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Abstract: Since the COVID-19 outbreak worldwide, the global tourism industry has taken a severe hit.
To fully understand the impact of the pandemic on tourists’ travel behavior, an intercultural survey
was carried out through a large-scale online questionnaire. This survey aims to determine whether
cultural differences and different ages might play a role in tourists’ behavior during the COVID-
19. Data collected from 942 respondents from mainland China and overseas through different age
groups were subjected to data analysis. The results demonstrate cognition and consumer behavior
differentiate culturally and significantly between different ages, which is highlighted when they
choose travel modes, transportation, and companions. The implications of the study are also provided
in the end.
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1. Introduction

The novel coronavirus pandemic (COVID-19) has adversely affected domestic and
international tourism [1]. In 2020, international tourist arrivals declined by 74%, resulting in
the loss of USD 1.3 trillion in export revenues [2,3]. Governments across the globe have put
in place a range of measures, i.e., lockdowns, wearing face masks, and travel restrictions,
as tactics for tourism and trade to restrict the spread of infectious diseases [4]. Many
countries have implemented severe restrictions and strict border controls on domestic and
international traveling [1,5]. For instance, the United States, at a national level, imposed
extensive travel restrictions on the Schengen countries [6].

In contrast, the European Union (E.U.) also closed its borders for all the countries
other than E.U. nationals [7]. Therefore, controlling COVID-19 and tourism recovery highly
depends on how people respond to such restrictions. However, these restrictions have
become unbearable for the public in many countries [8]. From the USA to Brazil, the
European Union to Africa, and Russia to China, most people’s lives are heavily regulated
by the policies of governments around the world. These policies led to mixed reviews at
the personal and medical levels, which resulted in different compliance rates and adoption
of the restrictions. An international survey by [9] from the samples of 23 countries showed
that people from individualistic societies (e.g., Australia, United Kingdom, United States,
etc.) were much more against their countries’ restrictive measures to control the spread
of COVID-19 pandemic, as compared to people from collectivist societies (e.g., China,
India, Vietnam., etc.) who, despite some differences, were, in general, more in favor of
the preventive measures of their nations. In line with the survey results, it can be seen
that the people’s responses to the COVID-19 Pandemic’s preventive measures are possibly
due to different cultural perceptions and cognitions of people. Therefore, it is argued that
the closure of the tourism and hospitality industry has resulted in negative social and
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cultural differences [10]. Based on this argument, the need for a strategy for recovery
is heightened [11]. However, the impact of COVID-19 on risk perceptions, cognitions,
cultural differences, behaviors, and related outcomes on local and international tourists
has been highly overlooked. Therefore, it is essential to understand the impact of culture
and cognition on consumer behavior during COVID-19.

Although previous studies have discussed the interrelationships between travel, risk,
and disasters [12–19], these studies have not specifically addressed the type of changes
that occurred due to COVID-19, which is beyond anything experienced previously at such
a global scale. Furthermore, although many scholars’ focus on the tourism industry is
undoubtedly on the implications of COVID-19 travel restrictions, few studies have focused
on the changing behaviors of tourists due to COVID-19 as a result of cultural differences.

Therefore, the present study addresses these gaps in the tourism literature by focusing
on the effect of COVID-19 on tourists’ travel behaviors and advocates for the importance
of understanding the changes that travelers experience in their cognitive and consumption
behaviors due to various cultural differences post COVID-19. Specifically, this study draws
on a sample of Chinese respondents to assess the research aim. The remainder of the
study is arranged as follows. First, the next section reviews the literature on the tourists’
risk perceptions, natural disasters, destination image, the impact of COVID-19 on tourist
behaviors, the impact of COVID-19 in China, and hypotheses development. It is followed
by the research methodology, analysis, results, discussion, and conclusion.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Tourists’ Risk Perceptions

One global issue of interest in tourism is the exploration of how travelers perceive
the concept of risk and safety. Based on risk perceptions, Roehl and Fesenmaier [18]
classified tourists into three groups: Operational risk, neutral risk, and place risk. Tourists
with functional risk groups consider the possibility of organizational, equipment, and
mechanical problems as the main foundation of tourism-related risks. Tourists in the
neutral risk group do not consider any risk related to tourism or the destination. At the
same time, tourists in place risk groups consider visiting hazardous locations. A study
by [19] also investigated tourists’ risk perception while traveling. Likewise, ref. [20] argued
that the risk influences individuals’ perceptions of their decision processes, especially when
the outcomes of the decisions are uncertain. Risk creates emotions that generate anxiety
and fear, bringing unknown consequences and preventing travel decisions [21–23].

2.2. Natural Disasters

The second concept related to this study is natural disasters, which are the forces of
nature that cause catastrophic events. In general, hurricanes, floods, bushfires, tsunamis,
earthquakes, heatwaves, and droughts always occur in some parts of the world, leading
to the loss of life and creating economic, physical, and social damage [24–26]. Although
natural disasters are unavoidable because they are beyond human control, people have
learned to manage the broader riskscape of these events and live with them. However,
due to the increasing intricacy of socio-ecological systems, the impacts of disasters have
significantly increased and exacerbated the effects of climate change in the highly globalized
world [27]. For example, an earthquake in Mexico led to a loss of US $135 billion [28].
Likewise, lately, epidemics such as COVID-19 have also served almost all the destinations
in the world as a natural disaster. Ref. [29] suggested that the risk perceptions related to
international tourism vary depending on tourists’ role and preferences for familiarity or
novelty with the destination. Moreover, these tourists might be capable of framing such risk
as an exciting part of tourism, which proposes a pursuit for novelty. Thus, it can be assumed
that familiarity with the destination decreases the risks related to the COVID-19 pandemic.
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2.3. Impact of Epidemics on Tourists’ Risk Perceptions and Behavior

Tourism studies, as compared to psychological and economic studies, define risk
perceptions in many ways, mainly as tourists’ anxiety, fear, nervousness, and worry [30,31].
In the transmission of contagious diseases, tourism has previously been described as one
of the leading factors [32]. In addition, tourists traveling from remote areas to their home
countries may bring foreign pathogens, and international tourism can transmit novel
infectious diseases to populations of the world [33]. Some of the health-related risks in
tourism are sexually transmitted infections, schistosomiasis, Legionnaires’ disease, HIV,
SARS, and COVID-19 [34,35]. Even though many studies in the literature have reported the
impact of epidemics such as the SARS outbreak on tourists’ risk perceptions and behaviors,
perceived control, and previous experience [35], their results have described the influence
of pandemics on different types of travels without identifying the importance of many
missing factors affecting tourists’ risk perceptions and behaviors, making it a critical avenue
to study.

2.4. Destination Image

The third concept of this study is related to the cognitive structure of destination
image, which is examined in the literature in many ways. Destination image has received
significant attention in tourism research [36,37]. To promote destination image efficiently
in the market, it is essential to identify the strengths and weaknesses [36,38]. Previous
studies have discussed destination image as a multidimensional concept that includes
two components of cognitive and affective destination image [39]. Cognitive destination
image describes the beliefs of tourists related to the destination based on their assessments
of the attributes of destination [40,41], whereas affective destination image is related to
feelings of individuals towards the destination [42,43]. Recently, several studies have
proposed the cognitive-affective nature of destination image. It is believed that the image
is integrated by affective evaluations of a tourist destination and the individuals’ cognitive
evaluations [41,42,44–46]. These components of destination image collectively show the
perceptions and behavioral intentions towards the destination and can be understood as
destination building blocks.

2.5. Impact of COVID-19 on Consumer Behaviors

COVID-19 has resulted in changes to the lifestyles of consumers [2]. The slogans
associated with the virus have become well known to us, such as “washing hands more
often”, “keep your distance from one-two meters”, “and wear masks whenever you go
outside”. Based on news and internet sources, it is also acknowledged that people in
different countries have varying perceptions about the virus. In countries such as China
and Korea, there is consensus on the need to stay at home and wear masks when leaving
the house to control the spread of COVID-19. However, in other countries such as Italy
and the USA, this may not be the case. It has been reported that after the epidemic, there
will be notable improvements in legislation related to people’s lifestyles, animal ethics,
and values. It is argued that people will be more considerate of the relationship between
man and nature, with more rational attitudes, demonstrating more respect for nature,
and more kindness towards wild animals. The measures taken to combat and control the
pandemic have highlighted people’s honesty, kindness, integrity, fairness, and capacity
for love. According to [42,45], post-COVID-19, there will be a new sublimation in dealing
with relationships between people. People will have increased respect for medical staff
and soldiers who are not afraid to sacrifice their lives to save others. The importance of a
harmonious relationship between people has prompted people’s attention to shift from
power, wealth, and fame to respect and awe for life [46].

2.6. The Impact of COVID-19 on Tourism

The second-to-last concept concerns pandemics such as COVID-19 from the cognitive
perspective [47–49]. Recently published research on the impact of COVID-19 focused on
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statistical data, contingency measures, confidence index surveys, views, and comments,
and impacts of the crisis on organization systems, including industry and enterprises and
crisis management [50–52]. Ref. [53] believed that the impacts of a global pandemic on
tourists would incur changes to people’s lifestyles and tourism activities. Since the tourism
industry during COVID-19 remains highly uncertain, the regency of COVID-19 suggests
that there is much to explore about the tourism industry [54].

In the long term, the hospitality and tourism industries are more resistant to shocks
than in the short term [4]. Over the years, the industry has suffered from many crises,
including natural disasters, wars, emergencies threatening destination securities, pan-
demics, and epidemics [35]. Compared to other human-induced and natural disasters, the
COVID-19 pandemic is different due to its worldwide ravaging and omnipresent impact
on economies and people. The novel coronavirus has severely affected the travel and
tourism industry as it has spread to every corner of the globe [4,6]. Essentially, the affected
groups during this period are airlines, hotels, restaurants, casinos, cruises, destinations,
and all other internal markets that have faced economic impacts and environmental and
social consequences [31]. If the impact of COVID-19 on these groups is understood, it
could facilitate the reset and recovery of the tourism sector. However, these groups have
different sub-groups whose composition is distinct from the general public, and therefore
their behavior, perceptions, and risk perceptions may differ from the residents [12].

2.7. Impact of COVID-19 in China

COVID-19 is an infectious disease and is a member of the coronaviridae family and
the nidovirales group [55]. The virus can be found in the respiratory, enteric, hepatic, and
neurological diseases that are becoming widespread in many mammals, humans, and bird
species [55,56]. Furthermore, it is one of the RNA-enveloped viruses [57,58]. The virus
transmits from person to person via droplets or direct contact. In China, the COVID-19
spread began at the Chinese Spring Festival in 2020. The initial and most prominently
hit zone of China was the Hubei province. However, within a couple of days, the deadly
infection spread everywhere among urban communities and towns throughout the country.
The government of China responded to the virus immediately and imposed preventive
approaches and measures to get through and assist people from infecting the virus [59,60].

Regarding the damage to the tourism industry, the National Bureau of Statistics
reported that from January to February in 2020, the total retail sales of consumer goods
stood at 5213 billion yuan, a year-on-year decrease of 20.5%, of which catering revenue
dropped markedly by 43.1%. In addition, room revenue in the accommodation sector
above the designated size fell by approximately 50%. As a result, the National Service
Industry Index of Production decreased by 13.0% on a year-on-year basis. In addition, the
national consumer price rose by 5.3% year on year. The survey on the unemployment rate
in cities and towns in China showed increases of 5.3% and 6.2%, respectively, up by 0.1 and
0.9 percentage points from the previous month. In addition, the total import and export
volume reached 4123.8 billion yuan, a year-on-year decrease of 9.6%.

According to data released by the China Tourism Academy, the number of domestic
tourists and the tourism revenue in the first quarter of 2020 was estimated to show negative
growth of 56% and 69%, respectively. The China Tourism Academy’s report on the impact
of COVID-19 on the tourism economy was simulated based on optimistic, benchmark, and
pessimistic calculations. The benchmark result shows that, due to COVID-19, domestic
tourists were predicted to decline by 932 million in 2020, an equivalent value of 1.18 trillion
yuan. Furthermore, in 2020, inbound tourist trips and international tourism revenue ere
predicted to see negative growth of 34.7% and 40.6%, respectively, equating to a decrease
of 50.32 million tourists and 53.4 billion yuan in revenue. The number of tourists visiting
friends and relatives also decreased by more than 76% year-on-year. The radius of the
destination activity area continued to shrink to about 2 km, resulting in the reduction
of expected consumption by nearly half. According to the preliminary statistics by the
Ministry of Transport, during the ten days of the Spring Festival holiday in 2020, the railway,
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roads, and waterways across the country received 190 million passengers, a decrease of
nearly 73% compared with the same period last year [61].

The purpose of this empirical study is to obtain first-hand information from tourists
who have experienced the crisis of COVID-19 in their countries, as they have experienced
the changing behavior regarding their traveling patterns due to COVID-19 and can explain
their sensitivity towards crisis and the implications that can be drawn from COVID-
19 for the government, industry, and enterprises in terms of market recovery and the
establishment of a tourism crisis management system.

3. Methodology
3.1. Measurement Scales

This study has applied the following criteria to finalize the questionnaire items. First,
after the COVID-19 outbreak, feedback on the questionnaire items was gathered from
scholars, industry experts, and college and post-graduate students. The questions were
related to the general concerns of COVID-19 impacts on tourism and the changes travelers
experience in their behaviors regarding traveling. Changes were made to the questionnaire
items based on the results from the interviews. Secondly, an expert was invited to check
and improve the wording of the questionnaire, word clarity, and relevance. As a result, a
questionnaire of 10 items was finalized for further quantitative investigation.

Quantitative research methods such as surveys are the most widespread means of data
collection in the hospitality and tourism industry [62]. Due to the availability of collecting
large-scale data, a questionnaire survey was recommended by researchers. Therefore,
we designed an intercultural questionnaire for this survey via an online website for both
Chinese and overseas participants. The finalized questionnaire was administered to glean
information from travelers of China and overseas. The questionnaire of this study was
divided into three parts. The first part was related to the travel experiences of the respon-
dents at travel destinations within the country, abroad, and within the state/province/city.
The second part was related to the respondents’ travel companions, such as family mem-
bers, friends, and tour groups. The third part of the questionnaire was related to the
transportation choices, for instance, private car, train, or plane. A linear 5-point rating
scale was used, from 5 as very important, 4 as somewhat important, 3 as neutral, 2 as
somewhat unimportant, and 1 as very unimportant. The respondents were asked to rate
their responses from very important to very unimportant according to their judgment.
Moreover, to consider the demographic factors that may play a role in this study, we also
asked the participants to provide information on their gender, age, profession, location,
and so forth. The questionnaire is provided as a Supplementary Material.

3.2. Data Collection

The survey was conducted from March 2020 to May 2020, after the travel ban when
Wuhan was closed. An invitation link to the survey was posted on Sojump, an online
platform. It is a reputable online data collection service provider in China, with an extensive
database of 2.6 million users with diverse demographic and geographical backgrounds.
The questionnaire was available in both Chinese and English languages for people with
different language backgrounds. There was no difference in the questionnaires of both
languages. Participants who volunteered to complete the survey were included in the
sample. As a result, a total of 962 responses were collected. Out of these responses, 813
respondents were from mainland China, and the rest of the data were from overseas. All
the respondents from mainland China were living in the country when the data were
collected. However, the overseas respondents were living in their own countries with
different cultural contexts from China. In addition, 27 overseas Chinese participants who
had been living abroad for many years were also included in the survey.

Out of 962 responses, 20 responses were removed mainly due to the invalid answers.
Finally, 942 responses remained and were used for data analysis. The ages of all the
respondents ranged from under 20 to over 61. The respondents aged 20 to 30 were
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categorized into the young group; those who were 51 to 60 and over 60 were defined as the
old group, while the rest were mid-ages. The professions of the respondents were diverse
in this study, which could be a result of the universality of sampling.

Out of 942 respondents, 74 were from Beijing, 18 from shanghai, 11 from Tianjin,
112 from Hubei Province, 11 from Guangdong Province, 9 from Anhui Province, 116 from
Hebei Province, 44 from Henan Province, 30 from Heilongjiang Province, 14 from Hainan
Province, 43 from Neimenggu Province, 303 from Shanxi Province, 58 from Shandong
province, 23 from Sichuan Province, 7 from Zhejiang Province, 4 from Yunnan Province,
7 from Shanxi province, 16 from Liaoning Province, 12 from Jiangxi Province, 4 from
Jiangsu Province, 4 from Jilin Province, and 4 respondents were from Guangxi Province.
For the foreign participants, 27 respondents were Chinese overseas, 16 from Spain, 22 from
Greece, 6 from the USA, 8 from Pakistan, 6 from Portugal, 9 from British, 9 from India,
6 from Indonesia, 9 from Malaysia, 4 from Turkey, 4 from Slovenia, 2 from Egypt, 2 from
Oman, 2 from Germany, 2 from Canada, 2 from Korea, 3 from Singapore, 3 from the UK,
1 from South Korea, 1 from Switzerland, 1 from Belgium,1 from Italy, 1 from Netherland,
1 from Zanzibar, and 1 from Israel.

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Statistics of the Main Constructs

Data for this study underwent descriptive statistics and multivariate statistics, includ-
ing T-Tests and ANOVA. All the tests were conducted on IBM SPSS Statistics Program.
The items, along with their mean scores, are presented in Table 1. As shown in Table 1,
consumers indicated weak intentions of visiting a foreign destination with a mean of 1.85.
Moreover, more preferred to travel inside the states with a mean of 3.09. Travel companions
(questions 4–6) more often included family members with a mean of 3.03. For traveling
transportation (questions 7–10), they seldom chose a cruise ship with a mean of 1.83. People
would like to stay away from big groups and therefore did not take cruise ships, to avoid
closed rooms with crowds of people. In general, Chinese consumers remained attentive to
guidelines from the very early period of the pandemic outbreak.

Table 1. Items extracted from the questionnaire.

Items Means

1. How likely will you travel outside your city or town or village, but inside your state,
in the next year? 3.09

2. How likely will you travel outside your state for domestic travel in the next year? 2.94
3. How likely will you travel to another country outside your country in the next year? 1.85
4. If you travel, how likely will you travel in an organized group tour next year? 2.04
5. If you travel, how likely will you travel with a small group of friends in the next year? 2.88
6. If you travel, how likely will you travel only with family or yourself in the next year? 3.03
7. If you travel, how likely will it be that you will travel mostly by car in the next year? 2.42
8. If you travel, how likely will you travel mostly by bus or train next year? 2.72
9. If you travel, how likely will it be that you will travel mostly by plane in the next year? 2.68
10. If you travel, how likely will it be that you will travel mostly by cruise ship in the
next year? 1.83

4.2. Multivariable Analysis/Hypotheses Testing

As shown in Figure 1, both the age and country modulated the total score and became
two variables. Within the variable of age, there were three conditions: Young, mid-age,
and old. Further, within the variable of country, there was the mainland of China and
other countries. For the total score, we conducted a multivariable analysis with age (young,
mid-age, and old) and country (mainland and overseas respondents) as between-subject
factors. The analysis showed that both age and country were significant for total score [F
(1.343) = 7.832, p < 0.01, partial η2 = 0.022 and F (2.343) = 4.648, p < 0.01, partial η2 = 0.026
for country and age conditions, respectively], revealing that the total score was larger for
overseas respondents (29.7) than for the mainland (27.3), and that young people showed a



Sustainability 2021, 13, 13330 7 of 11

lower total score (27.2) than mid-age people (29.8, p < 0.01), whereas there was no difference
between mid-age and older people (28.3, p = 0.19). The two-way interaction of age * country
was marginally significant [F (2.343) = 2.649, p = 0.07, partial η2 = 0.015], showing that the
modulation of age on total score was evident for mainland (p < 0.001) but not for overseas
respondents (p = 0.887), and that the effect of country was significant for young people
(p < 0.01) but not for the other two age groups (p > 0.1).
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Both age and country modulated the score for each tour condition. For the score of
each tour condition, we conducted a similar analysis to the above analysis for the total score.
The results showed that the main effects of country were significant (p < 0.05) for each
condition except friends’ tours (p = 0.269) and plane tours (p = 0.095). The score was higher
for mainland than for the overseas respondents for group tours (2.1 and 1.7 for mainland
and overseas respondents, respectively; p < 0.01), train tours (2.9 and 2.5 for mainland and
overseas respondents, respectively; p < 0.05), and ship tours (1.9 and 1.6 for mainland and
overseas respondents, respectively; p < 0.05), whereas for other tour conditions, the score
was lower for mainland than for overseas respondents (p < 0.01). Additionally, the main
effects of age were significant for local [F (2.343) = 4.239, p < 0.02, partial η2 = 0.024], abroad
[F (2.343) = 5.099, p < 0.01, partial η2 = 0.029], private car [F (2.343) = 3.593, p < 0.05, partial
η2 = 0.021], and plane tour [F (2.343) = 5.654, p < 0.01, partial η2 = 0.032] conditions but not
for other tour conditions (p > 0.1), indicating that young people exhibited a lower score
than mid-age and older people (p < 0.01) but with no difference between the latter two
conditions (p > 0.1). Interestingly, we also found significant two-way interactions (p < 0.05)
for abroad [F (2.343) = 5.945, p < 0.01, partial η2 = 0.034], group [F (2.343) = 3.919, p < 0.05,
partial η2 = 0.022], friends [F (2.343) = 3.957, p < 0.05, partial η2 = 0.023], and family tour
[F (2.343) = 3.471, p < 0.05, partial η2 = 0.020] conditions but not for other tour conditions
(p > 0.1). Further pairwise comparisons were conducted for each tour condition with a
significant two-way interaction.

For abroad tour conditions, the score was higher for overseas respondents than for
mainland for each age condition (p < 0.001). In contrast, for the mainland group, the score
was higher for mid-age (2.7) than for young (1.9, p < 0.001) and older people (1.7, p < 0.001)
but did not differ between the latter two groups (p = 1.0), and for overseas respondents,
the score was not modulated by age (p = 0.609). For the group tour condition, only older
people showed any effect of country (p < 0.01), showing a higher score for the mainland
(2.4) than the overseas respondents (1.5) condition. Neither young nor mid-age people
showed significant country effects (p > 0.05). For the mainland group, the score was higher
for the older group (2.4) than for the young group (1.8, p < 0.05) but did not differ between
young and mid-age groups (p = 0.189). Therefore, for overseas respondents, the score was
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not modulated by age (p = 0.401). For the friends tour condition, both young and mid-
age people showed a significantly higher score for mainland than overseas respondents
(p < 0.01), but this effect was not evident for older people (p = 0.123). Therefore, the effect
of age was not significant, regardless of the mainland (p = 0.071) or overseas respondents
(p = 0.184) condition. For the family tour conditions, both young and mid-age people
showed a significantly higher score for overseas respondents than the mainland condition
(p < 0.01), but this effect was not evident for older people (p = 0.499). Thus, we did not find
any significant age modulation, regardless of the mainland or overseas condition (p < 0.05).

5. Discussions and Implications

In order to support the tourism industry to recover from the impact of COVID-19, this
intercultural survey was carried out to explore how different cultures impact the cognition
and consumer behavior of tourists during the COVID-19 crisis. The results showed that
cognition and consumer behavior differentiate culturally and significantly with the age of
people when choosing traveling modes, transportation, and companions, especially for
young people in China. In general, the results were quite different from overseas, and
this difference is also shown in each of the extracted items from the questionnaire, partly
indicating why COVID-19 control is likely to face significant differences between countries.

The traveling destination choice of young people was both culturally and significantly
different. In their study, ref. [51] analyzed the impact of SARS on consumer behavior in
Chinese tourists. They probed the sensitivity of consumers towards crises when making
leisure travel decisions. The results indicated that SARS greatly affected people’s life,
work, and traveling during the outbreak of SARS, while the impact of SARS on people’s s
inclination to travel, their preference of leisure trips, and concern about public hygiene was
different. The present research goes further and suggests that there are cultural differences
associated with age differences. From Figure 1 of the three destination choices of the first
three items, it can be assumed that young people have considerable variation from overseas
respondents when choosing to travel, both going abroad and traveling within their own
country or state. This potential cognition and culture of traveling may make isolation
from COVID-19 difficult. Chinese young people were more likely to choose friends as
companions when traveling. However, overseas young people were more likely to choose
family as their companion. Regarding transportation, overseas young people were more
likely to drive their car while Chinese young people chose “other.” The results indicated
that Chinese young people might not have owned a car or prefer to save money.

In their study, ref. [51] focused on people’s lifestyles and travel activities during the
crisis period. They showed how tourist activities virtually stopped during SARS, especially
in the affected areas from the virus. The results showed that China’s tourism industry
experienced a dramatic decline. It indicates that tourists are susceptible to crises, which
thus shows that the tourism industry has the characteristics of sensitivity and fluctuation.
The current research provides additional insight suggesting that cognition may be rooted
in culture. COVID-19 has affected the inclination and preferences of tourists, especially
about the types of tours and travel patterns. People tend to be more interested in outdoor
activities and eco-tourism, and city residents prefer to travel to the suburbs and countryside.
The decrease in travel and tourism was caused by internal motivation, external compulsory
measures, and travel bans. Tourist behavior, which follows the law of general human
behavior, is closely related to the environment and individuality. In the long term, tourist
destinations and enterprises should emphasize factors that have a long-term effect on
people’s behavior within marketing activities. They should also adopt crisis intervention
measures for short-term changes. Ref. [47] proposed the existing cognitive biases are
behind the rejection of government safety advisories during COVID-19. Although the
paper was online, we were unable to access the research method and data.

The other difference between Chinese and overseas respondents is that Chinese
respondents of any age chose to stay at home. However, the overseas respondents were
more likely to travel abroad and places within their own country and state/province.
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There is also a big difference between overseas and Chinese respondents in selecting their
destination choice abroad. Overseas respondents appear to exhibit a habit of traveling here
and there.

In summary, the present study adds to the existing literature by conducting an empiri-
cal study on the impact of COVID-19 on consumer behavior in the tourism industry by
conducting an intercultural survey. Theoretically, it provides a brief background on natural
disasters and COVID-19 and examines its impact on China’s tourism industry and many
other countries. Furthermore, the study highlighted significant cross-cultural differences
in tourists’ choice of travel modes, transportation, and companions among different age
groups. One of the other theoretical contributions of this paper is that it provides cultural
insights into the varied tourism preference for people in China and other countries. Even
though the government authorities, destination marketing and management organizations,
and tourism providers are currently making every effort to reduce the harmful effects of
COVID-19, they may not affect the individualistic characteristics of tourists. Therefore,
tourism practitioners need to be aware of individual cultural differences, behavior, and
choices. Thus, this study helps tourism providers and decision-makers of China and other
countries to understand the changes in tourists’ behaviors and help them develop proper
strategies to revive the tourism industry during COVID-19 and post-COVID-19 periods.

6. Limitations and Future Research

This study also has the following limitations. First, Beijing was a COVID-19-infected
city and had preventive access to survey respondents during the crisis period; therefore,
the change of attitude could not be investigated well. Second, as the survey was conducted
immediately after the ban was lifted by the World Health Organization (WHO), the percent-
age of respondents from the other parts of China outside of Beijing and foreign countries
was small. Thus, future studies should collect the data from other Asian and European
countries and test the study’s objectives. Third, the data for this study were collected after
the first weekend of lifting the ban; therefore, there may be a possibility that the sample
population was less likely to be representative of the group. Finally, since this study was
conducted during COVID-19, it may not provide a complete picture of the changes in
consumer behaviors after the pandemic. Thus, future studies can also focus on changes
that will remain the same in consumer behaviors and the changes that will taper off once
the pandemic ends.
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