4_3: How about another destination: Mount Sanqingshan?  

Travel Timing The available time for 

travelling together, and the 

best season to travel to the 

destination 

G3_3: How about travelling during Chinese New Year? 

G3_1: I am not okay with that. I need to celebrate Chinese 

New Year with my family in my hometown.  

G3_3: We can travel in the New Year break. We have three 

days public holiday and have a few days paid leave 

Accommodation The style of  accommodation 

travellers will choose while on 

holiday 

G1_3: Anyway we will stay in a hostel. 

G1_2: No.  

G1_3: Haha. What’s your opinion?  

Travel Style Travelling independently or 

joining a package tour 

G9_1: If we travel within a package, the schedule will be very 

tight; however, if we rent a car, and travel 

independently, the trip will be much relaxed and 

comfortable.  

Climate The weather and temperature 

of the destination 

G3_1: I won’t go to North America, Europe … so cold… I 

can go there in Spring or Autumn … if you asked me 

to go to cold places in winter, I would definitely say 

“no”, I don’t like that.  

Dining Dining issues during the 

proposed journey 

G4_2: We could have breakfast in the hotel.  

G4_3: Yeah, you should arrange your dinner and… 

G4_1: And lunch.  

Visa 

Application 

Information about acquiring a 

visa for an overseas 

destination 

G1_3: Switzerland is a Europe-Schengen country. 

G1_2: An application for a Europe-Schengen visa may be 

rejected.  

G1_3: Oh, rejection. We can ask our company [Danone] to 

send us an invitation to apply for a visa. That will 

definitely be fine.  

Safety The personal safety and 

security concerns about the 

journey 

G3_1: Indonesia? Indonesia is risky… there used to be 

violence against Chinese people… we must not go 

there.   

Distance The geographic distance of the 

destinations they are planning 

to visit 

G7_2: New York? I think New York is too far away. I think 

we should go to some places that are a little bit close to 

us.  

Language The language concern such as 

whether travellers can speak 

the local language of the travel 

destination 

G3_3: … I am afraid that we may have some communication 

problems and language barriers… 

G3_1: … if French people speak French, and Italian people 

speak Italian… 

G3_2: I have a colleague who just visited Europe, and he said 

that speaking English is fine for us to travel in Europe. 

Don’t worry about that.  
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Group Interaction Process 

In the group interaction process, both verbal and non-verbal behaviours were examined 

according to the a priori coding system based on Bales’ IPA.  

 

Verbal behaviour: As the codebook of Bales’ interaction process analysis was well-

developed from the pilot study, verbal behaviours were coded directly based on the codebook. 

The final codebook contains definitions, and examples of the twelve IPA categories (see 

Table 5.3). Additionally, another round of content analysis for each IPA category was 

conducted in order to understand further details of the 12 IPA categories.  

 

Non-verbal behaviour: As non-verbal behaviour in the group decision-making process has 

rarely been examined, in order to enhance the quality of the coding process for non-verbal 

behaviours, the researcher continued to develop the codebook that was developed from the 

pilot study. According to the codebook from the pilot study, and the previous literature about 

non-verbal behaviour, the researcher mainly considered the role of non-verbal behaviours in 

influencing the group travel decision-making process. As a result, the researcher revised and 

redefined the definition seven non-verbal signals that were developed in the pilot study. A 

higher level of four non-verbal behaviours included a second level of seven non-verbal 

behaviours. These four non-verbal behaviours were: gesturing, head movement, facial 

expression, and laughter (Bonoma & Felder, 1977; Dallimore et al., 2007; Hall et al., 2005; E. 

Jones et al., 1999). Therefore, the final codebook developed from the main study was 

different from the codebook from the pilot study. Table 5.4 shows the definitions, and 

examples of non-verbal behaviours. Additionally, another round of content analysis for each 

non-verbal category was conducted in order to understand more details about the non-verbal 

signals.   
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Table 5.3: Definitions and Examples of the IPA Categories 

IPA Category Definition  Example  

A
sk

in
g

 

Q
u

es
ti

o
n

s 

Asking 

Orientation 

Any act that requests factual 

observations or experiences. 

G1_3: Are the Alps mainly in 

Switzerland? 

Asking Opinion Any act that requires a belief or 

value that is relevant to the task. 

G1_2: Do you have any opinions? 

Asking 

Suggestion 

Any act that requests direction/action 

for how to engage with the task. 

G5_1: What can we do in ten 

days? 

G
iv

in
g

 A
n

sw
e
rs

 

Giving 

Orientation 

Any act that reports factual 

observations or experiences. 

G1_2: Lafayette is a shopping 

mall in Paris. 

Giving Opinion Any act that advances a belief or 

value that is relevant to the task. 

G6_2: My health is not good, and 

I have serious back pain, so I 

think areas near the equator are 

good.    

Giving 

Suggestion 

Any act that offers direction/action 

for how to engage with the task. 

G5_3: Let’s do it this way. First 

Taipei, then go to the South, and 

visit cities such as Taichung and 

Tainan. 

P
o

si
ti

ve
 R

ea
ct

io
n

 

Solidarity Any act that shows positive feelings 

toward another person. 

G1_2: Oh, yeah. You see, as a 

graduate of Tongji University, 

you are marvellous. 

Tension Release Any act that reduces the anxiety that 

a person or group may be 

experiencing. 

G5_2: When we finish the visit to 

casinos in Macau, you can open a 

casino in Mainland China.  

G5_3: Haha… haha… 

G5_1: Haha… 

Agreement Any act that shows acceptance of 

what another person has said. 

G4_3: … Mount Sanqingshan 

hasn’t been developed. All people 

who visited there say Mount 

Sanqingshan is beautiful.  

G4_1: Qing went there before.  

G4_3: Yeah. He said it’s 

beautiful. 

N
eg

a
ti

ve
 R

ea
ct

io
n

 

Antagonism Any act that shows negative feelings 

towards another person. 

G5_2: It’s none of your business. 

Showing 

Tension 

Any act that indicates that a person 

is experiencing anxiety. 

G1_2: We need RMB 2000 for 

the trip.  

G1_3: RMB 2000, are you 

kidding me? 

Disagreement Any act that shows rejection of what 

another person has said. 

G6_2: We can go hunting.  

G6_1: No, no. I can’t stand it. 

G6_3: Only three of us travel, 

please don’t make us so 

exhausted. Let’s forget about 

adventurous activities, and find 

some cities. 
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Table 5.4: Definitions and Examples of Non-Verbal Behaviour 

Non-Verbal 

Behaviour 

Definition Example of Non-Verbal Behaviours in the Verbal 

Context 

G
es

tu
ri

n
g

 

Gesturing 

by Speaker 

The movement of hands 

and arms by speakers. 

G8_1: …in the Wax Museum, a lot of professional 

photographers were taking pictures by using 

professional cameras. [Animated participant who 

takes pictures]   

Touching 

Others 

Touching others’ hand, leg, 

shoulder, through 

movement of hands and 

arms. 

G6_1: When you are recovered, we can travel 

together. [Putting his arms on the shoulders of 

another person]   

F
a

ci
a

l 
E

x
p

re
ss

io
n

 

Smiling A relaxation of the facial 

features, with lips parted or 

closed, and with the corners 

of the lips turned upward. 

G2_4: Hiking is really tiring, I don’t want to go. 

[Smiling] 

Frowning 

 

Bringing the eyebrows 

together, or wrinkling the 

forehead. 

G5_2: Can we check information online and see 

whether we should travel in Taiwan for ten days.  

G5_3: What do you expect?  

G5_1: It’s not about checking information online. 

You can even stay there for 2 weeks. [Frowning] 

H
ea

d
 

M
o

ve
m

en
t 

Nodding A continuous up and down 

movement of the head. 

G5_1: … then, we go to the beach. 

G5_3: Yeah, go to the beach. [Nodding] 

Head 

Shaking 

A horizontal movement 

from side to side. 

G2_4: … My colleagues forced me to do a mountain 

hike, I was so exhausted. Ah. [Head shaking] 

L
a

u
g

h
te

r 

Vocalization of smiling, 

and movements of facial 

muscles. 

G3_4: Paris, in the future, I would like to travel 

with… 

G3_3: Your wife.  

G3_4: Hahahaha. [Laughter] 

 

5.2.2.3 Analysing Data 

After coding all of the transcripts and videos, this study generated three coding lists based on 

the research questions, namely: 1) discussion topics; 2) verbal interaction categories; and 3) 

non-verbal behaviours. As these three coding lists overlap, for example, group members 

talked to each other while displaying some non-verbal signals, an examination of the 

relationships between these three coding lists could provide an in-depth understanding of 

group members’ behaviours in the group travel decision-making process. Accordingly, the 

researcher conducted matrix coding queries in NVivo 10 to cross-tabulate the coding 
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intersections between these three coding perspectives in order to examine the relationship 

between discussion topics, verbal interaction categories, and non-verbal behaviours.  

 

In addition, statistical analysis was conducted in Excel and SPSS to examine the differences 

within different contexts. First, coding frequencies for discussion topics, verbal interaction 

categories, and non-verbal behaviours were explored. Then Chi-square tests were conducted 

to see the differences of these three categories in different context. For instance, whether 

group members discussed different topics and had different group interaction patterns when 

they selected either an international or domestic destination. The next section presents the 

results derived from the analysis of materials.  

 

5.3 Results 

The structure of the results is based on research objectives of this thesis. The results are 

reported from four perspectives. Prior to presenting the results, an overview of the group 

decision-making process, including the proposed destinations and the final selected 

destination, is first described. Second, the discussion topics that appeared in the group travel 

decision-making processes are described, along with a presentation of quantitative and 

qualitative perspectives. Third, the verbal and non-verbal interaction categories of group 

members are demonstrated. Both verbal and non-verbal behaviours are separately reported, 

then a matrix between the verbal and non-verbal communication provides further information 

about the relationships between verbal and non-verbal behaviours. Fourth, the characteristics 

of the most persuasive people are demonstrated based on the related discussion topics, verbal 

interaction, non-verbal interaction, and personal interaction characteristics.  
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5.3.1 Overview of the Group Travel Decision-Making Process 

Before addressing research questions, this section first provides an overview of the group 

travel decision-making process. According to the post-discussion questionnaire, this study 

found that most participants were satisfied with the final destination choice decision (mean 

value: 4.36/5; SD= .93). They also believed that everyone was highly satisfied with the final 

decision (mean value: 4.55/5; SD= .71). People’s personal needs were mostly met during the 

decision-making process (mean value: 4.55/5; SD= .83).  

 

Selecting a travel destination was the major task for group travel decision-making. Table 5.5 

lists the destinations that were proposed and selected by all ten groups. As shown in Table 5.5, 

all groups successfully selected one destination (e.g., Maldives) or multiple destinations (e.g., 

several countries in Europe). In the process of selecting the final destination, group members 

proposed three to seventeen destination options for each group, and they discussed these 

proposed destinations on two levels: 1) little or no discussion; and 2) comprehensive 

discussion. In terms of these ten groups, one to ten destination options were proposed in each 

group, but these options were largely ignored by other group members, thus these topics 

received little or no discussion. In addition, group members for each group comprehensively 

discussed two to nine destinations in order to select the final destination.   

 

Discussing the trip related issues was another important component when making a group 

travel decision. According to the sequence of discussing these two important components of 

selecting a destination and planning the trip, in this study, there were two approaches to 

decision-making by group members (see Figure 5.2): 1) a top-down approach of selecting a 

destination first, and then planning their trip; and 2) a bottom-up approach of discussing 

destination and trip characteristics first, and then selecting the final destination. 
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Table 5.5: Destinations Discussed in the Group Travel Decision-Making Process 

Destination 

selection 

Group 

number 

Proposed destinations with 

little or no discussion 

Proposed destinations with 

comprehensive discussion 

Final destination 

choice  

International 

Destination  

G1  
Australia, Japan, and Middle 

East 

Mauritius and Europe 

(France, Italy, and 

Switzerland) 

Europe (France, 

Italy, and 

Switzerland) 

G3  

Vietnam, Singapore, 

Malaysia, U.S., Japan, 

Cambodia, and Philippines  

Europe, Maldives, Phuket,  

and Bali  
Maldives  

G5  Maldives Hong Kong and Taiwan  Taiwan  

G7    

New York, Singapore-

Malaysia-Thailand, Hong 

Kong, and Macau 

Hong Kong and 

Macau 

 
G9  Poland 

Germany, France, Italy, 

Switzerland, and Norway 

Europe (Germany, 

France, Italy, and 

Switzerland)  

Domestic 

Destination  

G2  
Hangzhou, Suzhou, Qingdao, 

Hainan, and Yunnan  
Mount Putuo and Xiamen  Xiamen  

G4    

Xinjiang, Tibet, Mount 

Sanqingshan, and Mount 

Lushan 

Mount 

Sanqingshan 

G6  

Shanghai, Hangzhou, Beijing, 

Suzhou, Wuhu, Qingdao, 

Weihai, Rizhou, Mount Tai, 

and Mount Heng 

Mount Huangshan, 

Yangzhou, Changzhou, 

Chengdu, Yunnan, Inner 

Mongolia, and Tibet  

Chengdu  

G8  

Diaoyutai Islands, Mount Tai, 

Dunhuang, Tibet, and 

Yangzhou  

Hainan, Guilin, Mount 

Huangshan, Harbin, and 

Zhenjiang-Changzhou-Wuxi-

Suzhou-Shanghai  

Mount Huangshan 

and Harbin  

 
G10 Inner Mongolia, Jiuzhaigou Qinghai and Yunnan Qinghai  

 

In this study, the majority of groups (seven out of ten groups) adopted the first approach, the 

top-down approach, being Groups 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, and 10. Group members chose a destination 

at the beginning of the decision-making process. Once the destination was selected, they 

began to plan their trip, and considered major components of the trip planning process. A 

small number of groups (three out of ten groups) implemented the second approach, the 

bottom-up approach, being Groups 3, 6, and 8. Group members took a long time to select the 

destination. Specifically, they discussed the travel needs of different group members, 

components of a group trip, and a large number of destination options before reaching an 

agreed destination at the conclusion of the group travel decision-making process. In terms of 

these two approaches, an understanding of the “process” of decision-making is really 
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important.  In order to examine how group travellers choose the final destination, and plan 

the trip, the next section focuses on the topics mentioned by participants when making group 

travel-related decisions.  

 

 

Figure 5.2: Two Approaches to Decision-making 

 

5.3.2 Discussion Topics 

The first research objective is to explore the topics discussed by group members in the group 

travel decision-making process. Accordingly, the discussion topics that appeared in the group 

travel decision-making processes are described, along with a presentation of quantitative and 

qualitative perspectives.  

 

Twelve discussion topics, activity, cost, transportation, travel timing, accommodation, travel 

style, climate, dining, visa application, safety, distance, and language, emerged from the 

group travel decision-making process. In order to have a basic understanding of the topics in 

Destination  

Selection 

 

Destination  

Selection 

 

Top-down Approach Bottom-up Approach 

Trip-related  

Issues  

 

Trip-related  

Issues  
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group discussion, the qualitative perspective, which refers to the role of these topics in 

influencing the destination selection, was demonstrated. Additionally, the quantitative 

perspective, which focuses on the number of words for each topic, was presented. The next 

section presents the qualitative perspective first.  

 

5.3.2.1 Qualitative Perspective of Topics 

The qualitative perspective of the topics focuses on the importance of the topics in the group 

decision-making process. The importance of these topics was evaluated in terms of the role of 

these topics in influencing the selection of destination for travellers. In the destination 

selection process, some destination options, including primary destinations and secondary 

destinations, may be rejected by other group members due to some topics. The analysis from 

the qualitative perspective followed the similar data analysis process in the pilot study. Such 

process involves two stages of data analysis in the pilot and main study ensured that the 

researcher was familiar with the similar data analysis, which ensured the data analysis was 

trustworthy and reliable (Bernard & Ryan, 2009).  

 

Table 5.6 shows the importance of these twelve discussion topics in each of the ten groups, 

and provides an overall evaluation of the influence of these topics in the group travel 

decision-making process. According to the importance of these topics in influencing 

destination selection, these twelve topics were grouped into three categories: 1) important, 2) 

partially important, and 3) less important topics for destination selection. Important topics are 

important for both international and domestic destination selection, partially important topics 

are only important for international destination selection, and less important topics are not 

important for destination selection.  
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Table 5.6: Qualitative Perspective of Discussion Topics in the Destination Selection 

Discussion topic International Destination International Destination 
Appeared 

in groups 
Overall evaluation 

 G1 G3 G5 G7 G9 G2 G4 G6 G8 G10   

Activity # #  # # # # # # # Nine Important  

Cost # # # #   # # #  Seven  Important 

Travel timing # #  #  # # # # # Eight  Important 

Transportation # #     # # #  Five  Important 

Travel Style   # #       Two  Partially important 

Accommodation           Zero  Less important 

Climate # #      # # # Five  Important 

Dining           Zero  Less important  

Safety  #   #  #  # # Five  Important 

Visa Application #  #        Two  Partially important 

Distance    #  # # # #  Five  Important 

Language  #   #      Two Partially important 

Note: # shows that group members considered such topic important in the destination selection process; the important topics were highlighted. 
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According to Table 5.6, seven topics (activity, cost, travel timing, transportation, climate, 

safety, and distance) were evaluated as important in the destination selection process. Three 

topics, travel style, language, and visa application, are important only for international 

destination selection. Two topics, accommodation and dining, were less important in the 

process of selecting destinations. The following section describes the role of these twelve 

topics in influencing destination selection.  

 

Important Topics that Influence Destination Selection 

Activity: Tourism activities played a vital role in influencing group members to choose a 

destination for themselves and the entire group. In the group discussion, the evidence shows 

that every group considered activity an important factor to influence participants’ destination 

selection. Group members proposed destinations based on their own travel activity interests. 

As group members have different travel interests, tourism activities, such as mountain hiking, 

or visiting theme parks, can be a factor to attract or dissuade travellers from visiting a 

destination. Specifically, some participants persuaded others to follow them when they were 

interested in certain tourism activities; or, some participants rejected destinations because 

they did not like the activities. When some participants strongly refused to do some tourism 

activities, other group members normally agreed with them.   

 

In this study, group members discussed three categories of tourism activities: sightseeing 

(e.g., attractions), relaxation activities (e.g., shopping), and special interest activities (e.g., 

mountain hiking, rafting, and jet boating) (Appendix 5-12). The results showed that group 

members not only were mainly interested in sightseeing and relaxation activities, but also 

were interested in special interest tourism activities. Based on the frequency of these three 

tourism activities in the group discussion, sightseeing (with frequency of 200) in unique and 
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must-see attractions of the destination remained the major tourism activity for participants. 

Specifically, theme parks, natural scenery, and museum were the top three popular 

sightseeing items. In terms of relaxation activities (with frequency of 172), shopping, and 

food tasting were the top two relaxation activities. With regard to special interest activities 

(with frequency of 121), water-related activities (e.g., swimming, diving, rafting, and jet 

boating) were the most discussed activities, followed by mountain hiking and horse riding.  

 

Cost: Cost was another key factor affecting group members’ selection of a destination. In this 

study, there was no exact amount of travel cost for rejecting a potential destination. Group 

members considered that the cost of travelling to New York was comparatively higher than 

that of visiting Hong Kong, the cost of visiting Maldives was higher than that of Taiwan, and 

the cost of flying to Tibet or Xinjiang was much higher than driving to a nearby destination. 

Evidence shows that group members’ first impression or stereotypical image about the cost of 

the proposed destinations was based on issues such as airfare, and cost of living in the 

destination. Participants believed that travelling to some nearby or rural destinations was 

financially acceptable; however, they perceived the trip to long-distance destinations as 

expensive and unrealistic.  

 

When choosing a destination, discussion of the cost issue was mainly about the total budget. 

The total budget per person for an international journey, ranging from RMB 6,000 to RMB 

30,000 (AU$1,000-5,000), was much higher than that for domestic travel, which was 

between RMB 600 and RMB 3,000 (AU$ 100-500). When planning a trip, participants also 

discussed the individual budget for each section of a trip, such as transportation, 

accommodation, dining, and attractions. Group members negotiated with each other to solve 
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the high trip cost, such as by shortening their length of vacation, or choosing cheaper 

transportation and accommodation. 

 

Travel Timing: Travel timing was another vital factor to influence the choice of destination. 

This topic was frequently mentioned together with the topic of distance. This factor relates to 

the issues of time travelled, and availability. The time travelled issue refers to the travel time 

from origin to destination, and the length of stay in the destination. In this study, the long 

journey time was a direct reason for rejecting some distant destinations. According to the 

simulation task of this study, group members had only 2-4 days for domestic destination 

selection, and 7-10 days for international destination selection. If group members planned to 

travel to a distant destination, this meant that participants had to spend considerable time 

journeying, and less time in the destination. Additionally, availability referred to the free time 

available to group members for travel. As individuals had different availability, some 

destinations (e.g., New York, Xinjiang, and Tibet) with long travel journey time were 

rejected by group members.  

 

Transportation: Transportation was a key factor shaping the destination selection of 

travellers. Five out of ten groups considered transportation as a factor when selecting the 

destination for their group trip. This topic was discussed from two perspectives: accessibility 

to the destination, and mobility within the destination. Based on the accessibility of a 

destination, transportation issues such as inconvenient transportation or unwillingness to use 

some transportation mode could preclude some proposed destinations. The choice of 

transportation mode relied heavily on the location of the destination. Air travel was regarded 

as the only travel mode option when participants selected an overseas destination, whereas a 
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diverse range of transportation options, such as train, airplane, bus, and bicycle, were 

considered by participants when selecting a domestic trip.  

 

Travellers also focused on the transportation issue of how they travelled from one place to 

another within the destination. Specifically, participants discussed transportation mobility 

either briefly or comprehensively. Brief discussion refers to general suggestions about 

transportation options such as bus, taxi, or subway without referring to detailed transportation 

information in the travel itinerary. Some groups planned the transportation details in depth, 

and information such as the time and cost were listed in the daily itinerary.  

 

Climate: Climate played an important role in influencing destination selection. Although 

discussed little by group members, it had the ability to reject a proposed destination option. 

This topic was about weather and temperature of destinations. According to the simulation 

task, participants selected their destination and planned their trip during the period of October 

to March. In China’s Yangtze River Delta region, where the data collection was conducted, 

October to March is the autumn and winter period. Due to the winters in the Yangtze River 

Delta region are cold, three of the groups mainly discussed warm and cold temperatures for 

the proposed destination options. When some group members strongly persisted with their 

opinions regarding aversion to cold weather, the whole group agreed with these insistent 

members and directly rejected destinations in the northern parts of the world such as Europe, 

North America, and North China; thus warm destinations for winter were finally selected, 

such as South China, Southeast Asia, or destinations which were near the equator. In addition, 

some tourism activities were rejected as well because of the cold weather in the destination.  
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Safety: Safety was influential in accepting or eliminating a destination, even though it was 

not widely discussed in terms of word numbers. Dangerous destinations were directly 

rejected by group members when people had concerns about political instability, natural 

disaster, and health status. Taking political instability as an example, destinations such as 

Indonesia, the Middle-East, and China’s Xinjiang, were perceived as unsafe. Indonesia was 

perceived as unsafe because of anti-Chinese violence in the past. The Middle-East was 

connected with war due to the civil war in Syria. China’s South Xinjiang was also viewed as 

politically unstable because of the conflicts between the Uyghur minority and Han Chinese. 

However, Group 9mentioned that Switzerland was a very safe destination, and Group 3 

speculated that the Maldives was a comparatively safe destination. Other considerations, such 

as natural disasters (e.g., tsunamis at the beach destinations) and personal health status (e.g., 

good health requirement before undertaking a tour in high altitude areas, like Tibet), could 

also preclude a potential destination. Group members were also worried about potential 

personal safety issues such as fights, theft, and robbery if they went on activities such as 

clubbing, cycling from one city to another city, or camping.   

 

Distance: In this study, distance was related to geographic distance from destination to 

travellers’ area of origin. There was no exact distance that could rule out the proposal 

destination, and the geographic distance was based on group members’ perception. 

According to the simulation task of this study, group members had limited time for travelling 

(i.e., 2-4 days for domestic travel, and 7-10 days for international travel), so geographic 

distance was a major consideration for their choice of destination. When selecting a domestic 

destination, some group members in three groups (G2, G4, and G6) perceived the 

destinations outside the Yangtze River Delta far away, thus preferred to travel within the 

region for 2-4 days. Proposed destinations (e.g., New York) with long distance from 
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destination to group members’ area of origin could be easily rejected by other group members 

without considering the detailed information of the destination. Further content analysis 

shows that the discussion of the distance issue can be grouped into two parts: nearby and 

remote destination. There was no precise definition for a nearby or remote destination, 

especially when group members compared these distance concepts in the context of domestic 

and international destination selection. For example, Xiamen, a city in Fujian Province, China, 

is a remote destination compared with Shanghai, China when participants in this study 

compared these two cities. However, Hong Kong was perceived as a relatively close 

destination when group members considered New York, USA as a potential international 

destination.  

 

Partially Important Topics that Influence International Destination Selection 

Travel Style: Travel style refers to travelling independently or travelling by joining a package 

tour. This issue was an important factor for international destination selection. Due to limited 

knowledge of and unfamiliarity with overseas destinations, as well as ineligibility for 

independent travel in certain overseas destinations, joining a package tour could be a factor 

influencing international destination selection. Some participants expressed a preference for 

travelling with a package tour as it was safe and convenient, with a well-arranged travel 

schedule, tour guides and tour bus services, and even services of assistance with visa 

applications. Additionally, only permanent residents from selected cities in China are eligible 

for independent travel to certain destinations, such as Hong Kong, Macau, and Taiwan. 

Travellers who are temporary residents from these selected cities or outside the selected cities 

must travel within a package tour (details please see Appendix 5-13).  
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Further content analysis of the travel style topic shows that the majority of content was about 

both advantages and disadvantages of these two travel styles. Most groups finally chose to 

travel independently based on the flexibility of travel options in the trip and familiarity with 

the destination. With independent travel, group members could explore different options in 

the destination. Knowledge about destinations from personal travel experience, friend’s 

experience, and a plethora of online information was another reason for organizing an 

independent tour, even for international destinations.  

 

Visa Application: Visa application refers to the difficulty of acquiring a visa, and the type of 

visa: group, or independent traveller. As one of the most necessary considerations for 

international journeys, the majority of groups in this study discussed the visa application 

issue when choosing an international destination. Visa application influenced the destination 

selection. As with travel style, only permanent residents from selected cities in China are 

eligible to apply for an independent travel document (visa) to certain destinations, such as 

Hong Kong, Macau, and Taiwan. Travellers from other cities or the travellers who are 

temporary residents from these selected cities must apply for the group visa (details please 

see Appendix 5-13). Due to these reasons, some group members mentioned difficulties in 

applying for a visa. However, group members implemented different approaches to solve 

these problems. For example, they would either apply for a business visa to France through a 

French-owned company or process the visa application through a travel agency, as some 

travel agencies helped dealing with visa applications.   

 

Language: The language issue was a concern for two groups (G3 and G9) when group 

members chose an international destination. Some participants in this study were worried 

about the language issue related to travelling to foreign countries, such as France, Italy and 
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Germany. In order to diminish the concern about language barriers, group members decided 

to abandon independent travel, and join a package tour that was organised by a Chinese travel 

agency and led by a Chinese tour guide. However, most young Chinese travellers could speak 

English, which made them confident about travelling overseas. In this study, participants 

used the personal travel experience of their friends to demonstrate that they had no language 

trouble travelling abroad, and plenty of online travelogues could also relieve travellers’ 

concerns about language.  

 

Less Important Topics that Influence Destination Selection 

Accommodation: Accommodation refers to where travellers stay during a journey or at a 

destination. It was not discussed when participants selected the destination, and therefore did 

not influence destination choice. It was one of the considerations of participants in the 

journey planning process. Based on analysis of the group discussions, it was evident that 

group members focused on the type and cost of the accommodation. Group members had 

broad interests and considerable knowledge about different types of accommodation such as 

home-stay, cottage, serviced apartment, hotel, and camping. In addition, group members 

discussed low and medium price accommodations. For example, RMB 70-200 (AU$ 12-32) 

per night for domestic tours, and RMB 600-800 (AU$ 100-130) per night for international 

tours, were the most popular choice for the majority of groups. This indicated that 

participants preferred not to spend too much money on accommodation. In order to save 

money, almost every group agreed to advance-book accommodation online, rather than 

spontaneously make last minute bookings in the hotel lobby.  

 

Dining: The dining issue rarely appeared in the destination selection process, so was not 

important in the destination choice process. The results indicated that group members started 
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to consider the dining issue only at the journey planning stage. The key content of the dining 

issue included clarifying the dining details, such as whether a free breakfast was offered by a 

hotel, whether three meals were included in a holiday package, or the arrangements for 

securing breakfast, lunch, and dinner. In addition, group members discussed the dining 

budget for the destination, which related to the cost of breakfast, lunch, and dinner per day.  

 

After presenting the qualitative perspective of discussion topics, which focuses on the 

importance of the topics in the destination selection, the following section demonstrates a 

quantitative perspective, which focuses on the comprehensiveness of the topics in group 

discussion.  

 

5.3.2.2 Quantitative Perspective of Topics 

The quantitative perspective of the twelve topics focuses on the number of words for each 

topic that was discussed in the group travel decision-making process. Table 5.7 reports the 

total number of words spoken for each topic, the percentage of the number of words, and the 

three levels of discussion categories.  

 

According to the percentage of the total number of words spoken for each topic, these 

discussion topics were categorised into three levels: comprehensive, moderate, and brief. The 

results show that group members mainly discussed the topics in Level 1 (higher than 10%) 

and Level 2 (5%-10%), and rarely discussed the topics in Level 3 (lower than 5%). After 

gaining an overview of the quantitative perspective of discussion topics, the next step was to 

gain a deeper understanding of this perspective with respect to the international or domestic 

contexts.    
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Table 5.7: Quantitative Perspective of Discussion Topics 

Discussion topic 
Number of 

word coded 
 Level of discussion 

Activity 16,390 29.4% 
Level 1: 

Comprehensively 

discussed 

Cost 8,887 15.9% 

Travel Timing 7,424 13.3% 

Transportation 7,381 13.2% 

Travel Style 5,147 9.2% Level 2: Moderately 

discussed Accommodation 4,360 7.8% 

Climate 1,786 3.2% 

Level 3: Briefly 

discussed 

Distance 1422 2.6% 

Dining 1,108 2.0% 

Safety 835 1.5% 

Visa Application 764 1.4% 

Language 252 0.5% 

TOTAL 55,756 100%  

 

Discussion Topics by Destination Selection Task 

In order to examine whether group members discussed these twelve topics differently during 

the process of selecting either an international or domestic destination, group members in this 

study were invited to either select an international or domestic destination. Table 5.8 provides 

the total number of words as well as the percentage for each of the twelve topics in either the 

international or domestic destination selection context. It also shows the results of Chi-square 

tests between the percentages of either international or domestic destination selection for each 

discussion topic.  

 

Table 5.8 shows that group members discussed nine out of twelve topics (i.e., cost, travel 

timing, accommodation, climate, dining, safety, visa application, distance, and language) for 

a similar number of words in both the international and domestic contexts. However, in terms 

of the other three topics, activity, transportation, and travel style, group members discussed 

the same topic significantly different (p< .05). Specifically, the percentage of the travel style 

topic in the international destination was significantly higher than in the domestic destination, 

showing that group members particularly discussed travel style when selecting an overseas 
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destination. Chinese travellers can either visit Mainland China through joining a package tour 

or travelling independently; however, only permanent residents from selected cities in 

Mainland China are eligible for independent travel to certain destinations, such as Hong 

Kong, Macau, and Taiwan. In addition, Chinese travellers were concerned about safety, 

language, and driving rules in unfamiliar international destinations, so they compared 

package tours with independent travel in order to make a right decision.  

 

Table 5.8: Quantitative Perspective of Discussion Topics by Destination Selection Task 

   International Destination Domestic Destination  

Level of 

discussion 
Discussion topic  

Number of 

words coded   

Number of 

words coded   
x

2
 

Level 1 

Activity 7,333 24.2% 9,057 35.6% 
* 

Cost 5,911 19.5% 2,976 11.7% 
 

Travel Timing 4,487 14.8% 2,937 11.5% 
 

Transportation 2,929 9.7% 4,452 17.5% 
* 

Level 2 
Travel Style 3,998 13.2% 1,149 4.5% 

* 

Accommodation 1,708 5.6% 2,652 10.4%  

Level 3 

Climate 821 2.7% 965 3.8%  

Distance 728 2.4% 694 2.7%  

Dining 881 2.9% 227 0.9%  

Safety 494 1.6% 341 1.3%  

Visa Application 764 2.5% 0 0.0%  

Language 252 0.8% 0 0.0%  

 TOTAL 30,306 100% 25,450 100%  

Note: 
*
p< .05.  

 

Meanwhile, the percentage of the activity and transportation topics in the domestic 

destination was significantly higher than in the international destination, indicating that group 

members spoke more about activity and transportation when considering travel domestically. 

A close analysis of the relationship between activity (sightseeing, relaxation activities, and 

special interest activities) and destination type (international versus domestic) shows that in 

this study Chinese travellers discussed sightseeing and special interest activities much more 

in relation to domestic destinations than international destinations (See Appendix 5-14). The 

result indicates that group members were interested in or had knowledge about two types of 
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activities (sightseeing and special interest activities) in relation to domestic destination. Thus 

they discussed more tourism activities when selecting domestic destinations than selecting 

international destinations.  

 

In terms of the transportation topic, a detailed content analysis shows that group members 

only discussed flight information in the international destination selection; however, they 

discussed a large amount of transportation information, such as bus, train, and air. As group 

members were familiar with the transportation system in China, they discussed more 

transportation information when choosing domestic destinations than when choosing 

international destinations. 

 

The above section has presented a comparison of the degree of discussion related to specific 

topics regarding two different destination selection tasks. As different groups selected 

different destinations, a deeper understanding of the discussion topics of these ten groups 

could provide more insights. The next section focuses on the discussion topics by each group.  

 

Discussion Topics by Each Group 

In this study, ten groups selected different destinations and discussed twelve topics. In order 

to examine whether group members discussed these topics differently in these ten groups, 

Table 5.9 shows the percentage of the total number of words for each of the twelve topics for 

each group. The previous section suggested that discussion topics that were higher than 10% 

were considered as comprehensively discussed topics (Level 1). In order to clearly present 

the results, topics with over 10% of the total number of words in the entire discussion were 

shaded. In addition, the most frequently discussed topics for each group were underlined.  
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Table 5.9: Quantitative Perspective of Discussion Topics of Each Group 

   International Destination Domestic Destination 

Level of 

discussion 
Discussion topics 

Discussed 

by groups 
G1 G3 G5 G7 G9 G2 G4 G6 G8 G10 

Level 1 

Activity All 28.2% 13.8% 49.6% 19.0% 31.5% 37.5% 9.8% 45.9% 44.2% 34.9% 

Cost All 21.0% 29.3% 5.5% 18.9% 7.6% 12.6% 20.0% 10.1% 6.7% 11.9% 

Travel Timing All 2.9% 22.4% 16.5% 16.1% 13.2% 11.2% 12.1% 9.7% 12.9% 11.3% 

Transportation All 19.7% 7.6% 9.8% 6.9% 3.4% 11.2% 35.6% 5.9% 15.7% 23.1% 

Level 2 
Travel Style Eight 0.0% 9.4% 5.2% 22.1% 31.2% 9.4% 2.3% 0.8% 8.0% 0.0% 

Accommodation All 11.4% 3.6% 7.0% 5.0% 0.9% 10.7% 14.6% 10.4% 6.1% 13.5% 

Level 3 

Climate Nine 0.2% 7.7% 0.5% 1.5% 0.0% 2.4% 2.0% 8.9% 2.9% 1.1% 

Distance Nine 4.8% 0.6% 0.0% 1.5% 6.7% 4.1% 1.9% 4.6% 0.7% 3.3% 

Dining Six 5.2% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5% 0.0% 0.9% 1.1% 0.6% 1.3% 0.0% 

Safety Seven 0.0% 3.5% 2.4% 0.0% 3.1% 0.0% 0.6% 3.0% 1.5% 0.8% 

Visa Application Four 6.6% 0.2% 3.5% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Language Two 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

TOTAL 
 

 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Note: For each group, the topics with higher than 10% were highlighted, and the most frequently discussed topics were underlined.  
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Table 5.9 shows that almost all groups comprehensively discussed topics in Level 1 and 

Level 2 (shaded areas in Table 5.9). Specifically, the majority of groups comprehensively 

discussed activity, cost, and travel timing, with these three topics at higher than 10%. A small 

number of groups comprehensively discussed the remaining three topics, transportation, 

travel style, and accommodation. 

 

In terms of the most frequently discussed topics, the majority of groups discussed activity the 

most, which was shown by seven out of ten groups having activity as the leading topic. 

Among these seven groups, three groups (G5, G6, and G8) predominantly discussed activity, 

at around 44% - 49% of the whole group discussion, showing that the majority of group 

members were interested in talking about activity. However, the remaining three groups 

predominantly discussed other topics: cost, travel style, and transportation. Specifically, G3 

discussed cost the most, and G7 discussed travel style the most when selecting an overseas 

destination; G4 discussed transportation the most when selecting a domestic destination. The 

result shows that a small number of groups focused dominantly on their interested topics.  

 

With regard to the briefly discussed topics (Level 3), only two to nine groups mentioned 

these topics. Some topics that appeared in certain groups led to comparatively little 

discussion. For example, only four groups discussed visa application, and two groups 

mentioned language, so participants discussed these topics very little compared with other 

topics. As expected, visa application and language were only found in international 

destination selection discussion.  
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5.3.2.3 Combining Qualitative and Quantitative Perspectives 

The above section has presented the twelve discussion topics from the qualitative and 

quantitative perspective separately. This section aims to synthesise these two perspectives 

together. Table 5.10 shows the allocation of these twelve topics from the qualitative and 

quantitative perspectives. In order to easily foster the understanding, this study presents the 

twelve discussion topics into four components based on the qualitative and quantitative 

perspectives: 1) the important topics that were comprehensively discussed: activity, cost, 

transportation, and travel timing; 2) the important topics that were moderately or briefly 

discussed: climate, distance, and safety; 3) the partially important topics that were moderately 

or briefly discussed: travel style, visa application, and language; and 4) the less important 

topics that were moderately and briefly discussed: accommodation, and dining.  

 

Table 5.10: Discussion Topics According to Quantitative and Qualitative Perspectives 

 

                     Qualitative 

Quantitative 
Important  Partially 

important 

Less important  

Comprehensive Activity 

Cost 

Transportation 

Travel timing 

  

Moderate or Brief Climate 

Distance 

Safety 

Travel style  

Visa application 

Language 

Accommodation 

Dining 

 

 

The results show that four important topics: activity, cost, transportation, and travel timing, 

were comprehensively discussed. Despite climate, distance, and safety being important in 

influencing destination selection, group members moderately or briefly discussed. Three 

topics, travel style, visa application, and language, influenced group members to choose an 

international destination, however, were less important for choosing a domestic destination; 

therefore, these three topics were moderately or briefly discussed. In addition, 
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accommodation and dining were considered less important and discussed less by group 

members. The next section summarises the results of this section.  

 

5.3.2.4 Summary 

The above section has presented both qualitative and quantitative perspective of topics that 

were discussed in the group travel decision-making process. The following section 

summarises the results.  

 

 With regard to the qualitative perspective, this study identified the level of importance 

of topics in influencing the destination selection. There were three categories: 1) 

important, 2) partially important, and 3) less important topics for destination selection. 

Activity, cost, transportation, travel timing, climate, distance, and safety were 

important factors to influence participants in selecting a destination. Travel style, visa 

application, and language were partially important only for international destination 

selection. Accommodation and dining were found to be less important in the 

destination selection.  

 In terms of the quantitative perspective, these twelve topics were categorised into 

three discussion levels: comprehensive (Level 1), moderate (Level 2), and brief 

(Level 3). The comprehensively discussed topics were: activity, cost, travel timing, 

and transportation. The moderately discussed topics were: travel style and 

accommodation. The briefly discussed topics: climate, dining, safety, visa application, 

distance, and language.  

 By synthesizing qualitative and quantitative perspectives together, this study 

categories these twelve discussion topics into four areas: 1) the important topics that 

were comprehensively discussed: activity, cost, transportation, and travel timing; 2) 
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the important topics that were moderately or briefly discussed: climate, distance, and 

safety; 3) the partially important topics that were moderately or briefly discussed: 

travel style, visa application, and language; and 4) the less important topics that were 

moderately and briefly discussed: accommodation and dining. 

 The topic of activity was the most comprehensively discussed topic in this study. 

Sightseeing (e.g., attractions), relaxation activities (e.g., shopping), and special 

interest activities (e.g., mountain hiking, rafting, and jet boating) were the three major 

tourism activities. Sightseeing was still the major tourism activity; however, 

relaxation activities, and special interest activities were also frequently discussed by 

group members.  

 Group members discussed the topic of travel style significantly higher in international 

destination selection than domestic destination selection. Group members were 

concerned about safety, language, and the eligibility for independent travel in certain 

overseas destinations, so they discussed both package tours and independent travel in 

order to make a correct decision.  

 Group members discussed the topics of activity and transportation significantly 

higher in domestic destination selection than international destination selection, due to 

the reason that group members were more familiar with domestic destinations than 

international destinations.  

 The majority of groups (more than seven groups) comprehensively discussed activity, 

cost, and travel timing, showing that these three topics were also the most frequently 

discussed topics from each group’s perspective.  

 The majority (seven out of ten) of groups discussed activity the most, whereas the 

remaining three groups discussed cost, travel style, and transportation the most.  
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 All groups (10 groups) discussed the topics in Level 1, majority of groups (8-10 

groups) discussed the topics in Level 2, and only part of groups (2-9 groups) 

discussed the topics in Level 3.  

 Visa application and language were only found in international destination selection 

discussion, indicating that these two topics were international destination related.  

 

After presenting the topics discussed by participants, the next section investigates the manner 

in which group participants interacted, first by examining the verbal messages and then by 

examining the non-verbal behaviours.  

 

5.3.3 Group Interaction Process 

The second objective is to understand how groups of travellers communicate with others in a 

group travel decision-making process from both verbal and non-verbal communication 

perspectives. Accordingly, the verbal and non-verbal interaction categories of group members 

are demonstrated. Both verbal and non-verbal behaviours are separately reported, then a 

matrix between the verbal and non-verbal communication provides further information about 

the relationships between verbal and non-verbal behaviours.  

 

In face-to-face group communication, both verbal and non-verbal messages are important 

components. In order to examine how group members communicate and interact with each 

other, both verbal and non-verbal interactions of group members are described in this section. 

The verbal messages delivered by group members were analysed based on Bales’ Interaction 

Process Analysis (IPA). The non-verbal behaviours which were associated with the verbal 

discussions were examined based on four non-verbal categories: gesturing, facial expression, 

head movement, and laughter. This section is structured as: verbal behaviours, non-verbal 
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behaviours, group interaction process (non-verbal behaviour in the verbal context), group 

interaction process by topics, and group interaction process by destination selection task.  

 

5.3.3.1 Verbal Behaviours 

In order to investigate how group members interact with others, the most important step is to 

examine the verbal messages transferred in the group interaction process. This section utilises 

Bale’s IPA to guide the reporting of verbal behaviours. First, an overall result of verbal 

interaction category based on Bale’s IPA was presented. Then, the function of these IPA 

categories in the group discussion was also demonstrated by quoting the text from the 

transcripts.  

 

Table 5.11 states the frequency and percentage of each verbal interaction category in the 

group discussion. By focusing on the two broad perspectives: task and social-emotional, the 

results show that task information dominated the group discussion (with 76%), indicating that 

group members mainly exchanged travel-related information with others. Compared with the 

numerous task-related messages, few social-emotional messages were delivered in the group 

discussion (with 24%), showing that fewer positive and negative feelings were demonstrated 

by group members.  
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Table 5.11: Verbal Interaction Category 

Verbal Interaction Category 
Number of times 

coded  
 

T
a

sk
 

Asking Questions  

Asking Orientation 755 9.4% 

Asking Opinion 167 2.1% 

Asking Suggestion 109 1.4% 

 SUB-TOTAL 1,031 12.8% 

Giving Answers  

Giving Orientation 2,157 26.8% 

Giving Opinion 1,893 23.5% 

Giving Suggestion 1,034 12.9% 

 SUB-TOTAL 5,084 63.2% 

  TOTAL 6,115 76.0% 

S
o

ci
a

l-
E

m
o

ti
o

n
a

l Positive Reaction  

Solidarity 82 1.0% 

Tension Release 506 6.3% 

Agreement 957 11.9% 

 SUB-TOTAL 1,545 19.2% 

Negative Reaction 

Antagonism 43 0.5% 

Showing Tension 228 2.8% 

Disagreement 115 1.4% 

 SUB-TOTAL 386 4.8% 

  TOTAL 1,931 24.0% 

 

 

From a frequency perspective, giving answers was the leading verbal interaction category 

(with 63.2%). Specifically, the top three sub-categories in giving answers were also the top 

three sub-categories among all twelve categories. The results show that group members 

predominantly provide information to others. One possible reason is because the group travel 

decision is a problem solving task so participants have the major goal of selecting a 

destination. During the group discussion, much information needs to be clarified and 

exchanged in order to come to agreed decisions. Positive reaction was the second leading 

category (with 19%), and negative reaction was the lowest category (with 5%). Specifically, 

the agreement sub-category was the top sub-category in the social-emotional perspective.  

Results show that group members made the decision in a friendly and supportive atmosphere. 

After presenting the overall information about the verbal interaction category, the following 

section explains the major IPA categories with examples from the task and social-emotional 

perspectives.  
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Task Perspective 

The task perspective includes two opposing categories: asking questions and giving answers. 

In the asking questions category, questions were asked to gain information about orientation, 

opinion, and suggestions, whereas in the giving answers category, answers were provided in 

terms of orientation, opinion, and suggestion. Table 5.12 summarises the example, role, as 

well as function for the task-related perspective.  

 

Table 5.12: Function and Example of the Task Perspective 

Task Perspective  Example Role Function for group 

decision-making  

A
sk

in
g

 Q
u

e
st

io
n

s 

Asking 

Orientation 

G1_3: Are the Alps mainly in 

Switzerland? 

Asking factual 

information Category 1: 

Information  G2_1: How much did we spend in the 

last trip? 

Inquiring about travel 

experience 

Asking 

Opinion 

G1_2: Do you have any opinions?  Personal opinion 
Category 2: 

Judgement 
G8_1: Do you like natural scenery or 

cultural attraction? 

Evaluation and 

analysis 

Asking 

Suggestion 

G5_1: What can we do in ten days?  Requesting solution Category 3: 

Direction 

G
iv

in
g

 A
n

sw
e
rs

 

Giving 

Orientation 

G1_2: Lafayette is a shopping mall in 

Paris. 

Giving factual 

information 

Category 1: 

Information 

 G1_2: Before I travelled to France, I 

prepared lots of documents. Some 

documents were provided by the 

company. 

Giving travel 

experience 

Giving 

Opinion 

G8_3: I think riding a bicycle to 

Shanghai is very tiring.  

Giving personal 

opinion 
Category 2: 

Judgement 
 G6_2: My health is not good, and I have 

serious back pain, so I think areas near 

the equator are good.    

Providing evaluation 

and analysis 

Giving 

Suggestion 

G5_3: Let’s do it this way. First Taipei, 

then go to south, and visit cities such as 

Taichung and Tainan. 

Providing solution 
Category 1: 

Direction 

 

 

Sub-categories in the task perspective have three types of function in the group travel 

decision-making process. These three types of function were adapted from previous literature. 

These were: information (Category 1), evaluation (Category 2), and direction (Category 3). 

Information (Category 1), as the foundation of making travel decisions, was shown in two 

sub-categories: asking orientation and giving orientation. Specifically, factual information 
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about sub-decision topics and the previous travel experience of group members were 

exchanged and clarified in the group discussion.  

 

Judgement (Category 2) includes personal opinions, and analytical assessment. In terms of 

progressing group travel decision-making, judgement was the advanced stage after Category 

1. Category 2 was reflected by two sub-categories: asking opinion and giving opinion. In this 

level, group members shared personal feelings and evaluation about topics such as 

destinations, travel timing, cost, transportation, tourism activity, and so on.  

 

Direction (Category 3) is the most straightforward function to guide the discussion to the next 

stage, and may speed up the completion of sub-decisions. Category 3 was reflected by two 

sub-categories: asking suggestion and giving suggestion. Suggestions were requested and 

shared in terms of resolution for completing the decision-making.  

 

Social-Emotional Perspective  

The social-emotional perspective includes two opposing categories: positive reaction and 

negative reaction. In the positive reaction category, positive feelings, such as solidarity, 

tension release, and agreement, were shown in the group decision-making process. In the 

negative reaction category, adverse feelings, such as antagonism, showing tension, and 

disagreement, were delivered. Table 5.13 summarises the example, role, and function for the 

social-emotional perspective in the group communication.  
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Table 5.13: Functions and Examples of the Social-Emotional Perspective 

Social-emotional 

perspective 

Example Role Function for 

group decision-

making 

P
o

si
ti

ve
 R

ea
ct

io
n

 

Agreement  G1_3: The travel budget is around RMB 17,000.  

G1_2: The trip can be more luxurious.    

G1_3: Yeah. We can increase it to RMB 20,000. 

Woo, RBM 20,000 in ten days. That’s fine, 

that’s fine. 

Showing acceptance to 

continue the same topic 

Category 1: 

Decision 

 G4_3: … Mount Sanqingshan hasn’t been 

developed. Everyone who visited there says 

Mount Sanqingshan is beautiful.  

G4_1: Qing went there before.  

G4_3: Yeah. He said it’s beautiful.  

Showing confirmation to 

maintain the same topic 

 G2_3: Where did you go?  

G2_1: I went to Mount Lingshan at Wuxi city.  

G2_2: Wuxi. 

G2_3: Oh. 

G2_2: Grand Buddha at Mount Lingshan. 

Showing comprehension 

to maintain the same 

topic 

Tension 

release  

G5_2: When we finish the visit to casinos in 

Macau, you can open a casino in Mainland 

China.  

G5_3: Haha… haha… 

G5_1: Haha… 

Sharing laughter to 

diminish tension 

 

Category 2: 

Tension 

management 
 G1_3: I think we should stay in hostels. 

G1_2: No way.  

G1_3: Hostels. 

G1_2: No, definitely not.  

G1_3: Haha. 

Laughing alone to 

diminish tension 

Solidarity  G1_2: Oh, yeah. You see, as a graduate of 

Tongji University, you are marvellous. 

Enhancing other’s status 

Category 3: 

Integration 

management 

 G6_2: If you two go, I will definitely go. I can 

tell you that I am not your buddy if I am not 

going. 

Showing friendship 

N
eg

a
ti

ve
 R

ea
ct

io
n

 

Disagreement G6_2: We can go hunting.  

G6_1: No, no. I can’t stand it. 

G6_3: Only three of us travel, please don’t 

make us so exhausted. Let’s forget about 

adventurous activities, and find some cities. 

Rejection of a suggestion 

to end a topic and change 

to a new topic 

Category 1: 

Decision 

 G5_2: We can travel independently in Hong 

Kong.  

G5_3: That is Hong Kong, not Taiwan. 

G5_2: We can do that in Taiwan. 

G5_3: No. 

G5_2: No?  

G5_3: No. Um, Taiwan is not ok.  

Refuting information to 

reject a claim 

Showing 

tension 

G1_2: Paris is dirty.  

G1_3: Dirty? 

G1_2: The subway is so dirty. 

Dissatisfaction leading to 

tension Category 2: 

Tension 

management  G7_1: RMB 2000, are you kidding me?   Using sarcasm to 

increase tension 

Antagonism G5_2: It’s none of your business. Lowering other’s status Category 3: 

Integration 

management 

Note: Underlined words and sentences are the examples.   
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Categories in the social-emotional perspective had three levels of function in the group travel 

decision-making process. These three types of function were adapted from previous literature. 

These were: decision (Category 1), tension management (Category 2), and integration 

management (Category 3). In terms of decision (Category 1), the sub-categories were about 

agreement and disagreement. Specifically, agreement refers to any act that shows acceptance 

as demonstrated by messages of acceptance, confirmation, and comprehension, whereas 

disagreement refers to any acts that show rejection of information and has two roles: 

unacceptance of a question, and refuting information. The messages about agreement were 

used to confirm or support information that was previously stated, as well as, to maintain the 

same topic; whereas the messages about disagreement were used to dispute claims made in 

previous statements by others, and may have halted the group discussion temporarily, 

allowing change to a new topic.  

 

Tension management (Category 2) was reflected by tension release and showing tension. 

This level had a higher level of impact on group travel decision-making. Tension release is 

related to a reduction in anxiety that a person or group may be experiencing. Specifically, 

humour was a major trigger to create laughter and then to support a friendly communication 

climate (details see examples in Table 5.13). Showing tension refers to experiencing 

dissatisfaction and sarcasm. Messages of dissatisfaction involved expression of worry, 

frustration, and unhappiness, which were related to the speakers themselves. Sarcasm was 

used to show tensions to other group members.  

 

Integration management (Category 3) had the highest level of impact on group travel 

decision-making. Category 3 was reflected by solidarity and antagonism. Solidarity was 

centred on the group cohesiveness and friendship by showing positive feelings towards 
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another person. Antagonism showed negative feelings through the use of profane language 

and blunt expressions. Specifically, enhancing other’s status could lead to a friendly and 

supportive communication climate. Laughter often followed the solidarity statement. 

However, lowering other’s status was reflected through a strong antagonism towards others 

in the group discussion, which led to negative feelings, and finally inhibited group 

communication. 

 

The above section has presented the results of the verbal communication in the group travel 

decision-making process. The major results are summarised here.  

 

 In the verbal communication, coding revealed more task-related information (with 

76%), and fewer social-emotional messages (with 24%), showing that travel decision-

making was mainly based on travel-related information, such as destination, activity, 

cost, travel timing, and so on.  

 Among the four verbal interaction categories, the most frequent category was giving 

answers, followed by positive reactions, asking questions, and negative reactions. 

The results indicated that group members mainly provide travel-related information, 

their personal feelings, and suggestions in terms of completing the decision-making 

task.   

 Task-related information had three functions: information (Category 1), judgement 

(Category 2), and direction (Category 3). The results show that the major function of 

task message was information (Category 1), followed by judgement (Category 2). The 

least messages were used to direct the group decision-making process.  
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 Social-emotional messages also had three functions: decision (Category 1), tension 

management (Category 2), and integration management (Category 3). Specifically, 

decision-making (showing agreement and disagreement) was the major function. 

Integration management was the least used message in the group travel decision-

making process.  

 

The above section has provided a deeper understanding of the task and social-emotional 

perspectives. The next section provides the non-verbal messages that participants associated 

with discussion in the group travel decision-making process.  

 

5.3.3.2 Non-Verbal Behaviours 

Non-verbal behaviour serves as a supplement to the verbal message in communication, and 

non-verbal behaviour also influences the group communication process (E. Jones et al., 1999). 

In order to have an overall picture of these non-verbal signals, the following section presents 

an overview of the four non-verbal signals. Then, major non-verbal behaviours displayed by 

group members that were also identified are described in this section.  

 

Table 5.14 shows the frequency and percentage of all non-verbal signals by group members. 

When focusing on a broad perspective, facial expression (34.1%), head movement (31.2%), 

and laughter (23.5%) are the leading non-verbal behaviours, and gesturing (11.2%) was the 

non-verbal behaviour that appeared least. From a detailed perspective, smiling (with 29.1%), 

laughter (with 23.5%), and nodding (with 22.8%) were the top three non-verbal behaviours, 

showing that group members displayed considerable possibly positive feelings. The other 

four non-verbal behaviours, gesturing by speaker (8.1%), head shaking (8.5%), frowning 
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(5%), and touching others (3.1%), were the infrequent behaviours of participants, showing 

that group members displayed few possibly neutral and negative feelings.  

 

Table 5.14: Non-verbal behaviours 

Non-verbal behaviours 
Number of 

times coded  

Gesturing  
Gesturing by speaker 201 8.1% 

Touching others 76 3.1% 

 SUB-TOTAL 277 11.2% 

Facial 

Expression 

Smiling  722 29.1% 

Frowning 123 5.0% 

 SUB-TOTAL 845 34.1% 

Head Movement 
Nodding  564 22.8% 

Head shaking 210 8.5% 

 SUB-TOTAL 774 31.2% 

Laughter  Laughter 581 23.5% 

 SUB-TOTAL 581 23.5% 

 TOTAL 2,477 100.0% 

 

 

The above information has provided a basic overview of the non-verbal behaviours through 

frequency and percentage. In order to explore how the non-verbal cues influence the group 

decision-making process, Table 5.15 presents the examples of the categories of the non-

verbal behaviours.  
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Table 5.15: Examples of Non-Verbal Behaviours 

Non-verbal behaviour Examples in the verbal context 

Gesturing 

Gesturing by 

speaker 

G8_1: …in the Wax Museum, a lot of professional photographers were 

taking pictures using professional cameras. [Animated 

photographer who takes pictures] 

Touching 

others 

G5_2: He found that you are the boss. 

G5_3: Let’s do it this way [touching her hand to indicate a halt], 

Laura, ask your boyfriend to travel with us. 

Facial 

Expression 

Smiling G2_4: Hiking is really tiring, I don’t want to go. [Smiling] 

Frowning 

 

G8_1: … actually we can visit a wax museum in Shanghai … a 

Madame Wax museum… I can’t remember the full name. 

[Frowning]   

Head 

Movement 

Nodding G5_1: … then, we go to the beach. 

G5_3: Yeah, go to the beach. [Nodding] 

Headshaking G1_3: Are two days enough for our trip?  

G1_2: Perhaps not enough. [Head shaking] 

Laughter 

Laughter G3_4: Paris, in the future, I would like to travel with… 

G3_3: Your wife.  

G3_4: Hahahaha. [Laughter] 

 

 

Gesturing refers to movements of the forearm and hand, or movement of the whole body. In 

this study, gesturing includes two sub-categories: gesturing by speaker, and touching others. 

In terms of gesturing by speaker, the major function of the gesturing by speaker was 

displayed to support the spoken language. The majority of incidents of touching others were 

displayed in the data to show a close relationship. Facial expression refers to the motions or 

positions of the muscles of the face. The facial expression was examined from two 

perspectives: smiling and frowning. The major function of smiling was to show a positive 

and negative feeling. Frowning mainly showed negative feelings (e.g., anger, worry, and 

dissatisfaction). Head movement refers to vertical (up and down) and horizontal (left to right) 

movement. Specifically, up-down movement indicates nodding, and left to right movement 

occurred with headshaking. Nodding mainly functioned as agreeing with others and 

supporting utterance. Headshaking was mainly to signal disagreement or disapproval. 

Laughter refers to vocalization of smiling, and movements of facial muscles. The key 
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function of laughter in this study is showing positive and negative feelings to other group 

members. 

 

The above section has illustrated a picture of the group interaction process by focusing 

separately on the major categories: four verbal interaction categories and four non-verbal 

behaviours. It should be noted that verbal and non-verbal behaviours can influence other 

group members and the group decision-making process. In the face-to-face communication, 

group members did not separately display the verbal and non-verbal behaviours, and 

normally these two behaviours happened together. Therefore, a combination of non-verbal 

cues with their surrounding verbal context provides a better understanding of the function of 

the non-verbal cues in the verbal context. The following section presents the distribution of 

the non-verbal behaviours in the verbal context in the group interaction process.  

 

5.3.3.3 Group Interaction Process (Non-Verbal Behaviours in the Verbal Context) 

In order to investigate the non-verbal behaviours that usually correspond to verbal interaction, 

and to understand which non-verbal behaviours are likely to be used to support a specific 

verbal interaction, the distribution of non-verbal messages across verbal interaction 

categories was presented. In this study, there were three levels of verbal behaviours. In the 

first level, there were the task and social-emotional perspectives. In the second level, there 

were four categories: asking questions, giving answers, positive reaction, and negative 

reaction. In the third level, asking questions included sub-categories of asking orientation, 

asking opinion, and asking suggestion. Giving answers included giving orientation, giving 

opinion, and giving suggestion. Positive reaction included solidarity, tension release, and 

agreement. Negative reaction included antagonism, showing tension, and disagreement.  
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In this study, there were two levels of non-verbal behaviours. In the first level, there were 

gesturing, facial expression, head movement, and laughter. In the second level, there were 

seven sub-categories: gesturing by speaker, touching others, smiling, frowning, nodding, 

headshaking, and laughter. Listing comparisons between different levels of verbal and non-

verbal categories showed that the best way to present the comparison of verbal and non-

verbal categories is to include four sub-categories for each. Therefore, in this section, verbal 

behaviour categories included: asking questions, giving answers, positive reaction, and 

negative reaction. Non-verbal behaviour categories included: gesturing, facial expression, 

head movement, and laughter. The next section presents the results based on four verbal 

categories and four non-verbal categories.  

 

Table 5.16 states the frequency (the number of times coded) and percentage of the non-verbal 

behaviours for each verbal interaction category. The result shows that the top three 

combinations were: giving answers and facial expression (with 621 frequency), giving 

answers and head movement (with 456 frequency), and positive reaction and laughter (with 

368 frequency). The results show that the majority of non-verbal behaviours, in particular, 

facial expression and head movement were used to support giving answers. Laughter was 

highly related to positive reaction. Chi-square test was conducted to see whether the 

percentage of each non-verbal behaviour category significantly from the overall percentage 

of non-verbal behaviour category.  
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Table 5.16: Non-Verbal Behaviours in the Verbal Context 

 Gesturing 
Facial 

Expression 
Head Movement Laughter TOTAL 

 
Number of times 

coded  

Number of times 

coded 

Number of times 

coded 

Number of times 

coded 

Number of times 

coded 

Asking 

Questions 
12 7.1% 116 68.6%

**
 14 8.3%

*
 27 16.0% 169 100% 

Giving 

Answers 
217 14.0% 621 39.9% 456 29.3% 261 16.8% 1,555 100% 

Positive 

Reaction 
37 4.5% 131 16.0%

**
 285 34.7% 368 44.8%

*
 821 100% 

Negative 

Reaction 
19 8.8% 102 47.0%

*
 52 24.0% 44 20.3% 217 100% 

TOTAL 285 10.0% 970 35.0% 807 29.0% 700 25.0% 2,762 100% 

Note: 
*
p< .05;

**
p< .01.  

 

 

The results show that group members demonstrated significant different non-verbal 

behaviours while asking questions, showing positive reaction, and showing negative reaction 

in the verbal interaction. The category of asking questions had a significantly higher 

percentage of facial expression (68.6%) than the overall percentage of facial expression 

(35.0%) in the group discussion (p< .01). In addition, the category of asking questions had a 

lower percentage of head movement (8.3%) than the overall percentage of head movement 

(29.0%) in the group discussion (p< .05). The results show that asking questions was 

associated with facial expression, showing that group members expressed non-verbal 

behaviours, such as smiling and frowning, while seeking further information.  

 

In the category of positive reaction, laughter (44.8%) had a significantly higher percentage 

compared with the overall percentage (25.0%) (p< .01). Conversely, facial expression (16.0%) 

had a significantly lower percentage compared with the overall percentage (35.0%) (p< .05). 

The results show that laugher was highly associated with positive reaction, showing that 

group members tended to laugh when they were showing a positive reaction.   
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With regard to the negative reaction category, facial expression (47.0%) had a significantly 

higher percentage compared with the overall percentage of facial expression (35.0%) in the 

group discussion (p< .05). The results show that negative reaction was associated with facial 

expression. The results show that group members displayed unfriendly non-verbal behaviours, 

such as frowning, but could also display possibly friendly non-verbal cues, such as smiling, 

as the previous section mentioned that smiling also showed negative feelings.   

 

In addition to examining the four non-verbal behaviours in the four verbal behaviours, this 

thesis also examined the relationships between twelve verbal behaviours and seven non-

verbal behaviours. The result of Appendix 5-15 shows that smiling was the dominant non-

verbal behaviour for all task-related verbal behaviours (asking orientation, asking opinion, 

asking suggestion, giving orientation, giving opinion, and giving suggestion). The surprising 

finding is that smiling was still the most frequently used non-verbal behaviour for three 

social-emotional verbal behaviours (solidarity, antagonism, and showing tension). For the 

remaining three social-emotional verbal behaviours, agreement was associated with nodding, 

tension release was associated with laughter, and disagreement was related to head shaking. 

 

To sum up, the above section has provided an overall picture of the non-verbal behaviours 

that usually correspond to verbal interaction. In order to examine whether group members 

interacted with each other differently when discussing different topics, the next section shifts 

to the comparison between group interaction process and discussion topics.  

 

5.3.3.4 Group Interaction Process by Discussion Topic 

In this study, group members discussed twelve topics when they interacted with others. The 

previous section has grouped the twelve discussion topics into four major topic categories, a) 
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important and comprehensively discussed topics; b) important but briefly discussed topics; c) 

partially important and briefly discussed topics; and d) less important and briefly discussed 

topics. In order to examine whether group members had different group interaction 

behaviours when discussing the various topics, discussion topics in terms of both verbal and 

non-verbal behaviours were examined. In addition, in order to clearly present these 

discussion topics in a simple way, the following section mainly focused on the differences 

between these four major categories. The following section presents the allocation and 

percentage of verbal interaction categories for discussion topics first. Then, the allocation and 

percentage of non-verbal interaction behaviours for discussion topics was presented.  

 

Table 5.17 shows the frequency (the number of times coded) and percentage of the four 

verbal interaction categories for every discussion topic and four major topic categories. The 

results of Chi-square test show that group members discussed these topics with a similar 

giving answer pattern according to their percentages in the four major topic categories. In 

terms of asking questions, positive reaction, and negative reaction, these four major topic 

categories (“a”, “b”, “c”, and “d”) had significantly differences (p< .05). The following 

section focuses on the details.  
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Table 5.17: Verbal Interaction Categories by Discussion Topics 

 Task Social-Emotional  

 Asking Questions Giving Answers Positive Reaction Negative Reaction TOTAL 

 

Number 

of times 

coded 

% 

Number 

of times 

coded 

% 

Number 

of times 

coded 

% 

Number 

of times 

coded 

% 

Number 

of times 

coded 

% 

Activity 205 13.9% 926 62.9% 281 19.1% 61 4.1% 1,473 100% 

Cost 113 14.6% 533 68.7% 107 13.8% 23 3.0% 776 100% 

Travel Timing 86 12.0% 490 68.6% 118 16.5% 20 2.8% 714 100% 

Transportation 136 17.8% 484 63.4% 113 14.8% 31 4.1% 764 100% 

SUB-TOTAL (a) 540 14.6% 2,433 65.9% 619 16.1% 135 3.5% 3,727 100% 

Climate 23 13.4% 112 65.1% 17 9.9% 20 11.6% 172 100% 

Distance 13 11.1% 81 69.2% 18 15.4% 5 4.3% 117 100% 

Safety 3 4.3% 36 52.2% 9 13.0% 21 30.4% 69 100% 

SUB-TOTAL (b) 39 9.6% 229 62.2% 44 12.8% 46 15.4% 358 100% 

Travel Style 30 8.0% 262 70.2% 66 17.7% 15 4.0% 373 100% 

Visa Application 9 12.0% 47 62.7% 18 24.0% 1 1.3% 75 100% 

Language 0 0.0% 10 55.6% 7 38.9% 1 5.6% 18 100% 

SUB-TOTAL (c) 39 6.7% 319 62.8% 91 26.9% 17 3.6% 466 100% 

Accommodation 65 14.1% 297 64.4% 81 17.6% 18 3.9% 461 100% 

Dining 15 14.7% 73 71.6% 12 11.8% 2 2.0% 102 100% 

SUB-TOTAL (d) 80 14.4% 370 68.0% 93 14.7% 20 3.0% 563 100% 

TOTAL 698 13.6% 3351 65.5% 847 16.6% 218 4.3% 5,114 100% 

Note: Chi-Square results: asking questions: a and c,
*
p< .05; giving answers: no significant difference; positive reaction: a and c,

*
p< .05; b and c, 

**
p< .01; c and d, 

**
p< .01; 

negative reaction: a and b, 
**

p< .01; b and c, 
**

p< .01; b and d, 
**

p< .01. 
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Asking questions: The topic category “a” (activity, cost, travel timing, and transportation) 

and the category “c” (travel style, visa application, and language) had significantly different 

verbal interaction patterns. The category “a” had a significantly higher percentage of asking 

questions than the percentage of the category “c” (p< .05), showing that group members 

asked more questions about activity, cost, travel timing, and transportation, in comparison to 

fewer questions about travel style, visa application, and language. It is not difficult to explain 

why group members had many questions about activity, cost, travel timing, and 

transportation, as these topics were core-decisions, and group members needed to clarify 

much information about these core-decision issues. However, group members did not require 

too much further information to discuss the travel style, visa application, and language issues.  

 

Positive reaction: The topic category “c” (travel style, visa application, and language) had a 

significant higher positive reaction than the remaining three topic categories (p< .05). The 

result shows that group members discussed topics about travel style, visa application, and 

language in a relaxed and friendly atmosphere. The review of the original data shows that 

group members showed a lot of agreement with others, and joking was used in the group 

discussion. Due to the brief discussion about these three topics, several jokes could 

significantly improve the positive social-emotional feelings in the group discussion.  

 

Negative reaction: The topic category “b” (climate, distance, and safety) had a significantly 

higher negative reaction than the rest of the three topic categories (p< .05). Specifically, 

group members had much negative reaction in terms of discussing climate and safety. A 

review of the original data shows that group members had much disagreement and serious 

concerns about the cold weather in many destinations and attractions (e.g., Europe, Mount 

Huangshan, and a theme park). Discussion about safety shows that group members were 
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worried about the safety condition in certain destinations (Indonesia, the Middle East), and 

stealing and robbery during the journey. Due to the above reasons, group members had much 

disagreement, worries, tensions, and concerns. After presenting the verbal behaviours, the 

non-verbal behaviours are also presented.  

 

In terms of non-verbal categories, the sub-categories within the same non-verbal category 

demonstrate different meanings; for example, nodding and head shaking were in the non-

verbal category of head movement; however, the nodding and head shaking had a totally 

different meaning. Therefore, this section uses seven non-verbal behaviours rather than the 

four non-verbal behaviours in the report.  

 

Table 5.18 presents the results for the four discussion topic categories by non-verbal 

behaviours as determined through the content analysis of the video recordings. The frequency 

(the number of times coded) and percentage of the seven non-verbal categories for four major 

topic categories (“a”, “b”, “c”, and “d”) were presented. An examination of these data shows 

that smiling and nodding are the two most prevalent non-verbal behaviours across the whole 

group discussion. Specifically, smiling is dominant with the category “a” (activity, cost, 

travel timing, and transportation). The results show that group members were quite happy 

with the discussion related to the category “a”. Nodding is dominated with the categories “b” 

and “c”, showing that group members agreed with others’ opinions when discussing topic 

categories “b” (climate, distance, and safety) and “c” (travel style, visa application, and 

language). Laughter was the most frequently displayed verbal behaviour for topics in 

category “d” (accommodation and dining). A review of the video recordings shows that 

group members used joking and self-teasing in the topic of selecting hostel and Mongolian 

yurt, so laughter appeared frequently.  
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The rest of the four non-verbal behaviours were less displayed by the group members, but 

two non-verbal behaviours (i.e., gesturing by speaker and head shaking) had a comparatively 

high appearance in the category “b” (climate, distance, and safety). A review of both the 

verbal and non-verbal data showed that group members used a lot of gestures when 

discussing the topic category “b”, such as using their hands and arms to describe the aspect 

they were talking about, and moving their hands to show disagreement. In addition, a review 

of the original data shows that group members were unhappy about the uncomfortable 

climate, long distance, and safety, so they shake their head often to show their disagreement 

with or unhappiness with the discussion topics.  

 

The above section has presented the relationship between group interaction process (verbal 

and non-verbal behaviours) and discussion topic. In order to have a broad perspective of the 

relationship, the following section synthesises the relationship between discussion topics, 

verbal behaviours, and non-verbal behaviours.    
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Table 5.18: Discussion Topics and Non-Verbal Behaviours 

 
Gesturing by 

Speaker 

Touching 

Others 
Smiling Frowning Nodding Head Shaking Laughter TOTAL 

 
Number of   

times coded 

Number of  

times coded 

Number of  

times coded 

Number of  

times coded 

Number of  

times coded 

Number of  

times coded 

Number of   

times coded 

Number of  

times coded 

Activity 35 7.0% 8 1.6% 174 34.9% 22 4.4% 101 20.2% 39 7.8% 120 24.0% 499 100% 

Cost 18 10.1% 0 0.0% 39 21.8% 18 10.1% 62 34.6% 24 13.4% 18 10.1% 179 100% 

Travel Timing 13 8.1% 5 3.1% 46 28.8% 6 3.8% 57 35.6% 13 8.1% 20 12.5% 160 100% 

Transportation 11 8.1% 1 0.7% 37 27.4% 20 14.8% 36 26.7% 8 5.9% 22 16.3% 135 100% 

SUB-TOTAL (a) 77 7.9% 14 1.4% 296 30.4% 66 6.8% 256 26.3% 84 8.6% 180 18.5% 973 100% 

Climate 17 17.5% 0 0.0% 14 14.4% 5 5.2% 37 38.1% 18 18.6% 6 6.2% 97 100% 

Distance 2 15.4% 1 7.7% 4 30.8% 0 0.0% 3 23.1% 2 15.4% 1 7.7% 13 100% 

Safety 3 15.0% 0 0.0% 4 20.0% 1 5.0% 6 30.0% 1 5.0% 5 25.0% 20 100% 

SUB-TOTAL (b) 22 16.9% 1 0.8% 22 16.9% 6 4.6% 46 35.4% 21 16.2% 12 9.2% 130 100% 

Travel Style 4 8.7% 0 0.0% 18 39.1% 1 2.2% 13 28.3% 5 10.9% 5 10.9% 46 100% 

Visa Application 6 20.0% 0 0.0% 3 10.0% 3 10.0% 13 43.3% 3 10.0% 2 6.7% 30 100% 

Language 1 4.5% 0 0.0% 4 18.2% 1 4.5% 4 18.2% 3 13.6% 9 40.9% 22 100% 

SUB-TOTAL (c) 11 11.2% 0 0.0% 25 25.5% 5 5.1% 30 30.6% 11 11.2% 16 16.3% 98 100% 

Accommodation 9 6.0% 3 2.0% 41 27.5% 9 6.0% 31 20.8% 10 6.7% 46 30.9% 149 100% 

Dining 5 20.8% 0 0.0% 5 20.8% 1 4.2% 10 41.7% 3 12.5% 0 0.0% 24 100% 

SUB-TOTAL (d) 14 8.1% 3 1.7% 46 26.6% 10 5.8% 41 23.7% 13 7.5% 46 26.6% 173 100% 

TOTAL 124 9.0% 18 1.3% 389 28.3% 87 6.3% 373 27.1% 129 9.4% 254 18.5% 1,374 100% 



 

143 

 

 

5.3.3.5 Group Interaction Process by Destination Selection Task 

In this study, participants selected either an international or domestic destination for their 

group trip. In order to see the distribution of four verbal categories and seven non-verbal 

categories in the discussion topics, this section provides group interaction categories for 

selection of an international or domestic destination. Table 5.19 presents the frequency (the 

number of times coded) and percentage of the group interaction categories in international 

and domestic destination selection contexts. The results show that group members had similar 

verbal interaction patterns when selecting either an international or domestic destination. In 

terms of non-verbal behaviours, group members had a significantly higher percentage of 

laughter in international destination selection than in domestic destination selection (p< .05), 

showing that group members laughed more when choosing a domestic destination.  

 

Table 5.19: Group Interaction Category for International and Domestic Destination 

  International Destination Domestic Destination   x
2
 

Verbal Category 
Number of 

times coded 
 

Number of 

times coded 
  

Asking Questions 474 12.0% 547 14.8%   

Giving Answers 2,438 61.6% 2,301 62.4%   

Positive Reaction 857 21.7% 655 17.8%   

Negative Reaction 188 4.8% 187 5.1%   

TOTAL 3,957 100% 3,690 100%   

Non-Verbal Category           

Touching Others 44 3.5% 32 2.6%  

Gesturing by Speaker 128 10.1% 74 6.1%  

Smiling  329 26.1% 393 32.3%  

Frowning  77 6.1% 46 3.8%  

Nodding  339 26.9% 226 18.6%  

Head Shaking 121 9.6% 89 7.3%  

Laughter 224 17.7% 357 29.3%  
* 

TOTAL 1,262 100% 1,217 100%   

Note: 
*
p< .05 
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5.3.3.6 Summary 

The above section focused on group interaction process from both verbal and non-verbal 

perspectives. This section summarises the key results from the analysis of group interaction 

process.  

 

 In terms of a verbal interaction process, the task perspective dominated the group 

verbal interaction process. Among the four verbal interaction categories, the most 

frequent category was giving answers, followed by positive reactions, asking 

questions, and negative reactions. Result shows that the group travel decision-making 

process was mainly about providing information to other group members.  

 From a non-verbal behaviour perspective, facial expression, head movement, and 

laughter dominated the group interaction process. Specifically, smiling, laughter, and 

nodding were the top three non-verbal behaviours, indicating that group decision-

making was somewhat positive.  

 In terms of the non-verbal behaviours in the corresponding verbal context, asking 

questions was found to be associated with facial expression and head movement. 

Positive reaction was connected with facial expression and laughter. In addition, 

negative reaction was associated with facial expression.  

 Comparison between discussion topics and verbal behaviours shows that the topic 

category “a” (activity, cost, travel timing, and transportation) had a high percentage 

of asking questions, the topic category “b” (climate, distance, and safety) had a high 

percentage of negative reaction, the topic category “c” (travel style, visa application, 

and language) had a high percentage of positive reaction. This demonstrated that 

much further information was needed for discussing the topic category “a”, group 
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members had much disagreement in terms of the topic category “b”, and they had 

much agreement in terms of the topic category “c”.  

 Group members had similar verbal interaction patterns when selecting either an 

international or domestic destination. In terms of non-verbal behaviours, group 

members had a significantly higher percentage of laughter in international destination 

selection than in domestic destination selection.  

 

After presenting the group interaction process, the following section focuses on the 

characteristics of the most influential group members in the group travel decision-making 

process.  

 

5.3.4 Group Leaders 

Another research objective is to characterise group leaders in the group travel decision-

making process, the most persuasive people are described based on the related discussion 

topics, verbal interaction, non-verbal interaction, and personal interaction characteristics.  

 

In the group communication, some group members are considered as leaders for the group, 

and normally these group leaders play a significant role in the decision-making process 

(Katzell et al., 1970). One of the objectives of the program of research was to examine the 

characteristics of group leaders in the group travel decision-making process. In doing so, this 

section describes the characteristics of group leaders in the group travel decision-making 

process.  
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5.3.4.1 Overview of Group Leaders 

In order to portray the characteristics of leaders in group travel decision-making, the first step 

is to identify who the leaders are. In group travel decision-making, leaders normally highly 

persuade others to address different opinions in order to achieve a consensus; therefore, 

persuasiveness is one of the most important criteria to identify the leaders (Burnstein, 

Vinokur, & Trope, 1973; El-Shinnawy & Vinze, 1998). In this study, each group member 

evaluated the persuasiveness of all members (including themselves) in the post-discussion 

questionnaire. According to the persuasiveness ranking, group leaders for each group were 

identified. After identifying group leaders for each group, the next step is to gain an overview 

of group leaders. Table 5.20 lists the group leaders for each group, the number of words 

spoken by leaders, and the final destination choice for each group.  

 

Table 5.20: Overview of the Group Leaders 

  
 Number of Words Spoken Destination Selection 

Group Leader Gender  

Percentage of 

Words 

Spoken  

Rank 

based on 

Number 

of Words 

Final Destination Choice 

for the Group 

Final 

Destination 

Proposed by 

the Leader 

G1 G1_2 Female  41.8% 2/3 
Europe (France, Italy, and 

Switzerland) 
Yes 

G2 G2_2 Female  42.8% 1/4 Xiamen No 

G3 G3_1 Male  23.9% 2/4 Maldives No 

G4 G4_3 Male  47.3% 1/4 Mount Sanqingshan Yes 

G5 G5_3 Male  40.8% 1/3 Taiwan Yes 

G6 G6_1 Male  40.9% 1/3 Chengdu Yes 

G7 G7_2 Male  51.0% 1/3 Hong Kong and Macau Yes 

G8 G8_3 Male  41.6% 1/3 
Mount Huangshan and 

Harbin 
Yes 

G9 G9_1 Female  43.6% 1/3 
Europe (Germany, France, 

Italy, and Switzerland) 
Yes 

G10 G10_2 Female  47.2% 1/3 Qinghai No 

 

According to the percentage of word numbers spoken by leaders in each group, the rank of 

these leaders based on the word numbers was presented. Table 5.20 shows that the majority 
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of leaders (eight out of ten groups) spoke the most in group discussion, which covered 40%-

51% of the entire group discussion. For the remaining two groups (G1 and G3), leaders were 

the second most talkative members (with 23%-42% of the entire discussion). Results show 

that in this study leaders were talkative. In terms of the final destination choice, Table 5.20 

shows that the majority of groups (seven out of ten groups) went to the destination that was 

proposed by leaders, showing that leaders play a significant role in influencing others to 

agree with them. In order to have a comprehensive understanding of the leaders, the leaders’ 

performance in the group discussion is demonstrated by focusing on discussion topics and 

group interaction process (both verbal and non-verbal interaction). The next section reports 

the details.  

 

5.3.4.2 Discussion Topics and Group Interaction Process by Group Leaders 

Group leaders may perform differently from non-leaders in the group discussion. Specifically, 

leaders and non-leaders may focus on different topics, and deliver different group interaction 

behaviours. Before understanding the leaders’ characteristics that were different from non-

leaders, the first step is to obtain an overview of the most frequently discussed topics, the 

dominant verbal and non-verbal behaviours. The next section presents these most frequently 

appearing categories according to group leaders.  

 

The Most Frequent Sub-Category by Group Leaders 

In the group discussion, an examination of the most frequent topics and group interaction 

categories by group leaders can provide a brief understanding of the characteristics of group 

leaders. Table 5.21 shows the most frequently discussed topics, and the group interaction 

category (both the verbal and non-verbal category) for each group. The results show that the 

common characteristics of the group leaders can be portrayed as providing information about 
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tourism activity, with observably more frequent head movement during discussion. Brief 

results were summarized in the following section.  

 

 In terms of discussion topics, in this study, the majority of group leaders (six out of 

ten groups) discussed activity the most. The other four group members discussed 

travel style, travel timing, and transportation the most.  

 In terms of the verbal interaction category, all leaders had giving answers as the top 

verbal category in the group discussion. 

 With regard to the non-verbal behaviour, the majority of group leaders (six out of ten 

groups) had head movement as the top non-verbal behaviours. The remaining four 

groups had facial expression as the top non-verbal behaviours. 

 

Table 5.21: The Most Frequent Category for Leaders 

Group Leader 
Most Frequent 

Discussion Topic 

Most Frequent Verbal 

Category 

Most Frequent Non-

Verbal Category 

G1 G1_2 Activity Giving Answers Facial Expression 

G2 G2_2 Activity Giving Answers Head Movement 

G3 G3_1 Travel Timing Giving Answers Head Movement 

G4 G4_3 Transportation Giving Answers Head Movement 

G5 G5_3 Activity Giving Answers Head Movement 

G6 G6_1 Activity Giving Answers Facial Expression 

G7 G7_2 Travel Style Giving Answers Head Movement 

G8 G8_3 Activity Giving Answers Facial Expression 

G9 G9_1 Travel Style Giving Answers Head Movement 

G10  G10_2 Activity Giving Answers Facial Expression 

TOTAL (frequency) 

Activity (6), Travel Style 

(2), Travel Timing (1), 

and Transportation (1) 

Giving Answers (10) 
Head Movement (6), and 

Facial Expression (4) 

 

 

Different Sub-Category between Leaders and Non-Leaders 

In terms of the different characteristics of leaders compared with non-leaders, group leaders 

may discuss some topics more frequently than non-leaders, and they may deliver certain 
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verbal behaviours or display certain non-verbal behaviours more frequently than non-leaders. 

The next section first presents discussion topics that leaders discussed more often than non-

leaders, and then group interaction categories that leaders demonstrated more often than non-

leaders. Table 5.22 presented the discussion topics that leaders discussed more often than 

non-leaders.  

 

In terms of the topics that were discussed more by group leaders than non-leaders, Table 5.22 

shows that the majority of group leaders (in five out of ten groups) focused more on six 

topics (i.e., activity, travel timing, transportation, travel style, climate, and distance) than 

non-leaders. By connecting with the qualitative and quantitative perspectives of discussion 

topics that were presented in the previous section of this chapter, the majority of these six 

topics belonged to the “a” and “b” topic categories, and most of these six topics were 

important for selecting an international and domestic destination. In terms of the differences 

between leaders and non-leaders, the results show that group leaders tended to frequently 

discuss these “a” and “b” topic categories, whereas non-leaders tended to frequently discuss 

“c” and “d” topic categories. There is one exception in that travel style is discussed a lot by 

group leaders. In addition, leaders tended to discuss important topics for destination selection, 

whereas non-leaders tended to discuss partially important and less important topics for 

destination selection.    
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Table 5.22 Topics that were Discussed More by Group Leaders than Non-Leaders 

Group Leader Activity Cost 
Transpor

tation 

Travel 

Timing 
Climate Distance Safety 

Travel 

Style 

Visa 

Application 
Language 

Accomm

odation 
Dining 

G1 G1_2 
  

   X   X  X 
 

G2 G2_2 X 
 

 X  X      
 

G3 G3_1 
  

  X       
 

G4 G4_3 X 
 

X  X X  X    X 

G5 G5_3 
  

X  X       
 

G6 G6_1 X X X X X X  X   X X 

G7 G7_2 X X  X  X  X    X 

G8 G8_3 X X X X X   X    X 

G9 G9_1 X 
 

 X    X  X  
 

G10  G10_2 
 

X X X X X     X 
 

TOTAL 

(Frequency) 
6 4 5 6 6 6 0 5 1 1 3 4 

Note: X shows that group leaders discussed the topic more comprehensively than non-leaders based on the number of words.  
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With regard to group interaction process, group leaders displayed certain verbal and non-

verbal interaction categories more highly than non-leaders. Table 5.23 shows the verbal and 

non-verbal interaction categories that were appeared more in group leaders than non-leaders.  

 

In terms of verbal behaviours, Table 5.23 shows that nine out of ten group leaders focused 

more on giving answers and seven out of ten groups on negative reaction than non-leaders, 

showing that the majority of leaders tended to provide many answers to other group members 

and also show considerable negative feelings. Non-leaders focused on asking questions and 

positive reaction.  

 

In terms of non-verbal behaviours, Table 5.23 shows that six out of ten group leaders focused 

more on gesturing than non-leaders in their group, showing that the majority of group leaders 

tended to display gesture in the group travel decision-making process. Non-leaders focused 

on facial expression and laughter. The next section presents personal interaction 

characteristics of group leaders and non-leaders.  

 

5.3.4.3 Personal Interaction Characteristics of Group Leaders 

Personal interaction characteristics were measured by 15 items (a five point scale) in the post-

discussion questionnaire. Every participant evaluated the personal interaction characteristics 

of all group members for their group. Then, independent sample t-tests were conducted in 

SPSS to compare the mean values between leaders and non-leaders. Table 5.24 shows the 

mean values of the personal interaction characteristics for group leaders and non-leaders, as 

well as the results of the independent samples t-test. 
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Table 5.23: Verbal and Non-Verbal Interaction Categories by the Leaders in Each Group 

    Verbal Interaction Category Non-verbal Interaction Category 

Group Leader 
Asking 

Questions 

Giving 

Answers 

Positive 

Reaction 

Negative 

Reaction 
Gesturing 

Facial 

Expression 

Head 

Movement 
Laughter 

G1 G1_2  
 

X 
 

X X X X  

G2 G2_2 
 

X X X X   X 

G3 G3_1 
   

X  X   

G4 G4_3 X X X X X X X  

G5 G5_3 
 

X X X X  X  

G6 G6_1 X X 
 

X X    

G7 G7_2 X X 
  

 X X X 

G8 G8_3 
 

X 
  

    

G9 G9_1 
 

X 
  

X  X  

G10  G10_2 X X 
 

X     

TOTAL 

(frequency) 
4 9 3 7 6 4 5 2 

Note: X shows that group leaders displayed the interaction category more often than non-leaders based on the number of codes.   
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Table 5.24 shows that only three personal interaction characteristics items, dominant, 

passive, and negativistic, had significant differences (p< .05). According to these three 

significant differences, leaders were portrayed as more dominant, less passive, and more 

negativistic, than non-leaders. In terms of some personal interaction characteristics, both 

leaders and non-leaders had high mean values (higher than 4.0), showing that on average all 

group members in this study were characterized as active, talks a lot, friendly, egalitarian, 

and task-oriented.  

 

Table 5.24 included the evaluation of leaders and non-leaders by all group members. In 

order to see whether the evaluation of leaders by leaders themselves and non-leaders is 

different, independent samples t-test shows that there is no significant difference between 

the leaders themselves and other’s perceptions about the leaders. In addition, Appendix 5-16 

presents the results of comparing each group’s leaders and non-leaders. The comparison 

between Table 5.24 and Appendix 5-16 shows that the majority of significant differences 

appeared in three personal interaction characteristics items: dominant, passive, and 

negativistic. The result indicates that no big difference was found when examining all 

groups as a whole or examining each group separately.  
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Table 5.24: Personal Interaction Characteristics of Leaders and Non-Leaders 

Items Leader
a
 Non-Leader

b
 

Independent 

Samples T-test 

active 4.59 4.07  

dominant 4.66 3.63 
* 

talks a lot 4.47 3.84 
 

passive 1.75 2.37 
* 

introverted 2.13 2.40 
 

says little 1.69 2.16 
 

friendly 4.66 4.64 
 

egalitarian 4.69 4.70 
 

unfriendly 1.19 1.23 
 

negativistic 2.00 1.73 
* 

analytical 4.22 3.88  

task-oriented 4.28 4.01  

problem-solving 4.16 3.99  

shows feelings 3.50 3.38  

shows emotion 4.13 3.82  

Note: 
a
 Ten leaders were evaluated by 33 group members (including leaders and non-leaders); 

b
 Twenty three 

non-leaders were evaluated by 33 group members (including leaders and non-leaders); the total sample size 

was 118; 
*
p< .05 

 

5.3.4.4 Summary 

The above section has presented the characteristics of leaders in group travel decision-

making. The group leader for each group was examined through both observation materials 

and the post-discussion questionnaires. This study identified the characteristics of group 

leaders.  

 

 The majority of group leaders were the most talkative members during the 

discussion.  

 The majority of group leaders proposed destinations that were finally selected by the 

group.  

 The majority of group leaders discussed the topic of activity most comprehensively.   

 All group leaders dominated the discussion by giving answers the most frequently 

within the group.  
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 The majority of group leaders displayed head movement the most.  

 The majority of group leaders focused on five topics: activity, travel timing, 

transportation, travel style, and climate, more than non-leaders; most of these topics 

were important topics for destination selection.  

 The majority of group leaders delivered giving answers and negative reactions more 

than non-leaders.  

 The majority of leaders displayed gesturing and head movement more than non-

leaders.   

 Group leaders were portrayed as dominant, less passive, and negativistic compared 

to non-leaders.  

 

5.4 Summary of Profile Analysis 

In any group discussion, group members might have disagreement about some topics. There 

are some key topics or points that become turning points in directing the conversation, or 

reaching agreement. Turning points in this thesis are defined as a situation where the 

discussion topic shifts to another direction and the original discussion point is discounted or 

ruled out. For example, one group member strongly disagreed with others’ suggestions, and 

this person provided several reliable reasons, finally, other group members supported this 

person’s disagreement. In this case, turning points appeared in this group member who 

illustrated a list of reasons. The profile analysis of ten groups in Appendix 5-17 briefly 

summarized information about how group members verbally and non-verbally 

communicate with one another in order to reach a consensus. This section provides a 

summary of profile analysis from three perspectives: discussion topics, group interaction 

process, and group leaders.   
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Discussion topics:  

 The turning points happened when group members discussed the ten topics: activity, 

cost, transportation, travel timing, accommodation, travel style, dining, visa 

application, safety, and language. The majority of turning points appeared with 

three topics: activity (including destination), travel timing, and transportation.  

 In terms of international destinations, the turning points happened mainly in the 

discussion of travel timing, followed by travel style and activity.  

 In terms of domestic destinations, the turning points happened mainly in the 

discussion about activity, followed by transportation.  

 In these turning points, the majority of disagreement was solved, but some 

disagreement was not solved by group members, such as activity, transportation, 

accommodation, visa application, travel style, and dining.  

 

Group interaction process:  

 In terms of task messages, group members listed examples and reasons to persuade 

others. 

 In terms of social-emotional messages, group members tended to display a positive 

reaction (e.g., using humour) to release tension or change the topic in order to 

progress the group discussion. They also displayed negative reactions (e.g., teasing 

others) to persuade others.  

 Group members displayed non-verbal behaviours to influence others. For example, 

they used laugher to release tension, or moved hand to indicate a stop to force 

others to agree with them.  
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Group leaders:  

 The most persuasive group members often exhibited much expert knowledge 

(previous travel experience).  

 Leaders often guided the group discussion (e.g., guide the majority of topics).  

 They kept proposing new destination options, reinforcing the proposed destination, 

or persuading others to agree with them.  

 They mostly insisted their opinions that were different from others.  

 Decisions were not made by the leader, but often based on the opinion of a majority 

of people. 

 

5.5 Chapter Summary and Discussion 

In conclusion, this chapter has described the research method and presented the results of 

the main observation study. Ten groups of young Chinese independent travellers were 

observed in Mainland China, while they were conducting a simulation task of selecting 

either an international or domestic destination. The data collected, observation materials and 

post-discussion questions, were examined from three perspectives: the discussion topics, the 

group interaction process, and group leader’s characteristics.  

 

First, twelve discussion topics were examined from both the qualitative and quantitative 

perspectives. From the qualitative perspective, the important topics were: activity, cost, 

travel timing, transportation, climate, safety, and distance. From the quantitative 

perspective, the most comprehensively discussed topics were: activity, cost, travel timing, 

and transportation. By combining both qualitative and quantitative perspectives together, 

this study found that four important topics: activity, cost, transportation, and travel timing, 
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were comprehensively discussed. These four topics were considered as the core sub-

decisions in the decision-making hierarchy theory (Fesenmaier & Jeng, 2000; Hyde & 

Laesser, 2009), and travellers need to consider these four key topics for every vacation, so 

group members spend a long time discussing these four important topics. However, other 

important destination selection attributes (i.e., distance, climate, and safety), partially 

important destination selection attributes (i.e., visa application, travel style, and language), 

and less important destination attributes (i.e., accommodation and dining) were less 

discussed due to the limited shared knowledge about these topics (Bonito, 2001; Stasser & 

Titus, 1985).  

 

Second, the group interaction process was examined in regard to both verbal and non-verbal 

behaviours. The results show that the top verbal interaction categories were: giving answers 

and negative reaction. The top non-verbal interaction categories were: head movement and 

facial expression. In terms of the relationship between verbal and non-verbal cues, asking 

questions was associated with facial expression. Positive reaction was highly related to 

laughter. Negative reaction was somewhat associated with facial expression. Task 

information dominates the group communication; this is because the group travel decision 

is a problem solving task so participants have the major goal of selecting a destination. This 

is similar to previous study findings that task groups focus on task-related information 

(Hollingshead et al., 2005). In addition, group members had comparatively higher social-

emotional messages than previous studies in other disciplines. Smiling, laughter, and 

nodding were the top three non-verbal behaviours. The possible reason is small groups of 

friends making a vacation decision. In terms of vacation decision, group members had a 

fantasy about a future vacation, so they had a higher level of social interaction, such as 

social-emotional messages, than business negotiations (Decrop & Snelders, 2004). In 
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addition, friendship groups used much social interaction to maintain their personal affective 

relationship with other group members (Heise, 2013).  

 

Third, the characteristics of group leaders were described from the perspectives of 

discussion topics, and group interaction categories. In all cases it was evident that a group 

leader emerged and tended to talk considerably, greatly influenced the destination selection, 

delivered many giving answers and negative reactions, displayed a lot of gesturing and 

head movement, and was portrayed as dominant, less passive, and negativistic. Group 

leaders are likely to talk the most during group discussion (Stein & Heller, 1979; Zander, 

1979). Group leaders also provide information and direction to group decision-making more 

than non-leaders (Pavitt et al., 2007). The result is in line with the existing literature that 

group leaders demonstrated a higher level of negative reactions in group communication 

(Fisher & Ellis, 1990; Slater, 1955).  

 

This chapter has examined the group travel decision-making process by implementing an 

observation approach; however, personal experiences from the real travellers could provide 

complementary insights into understanding the group travel decision-making process. The 

next chapter describes the group travel decision-making process, in particular focusing on 

the group interaction process and the characteristics of group leaders, by interviewing 

experienced travellers in a group travel context.  
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CHAPTER SIX: INTERVIEWS 

 

6.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter presented an observation study of the group travel decision-making 

process of young Chinese independent travellers. Specifically, the topics discussed, group 

interaction behaviour of participants, and leader’s characteristics, were examined after 

group members had completed a simulation decision-making task. While observing the 

group travel decision-making process through a simulation task provided important insights, 

interviewing travellers about their real group travel decision-making experiences can 

provide complementary knowledge. In addition, only the pre-vacation stage was examined 

during the observation phase, however, the real group travel decision-making process 

involves a long timeframe extending from the pre- to during-vacation stage. In doing so, 

this chapter extends the research into the group interaction process and leader’s 

characteristics through in-depth interviews. The interviews study had three research 

objectives: 1) to explore the topics discussed by young Chinese travellers in the destination 

selection process; 2) to explore how group members interact with each other in the group 

travel decision-making process, focusing in particular on how group members reach 

agreement; and 3) to examine the characteristics of group leaders in group travel decision-

making. The structural format of this chapter includes method, results, and summary.  

 

6.2 Method 

As mentioned in the chapter detailing the methodology (see Chapter 3), the purpose of 

interviews in this program of research is to gain complementary information for the 

observation study through interviewing travellers regarding previous group travel decision-
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making experience. The next section describes the procedure of conducting interviews in 

two stages: data collection, and data analysis.  

 

6.2.1 Data Collection 

6.2.1.1 Sampling 

The interviews study focuses on the group travel decision-making experience of young 

Chinese travellers. To qualify for this study, all interviewees must meet the following three 

criteria: 1) had experienced the group travel decision-making process with their friends; 2) 

was part of a group decision-making process made within the previous six months; and 3) 

the travel purpose was for leisure only. All these criteria enforced the realism of the 

examination of the group travel decision-making process, as young travellers travel often 

with their friends for leisure purposes, and travellers can remember more details about the 

group decision-making process within six months. A purposive sampling approach was 

implemented in this study in order to recruit qualified interviewees conveniently (Bernard, 

2011).  

 

6.2.1.2 Recruitment Process 

Three steps were implemented to recruit qualified interviewees. First, the researcher 

contacted his friends, relatives, and former colleagues in China to identify a pool of 

potential qualified interviewees in terms of the criteria. Second, the researcher invited these 

qualified people to participate in this study, and asked them to invite suitable acquaintances 

to participate in this study as well. Third, once the potential interviewees had agreed to 

participate, they were telephoned by the researcher to determine the convenient interview 

time and venue.  
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The number of interviewees was decided according to the guidelines of data saturation. 

Saturation is the point in data collection when no new or relevant information emerges with 

respect to the research topic (Shank, 2006). In the tourism context, the qualitative study 

normally includes 28 interviews, indicating that saturation occurs with 28 interviewees 

(Juvan & Sara, 2014). The researcher interviewed each of 25 travellers within two phases. 

First, the researcher interviewed 20 travellers, and then conducted the data analysis to 

generate key themes. Second, further interviews with five travellers were conducted, 

confirming that theoretical saturation was reached in the 20
th

 of interviews (Corbin & 

Strauss, 2008). However, in order to present a broad view of the group travel decision-

making process, all 25 interviews are reported in this chapter. It should be noted that no 

interviewee also participated in the observation study. A profile of the interviewees is 

provided in section 6.2.1.3.   

 

6.2.1.3 Interviewee Profile 

Table 6.1 summarises the gender, age, occupation, travel frequency per year, and length of 

interview for all interviewees who participated in this study. The twenty five interviewees, 

aged between 21 to 35 years, are mainly professionals (e.g., engineer, government officer, 

accountant, administration employee, and human resource officer). Males slightly 

outnumber females (with 13 males and 12 females). The interviewees travelled by 

themselves or with others with varying frequency every year, ranging from one to thirty 

times per year. Three interviewees failed to provide an estimate due to uncertainties such as 

changing available time for travel from year to year. The interviews ranged from 

approximately 20 to 40 minutes in duration. This duration of interviews has been accepted 

by previous studies (McColl-Kennedy & White, 1997; Sparks, Bradley, Jennings, & 

Johnston, 2014).  
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Table 6.1: Interviewee Profile 

Interviewee Gender  Age  Occupation 
Travel Frequency per 

Year 

1 Male 28 Engineer 1-2 

2 Male 27 Engineer 1-2 

3 Female 29 Manager 2-3 

4 Male 31 Engineer 4-5 

5 Female 32 Manager 3-4 

6 Female 22 Trade company officer 1-2 

7 Female 24 Accountant 20-30 

8 Female 25 Receptionist 1-2 

9 Female 21 Undergraduate student 20-30 

10 Male 27 Administration employee 2-3 

11 Female 25 Accountant 3 

12 Male 24 IT Officer 10-20 

13 Male 35 Government officer 2 

14 Female 23 Trade company officer 2 

15 Male 26 Small business owner 20-30 

16 Female 25 Accountant assistant  1 

17 Male 21 Undergraduate student 4-5 

18 Female 32 Manager Not Sure 

19 Female 22 Undergraduate student Not Sure 

20 Female 24 Human resource officer 10 

21 Male 25 Postgraduate student  2-3 

22 Male 24 Structural engineer 2 

23 Male 23 Real estate agent 5-6 

24 Male 25 Postgraduate student  Not Sure 

25 Male 33 Salesperson 1-2 

 

 

6.2.1.4 Interview Procedure 

Pre-Testing  

In order to clarify the interview logistics pre-testing interviews were conducted with five 

young Chinese travellers who had group travel decision-making experiences before 

undertaking the formal interviews. The pre-testing suggested including more detailed 

questions about discussion modes and group interaction processes, as well as amending 

some words for interview questions. This process improved the possibility of collecting 

high quality data through the interview questions (Silverman, 2001).  
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Main Interview 

The formal interviews were conducted in five cities, Shanghai, Nanjing, Wuxi, Taizhou, 

and Yancheng, all in the Yangtze River Delta region, China. This is one of the most affluent 

areas in China, where people have a great potential to travel. Interviews were conducted 

face-to-face in the interviewee’s place of residence or workplace. The language and 

materials used in the interviews were in Chinese for the convenience of the participants. All 

interviews were audio recorded for the purpose of later data analysis.  

 

The interview procedure followed two steps. First, at the beginning of the interview, the 

researcher briefly introduced the purpose of this project, and invited interviewees to read the 

information sheet (Appendix 6-1 for English version and Appendix 6-2 for Chinese version) 

and then sign a consent form (Appendix 6-3 for English version and Appendix 6-4 for 

Chinese version) to concur with the interview agreement. Second, the researcher 

interviewed participants under a list of semi-structured questions (see Appendix 6-5 for 

English version and Appendix 6-6 for Chinese version) which were developed from the 

literature review and the findings from the previous observation study reported in Chapters 

4 and 5. The researcher interviewed participants in relation to three sets of semi-structured 

questions related to the topics discussed in the destination selection, the group interaction 

process, and the characteristics of group leaders. The following section provides the detailed 

interview questions.  

 

 The first research question was about topics discussed in destination selection. 

General destination selection questions were asked in order to explore in-depth 

information about discussion topics. Sub-questions were: “Why this destination?” 
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“Who suggested the destination you went to?” “Could you talk a little bit more 

about the destination selection process?”  

 The second research question was about the group interaction process: “How did 

travellers communicate with other group members to make a travel decision?”Sub-

questions were: “How did you have the idea of travelling together?” “How did you 

discuss the travel decision?” “Please think about your last travel experience. Did you 

have any disagreement about suggestions during the decision-making process?” “In 

what situation, did you have the disagreement? What were the reasons for the 

disagreement?” “If there was no disagreement, what were the reasons?” “When you 

had disagreement, how did you solve any differences? Can you tell me the details?”  

 The third research question was about the group leaders. “Do you think anybody had 

more influence in the decision-making process than others? Who were the most 

influential people in your decision-making process?” “Why did some people play a 

significant role? What are the characteristics of these people?” 

 Additional questions were asked to gather further information about interviewees, 

such as the most recent leisure holiday (e.g., travel timing, and travel companion), 

demographics, and trip characteristics. 

 

During the interview, follow-up questions based on interviewees’ different answers were 

asked to gain a deeper understanding of the group travel decision-making process. In the 

next section, the analysis stages which were used to examine and interpret the empirical 

interview materials are presented.   
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6.2.2 Data Analysis 

The objective of analysing qualitative materials is to systematically arrange and present 

information in order to determine the categories, relationships, and assumptions 

(McCracken, 1988). Specifically, the major components in the qualitative data analysis 

include discovering, winnowing, and linking themes to the theoretical understanding of the 

problem (Ryan & Bernard, 2003).  

 

Before analysing data, audio materials were carefully transcribed by a native Chinese 

speaker, and then transcripts were imported into NVivo 10. Using an inductive approach, 

coding was conducted by following three steps to generate themes or major content 

categories (Corley & Gioia, 2004; Gioia et al., 2012; Krippendorff, 2004). The coding 

procedure includes three stages: 1) first step coding (first order concepts); 2) second step 

coding (second-order theme); and 3) third step coding (aggregate dimensions). The details 

are explained below.  

 

First, first step coding was conducted with interview transcripts to generate the “concept” of 

the interview materials. In the process of analysing the answers, the researcher found that 

some answers were relevant to more than one question. Therefore, these answers could be 

coded into multiple concepts. Second, with the second step coding, previously identified 

codes were analysed into some higher levels of codes, which were regarded as the themes or 

“abstraction” of the data (Andrews & Boyle, 2008; Rowlands, 2005; Spiggle, 1994). Third, 

with the third step coding, some codes were synthesized into a higher level (theoretical 

level). It should be noted that concepts, themes, and theories can be refined many times in 

the process of developing theories (Bernard & Ryan, 2009). Table 6.2 shows the process of 
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coding in this study. The next section reports the results derived from the interview 

materials.  

 

Table 6.2: Coding Process 

Text  First Step Coding 

(Concept) 

Second Step 

Coding 

(Theme) 

Third Step 

Coding 

(Theory) 

Interviewer:  

 

You have talked about the destination selection. 

During the trip, did you have any disagreement?  

 

Interviewee 21:  

 

No, we didn’t have any disagreement, because we are 

friends. We travelled together, and we did not join a 

package tour. If we join a package tour, we might 

have disagreement with other group members. 

However, we are friends, and we should not argue 

with friends. Even though sometimes we were not 

perfectly happy, we still wanted to finish the happy 

journey, right?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Maintaining a close 

relationship 

 

 

Maintaining a close 

relationship 

To finish an 

enjoyable travel 

experience 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Forbearance 

 

 

 

Forbearance  

 

Forbearance  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Harmony 

 

 

 

Harmony  

 

Harmony  

Note: the coded text was underlined.  

 

6.3 Results 

This section presents the results of Study 2: Interview, structured based on the three 

research questions: 1) the topics discussed by young Chinese travellers in the destination 

selection process; 2) how did travellers interact with other group members to make a travel 

decision, and 2) what are the characteristics of group leaders?  

 

6.3.1 Overview of the Recent Travel Experience 

This section presents an overview of the last travel experiences mentioned by interviewees. 

In terms of the destination, the majority of interviewees travelled to a nearby destination in 

the Yangtze River Delta region, such as Shanghai, Jiangsu, Zhejiang and Anhui, in 

Mainland China, and only two went overseas to Hong Kong and Boracay in the Philippines. 
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In terms of the travel timing, the majority of interviewees travelled on weekends and during 

public holidays such as the Qing Ming Festival (the accurate date is based on the Chinese 

Lunar Calendar, and the festival in 2012 was April 2-4), Labour Day (April 29 – May 3 in 

2012), and National Day Week (September 30 – October 7 in 2012). It should be noted that 

the accurate date of these public holidays is arranged by the Chinese Government, and the 

accurate date is different every year. The companions that interviewees travelled with were: 

friends, classmates, colleagues, and housemates. In terms of group interaction process, the 

group discussion mode of the group travel decision-making process is first presented. Then, 

group discussion topics are presented. Finally, the strategies that interviewees adopted in 

reaching agreement in the group interaction process are presented.  

 

6.3.2 Group Discussion Mode 

Face-to-face and tele-communication emerged as the two major discussion modes in the 

group travel decision-making process. Face-to-face communication was viewed as the 

dominant group interaction mode by two-thirds of interviewees. Interviewees described 

occasionally discussing the possibility of travelling together and the travel plan at casual 

gatherings, rather than making an appointment to gather together with an intention to 

formally discuss the group travel plan. As some interviewees travelled with their friends 

with whom they lived or worked, they casually discussed the travel plan in venues such as 

dormitory, shared apartment, or office. These casual conversations happened in social time, 

such as during work breaks and during leisure activities with friends. The group members 

who did not live or work with their friends casually discussed the travel plan on informal 

occasions such as gathering in a tea house or restaurant.  
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About one third of interviewees adopted tele-communication mode to interact with their 

friends to make a travel decision. The majority of them used online communication mode, 

and several interviewees telephoned their group members to make travel-related decisions. 

This type of communication mode was popular among those who were not living or 

working together, and some group members who were busy with their work. QQ and 

WeChat, two types of online instant chat tools, were mentioned frequently by interviewees 

as a way to communicate with each other. In addition to having a one-on-one 

communication, group members also temporarily created a group chat at QQ or WeChat to 

discuss their group journey.  

 

In summary, the majority of planning for group travel took place on a more causal basis and 

involved mainly face-to-face communication, although online chatting was also frequently 

used. It should be noted that several interviewees adopted both face-to-face and tele-

communication modes in the group travel decision-making process. The next section 

focuses on the group discussion topics in the group travel decision-making process.  

 

6.3.3 Group Discussion Topics (Destination Selection Topics) 

The first research question in the interview study was to explore the topics discussed by 

young Chinese independent travellers in the destination selection process. Similar with the 

observation study, interviewees also mentioned that seven discussion topics, activity, travel 

timing, distance, cost, transportation, safety, and climate, were important factors for 

choosing a destination. Among these important topics, activity, travel timing, and distance 

were frequently mentioned by almost half of the interviewees (around 10-13 interviewees), 

showing that these three discussion topics were commonly considered important in the 

destination selection process. A possible reason that distance was considered one of the 
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most important factors was that the majority of interviewees shared their group decision-

making experiences of visiting domestic destinations, so they had some knowledge about 

geographic distance from destination to travellers’ area of origin. Thus, interviewees could 

easily illustrate that distance was a factor influencing their destination selection. Another 

reason that distance was considered one of the most important factors was that it was highly 

related to travel timing and travel cost. Interviewees can easily relate the distance issue to 

other core-decisions, such as travel timing and travel cost.  

 

Five discussion topics, travel style, visa application, language, accommodation, and dining 

were not considered important destination selection attributes. A possible reason was that 

only two interviewees mentioned their group travel decision-making experiences of 

selecting an international destination; therefore, they rarely mentioned visa and language, 

two international destination related topics. Several interviewees mentioned travel style and 

accommodation in the trip planning process, rather than in the destination selection stage. 

None of the interviewees talked about dining in the destination selection process. Due to 

these reasons, these five discussion topics were not considered important destination 

selection attributes. Having identified the group discussion topics, the following section 

focuses on the process of reaching agreement in the group travel decision-making process.  

 

6.3.4 Group Interaction Process 

In the group interaction process, group members may agree or disagree with each other. If 

group members face any differences, the process of solving the differences and reaching a 

consensus is vital (Hirokawa, 1982a), and it is important to understand the strategies that are 

implemented by group members to address the disagreement in the group interaction 
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process. Accordingly, the second interview question focused on the issues of reaching 

agreement in the group interaction process.  

 

As some interviewees may not experience disagreement in the group interaction process, 

the first interview sub-question was: “did you have any disagreement regarding suggestions 

during the decision-making process?” Then, reasons why interviewees experienced or not 

experienced disagreement were asked. The following section reports the results from these 

sub-interview questions based on three perspectives: 1) reasons for no disagreement; 2) 

disagreement issues; and 3) disagreement resolution. This section presents the results about 

this research question linking to Chinese cultural values. 

 

Reasons for No Disagreement  

Around a third of interviewees did not perceive any disagreement, or did not voice their 

disagreement in the group travel decision-making process. The researcher found that 

Chinese cultural values, forbearance, and authority, influenced the way that interviewees 

perceived disagreement. Furthermore, forbearance and authority can be categorised into a 

higher level of Chinese cultural values: harmony. In this section, forbearance refers to 

giving up one’s personal goal for a prior consideration of maintaining a harmonious 

relationship (Hwang, 1997), whereas authority emphasizes the role of power in the Chinese 

hierarchical structure of particularistic relationships (Bond & Hwang, 1986; Chen, 2000). 

Harmony refers to avoiding an embarrassing encounter or serious conflict in order to 

establish a harmonious relationship (Chen & Chung, 1994). These interviewees expressed 

four reasons for why they did not have disagreement: 1) maintaining a close relationship; 2) 

to achieve an enjoyable travel experience; 3) the role of leader; and 4) gender difference. 
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Table 6.3 presents two Chinese cultural values, forbearance and authority, in relation to the 

reasons for no disagreement. Harmony will be discussed later.  

 

Table 6.3: Reasons for Not Disagreeing 

Chinese 

Cultural 

Value 

(Theory) 

Chinese 

Cultural Value 

(Theme) 

Category Example 

Harmony  Forbearance Maintaining a close 

relationship 

We were travelling together in a big friendship 

group, and we are good friends, we should not 

argue with each other, and we should be tolerant of 

others. (No 15, male, 26, a small business owner, 

Wuxi)  

  To achieve an 

enjoyable travel 

experience  

People want to have a happy journey. During the 

trip, if somebody has a conflict, others probably 

feel unhappy… People shouldn’t ruin the happy 

journey, so we won’t argue with others. (No 21, 

male, 25, a postgraduate student, Shanghai) 

 Authority The role of leader If we travel within a group of three to four people, 

normally, one person is responsible for everything, 

such as finding a destination, and planning the trip. 

Once the travel plan is finished, he/she sends the 

travel plan to other group members… as we 

exactly follow the person and the travel itinerary, 

we don’t have any conflicts. (No 20, female, 24, a 

human resource officer, Shanghai)  

  Gender difference We didn’t have any conflict. These two female 

classmates followed us, they just did what we 

asked them to do… females couldn’t make 

decisions. (No 17, male, 21, a undergraduate 

student, Nanjing) 

 

Forbearance 

Forbearance dominantly influenced interviewees’ perception of disagreement issue. Many 

interviewees mentioned that people did not express some disagreements even when they 

had some minor concerns during the group travel decision-making process. The reason why 

some interviewees controlled their real feelings and thoughts so as not to express their 

disagreement was to avoid any possible conflicts that could ruin their friendship or the 

enjoyable travel vacation. In terms of maintaining a close friendship, some interviewees 

mentioned that showing disagreement could destroy friendships. In order to keep group 
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cohesiveness, it was reported by interviewees that some group members tended to concede 

to or accommodate others, and sometimes even to sacrifice their own interests and travel 

needs in order to meet the needs of other group members. The evidence show that some 

interviewees considered the group friendship the priority in the group travel decision-

making process. 

 

In terms of achieving an enjoyable travel experience, many interviewees mentioned that 

they avoided expressing their real feelings of disagreement. Many interviewees considered 

the happy travel journey the priority in the during-vacation decision-making process, and 

they believed that different opinions and conflicts may ruin the positive mood of the travel 

journey. In considering this, interviewees were tolerant of these minor disagreements when 

deciding the travel plans. This attitude was extremely common during the vacation, because 

group members were conscious that even if they were not happy with other people, they still 

wanted to continue their journey; therefore they decided to not express disagreement. A 

potential outcome was that they may not choose to travel again with these friends next time. 

The result shows that group members were experiencing a surface harmony in the group 

decision-making process, rather than a genuine harmony.  

 

Authority 

Authority influenced several interviewees’ perception about disagreement issue. 

Interviewees mentioned that a strong leader predominantly influenced the group travel 

decision-making process, and several male interviewees mentioned that their female friends 

were not good at making decision, so only the leaders and females participated in the 

decision-making process. As some leaders were familiar with the destination, these leaders 

voluntarily chose the destination and planned the whole trip for the group, other group 
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members were usually agreeable and less involved in the decision-making process. That is, 

the non-leaders normally followed the leader’s suggestions with general acceptance. In 

addition, as males participated in the group decision-making process, females normally 

followed the males’ decision. Therefore, interviewees mentioned that they did not perceive 

any disagreement issue in the decision-making process. The following section presents the 

disagreement issues in the decision-making process.  

 

Disagreement Issues   

The majority of interviewees described the decision-making process as being characterised 

by periods of disagreement. Interviewees mentioned that they had different opinions and 

argued with others about seven issues: tourism activity, dining (meal option), travel cost, 

travel timing, accommodation, transportation, and safety. Specifically, the most common 

disagreement issues were about tourism activity and dining (meal option). Even though 

dining (meal option) was not considered one of the vital destination selection attribute, this 

issue frequently appeared during the journey, thus, group members had much disagreement.  

 

As group travel decision-making process involves two stages, pre- and during-vacation, an 

examination of disagreement issues in terms of these two stages can provide valuable 

insights. In the pre-vacation stage, the disagreement was mainly about tourism activity, 

accommodation, transportation, travel cost, and travel timing. In this stage, if people had 

higher levels of disagreements, and these disagreements were not solved, they may not 

travel together. During the vacation, travellers had disagreements about sub-decisions such 

as tourism activity, travel cost, dining (meal option), and safety. In this stage, travellers had 

a slight lower level of disagreement. As interviewees were already on the journey, they 

were more tolerant to disagreements. The current section has considered the disagreement 
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that appeared in the group travel decision-making process; the following section mainly 

describes the solutions to address the disagreement.  

 

Disagreement Resolution 

This study identified two main Chinese cultural value themes, reciprocity and conformity, 

which influenced the way that interviewees resolved disagreement within the group 

decision-making process. Within these broader themes, there were specific sub-themes that 

are specific to the types of solution used: problem solving, compromising, delaying, forcing, 

and accommodating. In this section, reciprocity focuses on mutual dependency and 

responsibility in fulfilling each party’s needs in social interaction (Chen & Starosta, 1997), 

whereas conformity emphasizes satisfying self in order to benefit the group(Liu & Chen, 

2000)in the decision-making process. Table 6.4 presents these two Chinese cultural values, 

reciprocity and conformity, in relation to the process of resolving disagreement in the 

decision-making process. The next section presents these five disagreement solutions from 

two Chinese cultural value perspectives.  

 

Reciprocity 

The majority of interviewees mentioned that they adopted reciprocity approaches, problem-

solving, compromising, and delaying, to reach a consensus. The interview materials showed 

that several interviewees adopted multiple approaches to solve disagreement in the group 

travel decision-making process. The following section illustrates these three approaches.  

 

  



 

176 

 

Table 6.4: Chinese Cultural Values and the Process to Resolve Disagreement 

Chinese 

Cultural 

Value 

(Theory) 

Chinese 

Cultural 

Value 

(Theme) 

Category Example Quote 

Harmony  Reciprocity Compromising If you like this restaurant, and he likes that one, it’s very easy: we 

go to this restaurant for lunch, and go to that one for dinner. (No 20, 

female, 24, a human resource officer, Shanghai) 

  Problem solving  Every one speaks their own opinions, and we put all opinions 

together, and we are trying to maximize different people’s needs, 

and that’s the best choice…(No 9, female, 21, an undergraduate, 

Nanjing) 

  Delaying Some people wanted to stay in budget hotels, and some preferred 

standard hotels … we didn’t choose an accommodation until we 

arrived at the destination… and we found that all budget hotels 

were fully booked, so we decided to stay in a standard hotel (No 23, 

male, 23, a real estate agent, Taizhou) 

 Conformity  Forcing  We went to the Ocean Park in Shanghai… but one guy didn’t like 

to go. Because he was alone, we forced him to go with us… you 

know, otherwise he would be bored at the hotel… We had the same 

problem at the China Dinosaur Park in Changzhou, Jiangsu 

Province… since he was already at the travel destination, then he 

should visit some places with us. (No 15, male, 26, a small business 

owner, Wuxi)  

 Accommodating  We had different opinions in Chengdu. I recommended visiting 

Mount Qingcheng in the spare time; however, several people felt 

exhausted after four days travel, and did not want to go… finally I 

decided to give up my suggestion because other people couldn’t 

stand to travel. (No 13, male, 35, a governmental officer, Wuxi)  

 

Compromising: More than half of interviewees expressed that they used the 

compromising approach to address disagreement in order to meet the needs and satisfaction 

of everyone. Specifically, interviewees adopted future promises, multiple options, and 

alternative options to solve disagreement. First, making future promises was common in the 

situation of selecting meal options, tourism activities, and alternative destinations. Taking 

meal options as an example, if group members had disagreement about two meal options, 

then group members chose a particular meal one time, and had another meal the next time. 

Second, multiple choices normally appeared in the situation that group members accepted 

two or more options at the same time. In this situation, each group had a similar number of 

people. The strategy to solve the disagreements was used in the context of meal choices and 
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tourism activity during the vacation. Third, choosing another alternative option which was 

outside the proposed options could solve the disagreement, and make everyone satisfied.   

 

Problem-solving: Nearly half of the interviewees implemented the problem-solving 

approach to solve disagreements. Using this strategy, group members implemented 

somewhat rational approaches to solve problem, such as using guidelines for making 

decisions, searching further information, or voting. Interview materials showed that this 

approach often was implemented in the destination selection that interviewees selected one 

option from a list of alternative options.  

 

Delaying: A few interviewees expressed that they postponed the decision of solving 

the disagreement rather than solving the disagreement immediately, when they found it was 

difficult to achieve a consensus. After some time, some disagreements were naturally 

resolved finally, because one of the options became unavailable for some reason, thereby 

leaving them no other choice.  

 

To sum up, reciprocity was the dominant Chinese cultural value that influenced the way of 

addressing disagreement and reaching a consensus, showing that group members considered 

the group relationship, and focused on mutual dependency and on the mutual benefits to 

two parties in the group travel decision-making process. In this Chinese cultural value, the 

approaches of compromising and problem solving were the most common approaches to 

solve a problem, whereas delaying was infrequent.  
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Conformity 

Several interviewees implemented conformity to address disagreement. They either 

manipulated their power to force others to agree with them (i.e., forcing) or voluntarily 

conceded to others (i.e., accommodating) in the decision-making process. The 

characteristics of conformity are to sacrifice minority benefits in order to benefit the group 

in the decision-making process. In the interview, the most popular context was the minority 

of people agreed with the majority of people in the group decision-making process. The 

following section illustrates these two approaches of forcing and accommodating.   

 

Forcing: Several interviewees mentioned that some group members strongly 

compelled others to agree with them. This strategy was implemented by the majority of the 

interviewees when one group member showed disagreement with the majority of people. 

Interviewees mentioned this approach mainly in relation to disagreement about tourism 

activity during the journey. Interviewees adopted such a strategy to influence others to agree 

with them because they expected all people to participate in the group activity during the 

journey. However, some interviewees mentioned that as the person was forced by others, 

they may not have been happy, and may not have benefited from this disagreement 

resolution approach. These dissatisfactory group members made a surface harmony in the 

group decision-making process, rather than a genuine harmony.  

 

Accommodating: This study found that several interviewees voluntarily conceded 

with others by sacrificing their own interests. They accommodated one or more group 

members in considering the group goal of travelling together or for the purpose to have an 

enjoyable travel experience. Group members had a higher tolerance for others in the group, 

and voluntarily gave up their original thoughts.  
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In summary, this section has detailed the results of reaching agreement in the group travel 

decision-making process. Interviewees dominantly used face-to-face communication to 

make a travel decision. Harmony is the central Chinese cultural value in the process of 

reaching agreement. Some interviewees did not perceive any disagreement issues due to 

two Chinese cultural values: forbearance and authority. Furthermore, interviewees’ 

approaches to solve disagreement were related to two Chinese cultural values, reciprocity 

and conformity. Specifically, group members predominately used the most common 

reciprocity approaches: compromising and problem solving. The next section presents 

results regarding the group leaders in the group travel decision-making process.   

 

6.3.5 The Characteristics of Group Leaders 

Group leaders may exert more influence than others in the decision-making process, such as 

regarding destination selection and travel itinerary design, and group leaders are normally 

the most influential group members. In this study, interviewees were asked interview 

questions about the most influential group members: 1) “Do you think anybody had more 

influence in the decision-making process than others? Who were the most influential people 

in your decision-making process?” 2) “Why did some people play a significant role? What 

are the characteristics of these people?” 

 

Analysis of the materials about these interview questions generated two major themes: 

experience and personality. Table 6.5 shows the examples of these two themes as well as 

the categories. The section following illustrates these two major themes.  
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Table 6.5: The Characteristics of Group Leaders 

Theme Category Example Quote 

Experience  Decision-making 

experience 

Every time, that girl did everything for a gathering for our 

friendship group, such as finding a restaurant or tea house for 

a gathering, finding a destination, and organising a trip… (No 

5, female, 32, an officer, Wuxi)  

 Travel experience Compared with all my friends in the group, I had been to a lot 

of places before, and therefore had ample travel experience, 

so I could give them constructive suggestions … (No 10, 

male, 27, an administration employee, Wuxi)  

 Life experience The most influential person was the oldest person in our 

dormitory… he had more experience than us… he was around 

30 years old… he was much older than us. (No 2, male, 27, 

an engineer, Taizhou) 

Personality  Assertiveness My friend is dominant, and she always reinforces her 

suggestions and opinions. Because of that, I normally agree 

with her. (No 3, Wang, female, 29, an administration 

employee, Wuxi) 

 Dependability People are dependent on me. I told them I want to organise a 

gathering… they said: you choose the restaurant, find a place, 

and choose a time. (No 7, female, 24, an accountant, Wuxi) 

 

 

Experience 

The majority of interviewees mentioned that group leaders were perceived to have expertise 

in the travel knowledge, decision-making, and life knowledge. Specifically, travel 

experience was related to knowledge about destinations and the tourism industry. Decision-

making was related to the experience and knowledge of making decisions for the group. In 

addition, life experience referred to the knowledge accumulated in life. The following 

section illustrates experience from the above mentioned three perspectives: travel 

knowledge, decision-making, and life knowledge.   

 

Travel experience: Around half of the interviewees mentioned that travel experience 

was the key characteristic for group leaders. Travel experience relates to specific knowledge 

about destination and the tourism industry. In the interview, it was found that personal visit 

was seen as the most obvious method of accumulating travel experience and acquiring 

travel knowledge. Based on their ample travel experience, leaders could provide reliable 
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and vital suggestions to the group. Group leaders exerted a significant influence on the 

group travel decision-making process in two aspects: depth and breadth of travel experience. 

First, the depth of travel experience refers to visit frequency as well as familiarity with the 

destination. Normally, group members who had visited the destination most often had a 

higher level of influence on the group travel decision-making process. This assumption was 

particularly apparent when two people in a group had visited the same destination. Second, 

the breadth of travel experience refers to broad knowledge about different destinations as 

well as knowledge about the tourism industry. Specifically, ample travel experience was 

related not only to extensive knowledge about a specific destination, but also to having 

visited a number of destinations. Travellers who had travelled to many destinations were 

perceived to have more travel knowledge and were seen as being more familiar with the 

tourism industry than others; therefore, they were able to provide fundamental suggestions. 

This situation is evident when a group generates several destination options, and such group 

leaders used their previous travel knowledge to help choose an appropriate destination for 

the whole group.  

 

Decision-making experience: Another type of experience is decision-making 

experience, which relates to experience of making a travel-related or general decision for 

the group. Several interviewees mentioned that some leaders had ample experience in 

organizing group activities for the entire group, such as gatherings and excursions. With the 

accumulated and increased experience of organizing group activities, these leaders became 

the habitual decision-makers, and the trust of group members increased. Group members 

believed in these group leaders’ judgements and decisions. Interviewees believed that 

because the leaders knew other people’s interests and needs, the leaders had a greater 

possibility of making a good decision for the entire group. They could even organize 
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everything for a group trip, from destination selection, accommodation, transportation, to 

tourism activities. Once the leaders finished travel plans, they simply notified the rest of the 

group members, and asked them to go with them. Therefore, group leaders with ample 

decision-making experience played an important role in the group travel decision-making 

process.  

 

Life experience: Life experience refers to the knowledge accumulated from life and 

work. Interview data shows that the accumulated life and working experience of several 

group members could exert an influence on the group travel decision-making process. 

Having presented the experience category, the following section focuses on personality as 

one of the key characteristics of the group leaders in the group travel decision-making 

process.   

 

Personality 

Almost half of interviewees mentioned that personality traits were important characteristics 

for the group leaders. Compared with less influential people in the group travel decision-

making process, many interviewees expressed that assertive group members were perceived 

as more dominant, enthusiastic, and talkative; dependable group members were reliable, and 

inner-directed. The next section illustrates these personality traits from two perspectives: 

assertiveness and dependability.  

 

Assertiveness: The evidence in the interview materials show that some group 

members were characterised as dominant, enthusiastic, and talkative. Dominance refers to 

some people enforcing their opinions with others. Assertive people were perceived to be 

taking the responsibility for making a travel decision voluntarily. These assertive people 
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were talkative and expressive, and the talkativeness might be related to language skill and 

personality characteristics. One possible reason is that the group leaders were high in 

expressivity, so they were interpersonally communicative (Driskell, Goodwin, Salas, & 

O'Shea, 2006), and had more opportunity to express their feelings and thoughts to others.  

 

Dependability: Interviewees mentioned that leadership was reliable and inner-

directed. Dependability of group members was related to the ability to make a decision and 

organize group activities reliably. Leaders are often inner-directed in making a quick and 

right decision. Several interviewees mentioned that travel and decision-making experience 

were closely related to dependability in a decision-making process. With the increase of 

decision-making and travel experience, group leaders were more likely to be seen as 

dependable. Therefore, it can be concluded that having dependability was not only part of 

innate personality, but also based on travel and decision-making experience in personal life.  

 

In summary, the group leaders were characterised by experience and personality. The 

experience factor refers to travel knowledge, decision-making experience, as well as life 

experience. The personality factor refers to assertiveness and dependability. It should be 

noted that some personality sub-categories were highly related to experience. Group 

members who had these two characteristics exerted more influence on others as well as the 

whole group travel decision-making process.  

 

6.4 Chapter Summary and Discussion 

This section provides a detailed summary of and brief discussion on the interview study. 

This chapter provides complementary information to the observation study in terms of the 

results of interviews with 25 young Chinese independent travellers in China. Three key 
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research question issues were addressed in the chapter: the discussion topics (the destination 

selection topics), the group interaction process, and the characteristics of the group leaders. 

Specifically, the group members mentioned that seven discussion topics, activity, travel 

timing, distance, cost, transportation, safety, and climate, were important factors for 

choosing a destination. These important destination selection attributes were identified by 

previous studies (Guillet et al., 2011; Qu & Li, 1997; Sparks & Pan, 2009). Almost half of 

the interviewees frequently mentioned three topics, activity, travel timing, and distance, 

showing that group members normally consider these three topics when selecting a 

destination, especially domestic tourism destination. The possible reason is the majority of 

interviewees shared their decision-making experience of visiting nearby destinations, so 

they were concerned about the distance and a short travel period.  

 

In terms of reaching agreement in the group travel decision-making process, the Chinese 

cultural values, forbearance and authority contributed to no disagreement phenomenon, and 

reciprocity and conformity contributed to the strategies to address disagreement in the group 

decision-making process. In terms of why interviewees mentioned that they did not perceive 

disagreement or did not voice their disagreement in the group decision-making process, the 

group orientation and conflict avoidance from Confucian doctrines influence Chinese 

people to adopt a reserved, and implicit communication style so as not to express different 

opinions and real feelings to others in the group communication process (Fang & Faure, 

2011). Specifically, with forbearance in mind, interviewees believed that voicing the 

disagreement may ruin the close relationship with other group members or ruin the 

enjoyable travel experience (Bagozzi, Baumgartner, & Pieters, 1998; Kwortnik & Ross, 

2007). In addition, authority influenced group members to leave all decision-making to the 
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leaders or male group members, and conform to the decisions made by them (Bond & 

Hwang, 1986; Kwek & Lee, 2010).  

 

The interview study also found that interviewees used the reciprocity value (i.e., problem 

solving, compromising, and delaying), and the conformity value (i.e., forcing and 

accommodating) to solve disagreement. The result of the reciprocity value parallels the 

existing Western literature that family members and friendship groups tend to implement 

strategies such as compromise and reward to mutually benefit all parties (Bokek-Cohen, 

2011; Bronner & de Hoog, 2008; Kozak, 2010; Marcevova et al., 2010). In addition, the 

result can also be explained by the Chinese culture of conformity, where some group 

members opt to sacrifice their interests or tolerate others in order to avoid conflict in the 

group (Decrop, 2005; Decrop et al., 2004; Hoare et al., 2011; Kwek & Lee, 2010).  

 

The group leaders were characterised by experience and personality. The experience factor: 

travel experience, decision-making experience, and life experience, played an influential 

role in the group travel decision-making process. The related personality factors were 

assertiveness and dependability. The result of the characteristics of group leaders is similar 

to previous studies that group leaders have expertise and knowledge about the decision-

making, so they can provide valuable information to other group members (Henslin, 1999; 

Mullen et al., 1989; Stasser & Taylor, 1991; Stein & Heller, 1979).  

 

Additionally, characteristics such as extraverted and outgoing also contributed to the 

emergence of group leaders (Forsyth, 2010). Dependability also was related to higher 

performance ratings by other group members, and team members who were reliable and 

dependable could be counted on to backup other group members’ behaviours, plan and 
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manage team activities, and exchange information in a timely manner (Borman, White, 

Pulakos, & Oppler, 1991).  

 

6.5 Connection between the observation study and the interview study 

The previous two chapters have presented the results about the observation study and the 

interview study. Despite these two studies having similar research objectives of examining 

the group travel decision-making process of young Chinese independent travellers, these 

two studies were examined from different perspectives, the researcher’s and interviewees’. 

Specifically, in the observation study, group members’ behaviours and the group travel 

decision-making process were examined according to the researcher’s perception. In the 

interview study, the group travel decision-making process and the role of group leaders 

were described by interviewees, and then interpreted by the researcher. Because of the 

different perspectives of addressing research questions, this section compares the results of 

these two studies based on the research questions, and then synthesizes the differences and 

similarities.   

 

First, the interview results confirmed the results generated from the observation study in 

terms of the discussion topics in the group travel decision-making process. Two studies 

identified that activity, travel timing, distance, cost, transportation, safety, and climate were 

important issues for selecting a destination. However, the majority of interviewees 

mentioned their group decision-making experience related to domestic tourism, so few 

interviewees raised the topics of visa application or language. Not surprisingly, these two 

overseas tourism-related topics were found to be important for selecting an international 

destination, but not important for selecting a domestic destination. In addition, travellers 

had concerns about the distance, safety and climate when choosing either a domestic or 
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international destination, showing that these three factors were considered important in the 

destination selection process.  

 

Second, the interview study provided complementary information to the observation study 

in terms of the group interaction process. Specifically, the observation study provided 

information about how group members verbally and non-verbally communicate with each 

in order to reach a consensus; however, only brief information was presented in the profile 

analysis report (Appendix 5-17). In doing so, the interview study focused on the reaching 

agreement process that was described by interviewees. Specifically, the interview study 

examined the strategies that they used to address disagreement in the group decision-

making process.  

 

The interview study provided extra information about the disagreement issues to the 

observation study. The observation study, based on a simulation decision-making task, 

focused on the disagreement issues in the early stage of group travel decision-making 

(during pre-vacation); however, the interview study explored the real disagreement issues 

during a long timeframe of pre- and during-vacation. According to the profile analysis 

results (Appendix 5-17), the most frequent disagreement issues in the observation study 

were: activity (including destination), travel timing, and transportation. However, in the 

interview study, the most frequently mentioned disagreement issues were: activity and 

dining. The results show that group members focused on diverse disagreement issues in 

different stages; however, group members were more likely to have disagreement in terms 

of tourism activity no matter which stage it was.  
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In addition, the interview study provided the perceptions of the real travellers, which were 

not be able to examine through the observation study, such as the “no disagreement” 

perspective. The observation only provided brief information about the disagreement 

perspective, without examining the “no disagreement” perspective. However, in the 

interview study, many interviewees mentioned that they did not express disagreement issues. 

Reasons behind the phenomenon were also demonstrated in the interview study.  

 

Third, the interview study provided an in-depth understanding of the characteristics of 

group leaders portrayed in the observation study. Specifically, group leaders demonstrated 

different characteristics (e.g., the discussion topics, verbal communication, and non-verbal 

behaviours) from non-leaders. The interview study explored the underlying reasons behind 

the characteristics of the group leaders, contributing to an insightful view of the group 

leaders in the group travel decision-making process.  

 

Overall, these two approaches were a good combination to examine the group travel 

decision-making process. This section concludes the report of the research results. The next 

chapter provides a comprehensive discussion of findings generated from the studies of 

observation and interview.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN: DISCUSSION 

 

7.1 Introduction 

The objective of this research was to examine how small groups of young Chinese 

independent travellers make travel-related decisions. Previous results’ chapters (Chapters 4, 

5 and 6) have presented the results of the group travel decision-making process, with a 

particular focus on the discussion topics, group interaction process, and group leaders. 

Following the results’ chapters, this chapter (Chapter 7) aims to interpret results and discuss 

the study’s findings. Section 7.2 explores the research results regarding the discussion 

topics in group travel decision-making by young Chinese, by referring to the extant 

literature on travel decision-making. Section 7.3 discusses the group interaction process, 

including verbal and non-verbal behaviour, and the issue of reaching agreement. In section 

7.4, the differences between international destination selection and domestic destination 

selection are discussed. In section 7.5, characteristics of group leaders are discussed. 

Section 7.6 presents the theoretical and practical implications of this study. The limitations 

of this study and suggestions for future research are described in Sections 7.7 and 7.8. The 

next section discusses the results of the discussion topics first.  

 

7.2 Discussion Topics 

The first research objective was to identify the topics discussed by group members in the 

group travel decision-making process. This research objective was mainly addressed in the 

observation study, and partially addressed in the interview study. The observation study 

identified twelve topics: activity, cost, transportation, travel timing, accommodation, travel 

style, climate, dining, visa application, distance, safety, and language. Both qualitative and 
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quantitative perspectives focused on the analysis of these topics. The qualitative perspective 

focuses on the importance of these topics when selecting a destination, including important, 

partially important, and less important topics. The quantitative perspective refers to the 

comprehensiveness of the discussion in terms of comprehensive, moderate, and brief 

discussion. The interview study also identified that activity, cost, travel timing, distance, 

transportation, safety, and climate were important destination attributes. Specifically, 

activity, travel timing, and distance were frequently mentioned by interviewees as the 

extremely important factors for destination selection. It is likely the topics (i.e., travel style, 

visa application, language, accommodation, and dining) were not considered factors in the 

Interviews study because most data relates to domestic travel. The next section discusses the 

discussion topics from both qualitative and quantitative perspective separately.  

 

7.2.1 Qualitative Perspective 

The qualitative perspective focused on the importance of the discussion topics in 

influencing the destination selection. In this study, both the observation and the interview 

study identified these important destination selection attributes, activity, cost, transportation, 

travel timing, climate, distance, and safety, showing that no matter whether it is a 

simulation decision-making task in an early stage of decision-making or a real decision-

making process, any one of these topics could be a reason to directly reject a possible 

destination option. Therefore, these topics are considered the vital destination selection 

attributes. These important issues were previously identified by researchers in the existing 

literature as important destination selection attributes (Guillet et al., 2011; Kim et al., 2005; 

Lai & Graefe, 1999; MacLaurin, 2004; Qu & Li, 1997; Sparks & Pan, 2009; Williams, 

2014).  
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In the observation study, travel style, visa application, and language were considered 

partially important, as these three topics mainly influence group members to choose an 

international destination. In the Chinese tourism context, travel style of joining a package 

tour or travelling independently is an important factor for rejecting a destination, in 

particular international destination. However, travel style hasn’t been identified as one of 

the most important destination selection attributes for Chinese travellers in the literature. 

Another two issues, visa application and language, were important considerations when 

visiting an overseas destination, a finding that is similar to previous studies about Chinese 

outbound travellers (Qu & Li, 1997; Sparks & Pan, 2009). These three topics were highly 

related to international destination selection. In the interview study, as the majority of the 

interviewees mentioned their domestic travel decision-making experiences, they did not 

consider these factors affecting their destination selection.  

 

Accommodation and dining were not considered major factors influencing destination 

selection. The results are similar with previous destination selection literature (Keating & 

Kriz, 2008; Kim et al., 2005; Lai & Graefe, 1999) stating that accommodation and dining 

are not factors affecting travellers’ destination selection. However, this study found that 

these two issues were considered in the trip planning process or during the journey. 

Previous studies also found that accommodation is normally considered in the trip planning 

process, even though the choice of accommodation is one of the core sub-decisions in the 

travel decision hierarchy (Fesenmaier & Jeng, 2000; Hyde & Laesser, 2009). In line with 

previous literature (e.g., Hyde & Laesser, 2009; Park & Fesenmaier, 2014), dining was 

more like en-route decisions, and normally travellers considered this issue during the 

journey.  
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7.2.2 Quantitative Perspective 

The above section discussed the importance of the discussion topics in the destination 

selection from a qualitative perspective. This section focuses on the comprehensiveness of 

the discussion topics from a quantitative perspective. Specifically, this section discussed 

why group members discussed these topics comprehensively or briefly. Group members 

discussed four topics: activity, cost, transportation, and travel timing, comprehensively. 

One possible reason that group members discussed these four topics, activity, cost, 

transportation, and travel timing, was that these four topics were core sub-decisions. 

Although there were different viewpoints, travel date and timing (travel timing), budget 

(cost), transport and route (transportation) were considered the core issues in the decision-

making hierarchy (Fesenmaier & Jeng, 2000; Hyde & Laesser, 2009), and activity and 

attraction choices (activity) were the core sub-decisions in travel-related decisions 

(Woodside & King, 2001). However, this study found that group members did not 

comprehensively discussed other topics such as members of the travel party, the choice of 

destination, and the choice of accommodation, which were identified as core sub-decisions 

by previous studies (e.g., Fesenmaier & Jeng, 2000; Hyde & Laesser, 2009; Woodside & 

King, 2001). A possible reason is that certain group members were provided with a 

simulation task of selecting a destination, so they did not need to comprehensively discuss 

issues such as travel party, destination, and accommodation. As travellers need to consider 

these four key topics, activity, cost, transportation, and travel timing, for every vacation, 

they spent a long time discussing these four topics.  

 

Different from the individual travel decision-making context, the group decision-making 

process is influenced by the characteristics of group members, interaction, and knowledge, 

therefore, a possible explanation of why group members comprehensive discussed these 
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four topics can be explained by the theory of shared versus unshared information. By 

definition, shared information has stronger associations within relevant content areas across 

participants than unique information (Bonito, 2001; Stasser & Titus, 1985).Furthermore, the 

production of shared information is likely to lead to the activation of similar and related 

information across individuals. The theory states that groups focus on and discuss shared 

information at the expense of unshared information. When group members share more 

information about some topics, they discuss these topics more (Larson, Foster-Fishman, & 

Keys, 1994; Reimer, Reimer, & Czienskowski, 2010; Stasser & Titus, 1985; Wittenbaum, 

Stasser, & Merry, 1996). In this study, group members may know more and share more 

knowledge about these four topics than the remaining topics, so they are likely to discuss 

these four topics to a larger extent.  

 

Despite three topics, climate, distance, and safety, being important in influencing 

destination selection (Kim et al., 2005; Lai & Graefe, 1999; Qu & Li, 1997; Williams, 

2014), group members moderately or briefly discussed these three topics. One possible 

reason is that these three issues were not considered as the core sub-decisions when making 

travel-related decisions (Fesenmaier & Jeng, 2000; Hyde & Laesser, 2009). As not all group 

members have much knowledge about these specific topics, such as climate of destinations, 

and safety issues in the trip, group members may be less participative in the discussion, 

which can be explained by the theory of shared versus unshared information (Stasser & 

Titus, 1985). Therefore, these topics were not extensively discussed, but were still used to 

reject a destination option. In addition, any uncertainties about these topics such as safety, 

and long distance, would quickly lead to a rejection.  
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Visa application, travel style, and language mainly appeared in the international destination 

context, as only half of the groups in this study were assigned to select international 

destination. Therefore, group members moderately or briefly talked about these three topics. 

Furthermore, group members perhaps had limited knowledge about these topics, such as in 

relation to visa and language, so they talked moderately or briefly.  

 

Accommodation and dining were considered less important and discussed less by group 

members. One possible reason is that normally travellers considered the accommodation 

and dining issue in the trip planning process or during the journey (Hyde & Laesser, 2009; 

R. March & Woodside, 2005; Park & Fesenmaier, 2014). This study implemented the 

simulation task of selecting a destination to examine group decision-making, and the group 

discussion was the early stage of travel decision-making, so group members discussed these 

two issues moderately or briefly in the simulated decision-making exercise. Therefore, the 

results of this study were slightly different from previous research.  

 

In addition to examining the discussion topics from both the qualitative and the quantitative 

perspectives, this thesis also examined the disagreement issues in the group travel decision-

making process. Specifically, the profile analysis of the observation study revealed that 

group members had disagreement mainly in three topics: activity, travel timing, and 

transportation. The interview study showed that group members had disagreement mainly 

in two topics: activity and dining (meal option). A possible reason why activity was the 

leading disagreement issue is that group members may experience a variety of activity 

options before and during vacation, therefore, group members had a higher chance to have 

disagreement than other topics.  
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7.3 Group Interaction Process 

The second research question of this thesis sought to understand how groups of travellers 

communicate with one another in a group travel decision-making process, from both the 

verbal and non-verbal communication perspectives.  

 

7.3.1 Verbal Communication 

The thesis found that verbal communication in group travel decision-making was mainly 

about task-related information, and less about social-emotional messages, which is 

consistent with the findings in the previous non-travel studies (e.g., Bales, 1950, 1999; D. 

Beck & Fisch, 2000; Gorse & Emmitt, 2007; Hollingshead et al., 2005; Keyton & Beck, 

2009; Nam et al., 2009; Salazar, 1991).In this study, task information dominated the group 

communication. Specifically, group members referenced information about destination, 

attraction, accommodation, travel cost, and transportation when they chose a destination and 

designed an itinerary. One possible reason is that the group travel decision was a problem 

solving task. In order to achieve the goal of selecting a destination, participants need to 

exchange much information about the tourism industry. This is similar to previous study 

findings that knowledge and information about the task is necessary for solving a problem 

by group members (Daly, 2007; Gorse & Emmitt, 2007; Harris & Sherblom, 2008). 

Another reason is that several group members with diverse background and characteristics 

involved in the group travel decision-making process. Group members had to negotiate and 

resolve conflicts of views or interests. The process of reaching agreement required the 

transmission of maximally rich information (Hollingshead, McGrath, & O'Connor, 1993). 

In addition, compared with individuals, group members had access to a larger pool of 

relevant information (Burtscher & Meyer, 2014). Therefore, group members focused on 

task-related information in group communication.   
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In the task-related messages, there is a high frequency of giving answers and a low 

frequency of asking questions, indicating that most of the discussion is about providing 

further information about the topics, and less on inquiring about information. The result is 

consistent with the existing literature (Bales, 1950; Gorse & Emmitt, 2007; Nam et al., 

2009). One possible reason is that the simulation task of selecting a destination in this study 

was related to the early phase of decision-making, so decision-making required more 

clarification. This reason is supported by a previous study stating that in the early stage of 

decision-making, information is more important than at the later stage of decision-making 

(Bales & Strodtbeck, 1951). Another possible reason for the high frequency of giving 

answers, and the low frequency of asking questions is because of the communication 

structure. There are many small fragments of conversations for addressing the sub-decisions 

of a travel decision in the group communication. These minor conversations normally start 

with asking questions, and then the following conversations focused on that question. As 

one question can give rise to many answers, the incidence of answering questions was more 

frequent than asking questions.  

 

Even though the verbal communication focused less on social-emotional messages, and 

more on task-related information, this study found that group members had a higher 

percentage of social-emotional messages than previous non-travel studies (e.g., Gorse & 

Emmitt, 2007; Keyton & Beck, 2009; Nam et al., 2009). Specifically, the high frequency of 

positive reaction showed that groups maintained high levels of harmony in the group 

decision, and the group discussion was a positive and friendly negotiation. The result is 

supported by previous studies (C. R. Berger & Calabrese, 1975; Keyton & Beck, 2009; 

Stasser & Titus, 1985) stating that group members in the group discussion tended to focus 
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on information that supports, rather than opposes the predominant sentiment within the 

group. In this study, as small groups made vacation decisions, and group members had a 

fantasy about a future vacation, so they had a high level of social interaction, such as social-

emotional messages (Decrop & Snelders, 2004; Kwortnik & Ross, 2007). Therefore, the 

percentage of social-emotional messages for travel decision-making was higher than that of 

business or law negotiation. Another reason is that all group members were close friends, 

and friendship groups used much social interaction to maintain their personal affective 

relationship with other group members (Decrop, 2005; Heise, 2013; Wood & Hayes, 2012). 

In addition, friends had less argumentativeness and aggressiveness in the decision-making 

process than non-friends, and conflict is likely to be suppressed if group cohesiveness is 

deemed very important (Leung et al., 2002; Waggenspack & Hensley, 1989). Therefore, 

there were a higher percentage of social-emotional messages, particularly positive reaction, 

in the group travel decision-making process. The third possible reason is due to the Chinese 

cultural background of group members. In this thesis, little negative reaction appeared in the 

observation study, which could be explained by the fact that Chinese travellers, in particular 

friendship groups, give their counterparts face to avoid causing emotional uneasiness or to 

maintain the harmonious relationship (Chen & Starosta, 1997; Chiao, 1988). In addition, 

due to the Chinese cultural influences, Chinese group members controlled many negative 

emotions and displayed many positive emotions to acquaintances (Gudykunst, 1993). Due 

to the above mentioned reasons, group members delivered a comparatively higher 

percentage of positive reactions than negative reactions.  

 

7.3.2 Non-Verbal Communication 

In terms of the non-verbal behaviours displayed during group travel decision-making, the 

top two non-verbal behaviours are: facial expression and head movement. Specifically, 



 

198 

 

facial expression included smiling and frowning, and head movement included nodding and 

head shaking. However, a close look at the sub-categories showed that the top three sub-

categories were: smiling, nodding, and laughter. These three sub-categories are somewhat 

positive non-verbal behaviours. Compared with previous non-travel studies, group members 

had comparatively high frequency of smiling, nodding, and laughter when making travel-

related decisions. First, the result is consistent with previous studies that successful group 

decision-making has more eye contact, more smiling, and more head shaking and nodding 

than unsuccessful decision-making (Forbes & Jackson, 1980).  

 

Second, in this study, friendship groups were examined. The face-to-face discussion about 

travel-related decisions by friends should be positive. Friends were expecting an enjoyable 

and happy travel journey with their close friends in the future, and also experiencing the 

decision-making process positively. Therefore, positive non-verbal behaviours, such as 

smiling, laughter, and nodding, appeared frequently. Third, Chinese cultural values 

influence Chinese people to display more somewhat positive non-verbal behaviours, than 

other nationals. This study found that some group members smiled while showing 

disagreement to others. In addition, the group orientation and conflict avoidance from 

Confucian doctrines influence Chinese people to adopt a reserved, and implicit 

communication style to avoid conflicts in the communication (Fang & Faure, 2011). 

Research shows that people from collectivistic cultures, such as those of Asia, often control 

negative emotions and only display positive emotions to acquaintances (Gudykunst, 1993).  

 

7.3.3 Verbal and Non-Verbal Communication 

A comparison between the verbal and non-verbal behaviours shows that the majority of the 

non-verbal behaviours are about giving answers, which is supported by previous studies 
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(e.g., Hall, 2006; S. E. Jones & LeBaron, 2002; Pennington, 2002) that non-verbal 

behaviour serves as a supplement to the verbal message in communication. A detailed 

examination of twelve verbal behaviours and seven non-verbal behaviours shows that 

smiling was the dominant non-verbal behaviour for all task-related verbal behaviours 

(asking orientation, asking opinion, asking suggestion, giving orientation, giving opinion, 

and giving suggestion) and three social-emotional verbal behaviours (solidarity, antagonism, 

and showing tension). The evidence shows that there are mismatches between the verbal 

and non-verbal behaviours. Specifically, the study did not reveal that showing tension was 

associated with frowning, or antagonism was associated with frowning. Group members still 

smiled even though they showed tensions or antagonism towards other group members. 

This finding is different from previous studies arguing that smiling is considered as a sign 

of good humour, warmth and immediacy (Caris-Verhallen, Kerkstra, & Bensing, 1999). The 

finding is similar with previous studies that smiling shows both positive and negative 

feelings (Dallimore et al., 2007; LaFrance, Hecht, & Paluck, 2003).  

 

The Chinese cultural value of harmony can be used to explain the phenomenon. In the 

Chinese society, people work together with other people; in this study, group members 

worked together to make travel-related decision. Because of the Chinese cultural values of 

keeping harmony within the whole group, even though in this study Chinese people 

disagreed with others verbally, or showed anger towards others, they still kept polite and 

smiled and did not like to show strong negative non-verbal behaviours. The finding is 

supported by Fang and Faure (2011) and Chen and Chung (1994) noting that Chinese 

people adopt polite communication style in the interaction process. In addition, the group 

members were friends, which made the harmony issue more apparent and important in the 

group travel decision-making process.  
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For the rest of the three social-emotional verbal behaviours, agreement was associated with 

nodding, tension release was associated with laughter, and disagreement was related to head 

shaking. The result is supported by Caris-Verhallen et al. (1999) noting that non-verbal and 

verbal communication were related to each other. In this study, the profile analysis report 

(Appendix 5-17) shows that several group members utilised non-verbal behaviours (e.g., 

touching others, and moving the hand to show a stop) to persuade others to agree with them, 

used jokes to release tension, and then indirectly influenced the decision-making process. 

The evidence shows that group members often use both verbal and non-verbal behaviours 

together to influence other group members. This could be explained by the statement that 

non-verbal behaviour serves as a supplement to the verbal message in communication (Hall, 

2006), and non-verbal behaviours assist in the production and comprehension of 

conversation (Pavitt, 1993; Remland, 1994). After presenting the relationship between 

verbal and non-verbal behaviours, the next section discusses the process of reaching 

agreement.  

 

7.3.4 Reaching Agreement 

The third research question was to examine whether small groups of travellers experience 

any disagreement or conflict, and if so, how do they address this disagreement or conflict in 

order to reach agreement in the group travel decision-making process. The next section 

compares the findings from the interview and observation study with previous literature.  

 

In the interview study, about one third of the interviewees mentioned that they did not 

perceive disagreement or did not voice their disagreement in the group decision-making 

process. The analysis showed that the Chinese cultural values, forbearance and authority, 
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could explain the phenomenon. With forbearance in mind, interviewees believed that 

voicing the disagreement may ruin the harmonious relationship with other group members 

(Bagozzi et al., 1998; Kwortnik & Ross, 2007); therefore, they decided not to voice 

disagreement. Even though some interviewees were not happy with the journey or friends, 

they tended to maintain a temporary or superficial “harmonious” relationship with their 

friends (Hoare et al., 2011; L. L. Huang, 1999) to continue the journey. To Chinese, 

establishing a harmonious relationship is the end of human communication in which 

conflict is treated as a detractor from harmony rather than only a problem of communication 

(Chen & Starosta, 1997), so the ultimate goal of Chinese communication is to pursue a 

conflict-free interpersonal and social relationship (Chen & Chung, 1994).  

 

Considering authority, group members leave all decision-making to the leaders, and 

conform to the decisions made by the leader (Kwek & Lee, 2010). In these interviewees’ 

eyes, women should follow traditional Confucian gender roles. Interviewees believed that 

they should follow the hierarchical structure of particularistic relationship, meaning that 

people should follow the leaders’ and males’ suggestions; therefore they did not express 

many opinions. The influence of group leaders in the group decision-making can be 

explained by the hierarchical structure of the particularistic relationship in the Chinese 

society. The particularistic relationship is potentially powerful in persuasion, influence and 

control, and can be used to avoid conflicts (Chang & Holt, 1991; Chen, 2000). The ultimate 

goal of respecting the particularistic relationship is to maintain a harmonious relationship 

with others. Furthermore, this phenomenon can be explained by the Confucius’ teachings 

noting that women are to play supportive rather than leading roles in family and society(C. 

E. Ong & du Cros, 2012; Tang & Tang, 2001).  
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In terms of addressing disagreement, the Chinese cultural value of harmony influenced 

Chinese people to adopt neutral attitude and moderate thinking to solve problems in order to 

meet everyone’s need for the long-term benefits (Chuah et al., 2014; Hoare et al., 2011; Jaw 

et al., 2007). Specifically, negotiating, problem-solving, and delaying were the sub-

strategies for reciprocity. These three sub-strategies are commonly used by couples when 

addressing disagreement (Bronner & de Hoog, 2008; Kang & Hsu, 2004; Kozak, 2010). 

This study found that even for Chinese friendship groups, the strategies that focus on 

mutual benefits to the whole group are the dominant approach for solving disagreement. 

This strategy was implemented by the majority of the group members. The result parallels 

the existing Western literature that family members and friendship groups tend to 

implement strategies such as compromise and reward to mutually benefit all parties (Bokek-

Cohen, 2011; Bronner & de Hoog, 2008; Kozak, 2010; Marcevova et al., 2010). 

 

Conformity is a strategy that benefits the group and scarifying the interests of the minority. 

This strategy was adopted by a small number of interviewees. The result can also be 

explained by the Chinese culture of conformity, where some group members opt to sacrifice 

their interests or tolerate others in order to avoid conflict in the group (Hoare et al., 2011; 

Kwek & Lee, 2010). Even in the Western context, friends are quite willing to sacrifice all 

their wishes to preserve the affective ties between members (Decrop, 2005; Decrop et al., 

2004). In terms of agreeing with the majority of the group members, Chinese travellers are 

actively persuading others to agree with them, or actively accommodate others. The result is 

consistent with the Western literature that group members make the final group decision 

based on the majority decision (Velden et al., 2007). The majority rule means that 

agreement from a majority of the group members is enough to validate a decision (Davis et 

al., 1989; Davis et al., 1988; Velden et al., 2007). Previous studies also argue that group 
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members are less likely to make their decisions without considering the consequences of 

one’s decision for the other group members (Decrop & Kozak, 2014; Kozak, 2010). In 

particular, where peer relations are concerned, Chinese negotiators have been found to have 

preferences for more compromising approaches than their western counterparts possibly due 

to greater harmony concerns (Lin & Miller, 2002).  

 

In this study, all group members reached a consensus of selecting a destination; however, 

group members in the observation study cannot reach consensus for some sub-decisions, 

such as tourism activity, travel style, and so on. The first reason might be that when 

harmonious relations between group members are more important than the completion of a 

decision task, group members are likely to give up some sub-tasks (Gruenfeld et al., 1996). 

Even in the interview study, group members also delayed making sub-decisions. The second 

reason is the limited time (e.g., 30 minutes) of completing the decision-making simulation 

task. Due to the short time, group members may find it is difficult to complete every small 

sub-decision.  

 

To sum up, this study found that the verbal communication was mainly about task-related 

information, and less about social-emotional messages. This study found that group 

members mainly implemented task-related information to persuade others to reach 

agreement. Social-emotional message and non-verbal behaviours were also utilised by 

group members to reach agreement. In terms of the strategies that are used in reaching 

agreement, this study found that the majority of Chinese travellers utilised the Chinese 

culture of reciprocity that focuses on the mutual benefits to the whole group. The next 

section discusses the characteristics of group leaders in the group travel decision-making 

process.  
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7.4 International Destination Selection vs. Domestic Destination Selection 

This section presents the synthesis of the comparisons of international destination selection 

and domestic destination selection. These three perspectives are: discussion topic, verbal 

category, and non-verbal category. 

 

In terms of discussion topic, group members considered travel style, visa application, and 

language as important international destination selection attributes. In this study, several 

Chinese travellers selected the travel style first, and then they realised that they could not 

travel to certain international destinations through independent travel. This can be explained 

by the Chinese outbound tourism characteristics. In China, travel style is somewhat highly 

related to the visa issue. Travellers need a travel document (or visa) to visit another country 

or region. For three of China’s outbound destinations, Taiwan, Hong Kong SAR, and Macau 

SAR, only residents from a list of Mainland Chinese cities are able to apply for an 

Independent Traveller document (visa) (details see Appendix 5-13). People who cannot 

apply for the Independent Traveller document (visa) are only allowed to visit Taiwan, Hong 

Kong, and Macau by joining a package tour. Due to the above mentioned reasons, group 

members mainly discussed the travel style issue when selecting an international destination. 

 

Furthermore, visa application and language are only applicable in the international 

destination selection context, so group members discussed these two topics when selecting 

an international destination.  

 

Group members discussed a higher percentage of activity and transportation in domestic 

destination selection than international destination selection. Possible reason is the 
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familiarity with and knowledge of the destination. There is no doubt that Chinese travellers 

are more familiar with domestic tourism destinations than overseas destinations. Chinese 

travellers could describe many options regarding the activity and transportation issues.  

 

In terms of group interaction process, group members had similar verbal communication 

patterns when discussing both international and domestic destination selection. However, in 

terms of non-verbal communication, group members laughed more frequently in domestic 

destination selection than in international destination selection. One possible reason is that 

Chinese travellers have some concerns about visiting an unfamiliar overseas destination(Lo 

& Lam, 2004). Thus, discussion of international destination showed a comparatively lower 

laughter percentage than discussion of domestic destination.  

 

7.5 Group leaders 

The fourth research question was to characterise the group leaders in the group decision-

making process based on the observation and interview study. In the analysis addressing 

this question, this study found that group leaders emerged from every friendship, which is 

similar to previous studies (e.g., Decrop, 2005; Decrop et al., 2004; Kwek & Lee, 2010) 

arguing that group leaders exist in corporate travel groups, family groups, and friendship 

groups. According to the observation and interview study, this study found that group 

leaders exerted more influence in the final destination selection as well as the trip planning 

process than the other members. The finding is consistent with the study by Decrop (2005) 

stating that a leader emerges from the group who trigger major decisions such as destination, 

travel period, transportation and accommodation. This study also synthesised two major 

characteristics of the group leaders: the high participation level and the negative-related 

behaviour. Because of the limited number of previous studies on group leaders in the 
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tourism context, the following section discusses these two major characteristics of the group 

leaders mainly with previous non-tourism literature.  

 

The high participation level was demonstrated by talkativeness, dominance, action of 

sharing information, and gesturing. The result is in line with previous literature that group 

leaders participated and contributed more to the group decision-making process than non-

leaders (Bonito, 2000; Decrop, 2005; McLeod et al., 1992). In addition, group members 

have good ability of expressivity, so they are likely to talk the most during group discussion 

(Gross & John, 1998; Stein & Heller, 1979; Zander, 1979). As group leaders are considered 

more competent than other group members, group leaders are perceived to have active task 

behaviours (J. Berger, Conner, & Fisek, 1974; Ridgeway & Johnson, 1990). In addition, 

group leaders display more gestures than non-leaders in the group communication (Dunbar 

& Burgoon, 2005; Ridgeway & Johnson, 1990).  

 

Reasons for the high participation level of group leaders are related to experience, 

personality, and the leadership status. As group leaders have expertise and knowledge about 

tourism destination, and travel decision-making, they perform more travel-related 

behaviours than non-leaders, such as providing information to others (Davis, 1984; Henslin, 

1999; Mullen et al., 1989; Stasser & Taylor, 1991; Stein & Heller, 1979), and direction to 

group decision-making (J. Berger, Rosenholtz, & Zelditch, 1980; Lucas & Lovaglia, 1998; 

Pavitt et al., 2007). Additionally, group leaders with personality characters such as being 

dominant, extraverted and outgoing tend to frequently express their opinions and ideas by 

talking to others(Driskell et al., 2006; Forsyth, 2010). Therefore, group leaders have a high 

opportunity to influence others through talking. Furthermore, people with higher status are 

more likely than others to be physically intrusive (Levine & Moreland, 1990). The high 



 

207 

 

amount of gestures demonstrated by group leaders is a reflection of their high leadership 

status in the group communication (Bonoma & Felder, 1977), reinforcing that group leaders 

are comfortable to use more gestures to express the feelings and thoughts (Dunbar & 

Burgoon, 2005; Ridgeway & Johnson, 1990).  

 

Negative-related behaviour was related to negative feelings in both verbal and non-verbal 

communication. In all group members’ eyes, group leaders were characterised as 

negativistic. Specifically, group leaders demonstrated more negative feelings in the verbal 

language, and also laughed less in the non-verbal language. The result is in line with the 

existing literature that group leaders demonstrated a higher level of negative reactions in 

group communication (Bales & Slater, 1955; Fisher & Ellis, 1990; Slater, 1955). 

Researchers indicated that negative social-emotional behaviour is more common from high-

status members than from low status ones (J. Berger et al., 1974; Ridgeway & Johnson, 

1990). In addition, the highest status member in task groups also produced the most 

negative socio-emotional behaviour (Lucas & Lovaglia, 1998).  

 

The phenomenon of negative-related behaviour can be explained by the status of leaders in 

the group decision-making process. High-status group members feel free to express 

emotional reactions, whereas group members in low status position may not be as free as 

those in high status positions to express the negative emotion they feel (Ridgeway & 

Johnson, 1990). This could be explained by the expectation state theory, which argues that 

group members’ performance expectations for themselves relative to that of other group 

members’ determine their positions in the behavioural status order (J. Berger et al., 1974). 

Performance expectations are generalized anticipations of one person’s capacity to make 

useful contributions to the group task compared with another’s. Group members form 
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performance expectations for themselves and others on the basis of reputation for specific 

experience or skills, and task-related behaviours in the situation. The higher the 

performance expectation a member holds for himself/herself compared with another, the 

more likely the member is to offer task suggestions, the less likely the member is to ask the 

other for task suggestions, the more likely the member is to evaluate his or her task ideas as 

better than the other’s, and the less likely the member is to be influenced by the other. 

Because of this, people with higher status are more likely to criticize, command, or interrupt 

others (Levine & Moreland, 1990).  

 

7.6 Implications 

After presenting the discussion about the key findings of the program of this research, this 

section presents a number of theoretical and practical implications. The implication for the 

theoretical development is discussed first.  

 

7.6.1 Theoretical Contribution 

The literature review of this study has identified the research gaps of studies into travel 

decision-making, group travel decision-making, group leader, and Chinese travellers. 

Accordingly, this study was designed to address the research gaps. This section describes 

the theoretical contributions based on the research gaps and the research objectives.  

 

First, this research contributes to the theoretical development of travel decision-making by 

providing an understanding of the travel decision-making process. The decision-making 

process is somewhat dynamic, and travellers may negotiate and communicate with each 

other in order to reach agreement from the beginning of decision-making to the end of 

decision-making. This thesis provided detailed information about the process of making 
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group travel-related decisions, which is different from traditional aspects of examining 

travel decision-making. Previous understanding of travel decision-making has mainly 

focused on static and rational decisions, such as decision-making sequence (Bettman, Luce, 

& Payne, 1998; Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005), and decision-making hierarchy (Fesenmaier 

& Jeng, 2000; Jeng & Fesenmaier, 2002; Woodside & King, 2001), as well as decision-

making variables (Decrop & Zidda, 2006; Jeng & Fesenmaier, 2002; Martin & Woodside, 

2011; Woodside & King, 2001). Therefore, this thesis contributes to the theory of travel 

decision-making by examining the dynamic process of group travel decision-making. 

Specifically, the process of reaching agreed decisions has been examined by focusing on the 

communication process. The structure of the group communication, the strategies of solving 

different opinions, and the verbal and non-verbal messages in the group communication 

were examined. Due to the examinations, researchers could gain an in-depth understanding 

of the group communication process in the group travel decision-making process. Therefore, 

the theories of group travel decision-making have been enriched.   

 

The second contribution to the travel decision-making theories is the examination of 

discussion topics in travel decision-making. The examination of both qualitative (the 

importance of the topics) and quantitative (the comprehensiveness of the topics) 

perspectives of these discussion topics provides an in-depth understanding of the topics 

(destination selection attributes). Previously there has been limited understanding of 

discussion topics, and previous research mainly focused on the importance of discussion 

topics in influencing the destination selection by using quantitative questionnaire (Kim, 

Guo, & Agrusa, 2005; Qu & Li, 1997); however, how these topics were discussed (such as 

the comprehensiveness of each topic) were largely ignored. Understanding the 

comprehensiveness of the topics in the decision making process is the first step to 
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understand the discussion of the topics in the group communication process of the group 

travel decision-making process. In addition, using a qualitative study can provide an in-

depth understanding of the importance of the topics in the destination selection process, as 

the quantitative approach only provides the importance levels of the topics rather than the 

detailed information about the importance levels. In addition, this study also found some 

rarely identified topics, such as travel style, in the decision selection literature. Examination 

of the discussion topics contributes to the travel decision-making theories.  

 

Third, this study contributes to the travel decision-making theories by analysing group 

decision-making. Due to travellers’ preference to travel together; there is a need to examine 

the group decision-making. However, previous travel decision-making was mainly 

examined from the individualistic perspective (Pearce, 2005), and the researcher only know 

little about the group decision-making process. The limited studies (e.g., Decrop, 1999) 

provided an exploratory understanding of the group travel decision-making process, the 

current study focuses on the micro-perspective by emphasizing the group communication 

process. Therefore, further understanding of the group decision-making process has been 

provided, which could contribute to the travel decision theories. In addition, this study 

found that travellers make group travel decisions in accordance with the individual travel 

decision. Specifically, the study found that travellers were concerned about core sub-

decisions (discussion topics) when selecting a destination either as a group decision or an 

individual decision. 

 

Fourth, this study contributes to the group decision-making theories by focusing on the 

process of group decisions. Even though previous studies examined the input-process-

output theories (Hackman & Morris, 1975; Straus, 1997; Wittenbaum et al., 2004), the 
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majority of studies focused on the input and output, rather than the communication and 

interaction process in group decision-making. The process variable is extremely important 

in the group travel decision-making process. As the communication process could change 

the final travel decision in a group, the process variable could be moderator variable, which 

could influence the relationship between input and output variables. This study 

systematically examined the process in group decision-making by using the group 

interaction process analysis (IPA). IPA was used to systematically examine the group 

decision-making process from a micro aspect. In addition to adopting the IPA model in this 

study, this study also contributes to the IPA theory. This study identified more social-

emotional messages than non-tourism group decisions due to the methodological 

amendment and inclusion of non-verbal behaviours. First, previous studies separated task 

and social-emotional messages when examining group communication. However, this study 

argued that task-related messages and social-emotional messages should not be separated, 

but are interrelated, as the task-related message can generate some social-emotional 

messages in the verbal communication. This argument was supported by Keyton and Beck 

(2009). Second, previous studies rarely examined the non-verbal displays in the group 

communication process (Bales, 1955; Burke, 2003). However, this study found that non-

verbal behaviour is also an important part of the communication messages, which could 

demonstrate emotion in the group decision-making process; therefore, the examination of 

verbal behaviour, rather than non-verbal behaviour, may ignore some key social-emotional 

messages. The inclusion of non-verbal messages generated more social-emotional messages. 

Accordingly, this study found that the group travel decision-making process had a 

comparatively higher percentage in the social-emotional category than other types of group 

decision-making such as business and academic decisions. In addition, the combination of 

the verbal message with the different non-verbal messages may generate different meanings. 
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For example, Smiling in different verbal context may deliver positive or negative emotions. 

Therefore, only examining the verbal or non-verbal behaviours may bias the results of the 

communication study. In this study, the examination of both verbal and non-verbal 

messages could provide a comprehensive understanding of the group interaction process.  

 

Fifth, this research contributes to the group communication theories in the tourism context. 

The group communication process of a tourism decision has been rarely examined. In the 

tourism literature, only a small number of studies briefly examined the communication 

process (e.g., Bronner & de Hoog, 2008; Kang & Hsu, 2005). Despite this study adopted an 

a priori approach by implementing IPA. The study could serve as the first step of 

examining group communication of travel decision-making in the tourism context. As the 

group travel decision-making is slightly different from non-tourism decision-making, the 

findings of this study could serve as a foundation study to examine the group travel 

decision-making process. Due to the communication process in the tourism context is 

different from non-tourism context, the relationship between the input and output variables 

of the decision-making process might be different. Overall, this study contributes to the 

group decision-making theories in the tourism context.   

 

Sixth, this study contributes to the group leader studies in the tourism literature. Many 

studies have emphasized the importance of understanding the group leaders in organizations 

and families (Hogg & Terry, 2000; Lee & Collins, 2000); however, limited studies can be 

found on friendship groups in the tourism context. Previous studies noted that leaders play 

an extremely important role, but how these leaders influence other group members is 

unknown (Decrop, 2005). Without understanding ‘how’, there is a missing linkage between 

the characteristics of the group leaders and the deep meanings of the characteristics. This 
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study provides sound evidence to support how group leaders influence the decision-making 

process. Specifically, this study characterised the behaviours of the group leaders, such as 

characteristics of the group leaders (e.g., the role in the destination selection, and verbal and 

non-verbal communication) and the reasons contributed to the characteristics (e.g., 

experience and personality). This might be the first study presenting a comprehensive 

understanding of the role of group leaders in the group travel decision-making process, 

contributing to the group leader studies in the tourism literature.  

 

Seventh, this study contributes to the Chinese traveller studies in the travel decision-making 

literature. Previous travel decision-making literature has been mainly Western-oriented and 

little research has been focused on the Chinese context (e.g., Decrop, 2005; Decrop, 

Pecheux, & Bauvin, 2004). This study examined young Chinese independent traveller 

behaviours, and provides an understanding of the emerging segment of the Chinese 

independent traveller market. This study found that Chinese basically considered similar 

destination selection attributes when making a group decision; however, contextual factors 

(e.g., visa application, travel style, and language issues in the international destination 

selection) are also important attributes for Chinese to select a destination. In addition, this 

study found that Chinese cultural values highly influence the way that Chinese travellers 

make travel related decisions. In addition, where the travel decision-making studies mainly 

focused on family groups (Kang & Hsu, 2004, 2005), this study examined non-family, 

friendship groups, in order to contribute to the tourism literature.  
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7.6.2 Practical Implications 

 

This study provides a comprehensive understanding of how small groups of young Chinese 

independent travellers make travel-related decisions. This thesis examined the group travel 

decision-making process, with a particular focus on the group interaction process. The 

discussion topics were also understood. Strategies that Chinese independent travellers used 

to reach agreement, and the characteristics of the group leaders were examined. This 

research highlights several practical implications for the tourism industry. The practical 

implications arise from four perspectives.  

 

First, tourism practitioners could design marketing strategies based on the destination 

selection topics identified in this study. In this study, young Chinese travellers focused on 

seven important attributes (i.e., activity, cost, travel timing, transportation, climate, safety, 

and distance) when selecting a destination. In addition, three attributes (i.e., travel style, 

visa application, and language) were important for international destination selection. 

When selecting destinations, Chinese travellers had disagreement and asked many questions 

in terms of the attributes (e.g., activity, timing, cost, and transportation). So these four 

topics were extremely important for destination selection.  

 

In terms of these four essential topics, destination management organizations (DMOs) and 

tourism practitioners should focus on the key topics, and minimise young Chinese 

traveller’s concerns about travelling. They should provide tourists with considerable 

destination selection information, such as tourism activities, travel budget, transportation, 

and travel timing, so that travellers can consider these important topics which could 

influence the destination alternatives. Taking a holiday plan to a destination as an example, 
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DMOs could consider the major discussion topics when promoting possible travel 

itineraries for Chinese independent travellers. In each travel itinerary, detailed information 

about the possible activities, budget, travel length, and transportation could be provided. A 

good example of using information about these four attributes can be found on the website 

of Tourism New Zealand. Travellers can use a function of combining different options (for 

each attribute) to design their trip in New Zealand. In that case, travellers can design their 

customised itinerary based on their interested activities and destinations, the period of travel 

journey, budget, and transportation. In terms of the website of Tourism Australia, only 

separate information about these four attributes is available. Tourism Australia may 

redesign the website in order to provide a vivid and customised itinerary to the potential 

travellers.  

 

Second, in addition to promoting tourism destination information, tourism practitioners 

should also provide positive travel experience to travellers. As travellers’ personal travel 

experiences, and travellers’ reference groups (e.g., family members, colleagues, and friends) 

play an extremely important role in the final destination selection, tourism practitioners 

should provide enjoyable experiences to travellers, who could deliver positive word-of-

mouth to others in the future. Traveller’s personal travel experiences and information from 

travellers’ reference groups could be vital task-related information in the group travel 

decision-making process. In addition, as social-emotional message is important for the 

success of the group decision-making process, DMOs should create a fantasy about the 

destination, which arouses travellers’ interest in visiting a destination. As a result, group 

members may have positive feelings and excitement in the decision-making process. In 

addition, DMOs could try to promote some activities that could attract young Chinese 
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travellers’ attention. When young Chinese travellers have some common interests in 

destinations or activities, they may have a happy discussion in a relaxed atmosphere.   

 

Third, tourism practitioners need to understand the Chinese cultural values of young 

Chinese independent travellers when designing marketing strategies. Harmony is one of the 

important Chinese cultural values in the Chinese society. Specifically, forbearance and 

authority are important Chinese cultural values influencing people do not perceive any 

disagreement, and reciprocity and conformity are two important values influencing the way 

that people revolve disagreement. Therefore, DMOs should connect Chinese cultural values, 

harmony, forbearance, authority, reciprocity, and conformity, with Chinese travellers’ sub-

decisions. For example, in what type of sub-decision, Chinese group members’ decision-

making process is influenced by these Chinese cultural values. In addition, genuine and 

surface harmony should be examined through collecting me empirical data. 

 

As harmony is the ultimate goal for Chinese travellers, DMOs should design some 

customised packages for small groups of independent travellers to enhance the group 

cohesiveness in the friendship groups. Specifically, activities that focus on the group 

cohesiveness should be highly emphasized in the promotion materials. In addition, 

marketing research can be done with friendship Chinese travellers. The motivation of 

travelling with their friends should be examined to determine whether group members travel 

for the trip itself or for the time of being together. If travellers care about travel, they may 

express their real thoughts in order to select a suitable destination that meets everyone’s 

needs. In this case, groups need to select a destination that everyone is happy about. 

However, if travellers care about friendship, they may not care about disagreement issues in 
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travel-related decisions. In this situation, group leaders may play a significant role in the 

decision-making process.  

 

Fourth, tourism organizations should identify the group leaders and target these people by 

providing specific marketing promotion. As group leaders exert a great influence on the 

group travel decision-making process, such as destination selection and trip planning, it is 

important to identify these group leaders. The results of the group leader section in this 

thesis can provide insightful information about the characteristics of the group leaders. 

Further effort is required in order to identify these group leaders and their profiles. In doing 

so, tourism organizations need to survey a large number of travellers, and gain an in-depth 

view of the group leaders. After the survey, demographic and travel characteristics, travel 

marketing channels (e.g., TV programs, newspapers, websites, and travel magazines), and 

the psychological characteristics should be collected. Specific marketing promotion 

strategies can be designed to target these group leaders, which could influence other group 

members’ behaviours (as leaders can largely influence non-leaders behaviours and 

decisions). If marketing practitioners could attract group leaders to the destination, then the 

group leaders might bring a group of people to the same destination. 

 

As group leaders are knowledgeable about the tourism industry, and active in expressing 

thoughts with other friends, these group leaders may be active in sharing travel experiences 

with others in the tourism-related online community, writing travel blogs online, or 

attending tourism exhibitions to gather further tourism information. Tourism practitioners 

could identify the characteristics of the group leaders through observing the tourism online 

community and travel blog. They can also conduct questionnaire surveys among the 
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participants of tourism exhibitions to gather information about group leaders in the Chinse 

youth market.  

 

7.7 Limitation 

This study implemented a qualitative approach, using both observation and interviews, to 

examine the group travel decision-making process of young Chinese independent travellers. 

The first limitation relates to the observation approach. Using observation, this study 

observed group members’ verbal and non-verbal communication behaviour when 

completing a simulation task of selecting a destination. As group members often complete 

the decision process in a short period of time (Decrop & Kozak, 2014), and this study 

mainly focused on the communication perspective, this study implemented 30 minutes 

observation to analyse the group communication process. However, observation only 

focuses on examining the process of completing a simulation task, and the real travel 

decision-making process might be different, as the travel decision-making process involves 

multiple decisions in the pre- and during-vacation stages. The observation approach could 

be a limitation of this study.  

 

Another limitation could be the destination selection in the observation study. The 

observation study only considered the destination selection decision rather than all pre-trip 

travel decisions, so choice of accommodation appears unimportant. The third limitation 

relates to the interview approach. Even though a focus group approach might have been 

more appropriate than individual interview, due to time and financial constraints, as well as 

the difficulty of gathering all of the group members together in the focus group, this study 

only interviewed individuals about the previous experiences of making group travel 

decisions. 
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The fourth limitation relates to the context of this study: young Chinese independent 

travellers. Due to young Chinese travellers have unique characteristics; this specific context 

may limit the findings. The findings of this study may not be directly applied in other 

contexts, such as older travellers, package tourists, and Westerners.  

 

7.8 Future Research 

This study has come some way in understanding how young Chinese independent travellers 

make travel-related decisions; however, this study provides several directions for future 

research. First, future research could involve a long timeframe, including pre-, and during-

vacation, to examine the group travel decision-making process in order to collect a 

comprehensive dataset. As the travel decision involves a long timeframe, and many 

decisions are made during the holiday, future observation studies could be conducted in two 

phases of group decision-making, such as before, and during the group trip. Comparisons 

between observations before and during vacation may generate differences in terms of the 

group interaction process.  

 

Second, future research could conduct focus groups of actual travel parties to understand 

travellers’ previous group decision-making experiences. In the future, focus groups could 

generate different perceptions of the same group travel decision-making process, and 

understand all group members’ views. In addition, different people may view multiple 

group leaders in the group. Future research can contribute to the group interaction process 

and group leader literature.  
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Third, this thesis, using qualitative approach, serves as an exploratory study to examine the 

group travel decision-making process. Quantitative approach method should be 

implemented in the future to test the ideas and theories developed from qualitative study. In 

addition, further quantitative research can be conducted to understand more about the group 

travel decision-making process. This section includes several suggestions.  

 

 In terms of further analysing the discussion topics identified in the current research, 

questionnaires can be distributed to travellers asking them to evaluate the 

importance of the discussion topics, and the time that they spend on discussing the 

topics when selecting a domestic or international destination. A deeper 

understanding of these topics can be found to confirm or supplement the findings of 

the current study.  

 

 In terms of the group interaction process, the current study found that all groups had 

good outcomes with decision-making (e.g., high satisfaction levels of final decision 

and the decision-making process), and ten groups of observation data could not 

generate the relationship between group interaction process and the outcome of 

decision-making. Different groups have different group interaction process, and 

different groups have different percentages of the task and social-emotional 

categories, so it is important to understand the effect of the group interaction process 

(the percentages of the task and social-emotional categories) on the outcome of 

decision-making. In the future, experimental design can be implemented to examine 

the effect of the group interaction process on the outcome of decision-making. The 

allocation of the percentage of task and social-emotional messages in the group 

discussion can be used to design an experimental scenario. In the process of 
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designing an experimental scenario, non-verbal descriptions could be incorporated 

as well.  

 

 In terms of reaching agreement in the group interaction process, a questionnaire 

survey can be utilized to identify the common strategies used by travellers when 

addressing disagreement in different types of sub-decisions.   

 

 In terms of group leaders, a questionnaire survey could be conducted to identify the 

common characteristics of the group leaders, such as travel value, style, and 

motivation. In addition, the characteristics of group leaders can be linked to the sub-

decisions in the group travel decision-making process. For example, what type of 

characteristics contributes to the involved sub-decisions by the group leaders?  

 

 Chinese cultural values in the group travel decision-making process can be 

measured by a scale. This thesis has provided an in-depth understanding of the 

influence of Chinese cultural values on the group decision-making process. In the 

future, the scale of Chinese cultural values can be developed based on the findings 

of this thesis as well as previous literature. The scale can be validated and tested in 

multiple Chinese generations in order to have a better understanding of the 

independent Chinese travellers.       

 

Fourth, further research could examine the group travel decision-making process in the 

online communication channel. With the popularity of using smartphones to communicate 

with each other, young Chinese travellers are now adopting some online chat tools, such as 

WeChat and QQ, to make group travel-related decisions. In the future, researchers could 
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examine the group travel decision-making process in the online communication context, and 

also to see whether the online interaction process differs from the face-to-face group 

interaction process.   

 

Fifth, the findings should be validated and tested in multiple contexts to develop a solid 

theory for the group travel decision making process. These contexts could be senior 

travellers, and western tourists. Comparisons between young travellers and senior travellers 

could answer whether young Chinese travellers adopt the similar communication pattern 

and Chinese cultural values of senior travellers. In addition, comparisons between Chinese 

travellers and Westerners can answer whether these Chinese cultural values are unique to 

the Chinese traveller context.   

 

7.9 Chapter Summary 

In summary, this chapter has provided a discussion and comparison of the relevant literature 

to the findings of this research. The examination of the group travel decision-making 

process of young Chinese independent travellers consists of three major sections: discussion 

topics, group interaction process, and group leaders. First, the examination of discussion 

topics found that the discussion topics were mostly consistent with previous individual 

travel decision-making theories, and some topics were particularly important for young 

Chinese independent travellers. The findings contribute to the theories of travel decision-

making, group communication, as well as Chinese traveller destination selection. From a 

practical perspective, the tourism marketing practices should focus on the key topics, with a 

particular focus on some topics that are highly related to Chinese travellers, in order to 

target potential young Chinese independent travellers.  
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Second, the analysis of the group interaction process found that group members mainly 

focused on task-related rather than social-emotional messages. Since the study involved the 

Chinese friendship groups making travel-related decisions, the group interaction process 

had a higher percentage of social-emotional messages. In addition, both verbal (task and 

social-emotional messages) and non-verbal behaviours influenced the group members to 

persuade others to agree with them to make an agreed decision. In terms of reaching 

agreement, the Chinese cultural value, harmony, is the central theme. Specifically, Chinese 

cultural values of forbearance and authority influenced travellers to perceive no 

disagreement, and reciprocity and conformity influenced the strategies that were used by 

Chinese travellers to solve disagreement. From a practical perspective, tourism marketing 

organizations should focus on providing information and creating a positive experience for 

travellers.  

 

Third, the analysis of the group leaders characterised the group members, as well as the 

leadership performance. This study, for the first time, found the common characteristics of 

the group leaders in young Chinese independent travellers when making travel-related 

decisions, as well as the factors that contribute to the performance of group leaders: 

experience and personality. From a practical perspective, tourism management 

organizations can design related tourism marketing strategies to attract the potential group 

leaders according to the characteristics of group leaders. The comprehensive discussion of 

the results of this research established the contribution of this thesis to the existing body of 

knowledge and set out the resulting managerial implications. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 2-1: Examples of Non-Verbal Behaviours 

Other non-

verbal 

behaviours 

Examples 

Smiling Smiling, smile vs. frown, broad vs. open smile 

Gazing  Eye contact, gaze, direction of gaze 

Raised brows Eyebrows raised/lowered, eyebrow flash  

Nodding Nod  

Self touch Self-touch, such as touch nose, lip, hand, face, head or hair, hands on legs/knees 

preparatory to getting up  

Other touch Hand on other’s arm, shoulder, back, knee, or hand, physical touch others 

Hand/arm 

gestures 

Arm/shoulder gestures 

Postural 

relaxation 

Erect posture (reversed), lean backwards, relaxed standing posture, forward lean 

(reversed), body cant, relaxed sitting posture, body lean, sitting on edge of seat, sideways 

lean 

Body shifting  Body movement, shifting position while sitting, shifting seat while listening or speaking 

Interpersonal 

distance 

Seated distance to a fixed other, standing distance or a fixed other, mutual proximity 

Facing 

orientation 

Directness of orientation to interaction partner 

Laughing Laughing  

Source: (E. Jones et al., 1999) 
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Appendix 2-2: Definitions of Vocalic Behaviours 

Non-verbal 

behaviours 

(vocalic) 

Definitions 

Turn length Turn occurred when at least one word had been spoken, when the person spoke alone for 

at least part of the turn. Turn length refers to the length of time a person spoke during the 

turn in seconds, including times of simultaneous speech. 

Response latency The time interval in seconds between the point at which one person finished speaking and 

the other person began speaking.  

Speech rate Calculated by dividing the number of syllables a person spoke during a turn by the length 

of the turn. 

Short pause 

frequency 

Defined as a within-turn pause of less than 1 second in duration.  

Long pause 

frequency 

Defined as a within-turn pause of 1 second or more.  

Interruption 

frequency 

Defined as a situation in which the first speaker was still speaking when the second 

speaker began to speak, and the second speaker continued speaking while the first 

speaker stopped.  

Simultaneous 

speech frequency 

Any instance where the first speaker was still speaking when the second speaker began to 

speak, but the second speaker did not take the floor from the first speaker, was coded as 

simultaneous speech.  

Source: (E. Jones et al., 1999) 
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Appendix 4-1: Consent Form in the Trial of the Pilot Study 

 

 

 

Consent Form 

 

Research title: An Examination of Group Travel Decision-making Process 

Research team:  

Mr. Hanqun Song (Ph.D. student)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.  

Email: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

Prof. Beverley Sparks (Principal 

supervisor) 

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.  

Email: b.sparks@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528766 

Dr. Ying Wang (Associate 

supervisor)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia. 

Email: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528591 

 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet and in particular have noted:  

 

 My involvement in this research will include permitting the research team to observe and analyse my 

behaviour during the group decision making exercise;  

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 The nature of the risks involved;  

 The group interview will be both video and audio-taped; 

 Only the research team will have access to this recorded material; 

 The video and audio tape will be used for investigating a research question on group decision making. 

Once the audio material is transcribed, the tapes will be erased, and the video material will be used in 

analysing the research questions and will kept on file for up to five years;  

 The identities of participants will not be included in any reporting of results;  

 There will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this research, but each group 

participating in this study will have an opportunity to win a $ 50 Chinese restaurant coupon;  

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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 My participation in this research is voluntary; 

 If I have additional questions I can contact the research team; 

 I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; and 

 I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human Research Committee on 

3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of 

the project. 

 

I agree to participate in the project.  

 

Name  

Signature  

Date  

 

 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix 4-2: Information Sheet in the Trial of the Pilot Study 

 

 

 

Information Sheet 

 

Research title: An Examination of Group Travel Decision-making Process 

Research team:  

Mr. Hanqun (Shawn) Song 

(Ph.D. student)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.  

Email: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

Prof. Beverley Sparks (Principal 

supervisor) 

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.  

Email: b.sparks@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528766 

Dr. Ying Wang (Associate 

supervisor)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia. 

Email: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528591 

 

The objective and expected benefit: This studyaims to examine how adults make travel decisions when 

planning small group travel. As limited studies have examined group travel decision-making processes, the 

results of the study will help both academia and industry to understand group travel decision-making 

processes. 

 

What you will be asked to do: You and your friends will be asked to participate in a group decision making 

exercise of selecting a tourism destination for your group travel in the next six months. The group decision 

making exercise will take you and your friends around 40 minutes to complete.  

 

Risk associated with participating in this research: We do not anticipate any risk to you as a consequence 

of participation in this research.  

 

Communication of the results: A summary report will be made available to you upon request. Results may 

also be presented at academic conferences and in journal articles.  
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The ethical conduct of this research: Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National 

Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (2007). Your participation is voluntary, confidential and 

anonymous. If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you should 

contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human Research Committee on 3735 5585 (or 

research-ethics@griffith.edu.au).  

 

If you have any questions or require further information about this project, please contact the corresponding 

researcher Mr. Hanqun (Shawn) Song whose contact details are listed at the beginning of this information 

sheet.  
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Appendix 4-3: Task Sheet in the Trial of the Pilot Study 

 

 

 

Task 

 

Imagine that you will travel together as a small group to a domestic travel in the next six months.  

 

Several requirements about the small group travel:  

 

 The small group travel should be in Australia;  

 Travel companions should be the people who participate in the group discussion today;   

 The duration of the trip should be around two to four days; and 

 Your planned travel period should be in March to August, 2012. 

 

Several requirements about the group discussion:  

 

 You will have up to 20 minutes to identify, discuss, and agree on a destination for your group 

vacation.  

 The possible destination you are selecting should be aligned to your actual situation (e.g., your 

interests and preference, your group members’ interests and preferences, family issues, time, 

financial constraints, etc). 

 If you need find more information about the destination, please search information on the iPad within 

five minutes. 
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Appendix 4-4: Post-Discussion Questionnaire in the Trial of the Pilot Study 

 

 

 

Post-discussion questionnaire 

 

Participant: _____ 

 

1, How many years have you been friends with your group members? 

Member 1  ______________                                     

Member 2  ______________ 

 

2, Please select a correct answer to describe the friendship with these participants? 

Member 1 A: Close                B: Not close 

Member 2 A: Close                B: Not close 

 

3, Please select the most powerful participant who influenced the final destination selection. (Please 

click one) 

Member 1                _____________ 

Member 2                _____________ 

 

4, Please select one powerful participant who changed your original destination selection. (Please 

click one) 

Member 1                _______________ 

Member 2                _______________ 

 

5, To what degree are you happy with the final selected destination? (Please click one answer) 

A: Strongly disagree;            B: Disagree;               C: Neutral;  

D: Agree;                              E: Strongly agree 
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Appendix 4-5: Presentation Slide for Recruiting Participants in the Pilot Study 
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Appendix 4-6: Email to the Interested Participants 

 

Dear X, 

 

This is Hanqun (Shawn) Song, a PhD student at the Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel and Sport 

Management, Griffith University.   

 

I am glad to know that you are interested in my PhD project, and would like to participate in a group 

discussion with your friends. I really appreciated your time and help.  

 

My PhD examines young Chinese travellers’ group decision-making process, therefore, participants in my 

study should be:  

 

 You must be born after 1980;   

 Each group has 3-5 friends.  

 

Could you please form a small group of three to five people with your existing friends?  

 

You and your group members will be asked to participate in a group decision-making exercise to select an 

international destination for your group travel in the next six months. The group decision making exercise will 

take you approximately 30 minutes.  

 

Many thanks! 

Have a nice day! 

 

Regards, 

Shawn 

--  

Hanqun Song  

PhD student  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel and Sport Management 

Griffith Business School 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 

Queensland, 4222, Australia 

Email: hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

  

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix 4-7: Email Reminder to the Participants 

 

Dear X, Y, and Z, 

 

Greetings! 

 

Can I please send you a reminder about your participation in my study?  

 

From the information you given to me, I found that, in your group, three people will attend the group 

discussion.  

 

Details are as follows: 

 

Group members:X, Y, and Z. 

The preferred time for your group discussion: 13:00-14:00, Monday, March 5, 2012 

Venue: Room 2.27, G27, Griffith University, Gold Coast campus.   

 

If you have any questions, please feel free to let me know. 

 

Many thanks! 

 

Have a nice day! 

 

Regards, 

Shawn 

--  

Hanqun Song  

PhD student  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel and Sport Management 

Griffith Business School 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 

Queensland, 4222, Australia 

Email: hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

 

 

 

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix 4-8: Facilities in the Observation Venue 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Group member 1 

Group member 2 

Group member 3 

Researcher 

Video camera 1 

Video camera 1 

Desk  
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Appendix 4-9: Consent Form 

 

 

Consent Form 

 

Research title: An Examination of Group Travel Decision-making Process 

Research team:  

Mr. Hanqun Song (Ph.D. student)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.  

Email: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

Prof. Beverley Sparks (Principal 

supervisor) 

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.  

Email: b.sparks@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528766 

Dr. Ying Wang (Associate 

supervisor)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia. 

Email: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528591 

 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet and in particular have noted:  

 

 My involvement in this research will include permitting the research team to observe and analyse my 

behaviour during the group decision making exercise;  

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 The nature of the risks involved;  

 The group interview will be both video and audio-taped; 

 Only the research team will have access to this recorded material; 

 The video and audio tape will be used for investigating a research question on group decision making. 

Once the audio material is transcribed, the tapes will be erased, and the video material will be used in 

analysing the research questions and will kept on file for up to five years;  

 The identities of participants will not be included in any reporting of results;  

 There will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this research, but each group 

participating in this study will have an opportunity to win a $ 50 Chinese restaurant coupon;  

 My participation in this research is voluntary; 

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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 If I have additional questions I can contact the research team; 

 I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; and 

 I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human Research Committee on 

3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of 

the project. 

 

I agree to participate in the project.  

 

Name   

Signature  

Date  

 

 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix 4-10: Information Sheet 

 

 

 

Information Sheet 

 

Research title: An Examination of Group Travel Decision-making Process 

Research team:  

Mr. Hanqun (Shawn) Song 

(Ph.D. student)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.  

Email: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

Prof. Beverley Sparks (Principal 

supervisor) 

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.  

Email: b.sparks@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528766 

Dr. Ying Wang (Associate 

supervisor)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia. 

Email: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528591 

 

The objective and expected benefit: This studyaims to examine how adults make travel decisions when 

planning small group travel. As limited studies have examined group travel decision-making processes, the 

results of the study will help both academia and industry to understand group travel decision-making 

processes. 

 

What you will be asked to do: You and your friends will be asked to participate in a group decision making 

exercise of selecting a tourism destination for your group travel in the next six months. The group decision 

making exercise will take you and your friends around 40 minutes to complete.  

 

Risk associated with participating in this research: We do not anticipate any risk to you as a consequence 

of participation in this research.  

 

Communication of the results: A summary report will be made available to you upon request. Results may 

also be presented at academic conferences and in journal articles.  

 

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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The ethical conduct of this research: Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National 

Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (2007). Your participation is voluntary, confidential and 

anonymous. If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you should 

contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human Research Committee on 3735 5585 (or 

research-ethics@griffith.edu.au).  

 

If you have any questions or require further information about this project, please contact the corresponding 

researcher Mr. Hanqun (Shawn) Song whose contact details are listed at the beginning of this information 

sheet.  

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au


 

265 

 

Appendix 4-11: Task Sheet 

 

 

Task 

 

 Imagine that you will travel together as a small group to an international destination in the next six 

months. 

 

Several requirements about the small group travel:  

 

 The small group travel should be outside Australia and China;  

 Travel companions should be the people who participate in the group discussion today;  

 The duration of the trip should be around 7-10 days;  

 Your planned travel period should be in March to August, 2012. 

 

Several requirements about the group discussion:  

 

 You will have up to 30 minutes to identify, discuss, and agree on a destination for your group 

vacation.  

 The possible destination you are selecting should be aligned to your actual situation (e.g., your 

interests and preference, your group members’ interests and preferences, family issues, time, and 

financial constraints, etc.). 
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Appendix 4-12: Post-Discussion Questionnaire 

 

 

 

Post-discussion questionnaire 

 

Group A: Participant: Name X 

 

1, Gender: _________ 

 

2: Age: _________ 

 

3, How many years have you been friends with your group members?  

Name Y  ______________                                     

Name Z  ______________ 

 

4, Please select a correct answer to describe the friendship with these participants?  

 

Name Y A: Close         B: Average         C: Not close  

Name Z A: Close         B: Average         C: Not close  

 

5, Please select the most persuasive participant who influenced the final destination selection. (Please 

click one)  

 

Name Y  ______________                                     

Name Z 

Myself 

 ______________ 

 ______________ 

 
 

 

6, Please select one persuasive participant who changed your original destination selection. (Please click 

one)  

 

Name Y  ______________                                     

Name Z  ______________ 
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7, To what degree are you happy with the final selected destination? (Please click one number) 1 is 

Unhappy, and 5 is Happy.  

 

Unhappy Slightly unhappy Neutral Slightly happy Happy 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

 

8, My personal needs were taken into consideration when discussing the final destination. (Please click one 

number) (1 is disagree, and 5 is agree)  

Disagree Slightly disagree Neutral Slightly agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9, Every group member was accommodated in the final decision. (Please click one number) (1 is disagree, 

and 5 is agree)  

Disagree Slightly disagree Neutral Slightly agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix 5-1: Consent Form (English Version) 

 

 

 

Consent Form 

 

Research title: An examination of the Chinese group travel decision-making process (GU Ref No: 

HSL/28/12/HREC) 

 

Research team:  

Mr. Hanqun Song (Ph.D. 

Candidate)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.  

Email: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

Prof. Beverley Sparks 

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.  

Email: b.sparks@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528766 

Dr. Ying Wang 

Department of Tourism, 

Leisure, Hotel and Sport 

Management, Gold Coast 

Campus, Griffith University, 

Queensland 4222, Australia. 

Email: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528591 

 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet and in particular have 

noted:  

 

 My involvement in this research will include permitting the research team to observe and 

analyse my behaviour during the group decision making exercise;  

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 No risks involved in this study;  

 The group interview will be both video and audio-taped; 

 Only the research team will have access to this recorded material; 
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 The video and audio tape will be used for investigating a research question on group decision 

making. The audio and video material will be used in analysing the research questions and will 

keep on file for up to five years;  

 Any extracts from the audio or video material to be used in conference papers, journal 

publications or the thesis document will only be in the form of anonymous written descriptions 

or quotes. No identifying information will be included. 

 The identities of participants will not be included in any reporting of results;  

 There will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this research, but each participant 

will be given a $5 fast food coupon as an incentive when they finish their participation;  

 My participation in this research is voluntary; 

 If I have additional questions I can contact the research team; 

 I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; and 

 

If I have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project I could contact Mr. Hanqun 

Song (Ph.D. Candidate), the leading researcher of this study, at email: hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au. 

 

I agree to participate in the project.  

 

Name   

Signature  

Date   

 
 

 

  

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix 5-2: Consent Form (Chinese Version) 

 

 

 

 

 

知情同意书 

 

研究项目:中国游客群体决策研究 

 

科研小组： 

 

宋汉群(博士候选人)  

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区旅

游休闲饭店和运动管理系 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

Beverley Sparks 教授 

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区旅

游运动和服务研究中心主任 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

b.sparks@griffith.edu.au 

王颖博士 

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区旅

游休闲饭店和运动管理系(讲

师) 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au 

 

签名前，我确认我已经阅读、并了解此知情同意书所列之内容： 

 

 同意该研究小组成员观察、分析我在群体决策中的行为； 

 满意研究小组的成员答疑解惑的过程； 

 参与本研究不会有任何风险； 

 小组讨论会被录音、录像； 

 只有该研究小组的成员才可以接触到录音、录像资料； 

 录音、录像资料将用于中国游客群体决策研究。录音和录像资料会被保留最多五年，并

只用于学术分析； 

 任何摘录自录音、录像资料的信息只会用于学术会议、学术期刊、以及科研小组第一成

员的博士论文中。所有摘录的信息都是匿名的，任何信息都不会暴露我的隐私及个人信

息； 

 本人不会因为参与本研究而有直接的利益，但是会得到价值 35 元人民币的餐饮餐券以作

奖励； 

 本人自愿参与本研究； 
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 若有任何疑问，我可以联系上述研究小组成员； 

 我可以中途放弃参与本项研究，并不需提供任何理由或遭到处罚； 

 

如果本人对本研究有任何疑问、或者想对研究过程中不道德行为进行投诉，我会联系宋汉群先生

（电子邮箱：hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au）。 

 

 

我同意参与本项研究： 

 

姓名  

签名  

日期  

 

 

 

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix 5-3: Information Sheet (English Version) 

 

 

 

Information Sheet 

 

PhD thesis title: An examination of the Chinese group travel decision-making process (GU Ref No: 

HSL/28/12/HREC) 

 

Research team:  

Mr. Hanqun Song (Ph.D. 

candidate)  

Department of Tourism, 

Leisure, Hotel and Sport 

Management, Gold Coast 

Campus, Griffith University, 

Queensland 4222, Australia.  

Email: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

 

Prof. Beverley Sparks (Principal 

Supervisor) 

Department of Tourism, 

Leisure, Hotel and Sport 

Management, Gold Coast 

Campus, Griffith University, 

Queensland 4222, Australia.  

Email: b.sparks@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528766 

Dr. Ying Wang (Associate 

Supervisor)  

Department of Tourism, 

Leisure, Hotel and Sport 

Management, Gold Coast 

Campus, Griffith University, 

Queensland 4222, Australia. 

Email: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528591 

 

The objective and expected benefit: This studyaims to examine how young adults make travel 

decisions when planning small group travel. As limited studies have examined group travel decision-

making processes, the results of the study will help both academia and industry to understand group 

travel decision-making processes. 

 

What you will be asked to do: You and your friends will be asked to participate in a group decision 

making exercise of selecting a tourism destination in the next six months. The group decision making 

exercise, around 40 minutes, will be voice and video recorded. Participants also need to complete a short 

questionnaire following completion of the decision making exercise. 

 

Risk associated with participating in this research: We do not anticipate any risk to you as a 

consequence of participation in this research.  
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Communication of the results: A summary report will be made available to you upon request. Results 

may also be presented at academic conferences and in journal articles.  

 

The ethical conduct of this research: Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the 

National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (2007). Your participation is voluntary, 

confidential and anonymous. If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the 

project you should contact Mr. Hanqun Song (Ph.D. Candidate), the leading researcher of this study, at 

email: hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au.  

 

 

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix 5-4: Information Sheet (Chinese Version) 

 

 
 

项目简介 

 

 

中国游客群体决策研究 

 

 

科研小组： 

 

宋汉群(博士候选人)  

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区旅游

休闲饭店和运动管理系 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

Beverley Sparks 教授 

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区旅游

运动和服务研究中心主任 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

b.sparks@griffith.edu.au 

 

 

王颖博士 

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区

旅游休闲饭店和运动管理系

(讲师) 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au 

 

研究目的和预期结果：研究中国年轻人如何制定小群体旅游决策。以往涉及游客群体决策的研究非常

少，本研究将有助于学术界和旅游业界更好地了解群体旅游决策。 

 

您将会被要求做什么：您和您的朋友一起选择旅游目的地。为时大约 40 分钟。 

 

参与这项研究的相关风险：参与本研究不会为您带来任何风险。 

 

研究成果：如果您想详细地了解本研究，请和我们联系。我们会寄给您一份研究结果摘要。研究结果

也可能在学术会议或期刊上发表。 

 

这项研究的道德操守：格里菲斯大学遵照“2007 年澳洲人类研究伦理行为标准”进行所有学术研究。您

的参与是自愿的、保密的和匿名的。我们不会询问您的个人隐私，也不会要求您提供任何可识别您本

人的信息。如果您对本研究有任何疑问、或者想对研究过程中不道德行为进行投诉，请联系本研究小

组成员宋汉群先生（电子邮箱：hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au）。 

 

如果您有任何问题、或想要了解本项目的信息，也请联系宋汉群先生，其详细联系方式在本页的上方。 

 

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
mailto:b.sparks@griffith.edu.au
mailto:ying.wang@griffith.edu.au
mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix 5-5: Simulation Task (International Destination Selection) [English 

Version] 

 

 

 

Task 

 

Imagine that you will travel together as a small group to an international destination in the next six months.  

 

The small group travel:  

 

The small group travel should be outside China;  

Travel companions should be the people here today, and you can also bring other friends to this group travel; 

The duration of the trip should be around seven to ten days; and 

Your planned travel period should be in October 2012 to March 2013. 

 

The group discussion:  

 

You will have up to 40 minutes to identify, discuss, and agree on a destination for your group vacation.  

The possible destination you are selecting should be aligned to your actual situation (e.g., your interests and 

preference, your group members’ interests and preferences, family issues, time, financial constraints, etc). 
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Appendix 5-6: Simulation Task (International Destination Selection) [Chinese 

Version] 

 

 

 

任务 

 

设想一下，您将在未来六个月之内和在座的朋友一起旅游，你们会去哪里旅游？你们会怎样规划你们

的行程？ 

 

目的地选择： 

 

旅游目的地必须在中国大陆以外（包括港、澳、台）。 

参加旅游的人必须包括，但不限于今天参与讨论的人。 

旅游为时 7-10 天。 

出行时间必须是 2012 年 10 月-2013 年 3 月。 

 

小组讨论： 

 

你们有 40 分钟的时间商量、讨论你们想要去的地方以及旅游行程规划。 

请基于你们的真实想法和实际情况（例如兴趣爱好、时间、金钱等等）选择旅游目的地并规划行程。 
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Appendix 5-7: Simulation Task (Domestic Destination Selection)[English 

Version] 

 

 

 

Task 

 

Imagine that you will travel together as a small group to a domestic destination in the next six months.  

 

The small group travel:  

 

Should be in China;  

Travel companions should be the people here today, and you can also bring other friends to this group travel;   

The duration of the trip should be around two to four days; and 

Your planned travel period should be in October 2012 to March 2013. 

 

The group discussion:  

 

You will have up to 40 minutes to identify, discuss, and agree on a destination for your group vacation.  

The possible destination you are selecting should be aligned to your actual situation (e.g., your interests and 

preference, your group members’ interests and preferences, family issues, time, financial constraints, etc). 

 

 

 



 

278 

 

Appendix 5-8: Simulation Task (Domestic Destination Selection) [Chinese 

Version] 

 

 

 

任务 

 

设想一下，您将在未来六个月之内和在座的朋友一起旅游，你们会去哪里旅游？你们会怎样规划你们

的行程？ 

 

目的地选择： 

 

目的地必须在中国国内（不包括港、澳、台）。 

参加旅游的人必须包括，但不限于今天参与讨论的人。 

旅游为时 2-4 天。 

出行时间必须是 2012 年 10 月-2013 年 3 月。 

 

小组讨论： 

 

你们有 40 分钟的时间商量、讨论你们想要去的地方以及旅游行程规划。 

请基于你们的真实想法和实际情况（例如兴趣爱好、时间、金钱等等）选择旅游目的地并规划行程。 
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Appendix 5-9: Post-Discussion Questionnaire (English Version) 

 

 

 

Post-discussion questionnaire 

1, Participant name: _________ 

2, Gender: _________ 

3, Age: _________ 

4, Date and time: __________ 

 

Next, we want to ask you some questions about your friendship with the group members as well as how you 

felt about the decision process. Please write the names of each person next to one letter.  

 

5, How long have you been friends with your group members? 

 

A   ______years_______ months                                    

B  _______years_______ months                                    

C  _______years_______ months                                    

 

6, Please select a correct answer to describe the friendship with these participants? 

 

A   A: Close         B: Average        C: Not close 

B   A: Close         B: Average        C: Not close  

C   A: Close         B: Average        C: Not close 

 

7, From your perspective who was the most persuasive participant who influenced the final destination 

selection (please rank order where 1 = most persuasive member; 2 = next most persuasive member and so on.  

 

Rank 1  ______________                                     

Rank 2  ______________ 

Rank 3  ______________ 

Rank 4  ______________ 
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8, Please evaluate all of the group member’s performance in the group-decision making process (please write 

down a number from 1-5, 1 means disagree, and 5 means agree). 

 

Items  A B  C Myself 

…active…     

…dominant…     

…talks a lot…     

…passive…     

…introverted…     

…says little…     

…friendly…     

…equalitarian…     

…unfriendly…     

…negativistic…     

…analytical…     

…task-oriented…     

…problem-solving…     

…shows feelings…     

…shows emotion…     

 

9, To what degree are you happy with the final selected destination? (Please click one number) 1 is Unhappy, 

and 5 is Happy. 
 

Unhappy Slightly 

unhappy 

Neutral Slightly happy Happy 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

10, I felt that my personal needs were taken into consideration when discussing the final destination. (Please 

click one number) (1 is disagree, and 5 is agree)  

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

11, Overall, each group member would be satisfied with the final decision. (Please click one number) (1 is 

disagree, and 5 is agree)  

Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix 5-10: Post-Discussion Questionnaire (Chinese Version) 

 

 

问卷（小组讨论后） 

一、您的简单资料： 

1，姓名_________ 

2，性别_________ 

3，年龄 _________ 

4，受访日期、时间_________ 

 

二、您和您组员的朋友关系： 

5，请写出其他组员的姓名，并写出您认识对方的时间？ 

A  __________年月 

B  __________年月 

C  __________年月 

 

6，您如何界定您和您的组员的朋友关系？ 

A 1) 亲密              2) 一般             3) 不亲密 

B 1) 亲密              2) 一般             3) 不亲密 

C  1) 亲密              2) 一般             3) 不亲密 

 

7，从您的角度来看，您觉得谁在小组讨论中最能说服别人，并影响最终旅游地选择的人？（请排

序，从影响力最大到最小。包括您自己） 

排名 1  ______________                                     

排名 2 

排名 3 

 ______________ 

 ______________ 

排名 4 ______________  
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8, 在本次小组讨论中，您觉得您的小组成员是什么样的人？请从 1 到 5 中选择合适的数字，1 表示

非常不同意，2，不同意，3，中立，4，同意，5，非常同意。 

 

评价指标 A B  C 我自己 

是一个积极主动的人     

是一个起主导作用的人     

是个健谈的人     

是一个被动的人     

是一个内向的人     

是一个不健谈的人     

是一个友善的人     

是一个和其他人平等相处的

人 

    

是一个不友善的人     

是一个总是否定别人的人     

是一个善于分析问题的人     

是一个始终关注讨论话题的

人 

    

是一个善于解决问题的人     

是一个动感情的人（生理

上） 

    

是一个感性的人（心理上）     

 

9，您对您们小组最终所选择的旅游目的地满意吗？ 

非常不满意 有点不满意 中立 有点满意 非常满意 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

 

10，我感觉在小组讨论过程中，大家考虑到了我的个人需求。 

非常不同意 有点不同意 中立 有点同意 非常同意 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

11，每个人都满意最终所选择的出游地。 

非常不同意 有点不同意 中立 有点同意 非常同意 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix 5-11: Diagram of the Seats 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Member 1 

Member 2 Member 3 

Member 4 

Camera A Camera B 
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Appendix 5-12: Frequency of Tourism Activities Discussed by Group Members 

Tourism activities 
 

G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 G6 G7 G8 G9 G10 TOTAL 

Sightseeing Theme park 0 0 0 0 0 31 8 15 0 0 54 

 
Natural scenery 4 2 4 1 5 10 0 6 0 0 32 

 
Museum 6 0 0 0 0 5 0 16 0 0 27 

 
Iconic building 4 0 0 0 3 0 1 5 5 0 18 

 
Ice sculpture 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 14 

 
Ferry as an attraction 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 3 0 0 12 

 
Small town 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 6 0 0 12 

 
Film related attraction 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 

 
Heritage site 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 8 

 
Palace 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 

 
Temple 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

 
Church 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 

 
SUB-TOTAL 20 10 10 1 8 50 27 65 7 2 200 

Relaxation 

activities 

Shopping 11 6 6 0 16 1 13 4 8 0 65 

Tasting food 0 2 3 0 12 15 13 0 0 3 48 

 
Casino 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 0 0 0 23 

 
Show and concert 5 0 0 0 4 0 7 0 0 0 16 

 
Hot spring 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 5 8 

 
Wine tasting  2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 

 
Book store 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 

 
Watching movie 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 

 
Night clubbing 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 

 
SUB-TOTAL 18 8 10 0 41 16 56 6 9 8 172 

Special 

interest 

activities 

Mountain hiking 0 7 1 2 0 2 0 22 0 0 34 

Going to beach 0 14 7 0 5 1 0 2 0 2 31 

Riding horse 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 12 22 

 
Swimming in the sea 0 3 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 5 13 

 
Skiing 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 

 
Diving 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

 
Cycling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 

 
Football 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

 
Yachting 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

 
Jet boating 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

 
Rafting 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

 
Fishing 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

 
Camping 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

 
SUB-TOTAL 7 24 18 3 5 16 0 29 0 19 121 
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Appendix 5-13: A Review of Chinese Outbound Tourism Development 

 

History:  

 

Outbound pleasure travel from China began in 1983 when mainland Chinese from Guangdong Province were 

permitted to travel to Hong Kong on organized tours to visit relatives. This privilege was extended the 

following year to include visits to Macau, with residents from additional provinces permitted to join the tours 

as long as they had relatives or friends in Hong Kong or Macau (Li, 2007; Y. Wang, 2008; World Travel and 

Tourism Council, 2003).  However, outbound travel by Chinese really came into existence in 1990 when 

bilateral tourism agreements with Singapore, Malaysia, and Thailand were signed. The agreements allowed 

Chinese leisure tourists to travel to these countries as members of the Chinese Travel Service (CTS) organised 

group tours (Y. Wang, 2008).   

 

Beginning in 1995, the Chinese National Tourism Administration (CNTA) formalized the Approved 

Destination Status (ADS) programme. The ADS system is based on bilateral tourism agreements whereby a 

government allows self-paying Chinese tourists to travel for pleasure to its territory within guided package 

groups and with a special visa (Li, 2007). In the 1990s, China’s government negotiated ADS agreements with 

a small number of neighbouring countries in Asia. By the end of 2014, China had awarded ADS to 148 

countries/territories, but only 117 countries/territories were open for Chinese package tourists (see the list). As 

shown in the list, some countries/territories, such as Australia, New Zealand, Japan, and the USA, were open 

for Chinese package tourists from particular cities at different times. Until now, only Chinese residents from 

29 provinces have been allowed to join package tours to visit the USA.  

 

Table 1: List of countries with ADS 

  
Country/Territor

y 
Starting Date Scope (cities, municipalities, and provinces) 

1 Hong Kong  1983 All  

2 Macau 1983 All  

3 Thailand 1988 All 

4 Singapore 1990 All 

5 Malaysia  1990 All 

6 Philippines  1992 All 

7 Australia  1999 Beijing, Shanghai, and Guangzhou 

    2004 Tianjin, Hebei, Shandong, Jiangsu, Zhejiang, and Chongqing 

    2006 All 

8 New Zealand 1999 Beijing, Shanghai, and Guangzhou 

    2004 Tianjin, Hebei, Shandong, Jiangsu, Zhejiang, and Chongqing 

    2006 All 
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9 South Korea  1998 All 

10 Japan  2000 Beijing, Shanghai, and Guangzhou 

    2004 Liaoning, Tianjin, Shandong, Jiangsu, and Zhejiang 

    2005 All 

11 Vietnam  2000 All 

12 Cambodia 2000 All 

13 Myanmar 2000 All 

14 Brunei 2000 All 

15 Nepal  2002 All 

16 Indonesia 2002 All 

17 Malta 2002 All 

18 Turkey 2002 All 

19 Egypt 2002 All 

20 Germany 2003 All 

21 India 2003 All 

22 Maldives 2003 All 

23 Sri Lanka 2003 All 

24 South Africa 2003 All 

25 Croatia 2003 All 

26 Hungary 2003 All 

27 Pakistan 2003 All 

28 Cuba 2003 All 

29 Greece 2004 All 

30 France 2004 All 

31 Holland 2004 All 

32 Belgium 2004 All 

33 Luxemburg 2004 All 

34 Portugal 2004 All 

35 Spain 2004 All 

36 Italy 2004 All 

37 Austria 2004 All 

38 Finland 2004 All 

39 Sweden 2004 All 

40 Czech 2004 All 

41 Esthonia 2004 All 

42 Latvia 2004 All 

43 Lithunia 2004 All 

44 Poland 2004 All 

45 Slovenia 2004 All 

46 Slovak 2004 All 

47 Cyprus 2004 All 

48 Denmark 2004 All 
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49 Iceland 2004 All 

50 Ireland 2004 All 

51 Norway 2004 All 

52 Romania 2004 All 

53 Switzerland 2004 All 

54 Liechtenstein 2004 All 

55 Ethiopia  2004 All 

56 Zimbabwe 2004 All 

57 Tanzania 2004 All 

58 Mauritius 2004 All 

59 Tunis 2004 All 

60 Seychelles 2004 All 

61 Kenya 2004 All 

62 Zambia 2004 All 

63 Jordan 2004 All 

64 
Northern 

Mariana Islands 
2005 All 

65 Fiji 2005 All 

66 Vanuatu 2005 All 

67 UK 2005 All 

68 Chile 2005 All 

69 Jamaica 2005 All 

70 Russia 2005 All 

71 Brazil 2005 All 

72 Mexico 2005 All 

73 Peru 2005 All 

74 
Antigua and 

Barbuda 2005 All 

75 Barbados 2005 All 

76 Lao PDR 2005 All 

77 Mongolia 2006 All 

78 Tonga 2006 All 

79 Grenada 2006 All 

80 Bahamas, 2006 All 

81 Argentina 2007 All 

82 Venezuela 2007 All 

83 Uganda 2007 All 

84 Bangladesh 2007 All 

85 Andorra 2007 All 

86 Bulgaria 2007 All 

87 Morocco 2007 All 

88 Monaco 2007 All 

89 Syria 2007 All 
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90 Oman 2007 All 

91 Namibia 2007 All 

92 USA 2008 

Beijing, Tianjin, Shanghai, Jiangsu, Zhejiang, Hunan, Hubei, 

Hebei, Guangdong 

    2009 

Shanxi, Liaoning, Jilin, Heilongjiang, Anhui, Shandong, 

Guangxi, Hainan, Chongqing, Sichuan, Yunnan, and Shaanxi 

    2011 Inner Mongolia, Ningxia, and Fujian 

    2012 Henan, Jiangxi, and Guizhou 

    2014 Qinhai and Gansu 

93 Taiwan 2008 All 

94 Dominica 2008 All 

95 Israel 2008 All 

96 Cape Verde 2009 All 

97 Guyana 2009 All 

98 Montenegro 2009 All 

99 Ghana 2009 All 

100 Ecuador 2009 All 

101 Dominica 2009 All 

102 

United Arab 

Emirates 2009 All 

103 

Papua New 

Guinea 2009 All 

104 Mali 2009 All 

105 North Korea 2010 All 

106 Micronesia 2010 All 

107 Uzbekistan 2010 All 

108 Lebanon 2010 All 

109 Canada  2010 All 

110 Serbia 2010 All 

111 Iran 2011 All 

112 Madagascar 2012 All 

113 Colombia 2012 All 

114 

Independent 

State of Samoa 2012 All 

115 Cameroon 2012 All 

116 Rwanda  2013 All 

117 Ukraine 2014 All 

Source: (China National Tourism Administration, 2014) 

 

Two broad destination categories: 

 

These 117 overseas destinations visited by Chinese tourists can be broadly grouped into two categories. The 

first group includes Taiwan and China’s two Special Administrative Regions (SARs), Hong Kong and Macau. 

The second group consists of all foreign countries (Y. Wang, 2008). There have been numerous debates on 
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whether SARs should be regarded as domestic rather than international tourist destinations. Due to the fact 

that Mainland Chinese travellers are required to have special travel documents (e.g., a travel permit [not a 

passport] and endorsement [not a visa, but similar to a visa] to visit Hong Kong, Macau, and Taiwan).  In 

addition, CNTA defines Hong Kong, Macau, and Taiwan as outbound tourism destinations. Therefore, in the 

PhD thesis, Hong Kong, Macau, and Taiwan are regarded as international tourism destinations. 

 

Two types of travel style and two types of travel documents:  

 

In the Chinese outbound tourism context, Mainland Chinese travellers can travel independently or travel by 

joining a package tour to visit an international destination. As shown in Table 1, all Chinese travellers can visit 

117 destinations by joining a package tour, if they are qualified to get a visa. Only residents from 29 provinces 

can join a package tour to visit the USA.  

 

However, not every Chinese traveller is able to travel independently to the 117 destinations. This section 

explains the travel style and travel document issue based on two broad destination categories: 1) Taiwan and 

China’s two Special Administrative Regions (SARs), Hong Kong and Macau, and 2) other foreign countries.  

 

The first-mentioned destination category comprises three regions/countries – Taiwan, and China’s two Special 

Administrative Regions (SARs), Hong Kong and Macau. In terms of Hong Kong and Macau, only residents 

from 49 mainland cities could visit these destinations independently. Mainland Chinese were able to visit 

Hong Kong and Macau from 1983 on business visas or in group tours. The Individual Visit Scheme began on 

28 July 2003. It allowed travellers from Mainland China to visit Hong Kong and Macau on an individual basis. 

Under the scheme, residents from 49 Mainland cities could apply for a travel endorsement to visit the two 

SARs individually. Residents from other Mainland Chinese cities can only join package tours to visit Hong 

Kong and Macau. The list of these 49 cities is shown in Table 2.  

 

Table 2: Individual Visit Scheme for Mainland Chinese to Visit Hong Kong and Macau 

Starting Date Cities  

28 July 2003 Dongguan, Foshan, Zhongshan, and Jiangmen 

20 August 2003 Guangzhou, Shenzhen, Zhuhai, and Huizhou 

1 September 2003 Shanghai and Beijing 

1 January 2004 Shantou, Chaozhou, Meizhou, Zhaoqing, Qingyuan, and Yunfu 

1 May 2004 Shanwei, Maoming, Zhanjiang, Shaoguan, Jieyang, Heyuan, and 

Yangjiang (That covered the whole Guangdong province) 

1 July 2004 Nanjing, Suzhou, Wuxi, Hangzhou, Ningbo, Taizhou, Fuzhou, 

Xiamen, and Quanzhou 

1 March 2005 Tianjin and Chongqing 

1 November 2005 Chengdu, Jinan, Dalian, and Shenyang 

1 May 2006 Nanchang, Changsha, Nanning, Haikou, Guiyang, and Kunming 

1 January 2007 Shijiazhuang, Zhengzhou, Changchun, Hefei, and Wuhan 

Total  49 cities  

Source: (Hong Kong Tourism Board, 2014) 
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As for Taiwan, only residents from 47 mainland Chinese cities can visit Taiwan independently. Mainland 

Chinese package tourists have been permitted to visit Taiwan since 18 July 2008. From 21 June 2010, 

mainland travellers from three cities, Beijing, Shanghai, and Xiamen, were allowed to visit Taiwan 

independently through the Free Independent Traveller (FIT) program. The FIT program had expanded to 47 

Mainland Chinese cities by April 2015. Residents from other Mainland Chinese cities are only allowed to visit 

Taiwan by joining package tours. The list of these 47 cities is shown in Table 3.  

 

Table 3: Free Independent Traveller Program for Mainland Chinese to Visit Taiwan 

Starting Date Cities  

21 June 2011  Beijing, Shanghai, and Xiamen 

28 April 2012   Tianjin, Chongqing, Nanjing, Guangzhou, Hangzhou, and Chengdu 

28 August 2012  Jinan, Xian, Fuzhou, and Shenzhen 

28 June 2013 Shenyang, Zhengzhou, Wuhan, Suzhou, Ningbo, and Qingdao 

28 August 2013 Shijiazhuang, Changchun, Hefei, Changsha, Nanning, Kunming, and 

Quanzhou 

18 August 2014 Harbin, Taiyuan, Nanchang, Guiyang, Dalian, Wuxi, Wenzhou, 

Zhongshan, Yantai, and Zhangzhou 

15 April 2015 Haikou, Hohhot, Lanzhou, Yinchuan, Changzhou, Zhoushan, Huizhou, 

Weihai, Longyan, Guilin, and Xuzhou 

TOTAL 47 cities 

Source: (Taiwan Tourism Bureau, 2015) 

 

The second-mentioned destination category was other foreign countries. In terms of the majority of foreign 

countries, Mainland Chinese travellers can travel independently or join package tours. The visa is the same for 

both kinds of independent and package tourists. Individuals in China who wish to travel to an approved 

destination can obtain visas arranged in bulk by a government-approved travel agency. However, some 

destinations, such as Japan, have two types of visitor visa for Chinese travellers: individual tourist and 

package tourist (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, 2014). Mainland Chinese travellers can either apply for 

a package tourist visa, or apply for an individual tourist visa.  

 

The section shows that generally Chinese can travel independently and apply for a visitor visa to a majority of 

destinations. However, in terms of Hong Kong, Macau, and Taiwan, permitted visa applications and travel 

styles differ according to the traveller’s residential location. Only the listed cities allow independent travel visa 

applications by Mainland Chinese.  

 

 

 

  



 

291 

 

Appendix 5-14: Frequency of Tourism Activities Discussed in Domestic and 

International Destination Selection 

 

 

International Destination 

Selection 

Domestic Destination 

Selection 

Sightseeing 82 129 

Relaxation activities 133 38 

Special interest activities 30 94 
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Appendix 5-15: Matrix of Twelve Verbal Behaviours and Seven Non-Verbal Behaviours 

  
Gesturing by 

Speaker 
Touching Others Smiling Frowning Nodding Head Shaking Laughter TOTAL 

Asking 

orientation 
7 6% 1 1% 70 58% 15 13% 8 7% 3 3% 16 13% 100% 

Asking 

opinion 
3 10% 1 3% 17 55% 2 6% 1 3% 0 0% 7 23% 100% 

Asking 

suggestion 
0 0% 0 0% 11 61% 1 6% 2 11% 0 0% 4 22% 100% 

Giving 

orientation 
93 15% 13 2% 194 31% 28 5% 117 19% 68 11% 107 17% 100% 

Giving 

opinion 
47 6% 21 3% 258 35% 53 7% 138 19% 88 12% 124 17% 100% 

Giving 

suggestion 
30 11% 20 7% 116 43% 7 3% 48 18% 8 3% 43 16% 100% 

Agreement 6 2% 4 1% 57 16% 2 1% 271 75% 1 0% 21 6% 100% 

Tension 

release 
10 2% 8 2% 58 13% 2 0% 8 2% 3 1% 344 79% 100% 

Solidarity 2 5% 9 21% 14 33% 2 5% 3 7% 0 0% 12 29% 100% 

Disagreement 6 9% 3 5% 13 20% 9 14% 0 0% 27 42% 7 11% 100% 

Antagonism 3 14% 0 0% 9 41% 6 27% 0 0% 1 5% 3 14% 100% 

Showing 

tension 
6 4% 1 1% 53 39% 18 13% 8 6% 16 12% 34 25% 100% 
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Appendix 5-16: Comparison between Leaders and Non-leaders for Each Group 

Group active dominant 
talks 

a lot 
passive introverted 

says 

little 
friendly egalitarian unfriendly negativistic analytical 

task-

oriented 

problem-

solving 

shows 

feelings 

shows 

emotion 

G1 
5.00

a
/ 

4.00
b
 

5.00/ 

4.00 

5.00/ 

4.00 

1.00/ 

2.00
*
 

1.67/ 

2.00 

1.67/ 

2.00 

5.00/ 

4.67 

5.00/ 

4.67 

1.00/ 

1.33 

1.00/ 

1.33 

5.00/ 

4.50 

5.00/ 

4.50 

5.00/ 

4.50 

2.67/ 

2.33 

4.67/ 

3.67 

G2 
4.50/ 

3.75 

4.75/ 

3.67 

4.75/ 

3.83 

2.00/ 

2.67 

1.50/ 

2.67
*
 

1.50/ 

2.25 

4.75/ 

4.75 

4.75/ 

4.75 

1.00/ 

1.00 

1.50/ 

1.50 

4.00/ 

3.58 

4.25/ 

4.00 

4.00/ 

3.75 

3.75/ 

3.00 

4.75/ 

4.17 

G3 
4.00/ 

4.00 

3.75/ 

3.44 

4.00/ 

3.67 

1.75/ 

1.89 

2.50/ 

2.11 

2.25/ 

2.11 

4.50/ 

4.56 

4.50/ 

4.67 

1.25/ 

1.22 

2.50/ 

1.67
*
 

4.25/ 

4.00 

4.50/ 

4.11 

4.00/ 

4.11 

3.75/ 

3.89 

4.00/ 

3.67 

G4 
4.75/ 

4.10 

4.75/ 

3.50
*
 

4.75/ 

3.50
*
 

1.00/ 

2.60
**

 

1.00/ 

2.40
**

 

1.00/ 

1.60 

5.00/ 

5.00 

5.00/ 

5.00 

1.00/ 

1.00 

2.50/ 

1.60
*
 

4.00/ 

3.80 

4.50/ 

4.00 

4.00/ 

4.40 

3.75/ 

2.50
*
 

4.00/ 

3.10 

G5 
4.33/ 

3.67 

5.00/ 

3.00
**

 

4.00/ 

3.50 

2.00/ 

3.67
**

 

3.67/ 

3.17 

2.33/ 

3.00 

3.67/ 

4.17 

4.33/ 

4.33 

1.33/ 

1.33 

3.00/ 

2.17 

4.67/ 

3.33
*
 

4.67/ 

3.00
**

 

4.67/ 

3.33
*
 

3.33/ 

4.17 

3.67/ 

3.83 

G6 
4.00/ 

3.50 

4.67/ 

3.00
**

 

4.67/ 

3.67 

2.00/ 

2.67 

3.00/ 

2.83 

1.33/ 

2.33
*
 

4.33/ 

4.50 

4.33/ 

4.50 

1.00/ 

1.17 

1.33/ 

1.67 

3.67/ 

3.83 

3.00/ 

3.00 

3.00/ 

4.00 

3.00/ 

3.67 

4.00/ 

3.33 

G7 
5.00/ 

4.00 

5.00/ 

3.50 

4.67/ 

4.33 

2.00/ 

2.17 

1.33/ 

1.83 

1.33/ 

1.67 

4.67/ 

4.00 

4.33/ 

4.33 

1.67/ 

1.50 

3.00/ 

2.83 

4.33/ 

4.17 

3.67/ 

4.33 

4.33/ 

3.83 

3.67/ 

3.33 

4.00/ 

3.83 

G8 
4.67/ 

4.33 

4.00/ 

3.83 

3.67/ 

3.67 

3.33/ 

3.67 

3.33/ 

3.33 

3.33/ 

3.50 

4.67/ 

4.67 

4.67/ 

4.67 

1.67/ 

1.83 

2.67/ 

2.50 

3.33/ 

3.33 

3.67/ 

3.83 

3.33/ 

3.33 

3.33/ 

3.00 

4.00/ 

3.83 

G9 
5.00/ 

5.00 

5.00/ 

4.50 

4.33/ 

4.50 

1.33/ 

1.17 

1.00/ 

1.17 

1.00/ 

1.17 

5.00/ 

4.83 

5.00/ 

4.83 

1.00/ 

1.33 

1.00/ 

1.33 

5.00/ 

4.83 

5.00/ 

4.67 

5.00/ 

4.83 

3.67/ 

4.67 

5.00/ 

5.00 

G10 
5.00/ 

4.67 

5.00/ 

4.00 

5.00/ 

4.00 

1.00/ 

1.00 

2.67/ 

2.33 

1.33/ 

2.33 

5.00/ 

5.00 

5.00/ 

5.00 

1.00/ 

1.00 

1.00/ 

1.00 

4.33/ 

3.67 

4.67/ 

4.67 

4.67/ 

3.67 

3.33/ 

4.00 

3.00/ 

4.00 

Note:
*
 p < .05; 

**
 p < .01; 

a
 Leader; 

b
 Non-leader 
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Appendix 5-17: Profile Analysis for Ten Groups 

 

Profile analysis for Group 1 

 

Selected international destination: 

 

Europe (France, Italy, and Switzerland) 

 

Time: 13:30-14:30, September 8, 2012.  

Venue: a private tea house.   

City: Shanghai.   

 

Information about group members:  

 

Group members (all close friends):  

 

Member  Gender  Age  Occupation  

The most 

persuasive 

person 

Percentage 

of word 

numbers 

The 

personal 

satisfaction 

level 

The degree 

to which 

their 

personal 

needs were 

met 

The 

satisfaction 

level for all 

group 

members 

G1_1 Male 24 Postgraduate  7.1% 4 5 5 

G1_2 Female 23 
Marketing 

staff 
# 41.8% 5 5 5 

G1_3 Female 30 Secretary   51.0% 5 5 5 

Note: 1) the personal satisfaction level, the degree to which the personal needs were met, and the satisfaction 

level for all group members were evaluated based on a five point scale (in which 5 indicated fully agree); 2) 

group leader’s information is underlined.  

 

Information about destination selection:  

 

Group members selected the final destination of Europe (France, Italy, and Switzerland) for their group 

holiday within a short time of 2:57 minutes. The full group discussion was about 48:50 minutes.  

 

Group members first proposed to go to Mauritius. Then, they started to plan their trip, and found that they did 

not know much about Mauritius. In addition, they found that they could not connect to the internet through 

their mobile phone, so they could not search information. G1_2 suggested that they might go to a familiar 

place, such as Europe, as she had visited France previously. The other two group members agreed with her 

suggestion, and consequently, Europe was selected as the destination. During the group discussion, France, 

Italy, and Switzerland were selected as destination countries.  

 

Important topics:  

 

In Group 1, group members had strong disagreement and robust discussion about the following three topics: 1) 

Flight, 2) Accommodation, and 3) Transportation information. Therefore, these topics were considered by 

Group 1 as important for their group travel decision-making.  

 

Turning points:  

 

In any group discussion there are some key topics or points that can become turning points in directing the 

conversation and/or decision-making. In this group, the researcher identified four turning points in the 

following three topics:  

 

Flight (China Eastern Airline [comparatively cheap] versus Air France [expensive])   
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The first topic that group members had much disagreement with was related to the preferred flight. G1_2 did 

not like China Eastern Airline, and preferred to fly Air France from Shanghai to Paris, and also for all 

subsequent routes, including the return ticket to Shanghai. G1_3 said that “it is not realistic, that will be very 

expensive”. G1_3 suggested flying China Eastern Airline. However, G1_2 said “no, I want to fly with Air 

France.” In addition, G1_3 persuaded G1_2 to consider their travel budget. However, G1_2 said that “I don’t 

want to consider the travel budget.” 

 

A turning point happened when G1_3 found that only China Eastern Airline flies from Rome to Shanghai. 

G1_2 started to frown and showed unhappiness. Then, G1_2 agreed to fly with China Eastern Airline.  

 

Accommodation (serviced apartment versus hostel) 

 

The second topic that group members experienced much disagreement with was the accommodation selection. 

In this topic, there were two turning points. G1_3 stated that “anyway we will stay in a hostel” (with laughter). 

G1_2 said that “no way” (frowning and showing anger). There were tensions between these two people.  

 

The turning point happened when G1_3 laughed, and then returned to the topic of selecting an airline.  

 

After discussing several other topics, G1_2 expressed that she preferred to stay in a serviced apartment. G1_3 

noted that serviced apartments are not very good, and she preferred to stay in a hostel. These two group 

members had strong conflict in terms of the accommodation selection. They also shared laughter in the 

discussion which reduced tension.  

 

The turning point happened when G1_2 said “no” to the suggestion of staying in a hostel, and then changed to 

another topic.  

 

Transportation information (whether it takes 5 hours to drive 300 kilometres)  

 

The third topic that group members experienced much disagreement and considerable tension was about 

transportation information. Specifically, group members had different opinions about whether it takes 5 hours 

to drive 300 kilometres on the highway. G1_2 insisted that it takes 5 hours. However, the other two (G1_1 and 

G1_3) said “less than 5 hours”.  

 

The turning point appeared when G1_1 used a mathematical format to answer the question. G1_1 said that 

“for example, 300 kms/5 hours= 60 km/h. However, the speed on the highway is higher than 60 km/h.” G1_3 

mentioned that the speed is higher than 80 km/h. Therefore, G1_1 and G1_3 believed that the travel time was 

less than 5 hours. However, G1_2 still insisted that “I don’t know, anyway we travelled 5 hours”. Group 

members did not reach agreement.  

 

Summary:  

 

The profile analysis of Group 1 on selecting an international destination shows that:  

 

 Group members had strong disagreement and exhibited considerable tension when discussing three 

topics: 1) Flight, 2) Accommodation, and 3) Transportation information.  

 Some disagreement was not solved (e.g., topics 2 and 3).  

 It was not always one person who could create the turning point, as sometimes, two people could 

play the role of turning point in the decision-making process.  

 Both task and social-emotional messages played an important role in persuading others to agree with 

them. In terms of task information, group members listed examples or reasons to persuade others 

(e.g., topics 1 and 3). In terms of social-emotional messages, group members tended to display a 

positive reaction to influence others (e.g., topic 2) 

 In Group 1, the most persuasive group member (G1_2) exhibited much expert knowledge (e.g., she 

had visited France before, and she played a leading role in the decision-making process, in particular 

providing destination and travel information) and mostly insisted on her own opinions. (G1_2 

sometimes used emotional responses to insist on her opinions, such as discussion on topics 2 and 3).  
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Profile analysis for Group 2 

 

Selected domestic destination: 

 

Xiamen  

 

Time: 18:30-19:00, September 10, 2012.  

Venue: the office of G2_3.  

City: Shanghai.  

 

Information about group members:  

 

Four group members (all close friends):  

 

Member  Gender  Age  Occupation  

The most 

persuasive 

person 

Percentage 

of word 

numbers 

The 

personal 

satisfaction 

level 

The degree 

to which 

their 

personal 

needs were 

met 

The 

satisfaction 

level for all 

group 

members 

G2_1 Female 20 

Human 

resources 

staff 

 10.2% 4 5 5 

G2_2 Female 25 

Human 

resources 

staff 

# 42.8% 4 5 5 

G2_3 Male 30 Accountant  18.9% 5 5 5 

G2_4 Male 24 
Government 

official 
 28.1% 1 5 4 

Note: 1) the personal satisfaction level, the degree to which the personal needs were met, and the satisfaction 

level for all group members were evaluated based on a five point scale (in which 5 indicated fully agree); 2) 

group leader’s information is underlined.  

 

 

Information about destination selection:  

 

Group members selected Xiamen as their holiday destination within a short time of 9:49 minutes. The full 

group discussion was about 29:47 minutes.  

 

Group members evaluated the travel length of four days. Some group members were not interested in nearby 

destinations, such as Suzhou, and Hangzhou, as they had already visited these destinations. G2_3 suggested 

Mount Putuo, and G2_1 and G2_2 were interested in that. However, G2_4 was not interested in Mount Putuo, 

as he did not like mountain hiking. G2_3 kept persuading G2_4 to go to Mount Putuo, but without success. 

Then, G2_4 suggested that everyone propose one destination. G2_4 suggested a beach destination: Xiamen, 

G2_2 also proposed beach destinations: Qingdao and Hainan, G2_1 proposed Yunnan, and G2_3 did not 

propose any destination. Then, G2_2 said “ok, let’s go to a seaside destination, such as Hainan or Xiamen.” 

G2_4 answered “Xiamen”. Then, everyone agreed with Xiamen.   

 

Important topics:  

 

In Group 2, group members had strong disagreement and robust discussion about the following four topics: 1) 

Tourism activity and Destination selection, 2) Tourism activity, and 3) Travel preference. Therefore, these 

topics were considered important for group travel decision-making. 

 

Turning points:  
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In any group discussion there are some key topics or points that can become turning points in directing the 

conversation and/or decision-making. In this group, the researcher identified three major turning points in the 

following three topics:  

 

Tourism activity and Destination selection (Mount Putuo [mountain hiking] vs. Xiamen)  

 

The first topic that group members had disagreement with was whether they should go to Mount Putuo. G2_3 

tried strongly to persuade G2_4 to go to Mount Putuo, however, G2_4 insisted that he hated mountain hiking, 

and did not want to go to Mount Putuo. These two group members (G2_3 and G2_4) had a lengthy and robust 

discussion, which caused considerable tension.  

 

A turning point came with the second group member (G2_2), who smiled and said “ok, let’s go to a seaside 

destination, such as Hainan or Xiamen.” G2_4 answered “Xiamen”, which was then agreed with by all group 

members.    

 

Travel timing (short time vs. long time)  

 

The second topic that group members had a different opinion on travel timing. G2_2 stated several times that 

the travel period of four days was too limited, showing that she was not happy with the short time.  

 

A turning point came when G2_1 proposed to fly at night so they could have an extra day at the destination. 

G2_1 also gestured and nodded at the same time to support what she said. Then, G2_2 agreed with that.  

 

Travel style (the flexibility of independent travel) 

 

The third major issue with much disagreement was travel preference. Group members had lengthy discussion 

about the advantages and disadvantages of package tours and independent travel, with different opinions for 

each. When group members decided to travel independently, G2_2 continued to discuss some bad experiences 

about independent travel.  

 

A turning point happened when G2_4 suggested that they should make a general and flexible plan for the trip, 

and plan their detailed itinerary when they arrived. When G2_2 spoke, he was smiling at the same time. Then, 

G2_2 agreed with that.   

 

Summary: 

 

The profile analysis of Group 2 on selecting a domestic destination shows that:  

 

 Group members had strong disagreement and exhibited considerable tension when discussing three 

topics: 1) Tourism activity and Destination selection, 2) Tourism activity, and 3) Travel preference.  

 Both task and social-emotional messages played an important role in persuading others to agree with 

them. In terms of task information, group members listed examples or reasons to persuade others (e.g., 

topics 2 and 3). In terms of social-emotional messages, group members tended to display positive 

reactions to persuade others (e.g., topic 1)   

 In Group 2, the most persuasive group member (G2_2) exhibited much expert knowledge (e.g., she 

mentioned that she had visited many destinations and talked about many previous travel experiences) 

and mostly insisted on her own opinions that were different from others. Other group members 

needed to persuade her in order to progress the group decision-making.  

 G2_4 proposed Xiamen, and all group members agreed to travel to Xiamen. However, strangely, he 

was not satisfied with the destination selection once agreement was reached (satisfaction level is 1 in 

a 5 point scale). The possible reason may be because the other three group members were interested 

in Mount Putuo; however, he wasn’t. Then, he strongly persuaded (similar with “forced”) others to go 

to Xiamen.   
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Profile analysis for Group 3 

 

Final selected international destination:  

 

Maldives 

 

Time: 16:00-17:00, September 8, 2012.  

Venue: the living room of G3_1 and G3_2.  

City: Shanghai.  

 

Information about group members:  

 

Group members (all close friends):  

 

Member  Gender  Age  Occupation  

The most 

persuasive 

person 

Percentage 

of word 

numbers 

The 

personal 

satisfaction 

level 

The 

degree to 

which 

their 

personal 

needs 

were met 

The 

satisfaction 

level for all 

group 

members 

G3_1 Male 29 
Software 

engineer 
# 23.9% 4 5 4 

G3_2 Male 31 
Software 

engineer 
 14.4% 5 5 5 

G3_3 Male 31 
Administration 

staff  
 44.0% 5 4 4 

G3_4 Male 28 Librarian   17.8% 5 4 5 

Note: 1) the personal satisfaction level, the degree to which the personal needs were met, and the satisfaction 

level for all group members were evaluated based on a five point scale (in which 5 indicated full agreement); 2) 

group leader’s information is underlined.  

 

 

Information about destination selection:  

 

The Group members selected their final destination of the Maldives after a long discussion of39:36 minutes. 

The entire discussion was about 50:38 minutes.  

 

Group 3 implemented a systematic process to choose a destination. Group members expressed their travel 

budget, travel timing, and travel interests. Then, they started to select a travel destination. G3_4 proposed 

Europe; however, G3_1 disliked to visit Europe in cold winter weather, and he preferred warm beach 

destinations. Maldives, Phuket, and Bali were proposed. Bali was rejected due to political insecurity. Group 

members did not know much about the Maldives and Puhket. The Maldives was selected because G3_3 shared 

the travel experience of his colleagues to Maldives with the other group members. There was good word-of-

mouth recommendation from the colleagues. Then, group members agreed to go to the Maldives.  

 

Important topics:  

 

In Group 3, group members had strong disagreement and robust discussion about the following four topics: 1) 

Travel timing, 2) Tourism destination,3) Travel style, and 4) Language. Therefore, these topics were 

considered important for group travel decision-making.  

 

Turning points:  

 

In any group discussion there are some key topics or points which can become turning points in directing the 

conversation and/or decision-making. In this group, the researcher identified five major turning points which 

are described under the following five headings:   
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Travel timing  

 

The first topic that group members had different opinions was travel timing. Group members proposed 

different options, for example, option 1: long public holidays (Chinese New Year: 7 days), option 2: short 

public holiday (New Year: 3 days) and annual leave (4 days).   

 

A turning point happened when G3_1 insisted that the option of New Year and annual leave was better, as he 

wanted to celebrate Chinese New Year with his family at home.  

 

Tourism destination 

 

The second topic that group members had different opinions is the destination selection. Group members spent 

a long time choosing an agreed destination. They proposed many destinations, such as Europe, Maldives, 

Phukt, and Bali. G3_4 proposed Europe; however, G3_1 frowned and mentioned that he hated to visit Europe 

in winter, and he preferred warm beach destinations. 

 

A turning point appeared when G3_3 shared the positive travel experience of his colleagues who visited the 

Maldives with other group members. Because of that, the Maldives was finally selected.  

 

Travel style 

 

The third topic that group members experienced different opinion is the travel style of travelling 

independently or joining package tours. G3_1 and G3_4 preferred to join a package tour, and they listed the 

advantages of package tours: such as well-arranged air ticket, accommodation, and travel itinerary. However, 

G3_3 was concerned about the freedom of travelling, so he preferred independent travel.  

 

A turning point happened when G3_2 mentioned that independent travel was not a problem, because there 

were many online travelogues. As a result, group members decided to travel independently. 

 

Language and safety 

 

The fourth topic that group members had different opinions was the language and safety. G3_3 mentioned that 

they might experience some language barriers if they travelled to some unfamiliar destinations. Particularly, 

G3_1 was worried about the language issues for independent travel.  

 

A turning point happened when G3_2 smiled and said that he had some colleagues who travelled to Europe 

before, and his colleagues said that speaking English was okay.  

 

Summary: 

 

The profile analysis of Group 3 on selecting an international destination shows that:  

 

 Group members had strong disagreement and exhibited considerable tension when discussing four 

topics: 1) Travel timing, 2) Tourism destination,3) Travel style, and 4) Language. 

 Both task and social-emotional messages played an important role in persuading others to agree with 

them. In terms of task information, group members listed examples or reasons to persuade others (e.g., 

topics 1, 2, 3 and 4). In terms of social-emotional messages, group members tended to display 

positive reactions to persuade others (e.g., topics1 and 4) [G3_1 frowned in topic 1 and G3_2 smiled 

in topic 4].  

 In Group 3, the most persuasive group member (G3_1) insisted on his own opinions which were 

different from the others.  
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Profile analysis for Group 4 

 

Final selected domestic destination:  

 

Mount Sanqingshan 

 

Time: 17:00-18:00, September 8, 2012.  

Venue: the living room of G3_1 and G3_2.  

City: Shanghai.  

 

Information about group members:  

 

Group members (all close friends):  

 

Member  Gender  Age  Occupation  

The most 

persuasive 

person 

Percentage 

of word 

numbers 

The 

personal 

satisfaction 

level 

The degree 

to which 

their 

personal 

needs were 

met 

The 

satisfaction 

level for all 

group 

members 

G4_1 Male 27 Researcher  17.5% 5 5 5 

G4_2 Male 28 Researcher  20.0% 5 5 5 

G4_3 Male 27 
Quantitative 

analyst 
# 47.3% 5 5 4 

G4_4 Male 25 Researcher  15.2% 3 1 4 

Note: 1) the personal satisfaction level, the degree to which the personal needs were met, and the satisfaction 

level for all group members were evaluated based on a five point scale (in which 5 indicated full agreement); 2) 

group leader’s information is underlined.  

 

 

Information about destination selection:  

 

Group members selected the final destination of Mount Sanqingshanwithin an average time of 16:21 minutes. 

The full group discussion was about 39:41minutes.  

 

At the beginning of the group discussion, group members proposed destinations, such as Xinjiang, and Tibet. 

Xinjiang and Tibet were rejected because of the long flight hours, long distance, and limited travel time. Then 

G4_3 (the group leader) summarised that Xinjiang and Tibet were not realistic. By focusing on two issues: 

travel budget and travel time, G4_3 proposed Mount Sanqingshan and Mount Lu. These two destinations 

could be accessed by train and the travel budget was not high. Then, they decided to go to Mount Lu. 

However, when they checked the train timetable, they found that the timetable was not suitable, so they 

changed to another destination, Mount Sanqingshan. Everyone agreed with the Mount Sanqingshan proposal.  

 

Important topics:  

 

In Group 4, group members had strong disagreement and robust discussion about the following three topics: 1) 

Destination selection, 2) Transportation (high speed train versus normal train), and 3) Transportation (return 

time). Therefore, these topics were considered important for group travel decision-making.  

 

Turning points:  

 

In any group discussion there are some key topics or points which can become turning points in directing the 

conversation and/or decision-making. In this group, the researcher identified five major turning points which 

are described under the following three headings:   
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Destination selection  

 

The first topic that group members experienced different opinions was the destination selection. Group 

member G4_3 caused two turning points. Group members had different opinions about destination selection. 

However, no one responded rigorously to these proposed destinations, so they were rejected.  

 

A turning point appeared when G4_3 performed as a leader to summarise the destination selection for 

Xinjiang and Tibet, and analyse the decision-making task (e.g., travel time, and budget). He suggested 

mountains, such as Mount Sanqingshan and Mount Lu, in Jiangxi Province, and other people agreed with him. 

Then, they decided to go to Mount Lu, and so began to plan their trip.  

 

The timetable of the train was unsuitable, and there was only one train a day. G4_3 said “how about Mount 

Sanqingshan?” G4_1 asked “you have to make sure, Mount Lu or Mount Sanqingshan”. G4_3 repeated 

“Mount Sanqingshan”.  

 

Another turning point happened when G4_3 finally decided to go to Mount Sanqingshan. Then, they 

continued to design the travel plan.  

 

Transportation (high speed train [4 hours, RMB 162, and depart in the morning] versus normal train [5 hours, 

RMB 79, and depart in the noon])  

 

The second topic on which group members had different opinions was transportation (high speed train versus 

normal train). Group members expressed different opinions. G4_3 preferred to take the high speed train in the 

morning. Other group members chose the normal train in the afternoon.  

 

A turning point happened when G4_1 mentioned that the high speed train was only one hour faster than the 

normal train, but the price was almost doubled. So, G4_2 said “let’s go there in the noon”.   

 

Transportation (return time: 6:30, 9:00, or 16:30)  

 

The third topic on which group members had different opinion was the return time of the train. Group 

members shared different opinions. G4_2 proposed the time of 6:30; however, others believed that it was too 

early. G4_1 proposed 16:30, so that group members could have enough time to visit some places in the 

daylight. However, the train at 16:30 was expensive.  

 

A turning point happened when G4_3 stated that the time of 9:00 was okay. G4_1 then agreed with that. 

Group members moved to another topic.  

 

Summary: 

 

The profile analysis of Group 4 on selecting a domestic destination shows that:  

 

 Group members experienced different opinions in terms of three topics: 1) Destination selection, 2) 

Transportation (high speed train versus normal train), and 3) Transportation (return time). 

 There was more than one turning point for some topics.  

 The task messages played an important role in persuading others to agree with them. In terms of task 

information, group members listed examples or reasons to persuade others (e.g., topics 1, 2, and 3).  

 In this group, group leader played an extremely important role in the destination selection. The group 

leaders proposed two destinations which were comprehensively discussed. When the first destination 

was rejected because of the unsuitable train timetable. The group leader immediately proposed 

another destination, and group members agreed with the decision.  

 Group members had different perceptions towards the group travel decision-making process. G4_4 

was neutrally satisfied with the selected destination (score: 3/5), but he believed that his personal 

need was not met (score: 1/5) in the group travel decision-making process.  
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Profile analysis for Group 5 

 

Final selected international destination:  

 

Taiwan 

 

Time: 20:30-21:30, September 21, 2012.  

Venue: the living room of G5_3.  

City: Zhenjiang, Jiangsu Province.  

 

Information about group members:  

 

Group members (all close friends):  

 

Member  Gender  Age  Occupation  

The most 

persuasive 

person 

Percentage 

of word 

numbers 

The 

personal 

satisfaction 

level 

The degree 

to which 

their 

personal 

needs were 

met 

The 

satisfaction 

level for all 

group 

members 

G5_1 Female 24 Teacher  33.4% 5 5 4 

G5_2 Female 27 Teacher  25.8% 3 4 4 

G5_3 Male 30 
Governmental 

official 

# 40.8% 4 5 5 

Note: 1) the personal satisfaction level, the degree to which the personal needs were met, and the satisfaction 

level for all group members were evaluated based on a five point scale (in which 5 indicated full agreement); 2) 

group leader’s information is underlined.  

 

 

Information about destination selection:  

 

Group members selected the final destination of Taiwan for their group holiday within a short time of 1:20 

minutes. The full group discussion was about 25:42 minutes.  

 

Three destinations were discussed as possible options for a holiday: Hong Kong, Taiwan, and Maldives. Hong 

Kong and Macau were comprehensively discussion, whereas Maldives was briefly discussed. Two group 

members (G5_1 and G5_3) insisted to go to Taiwan, and one group member (G5_2) preferred to go to Hong 

Kong. When group members had different opinions about Hong Kong and Taiwan, Maldives was proposed by 

G5_1. However, no one responded to that suggestion, and then the person herself (G5_1) directly rejected the 

destination she proposed due to the limited budget.  

 

Important topics: 

 

In Group 5, group members had strong disagreement and robust discussion about the following four topics: 1) 

Destination selection, 2) Travel companion, 3) Visa and Travel pattern, and 4) Travel timing and Cost.  

 

Turning points:  

 

In any group discussion there are some key topics or points that can become turning points in directing the 

conversation and/or decision-making. In this group, the researcher identified four major turning points in the 

following four topics:  

 

Destination selection (Hong Kong vs. Taiwan)  

 

The first topic that group members discussed was whether they should go to Hong Kong or Taiwan. Among 

three group members, two of them (G5_1 and G5_3) suggested visiting Taiwan, whereas G5_2 wanted to visit 

Hong Kong. Different opinions caused tensions within the group. The turning point was made by G5_3 who 

emphasized that as they need to design the travel itinerary, they shouldn’t choose a place that they don’t know. 
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As he (G5_3) was familiar with Taiwan, he insisted to travel to Taiwan. At the same time, G5_3 also 

displayed non-verbal behaviours (for example, moving his hand to indicate a stop) to force G5_2. Finally, 

G5_2 agreed to travel to Taiwan.  

 

Travel companion (travelling with parents or not) 

 

Another major issue was who should join the travel group. Two group members (G5_2 and G5_3) argued 

about whether they should travel with their parents. G5_2 wanted to travel with parents, but G5_3 did not, 

thus resulted in some conflict within the group. A turning point came when one group member (G5_1) 

presented the reason why they should not travel with parents. She (G5_1) used both positive and negative 

social-emotional behaviours to persuade G5_2. This intervention by G5_1 led to the group members agreeing 

to just travel in a friendship group without parents.  

 

Visa (independent visa vs. package visa) and Travel style (independent travel vs. package tour by travel 

agencies) 

 

The third major issue was about visa and travel style. Three group members had lengthy arguments about 

whether they can travel independently to Taiwan by applying for an independent visa, or travel in a package 

tour by applying for a tour visa. G5_3 stated that they can’t apply independent travel to Taiwan through travel 

agencies. The discussion focused on how they can travel independently in Taiwan. Different opinions caused 

considerable tension. Finally, G5_3 said: “imagine that we can travel independently in Taiwan” and touched 

another person (G5_2) to calm down her. Other people didn’t say yes to that, and then G5_2 changed to 

another topic. The topic of whether can apply for an independent travel visa was not resolved and the 

discussion was terminated.  

 

Length of travel (7 days vs. 10 days) and Cost (low vs. high) 

 

The length of travel and cost were mentioned together. Group members (G5_2 and G5_3) discussed a lot 

about whether travelling longer with a higher travel cost, or travelling shorter with a cheaper travel cost. Such 

arguments generated considerable tension in the group. The turning point was made by G5_1, who provided 

her reasons why she preferred ten days with a higher travel cost. She demonstrated mainly positive social-

emotional message to persuade others and then finish the topic. Finally, G5_3 agreed to travel with 10 days.  

 

Summary:  

 

The profile analysis of Group 5 on selecting an international destination shows that:  

 

 Group members had strong disagreement and exhibited considerable tension when discussing four 

topics: 1) Destination selection, 2) Travel companion, 3) Visa and Travel pattern, and 4) Travel 

timing and Cost.  

 Group members can’t reach agreement for all topics (in this study, the problem of visa and travel 

pattern was not solved).  

 Both task and social-emotional messages play an important role in persuading others to agree with 

them. In terms of task information, group members listed examples or reasons to persuade others 

(e.g., expert knowledge). In terms of social-emotional messages, group members tend to display 

negative reactions to force others, or implement positive reaction to release tensions. 

 In this study, non-verbal behaviours (e.g., moving hand to show stop, and touching others to calm 

down them) are important in convincing others to agree with them to progress the discussion, or 

releasing the tension.  

 In Group 5, the most persuasive group member successfully persuades others to agree with him. The 

person exhibited much expert knowledge (e.g., he knows the destination and the trip planning the 

most) and personality (e.g., he insisted his opinion the most) to influence others.  

 Group members had different perception towards the group travel decision-making process. G5_2 

was neutrally satisfied with the selected destination (score: 3/5). Possible reason was that she tended 

to go to Hong Kong; however, G5_3 forced her to go to Taiwan, so she might be not happy about the 

destination selection.  
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Profile analysis for Group 6 

 

Final selected domestic destination:  

 

Chengdu 

 

Time: 19:30-20:30, September 11, 2012.  

Venue: the living room of G6_3.  

City: Nanjing, Jiangsu Province.  

 

Information about group members:  

 

Group members (all close friends):  

 

Member  Gender  Age  Occupation  

The most 

persuasive 

person 

Percentage 

of word 

numbers 

The 

personal 

satisfaction 

level 

The 

degree to 

which 

their 

personal 

needs 

were met 

The 

satisfaction 

level for all 

group 

members 

G6_1 Male 21 Undergraduate # 40.9% 5 4 4 

G6_2 Male 22 Undergraduate  32.3% 3 4 4 

G6_3 Male 21 Undergraduate  26.7% 4 5 2 

Note: 1) the personal satisfaction level, the degree to which the personal needs were met, and the satisfaction 

level for all group members were evaluated based on a five point scale (in which 5 indicated fully agree); 2) 

group leader’s information is underlined.  

 

 

Information about destination selection:  

 

Group members selected the final destination of Chengdufor their group holiday at the end of the discussion. 

The full group discussion was about 54:40 minutes.  

 

Group members first evaluated the decision-making task, and focused on the travel time and travel length. As 

the travel time was winter, G6_1 mentioned a warm destination. As the travel length was 2-4 days, G6_2 

proposed a nearby destination. G6_3 followed the G6_2’s suggestion and proposed Mount Huangshan, 

however, all people realised that Mount Huangshan would be very cold in winter. G6_2 proposed a water-side 

town in Yangzhou, and G6_1 proposed theme parks in Changzhou. However, G6_3 strongly disagreed as 

visiting these two water-related destinations would be very cold, and he did not like rides in theme parks. All 

three proposed destinations were rejected due to cold weather in winter.  

 

G6_1 stated that visiting some distant destinations might be okay, as four days were enough. G6_1 proposed 

Chengdu, where the living cost is not high, and the weather is warm in winter. Group members discussed 

Chengdu, however, the other two group members (G6_2 and G6_3) did not express willingness to visit 

Chengdu. Then, G6_2 proposed Yunnan, and G6_1 proposed Tibet, however, other group members did not 

show strong interest. G6_2 proposed Inner Mongolia; however, it was rejected due to cold weather and long 

train journey. During the discussion, Chengdu was mentioned several times, and the process of selecting 

Chengdu was complicated. G6_1 first proposed Chengdu; however, others were not interested in that. Then, 

G6_1 often mentioned that Chengdu was quite good. G6_3 also asked G6_1 several times: “do you want to go 

to Chengdu?” G6_3 then agreed to go to Chengdu. After that, G6_1 asked the opinion of G6_2. G6_2 said “if 

you two are going, I am definitely going; otherwise I am not your buddy”. [The statement by G6_2 shows that 

the friendship of the group members is more important than the travel itself, even though he might not like the 

destination].  
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Important topics:  

 

In Group 6, group members had different opinions and robust discussion about the following four topics: 1) 

Destination selection, 2) Destination information (is Chengdu big?), 3) Meal information (the soup 

dumpling?), and 4) Destination information (where is the Yellow Crane Tower?) Therefore, these topics were 

considered important for group travel decision-making.  

 

Turning points:  

 

In any group discussion there are some key topics or points that can become turning points in directing the 

conversation and/or decision-making. In this group, the researcher identified four major turning points in the 

following four topics:  

 

Destination selection  

 

The first topic on which group members had differing opinions was the destination selection. Group members 

expressed different opinions about the destination options.  

 

The turning point occurred when G6_3 agreed with G6_1 to go to Chengdu. In this case, two out of three 

people were going to visit Chengdu. After that, G6_1 asked the opinion of G6_2 who said that “if you two are 

going, I am definitely going; otherwise I am not your buddy”. Finally, the group selected Chengdu as their 

group destination. [According to the group discussion, G6_2 voluntarily agreed to go to Chengdu, however, 

G6_1 in the group discussion stated that “it seems that we forced him (G6_2) to go with us to Chengdu, 

hehe…”]  

 

Destination information (is Chengdu big?) 

 

The second topic that group members experienced disagreement and some tension was about destination 

information: whether Chengdu is big. G6_2 said that Chengdu is not big. G6_1 teased him and said “Chengdu 

is not big? Are you kidding me?” Tension was created in the discussion.  

 

A turning point appeared when G6_3 said that “Chengdu is bigger than Nanjing.” G6_1 agreed with G6_3 and 

said “yeah, Chengdu is big.” Group members reached an agreed decision.  

 

Meal information (the soup dumpling)   

 

The third topic that group members had different opinions on, and experienced tension about was the cost of 

the soup dumpling. G6_1 and G6_2 had different opinions. G6_1 stated that the soup dumpling is not 

expensive; however, G6_2 argued that the soup dumpling is expensive? Tension was created in the group 

discussion.  

 

A turning point happened when G6_1 changed to another topic and then laughed. Group members did not 

reach agreement.  

 

Destination information (where is the Yellow Crane Tower?)  

 

The fourth topic that group members had different opinions, and experienced tension was about the Yellow 

Crane Tower. Group members had a strong argument as to the location of the Yellow Crane Tower. Tension 

was created in the group discussion.  

 

A turning point happened when G6_1 said “okay, okay, please don’t discuss it anymore. We will know the 

location when we get there. Is that okay?” G6_1 voiced to stop the discussion in order to avoid the conflict 

and tension. 
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Summary:  

 

The profile analysis of Group 6 on selecting a domestic destination shows that:  

 

 Group members had strong disagreement and exhibited considerable tension when discussing four 

topics: 1) Destination selection, 2) Destination information (is Chengdu big?), 3) Meal information 

(the soup dumpling?), and 4) Destination information (where is the Yellow Crane Tower?) 

 Group members were not able to reach agreement on all topics (in this study, the disagreements over 

topics 2, 3, and 4 were not solved).  

 Both task and social-emotional messages played an important role in persuading other group 

members to agree with them. In terms of task information, group members listed examples or reasons 

to persuade others (e.g., introduce the warm weather of Chengdu in winter). In terms of social-

emotional messages, group members tended to display positive reactions to release tensions, or 

laughed and then changed a topic to avoid conflict.  

 In Group 6, G6_1, as the leader,played an important role in the group discussion. He kept proposing 

new destination options. He also mentioned Chengdu many times in order to persuade others. In 

addition, he persuaded others to agree with him, if not, he stopped the topic, andchanged to a new 

topic.  

 In the group decision-making process, some agreed decisions were made by the majority of people. 

For example, for topics 1 and 2, two group members (G6_1 and G6_3) were in agreement, and G6_2 

came to accept their decisions.   

 Group members had different perceptions of the group travel decision-making process. G6_1, as the 

group leader, had the highest score for the three items (personal satisfaction level, personal needs met, 

and all group members’ satisfaction level). Despite G6_2 finally agreeing to travel to Chengdu, he 

was neutrally satisfied with the final destination selection (score: 3/5). G6_3 also believed that not all 

group members were satisfied with the final decision (score: 2/5).  
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Profile analysis for Group 7 

 

Final selected international destination:  

 

Hong Kong and Macau 

 

Time: 14:30-15:30, September 12, 2012.  

Venue: the living room of G6_1.  

City: Nanjing, Jiangsu Province.  

 

Information about group members:  

 

Group members (all close friends):  

 

Member  Gender  Age  Occupation  

The most 

persuasive 

person 

Percentage 

of word 

numbers 

The 

personal 

satisfaction 

level 

The 

degree to 

which 

their 

personal 

needs 

were met 

The 

satisfaction 

level for all 

group 

members 

G7_1 Male 23 Undergraduate  21.4% 4 4 5 

G7_2 Male 23 Undergraduate # 51.0% 4 4 5 

G7_3 Male 21 Undergraduate  27.6% 5 5 5 

Note: 1) the personal satisfaction level, the degree to which the personal needs were met, and the satisfaction 

level for all group members were evaluated based on a five point scale (in which 5 indicated fully agree); 2) 

group leader’s information is underlined.  

 

 

Information about destination selection:  

 

Group members selected one of the final destinations, Hong Kong, for their group holiday within a short time 

of 1:33 minutes. With further discussion, Macau was also included in the trip. The full group discussion was 

about 42:13 minutes.  

 

At the beginning of the group discussion, both G7_2 and G7_3 were interested in Hong Kong, and G7_1 

proposed New York. G7_2 then persuaded G7_1 to go to Hong Kong. G7_2 mentioned that travelling to Hong 

Kong was realistic, as it is close to Mainland China, and the trip to Hong Kong is cheap; however, New York 

is too far away. G7_1 said “okay, let’s go to Hong Kong. It doesn’t matter.”  

 

Important topics:  

 

In Group 7, group members had strong disagreement and robust discussion about the following five topics: 1) 

Destination selection, 2) Cost, 3) Travel companions, 4) Travel style and visa, and 5) Travel timing. Therefore, 

these topics were considered important for group travel decision-making.  

 

Turning points:  

 

In any group discussion there are some key topics or points that can become turning points in directing the 

conversation and/or decision-making. In this group, the researcher identified five major turning points in the 

following five topics:  

 

Destination selection 

 

The first topic that group members had a different opinion was the destination selection. At the beginning of 

the group discussion, both G7_2 and G7_3 were interested in Hong Kong, and G7_1 proposed New York.  
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A turning point happened when G7_2 listed the reasons of why they should visit Hong Kong. G7_2 mentioned 

that travelling to Hong Kong was realistic, as it is close to Mainland China, and the trip to Hong Kong is 

cheap; however, New York is too far away. Then, G7_1 agreed to go to Hong Kong.  

 

Cost  

 

The second topic that group members experienced much disagreement with was the travel cost of visiting 

Hong Kong. G7_2 said that the travel cost might be RMB 2000. G7_1 said “RMB 2000, are you kidding me?” 

Tension was created in the group discussion.  

 

A turning point appeared when the third group member G7_3 said “more than RMB 2000, more than RMB 

2000.” Then, G7_2 agreed that the travel cost should be higher than RMB 2000.  

 

Travel companion 

 

The third topic that group members experienced disagreement and considerable tension over was about travel 

companions. G7_2 suggested travelling with family members. However, G7_1 shook his head, and said that 

“my mum hates attractions like Disneyland. She doesn’t like modern cities.”  

 

A turning point happened when the third group member (G7_3) stated that “middle-aged people, such as our 

parents, might not like Hong Kong.” Then, G7_2 agreed with G7_3, and said that he would bring his older 

sister to Hong Kong.  

 

Travel style and visa 

 

The fourth topic that group members had different opinions about was travel style. G7_1 preferred to travel 

independently. However, G7_2 and G7_3 preferred to join a package tour. Group members also had some 

disagreement about whether they could apply for an independent travel visa to visit Hong Kong.  

 

A turning point appeared when G7_2 mentioned that he had checked online information, and found that only 

the permanent residents in Nanjing could apply for an independent travel visa to visit Hong Kong. These 

group members, as temporary residents in Nanjing, could not apply for an independent travel visa. Then, G7_1 

agreed to join a package tour.  

 

Travel timing  

 

The fifth topic that group members had a different opinion on was the travel time. G7_2 proposed to travel to 

Hong Kong in October. However, G7_1 rejected that, and said it is impossible to get their passport and visa 

before October.  

 

A turning point happened when G7_1 mentioned that he did not want to go anywhere before the National 

Graduate Examination. He suggested getting the passport and visa at the end of February, and travelling in 

March. Other people agreed with the suggestion.  

 

Travel activity information 

 

The sixth topic that group members experienced disagreement with was related to travel activity information. 

G7_2 said that the ticket price of Hong Kong Disneyland “isn’t expensive”. G7_1 said that “a few hundred 

dollars”, indicating that it is expensive. G7_2 touched G7_1 to persuade him to agree.  

 

A turning point appeared when G7_1 used a real example of the ticket price. He said “when I was in middle 

school, Disneyland cost me around RMB 180. Now, the ticket is much more expensive.” Then, G7_2 and 

G7_3 agreed with G7_1.  

 

Summary:  

 

The profile analysis of Group 7 on selecting an international destination shows that:  
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 Group members had strong disagreement when discussing five topics: 1) Destination selection, 2) 

Cost, 3) Travel companion, 4) Travel style and visa, and 5) Travel timing.  

 Both task and social-emotional messages played an important role in persuading other group 

members to agree with them. In terms of task information, group members listed examples or reasons 

to persuade others (e.g., topics 1, 4, and 5). In terms of social-emotional messages, group members 

tended to display non-verbal behaviours to persuade others.  

 In Group 7, three group memberssuccessfully persuaded others to agree with them. G7_1 was 

knowledgeable in terms of Hong Kong, as his family had visited there previously. In terms of G7_2, 

as a group leader, he was very talkative and therefore had a higher chance to persuade others to agree 

with him. When G7_1 and G7_2 had different opinions, the opinion of G7_3 played a really 

important role in influencing others’ decisions.  

 All group members had a very high score in terms of the satisfaction level, the degree to which the 

personal needs were met, and the satisfaction level for all group members.  
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Profile analysis for Group 8 

 

Final selected domestic destination:  

 

Mount Huangshan and Harbin 

 

Time: 16:50-17:50, September 12, 2012.  

Venue: the living room of G6_1.  

City: Nanjing, Jiangsu Province.  

 

Information about group members:  

 

Group members (all close friends):  

 

Member  Gender  Age  Occupation  

The most 

persuasive 

person 

Percentage 

of word 

numbers 

The 

personal 

satisfaction 

level 

The 

degree to 

which 

their 

personal 

needs 

were met 

The 

satisfaction 

level for all 

group 

members 

G8_1 Male 22 Undergraduate  24.3% 3 3 4 

G8_2 Male 21 Undergraduate  34.1% 4 4 3 

G8_3 Male 23 Undergraduate # 41.6% 5 4 5 

Note: 1) the personal satisfaction level, the degree to which the personal needs were met, and the satisfaction 

level for all group members were evaluated based on a five point scale (in which 5 indicated fully agree); 2) 

group leader’s information is underlined.  

 

 

Information about destination selection:  

 

Group members selected the final destination of Mount Huangshan and Harbin for their group holiday at the 

end of the discussion. The full group discussion was about 46:40 minutes.  

 

This group kept discussing new destination options, and they comprehensively discussed many destinations, 

such as Hainan, Mount Huangshan, Harbin, and Zhenjiang-Changzhou-Wuxi-Suzhou-Shanghai. Hainan was 

rejected because of the travel timing issue, as people would like to go to Hainan in spring. However, the 

decision-making task constrained them to travel at that time. Zhenjiang-Changzhou-Wuxi-Suzhou-Shanghai 

were rejected because of the limited travel time of 2-4 days, so group members could not visit five 

destinations in a short time.  

 

Group members mentioned Mount Huangshan and Harbin several times, but they could not make agreement 

during the discussion. At the end of the discussion, all people expressed that they wanted to do mountain 

hiking in Mount Huangshan, and participate in ice activities in Harbin. Mount Huangshan was selected 

because of the close distance, cheaper cost, and interests in mountain hiking. Harbin was also selected because 

of the ice sculpture.  

 

Important topics:  

 

In Group 8, group members had strong disagreement and robust discussion about the following one topic: 

Destination selection. Therefore, this topic was considered important for group travel decision-making.  

 

Turning points:  

 

In any group discussion there are some key topics or points that can become turning points in directing the 

conversation and/or decision-making. In this group, the researcher identified two major turning points in the 

following topic:  

 



 

311 

 

Destination selection 

 

There were two turning points for the topic of destination selection. Group members expressed their interests 

in Mount Huangshan at the beginning of the group discussion. However, they did not reach agreement. They 

started to discuss other destination options in the group discussion.  

 

A turning point happened when G4_2 started a new topic by saying “if we go to Mount Huangshan, then …” 

G4_2 was trying to persuade others to go to Mount Huangshan.  

 

During the group discussion, G4_3 proposed Harbin, however, group members continued to discuss other 

destination options. G4_3 continued to mention Harbin’s ice sculpture in the group discussion.  

 

A turning point happened when G4_2 responded to G4_3, and became interested in the ice sculpture. As two 

group members (G4_2 and G4_3) were interested in Harbin, the whole group decided to go to Harbin.  

 

Summary: 

 

The profile analysis of Group 8 on selecting a domestic destination shows that:  

 

 Group members had different opinions about the topic of Destination selection. 

 Group members might have been interested in some destinations at the beginning of the discussion; 

however, it took a long time to reach agreement. The person who kept reinforcing the single 

destination was important in the process of making an agreed decision.  

 Decisions are often based on the majority rule, which means that the final decision is based on the 

opinion of a majority of people.  

 Group members had different perceptions towards the group travel decision-making process. G8_1 

was neutrally satisfied with the selected destination (score: 3/5), and he believed that his personal 

need was neutrally met (score: 3/5) in the group travel decision-making process. The possible reason 

was that his suggestions were often rejected by others. G8_2 also believed that all group members 

were neutrally satisfied with the final destination (score: 3/5).  
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Profile analysis for Group 9 

 

Final selected international destination:  

 

Europe (Germany, France, Italy, and Switzerland) 

 

Time: 14:30-15:30, August 23, 2014.  

Venue: the office of G9_2.  

City: Shanghai.  

 

Information about group members:  

 

Group members (all close friends):  

 

Member  Gender  Age  Occupation  

The most 

persuasive 

person 

Percentage 

of word 

numbers 

The 

personal 

satisfaction 

level 

The degree 

to which 

their 

personal 

needs were 

met 

The 

satisfaction 

level for all 

group 

members 

G9_1 Female 34 
Self-

employed  

# 43.6% 5 5 5 

G9_2 Female 30 
Company 

officer  

 36.5% 5 5 5 

G9_3 Female 35 
Self-

employed  

 19.9% 5 5 5 

Note: 1) the personal satisfaction level, the degree to which the personal needs were met, and the satisfaction 

level for all group members were evaluated based on a five point scale (in which 5 indicated fully agree); 2) 

group leader’s information is underlined.  

 

 

Information about destination selection:  

 

Group members selected the destination of Europe (Germany, France, and Italy) for their group holiday within 

a short time of 4:19 minutes. The full group discussion was about 23:36 minutes. 

 

At the beginning of the group discussion, every group member proposed a destination. G9_1 proposed 

Germany, G9_2 suggested France, and G9_3 proposed Italy. Then, G9_2 suggested that they could visit these 

destinations together on a trip.As everyone wanted to go to Europe, the group members selected Europe as the 

group travel destination within a very short time. Then, they started to discuss the possible destinations that 

they could include in the journey. Switzerland was included in the travel itinerary later.  

 

Important topics:  

 

In Group 9, group members had strong disagreement and robust discussion about the following six topics: 1) 

The number of countries, 2) Length of trip, and 3) Travel style. Therefore, these topics were considered 

important for group travel decision-making.  

 

Turning points:  

 

In any group discussion there are some key topics or points that can become turning points in directing the 

conversation and/or decision-making. In this group, the researcher identified three major turning points in the 

following three topics:  
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The number of countries (5-6 countries versus 3-4 countries)  

 

The first topic on which group members had differing opinions was whether they should visit 5-6 countries or 

3-4 countries for their group trip.G9_1 stated that they could visit 5-6 countries within seven days. G9_3 said 

that visiting three countries “should be fine”.  

 

A turning point came when G9_2 stated that “I think it might be difficult for us to visit 5-6 countries”. In this 

situation, two group members agreed to travel to 3-4 countries, and the final decision was based on the opinion 

of the majority of people.  

 

Length of trip (seven days versus ten days)  

 

The second topic on which group members had much disagreement was whether they should travel for seven 

days or ten days. G9_3 recommended ten days, G9_1 agreed to travel less than ten days. But G9_2 said that 

“we only have a 7-day vacation in National Day.” Both G9_1 and G9_3 suggested that G9_2 could take 

annual leave. However, G9_2 included that “in that way (if I take annual leave), I can’t bring my son to 

Europe, because he only has a 7-day holiday in National day.” During the group discussion, G9_2 frowned 

and worried about the case that she can’t bring her son to Europe.  

 

A turning point appeared when G9_1 laughed and proposed “a tour for mothers”, where their husbands would 

take care of their kids. As a result, G9_2 agreed to travel ten days by combining the public holiday and annual 

leave together. However, G9_2 kept saying that “it is a pity that I can’t bring my kid to Europe”, showing that 

G9_2 felt disappointed. G9_1 kept persuading her, and proposed that they could travel with their children in 

the summer break or winter break. Finally, G9_2 smiled and agreed to travel for ten days. In this topic, G9_1 

used “a tour for mothers” to make others laugh, which created a relaxed and positive atmosphere.   

 

Travel style (self-drive independent travel versus package tour)  

 

The third topic that group members experienced many opinions about was the travel style: travelling 

independently or joining package tours. Group members did not have a clear direction on this topic. G9_2 

mentioned that package tours have a busy and tight schedule, so travelling in a package could be very tiresome, 

whereas travelling independently (self-drive) would be relaxed and flexible. G9_2 preferred to travel 

independently. However, G9_3 stated that they cannot drive in Europe as they don’t have a local driver 

licence. G9_1 then suggested that they can hire a driver to drive the car. Both G9_2 and G9_3 mentioned that 

the cost would be very high.  

 

A turning point happened when G9_1 used her recent package tour experience (she travelled to Mount 

Huangshan in the last week) to support her argument of “package tour is well-organised, and the trip is 

relaxed.” The advantage of package tours successfully made everyone agree to travel with a package tour.  

 

Summary:  

 

The profile analysis of Group 9 on selecting an international destination shows that:  

 

 Group members had strong disagreement when discussing three topics: 1) The number of countries 

(5-6 countries versus 3-4 countries), 2) Length of trip (seven days versus ten days), and 3) Travel 

style (self-drive independent travel versus package tour). 

 Both task and social-emotional messages played an important role in persuading other group 

members to agree with them. In terms of task information, group members listed examples or reasons 

to persuade others (e.g., topics 1, 2, and 3). In terms of social-emotional messages, group members 

tended to display positive reactions to release tensions. For example, group members used “the tour 

for mother” as a trigger to make people laugh, which softened tension in the group discussion.  

 In Group 9, G9_1successfully persuaded others to agree with her. The reason for her influence in 

directing the discussion was because she had expert knowledge (previous group travel experience).  

 Decisions are often based on the majority rule, which means that the final decision is based on the 

opinion of a majority of people.  

 All group members had a very high score in terms of the satisfaction level, the degree to which the 

personal needs were met, and the satisfaction level for all group members.   
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Profile analysis for Group 10 

 

Final selected domestic destination:  

 

Qinghai 

 

Time: 13:00-14:00, August 27, 2014.  

Venue: an office in a secondary school.  

City: Shanghai.  

 

Information about group members:  

 

Three group members (all close friends):  

 

Member  Gender  Age  Occupation  

The most 

persuasive 

person 

Percentage 

of word 

numbers 

The 

personal 

satisfaction 

level 

The degree 

to which 

their 

personal 

needs were 

met 

The 

satisfaction 

level for all 

group 

members 

G10_1 Female 27 Teacher  27.9% 5 5 5 

G10_2 Female 27 Teacher # 47.2% 5 5 5 

G10_3 Female 26 Teacher  24.9% 5 5 5 

Note: 1) the personal satisfaction level, the degree to which the personal needs were met, and the satisfaction 

level for all group members were evaluated based on a five point scale (in which 5 indicated fully agree); 2) 

group leader’s information is underlined.  

 

 

Information about destination selection:  

 

Group members selected Qinghai as their group trip destination within the short time of 2:56 minutes. The full 

group discussion was about 23:50 minutes.  

 

Four destinations, Qinghai, Yunnan, Jiuzhaigou, and Inner Mongolia, were proposed. Jiuzhaigou was 

proposed by G10_2; however, G10_3 suggested that winter was not a good season to visit Jiuzhaigou, and 

they could visit there in summer, because the temperature in Jiuzhaigou is cool at that time. Inner Mongolia 

was proposed by G10_1, but no one continued the discussion about Inner Mongolia. G10_1 wanted to visit 

grassland in Qinghai in winter. G10_3 agreed and included that her classmates recently visited Qinghai, and 

rode horses in the grassland. G10_2 proposed Yunnan. G10_1 and G10_3 stated that some historical buildings 

had recently been ruined by fire, and Yunnan wasn’t very beautiful to visit in winter. As it was considered that 

there was not much to see in Yunnan, it was rejected, and Qinghai was selected. To sum up, Qinghai was 

selected because of the grassland and appeal of horse riding activity.  

 

Important topics:  

 

In Group 10, group members had strong disagreement and robust discussion about the following six topics: 1) 

Destination selection, 2) Accommodation, 3) Travel timing, 4) Transportation (flight time), 5) Tourism activity, 

and 6) Transportation (choice of travel website for car rental). Therefore, these topics were considered 

important for group travel decision-making.  

 

Turning points:  

 

In any group discussion there are some key topics or points that can become turning points in directing the 

conversation and/or decision-making. In this group, the researcher identified six major turning points in the 

following six topics:  
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Destination selection (Qinghai vs. Yunnan)  

 

The first topic on which group members had differing opinions was whether they should go to Qinghai or 

Yunnan. G10_1 and G10_3 suggested going to Qinghai. G10_2 proposed Yunnan. All three group members 

presented different opinions.  

 

A turning point came when G10_1 stated that a fire accident ruined some historical buildings in Yunnan, so 

there was not much to see. G10_1 described the fire accident in an interesting style, and she laughed. Other 

group members (G10_2 and G10_3) then laughed together with her. Tension was released in the discussion 

due to the laughter. Finally, due to there not being much to see in Yunnan, G10_2 agreed to travel to Qinghai.  

 

Accommodation (Mongolian yurts only vs. both Mongolian yurts and hotels) 

 

The second issue which created much disagreement was whether they should stay in Mongolian yurts only or 

stay in both Mongolian yurts and hotels. G10_3 wanted to stay in both Mongolian yurts and hotels. G10_1 

only wanted to stay in Mongolian yurts. Different opinions caused some tension.  

 

A turning point came when G10_3 said “I am scared of bugs”, and followed with laughter. Other group 

members (G10_1 and G10_2) then agreed with staying in both Mongolian yurts and hotels.  

 

Travel timing (time allocation between Qinghai and the Grassland) 

 

The third major issue that created disagreement was the appropriate time allocation for the two destinations: 

Qinghai and the Grassland. G10_3 suggested the first option (a short time in Qinghai and a long time in the 

Grassland). G10_1 mentioned a second option (half and half) would be better.  

 

A turning point came when G10_2 provided a third option (a short time in the Grassland and a long time in 

Qinghai). She listed the reasons and a detailed travel itinerary in the Grassland, and showed that a short time 

was fine for visiting the Grassland. Other group members then agreed with her to have a short time in the 

Grassland and a long time in Qinghai.  

 

Transportation (flight time) 

 

The fourth topic on which opinions differed was the flight time. G10_2 proposed to fly in the morning. G10_3 

proposed to fly at night.  

 

A turning point came when G10_1 said that the airfare was cheaper at night. G10_2 then agreed with other 

group members, and a consensus was reached.   

 

Tourism activity (whether travel to heritage sites or not) 

 

The fifth topic on which opinions differed was whether they should visit heritage sites. G10_2 suggested some 

heritage sites; however G10_3 strongly disagreed with that as she did not like heritage sites. Two group 

members (G10_1 and G10_2) persuaded G10_3, but G10_3 insisted that she would not visit heritage sites, and 

she preferred to see natural features such as flowers and trees. Such discussion generated much tension in the 

group.  

 

A turning point came when G10_1 concluded that G10_3 was a traveller, not a tourist, and then she started a 

new topic. The topic of whether they should visit heritage sites was not resolved but was terminated.   

 

Transportation (choice of travel website for car rental)  

 

The sixth topic causing disagreement was about the travel website for car rental. G10_1 and G10_3 had many 

different opinions about this topic. G10_1 preferred Ctrip.com, but G10_3 preferred Tuniu.com. Different 

opinions generated considerable tension in the group.  

 

A turning point came when G10_2 said that both websites were good. They then stopped the discussion about 

the travel website, and the topic remained unresolved.   
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Summary:  

 

The profile analysis of Group 10 on selecting a domestic destination shows that:  

 

 Group members had strong disagreement and exhibited considerable tension when discussing six 

topics: 1) Destination selection (Qinghai vs. Yunnan), 2) Accommodation (Mongolian yurts only vs. 

both Mongolian yurts and hotels), 3) Travel timing (time allocation between Qinghai and the 

Grassland), 4) Transportation (flight time), 5) Tourism activity (whether travel to heritage sites or 

not), and 6) Transportation (choice of travel website for car rental).  

 Group members were not able to reach agreement on all topics. In this study, the problem of Tourism 

activity (whether travel to heritage sites or not) and Transportation (better travel website for car 

rental) was not solved.  

 Both task and social-emotional messages played an important role in persuading other group 

members to agree with them. In terms of task information, group members listed examples or reasons 

to persuade others. In terms of social-emotional messages, group members tended to display positive 

reactions to release tensions. Two examples (i.e., “fire accident” and “I am scared of bugs”) when 

discussing topics 1 and 2 showed that group members utilised sound reasons to persuade others, 

while at the same time, they laughed to soften tension.  

 In this study, non-verbal behaviours such as laughter are important in releasing tension.  

 In Group 10, G10_2 guided the majority of the topics (for example, booking accommodation, 

booking airfare, etc.) The reason for her strong influence in directing the discussion was because she 

had expert knowledge (especially that she had travelled overseas before).   
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Appendix 6-1: Information Sheet (English Version) 

 

Information Sheet 

 

PhD thesis title: An examination of the Chinese group travel decision-making process 

 

Research team:  

Mr. Hanqun Song (Ph.D. 

candidate)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, Gold 

Coast Campus, Griffith University, 

Queensland 4222, Australia. Email: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

Prof. Beverley Sparks 

(Principal Supervisor) 

Department of Tourism, 

Leisure, Hotel and Sport 

Management, Gold Coast 

Campus, Griffith University, 

Queensland 4222, Australia. 

Email: b.sparks@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528766 

Dr. Ying Wang (Associate 

Supervisor)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.Email: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au Phone: 

0755528591 

 

The objective and expected benefit: This studyaims to understand how young adults made group travel 

decisions with their friends. As limited studies have examined group travel decision-making processes, the 

results of the study will help both academia and industry to understand group travel decision-making 

processes. 

 

What you will be asked to do: You will be interviewed about your previous experience of making a group 

travel decision-making. The interview, around 30 minutes, will be voice recorded. 

 

Risk associated with participating in this research: We do not anticipate any risk to you as a consequence 

of participation in this research.  

 

Communication of the results: A summary report will be made available to you upon request. Results may 

also be presented at academic conferences and in journal articles.  

 

The ethical conduct of this research: Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National 

Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (2007). Your participation is voluntary, confidential and 

anonymous. If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you should 

contact Mr. Hanqun Song (Ph.D. Candidate), the leading researcher of this study, at email: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au.  

  

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
mailto:b.sparks@griffith.edu.au
mailto:ying.wang@griffith.edu.au
mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix 6-2: Information Sheet (Chinese Version) 

 

 

项目简介 

 

中国游客群体决策研究 

 

科研小组： 

宋汉群(博士候选人)  

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区旅游

休闲饭店和运动管理系 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

 

Beverley Sparks 教授 

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区旅

游运动和服务研究中心主任 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

b.sparks@griffith.edu.au 

王颖博士 

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区旅

游休闲饭店和运动管理系(讲师) 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au 

研究目的和预期结果：研究中国年轻人如何和朋友一起制定小群体旅游决策。以往涉及游客群体决策

的研究非常少，本研究将有助于学术界和旅游业界更好地了解群体旅游决策。 

 

您将会被要求做什么：采访您以往的团体旅游决策经历。采访为时大约 30 分钟，采访过程会被录音。 

 

参与这项研究的相关风险：参与本研究不会为您带来任何风险。 

 

研究成果：如果您想详细地了解本研究，请和我们联系。我们会寄给您一份研究结果摘要。研究结果

也可能在学术会议或期刊上发表。 

 

这项研究的道德操守：格里菲斯大学遵照“2007 年澳洲人类研究伦理行为标准”进行所有学术研究。您

的参与是自愿的、保密的和匿名的。我们不会询问您的个人隐私，也不会要求您提供任何可识别您本

人的信息。如果您对本研究有任何疑问、或者想对研究过程中不道德行为进行投诉，请联系本研究小

组成员宋汉群先生（电子邮箱：hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au）。 

 

如果您有任何问题、或想要了解本项目的信息，也请联系宋汉群先生，其详细联系方式在本页的上方。 

 

  

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
mailto:b.sparks@griffith.edu.au
mailto:ying.wang@griffith.edu.au
mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix 6-3: Consent Form (English Version) 

 

 

Consent Form 

 

Research title: An examination of the Chinese group travel decision-making process 

 

Research team:  

Mr. Hanqun Song (Ph.D. 

Candidate)  

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia. Email: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

Prof. Beverley Sparks 

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia. Email: 

b.sparks@griffith.edu.au Phone: 

0755528766 

Dr. Ying Wang 

Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

Hotel and Sport Management, 

Gold Coast Campus, Griffith 

University, Queensland 4222, 

Australia.Email: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au 

Phone: 0755528591 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet and in particular have noted:  

 I permit the research team to analyse my interview information;   

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 There are no risks involved in this study;  

 The interview will be audio-taped, and only the research team will have access to this recorded material;  

 The audio material will kept on file for up to five years, and will be used for investigating a research 

question on group decision making;  

 Any extracts from the audio material to be used in conference papers, journal publications, or the thesis 

document will only be in the form of anonymous written descriptions or quotes. No identifying 

information will be included. 

 The identities of participants will not be included in any reporting of results;  

 My participation in this research is voluntary; 

 If I have additional questions I can contact the research team; 

 I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; and 

 If I have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project I may contact Mr. Hanqun 

Song (Ph.D. Candidate), the leading researcher of this study, at email: hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au. 

I agree to participate in the project.  

Name   

Signature  

Date   

 

  

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
mailto:b.sparks@griffith.edu.au
mailto:ying.wang@griffith.edu.au
mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix 6-4: Consent Form (Chinese Version) 

 

知情同意书 

 

研究项目:中国游客群体决策研究 

 

科研小组： 

宋汉群(博士候选人)  

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区旅游

休闲饭店和运动管理系 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au 

 

Beverley Sparks 教授 

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区旅游

运动和服务研究中心主任 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

b.sparks@griffith.edu.au 

电话: +61 7 5552 8766 

 

王颖博士 

格里菲斯大学黄金海岸校区旅游

休闲饭店和运动管理系(讲师) 

澳大利亚昆士兰州邮编 4222 

电子邮箱: 

ying.wang@griffith.edu.au 

电话: +61 7 5552 8591 

签名前，我确认我已经阅读、并了解此知情同意书所列之内容： 

 同意该研究小组成员分析我的采访内容； 

 满意研究小组的成员答疑解惑的过程； 

 参与本研究不会有任何风险； 

 采访会被录音； 

 只有该研究小组的成员才可以接触到录音资料； 

 录音资料将用于研究中国游客群体决策行为。录音资料会被保留最多五年； 

 任何录音资料摘录只会用于学术会议、学术期刊、以及科研小组第一成员的博士论文中。所

有摘录的信息都是匿名的，任何信息都不会暴露我的隐私及个人信息； 

 本人自愿参与本研究； 

 若有任何疑问，我可以联系上述研究小组成员； 

 我可以中途放弃参与本项研究，并不需提供任何理由或遭到处罚； 

 如果本人对本研究有任何疑问、或者想对研究过程中不道德行为进行投诉，我会联系宋汉群

先生（电子邮箱：hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au）。 

我同意参与本项研究： 

 

姓名  

签名  

日期  

 

mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
mailto:b.sparks@griffith.edu.au
mailto:ying.wang@griffith.edu.au
mailto:hanqun.song@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix 6-5: Interview Questions (English Version) 

 

Interview questions:  

 

Part One: Basic information  

 

1. Have you travelled with your friends recently? Was it a leisure travel? When?  

2. Where did you go? Who did you go with? How long was the trip? What was the itinerary?  

 

Part Two: Destination selection 

 

1. Why this destination?  

2. Who suggested the destination you went to?  

3. Could you talk a little bit more about the destination selection process? 

 

Part Three: How did travellers discuss, negotiate, and interact with other group members to make a 

travel decision?   

 

1. In what type of situation did you have the idea of travelling together? By what mode did you discuss 

the travel decision?  

2. Please think about your last travel experience. Did you have any disagreement about suggestions 

during the decision-making process?  

3. In what situation, did you have the disagreement? What were the reasons for the disagreement?  

4. If there was no disagreement, what were the reasons?   

5. When you had disagreement, how did you solve any differences? Can you tell me the details?  

 

Part Four: What are the characteristics of the group leaders?  

 

1. Do you think anybody had more influence in the decision-making process than others? Who were the 

most influential people in your decision-making process? 

2. Why did some people play a significant role? What are the characteristics of these most influential 

people?  

 

Part Five: Personal information 

 

Age, gender, occupation, city, and travel frequency per year.  
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Appendix 6-6: Interview Questions (Chinese Version) 

 

采访问题： 

第一部分：基本情况 

 

1. 最近和朋友一起出去旅游过吗？是休闲旅游吗？什么时候去旅游的？ 

2. 去的哪里？和谁一起去的？出去玩了多久？行程是怎么样的？ 

 

第二部分：如何选择旅游目的地 

 

1. 为什么选择了这个目的地？ 

2. 是谁建议去这个目的地旅游的？ 

3. 你们是如何选择目的地的，能谈谈选择旅游目的地的细节吗？ 

 

第三部分：如何通过讨论，协商，沟通的方式来制定群体旅游决策 

 

1. 你们是在什么场合下，提出要一起出去旅游的？通过什么方式讨论的？ 

2. 请仔细回想一下你的上一次出游经历，你们在讨论旅游决策过程中，有发生过什么意见不一吗？ 

3. 如果有不同意见，你们在什么地方想法不一？你觉得是什么原因？ 

4. 如果没有发生任何不同意见，你觉得原因是什么？ 

5. 当出现上述你讲到的意见不一致的情况，你们是通过什么方法解决这些不同意见的？请讲讲具

体细节？ 

 

第四部分：影响力最大的组员的特征 

 

1. 您觉得有些人在团体决策过程中的影响力比较大吗？谁在团体决策中的影响力最大？ 

2. 你觉得为什么这些人的影响力比较大呢？这些人有什么样的特征呢？ 

 

第五部分：个人信息 

 

年龄，性别，职业，居住城市，每年平均出游次数。 

 

 

 

 

 


