ANSWER TO REVIEW 
TOURISM & MANAGEMENT STUDIES: " Examining transaction-specific satisfaction and trust in Airbnb and hotels. An application of BERTopic and Zero-shot text classification"

# Editorial Review

1. The paper needs a Discussion section and theoretical implications, practical implications as subsections.
R: We thank the reviewer for his appreciation. We have reorganized our paper and we have included the new sections that editors advises us.

2. Each figure or table must be referred to in the preceding paragraph.
R: We are grateful for this contribution, which further enriches our work. As you can see in the main text, all the figures and tables are placed in the correspondent preceding paragraph (highlighted in green in the main text).

3. There are 2 papers on accommodation-sharing economy in Seville: https://doi.org/10.3390/economies9040157, and https://doi.org/10.3390/su13010292. If they are relevant, consider citing them.
R: Thanks for your advises. As suggested by the editor, we have included citations and references of the two papers recommended (highlighted in green in the main text): 
3.1. Solano-Sánchez, M.A., Santos, J.A.C., Santos, M.C., & Fernández-Gámez, M.A. (2021). Holiday rentals in cultural tourism destinations: a comparison of Booking.com-based daily rate estimation for Seville and Porto. Economies, 9 (4), 157, htps://doi.org/10.3390/economies9040157
3.2. Santos, J.A.C., Fernández-Gámez, M.A., Solano-Sánchez, M.A., Rey-Carmona, F.J. & Caridad y López del Río, L. (2021). Valuation models for holiday rentals´ daily rates: Price composition based on Booking.com. Sustainability, 13 (1), 292, htps://doi.org/10.3390/su13010292

Reviewer #A

1. The aim and focus of this article is mainly methodological. The authors should reposition it as the major methodological contribution. This implies a redesign of structure and content of the manuscript. Since 3. Method is the strongest contribution, they should demonstrate that gap. Actually, section 3.3 have already results as well as 3.4. and 3.5. They should move to a real Results section. 
R: We appreciate your recommendation and we proceed to improve the paper with a new structure. We have modified the places of sections Data mining, Zero-shot classification and Principal Component Analysis which now are included in Results section. Besides, we have extended the content of Discussion and Conclusions, the last one with Theoretical and Practical Implications (highlighted in green in the main text). 
2. Most of the content on 4. Results are discussion They should prove too what was the novelty contribution from apply in the new analytical technics/method. They´ve already stress it in the conclusions but apparently it should be focal/strength argument. 
R: Thank you very much for your comment. Following the recommendations we have located most of the content of the section 4 (Results), in the new section 5 (Discussion). Besides, we have extended this section with references to the methodological contributions (new methodological techniques used) of the paper.

[bookmark: _Hlk126624431]3. If they theoretically discuss the bullet point paragraphs on the so called 4. Results it would help. There is no model, hypothesis formulation...The research questions should be addressed in the conclusions too.
R: Thank you for your interest. Following your request, we have reviewed the section 4. Results, and relocated the text with bullet point paragraphs in the new section called Discussion. We better clarify this point and contextualize the previous cited text taking into account the research questions (highlighted in green).
4. The authors do not need to underline the source: Author´s own data. Only when the source belong to others.  
R: Thank you for your recommendation. On your advice, we have deleted the text "Author´s own data" in tables and figures whose authorship is of the own researches. 

Reviewer #B

1. I am pleased to have the opportunity to review this research paper. The subject is appropriate and interesting but there are many concerns in the article that make it unsuitable for publication at its present state. The following inputs might  help the author/s to improve the paper. Authors should modify the article following the comments indicated below to increase the quality of research justification, contributions, originality and findings.   
R: We are grateful for your words. We follow your recommendations, which further enriches our work.

2. First of all, paper research gap. Please improve this part in the introduction section. There is insufficient support and weak arguments in support of the objective that is proposed. In the final part of the introduction, the proposed objectives, originality, and gaps that would be covered should be better justified.
R: We appreciate a lot your suggestions. Trying to improve our paper, we have made an important modification of the Introduction Section, as you can see in the main text (highlighted in green). We have written about the relevance of accommodation services in Andalusia and Seville. After that we identify and justify the gap that we try to cover. Furthermore, we clarify our objectives and, at the end of the section, we explain in a better way than in the original paper, the structure of the article (highlighted in green).  

3. Theoretical framework is not well developed. There are just description of the papers but not a real analysis applied to this proposed method. What is the originality of this research? Improve this paragraph, the paper research gap and originality should be better presented at the end of the introduction section.   

R: Thank you for your recommendation. On your advice, we have extended the Literature review (section 2) taking into account the suggestion of this reviewer and the comments of other reviewers, as it can be seen highlighted in green on the new main text. Besides, we clarify the objectives of the paper at the end of this section and reformulated one of the research question. 
As we mentioned in the previous point, we have modified the Introduction, including the paper research gap at the end of the section. 

4. Please increase the justification of the chosen method and compare it with similar approaches in this research area. Please increase the number of references to others similar studies. 
[bookmark: _Hlk126581300]R: We take your suggestion into account. That is why at the beginning of the Methods section, we develop an extensive analysis, around 1000 words, about the advantages of the methods chosen and a comparison with others. As it can be written in the text highlighted in green at the beginning of the section, there are 9 new references included in it to justify the decision.  
We complete this explanation with a new paragraph in the new Discussion section (third paragraph), where it is justified the chosen analysis methods. 
5. There is no Discussion section. Discussion should be an individual section. Discussion section needs to be a coherent and cohesive set of arguments that take us beyond this study in particular, and help us see the relevance of what the authors have proposed. Author need to contextualize the findings in the literature, and need to be explicit about the added value of your study towards that literature. Also, other studies should be cited to increase the theoretical background of each of the methods used.
R: We appreciate your recommendation. Because of that, we have created a new section called Discussion. We have included in it an explanatory analysis with our contributions about the two research questions in the paper. Also, and as we have pointed out in the answer to the previous suggestion, we have cited other studies related to the methods used.  
 
6. Please make sure your Conclusion section underscore the scientific value added of your paper, and/or the applicability of your findings/results, as indicated previously. Please revise your conclusion part into more details. Basically, you should enhance your contributions, limitations, underscore the scientific value added of your paper, and/or the applicability of your findings/results and future study in this section... 
R: We are grateful for the reviewer´s suggestion. We have created two new subsections in the Conclusions section. One of them for Theoretical implications and another one for Practical implication. Besides, we have made an effort to present a more detailed analysis of this section, as it can be seen by the highlighted text in green. Moreover, we have included a new section at the end of the paper called Limitations and future research. 

7. Please consider this structure for the manuscript final part
R: Thank you for your recommendation. We have following your suggestion and structured the paper as you advise us. 

8. The quality of written communication is good. However, there are a very few instances of Grammatical/syntactic/stylistic errors as well as several instances of weak sentence construction. Proofreading/copy-editing is suggested. 
R: We thank the reviewer for his appreciation. We agree with your suggestions and that is why we have sent our new main text for review and editing to a native sworn translator, with a wide experience in this field of research. 

9. I would also urge the authors to read the articles listed below before completing the manuscript revision. The author will understand that the article background and structure can be improved as well as the method development. Also, there is a still a gap on the added value of your work in the context of proper and current research (up to 2022). Please consider adding new references: 

1.  Saura, J.R., Palacios-Marqués, D. & Ribeiro-Soriano, D. (2023). Exploring the boundaries of opern innovation: evidence from social media mining. Technovation, 119, 102447
2. Saura, J.R., Ribeiro-Soriano, D. & Palacios-Marqués, D. (2021). Industrial Marketing Management, 98, 161-178
3. Barbosa, B., Saura, J.R. y Bennett, D. (2022). How do entrepreneurs perform digital marketing across the customer journey? A review and discussion of the main uses. The Journal of Technology Transfer. https: //doi.org/10.1007/s10961-022-09978-2

R: We have taken your comments into account, and we have considered you suggestion to include more recent scientific papers (up to 2022). We have cited in the paper the new recommended previous references, and we have include another 4 more (2 of them from 2022 and another 2 from 2023). 

Reviewer #D

1. This paper addresses a relevant topic, and is very well designed The methods combination is not usual and adds value to the research, It is written in good English and makes an adequate use of sources. 
R: Thank you very much for your kind words.

2. In my opinion, the structure could be improved. First of all, it should have a Discussion section, where your results could be discussed in light of other studies, explaining in what measure they confirm the results of other studies or are different from them.
R: We appreciate a lot your comment and it seems very appropriate. That is why we have included a new Discussion section in the paper (highlighted in green). 
3. The Conclusion section could have subsections, as it is becoming more usual. Conclusions should respond the aims of the research and not more than that. Theoretical implications explaining the advances made by this research and its contribution to the literature, here you can mention also the methods combination. Practical implications, where you explain the implications of this research for the industry. And eventually Limitations and future research.

R: We have taken your comments into account. We have modified the Conclusions section, including two new subsections in it, theoretical implications and practical implications, with the content that you have mentioned. Besides, we have created a new section called Limitations and future research (highlighted in green). 

4. Overall my assessment is very positive. The paper could reach excellence by making the suggested improvements. 
R: Thank you very much for your kind words.

1


1

 

 

A

NSWER TO REVIEW

 

 

TOURISM & MANAGEMENT STUDIES

: 

"

 

Examining transaction

-

specific satisfaction and trust in 

Airbnb and hotels. An application of BERTopic and Zero

-

shot text classification

"

 

 

#

 

Editorial 

Review

 

 

1. The paper needs a Discussion section and 

theoretical implications, practical implications as 

subsections

.

 

R:

 

We thank the reviewer for his appreciation. 

We have reorganized our paper and we have included the new 

section

s

 

that editors advises us

.

 

 

2. Each figure or table must be referred to in the 

preceding

 

paragraph

.

 

R: 

We are grateful for 

this 

contribution, which further enriches our work. 

As you can see in the main text, all 

the figures and tables are placed in the correspondent preceding paragraph

 

(highlighted in green in the main 

text)

.

 

 

3.

 

There are 2 papers on accommodation

-

sharing economy in Seville: 

https://doi.org/10.3390/economies9040157, and https://doi.org/10.3390/su13010292.

 

If they are relevant, 

consider citing them.

 

R: 

Thanks for your advises. 

As suggested by the 

editor

, we have 

in

cluded 

citations and 

references of the two 

papers

 

r

e

c

o

m

m

e

n

d

e

d

 

(highlighted in green in the main text)

: 

 

3.1. 

Solano

-

Sánchez, M.A., Santos, J.A.C., Santos, M.C., & Fernández

-

Gámez, M.A. (2021). 

Holiday rentals 

in cultural tourism destinations: a comparison of Booking.com

-

based daily rate estimation for Seville and 

Porto. 

Economies

, 9 (4), 157, htps://doi.org/10.3390/economies9040157

 

3.2. Santos, J.A.C., Fernández

-

Gámez, M.A., Solano

-

Sánchez, M.A., Rey

-

Carmona, F.J. & Caridad y López 

del Río, L. (2021). 

Valuation models for holiday 

rentals´ daily

 

rates: Price composition based on 

Booking.com. 

Sustainability

, 13 (1), 292, htps://doi.org/

10.3390/su13010292

 

 

Reviewer 

#

A

 

 

1. 

The aim and focus of this article is mainly 

methodological. The authors should reposition it as the 

major methodological contribution. This implies a redesign of structure and content of the manuscript

.

 

Since 3. Method is the strongest contribution, they should demonstrate that gap. Actually, section 3.3 

have already 

results

 

as well as 3.4. and 3.5. They should move to a real Results section. 

 

R: We appreciate your recommendation and 

w

e

 

proceed to improve the paper with 

a 

new structure. We have 

modified the places of sections Data mining, Zero

-

shot classification and Principal Component Analysis 

which now are included in Results

 

s

e

c

t

i

o

n

. Besides, we have e

xtended the content of Discussion and 

Conclusions, the last one with Theoretical and Practical Implications

 

(highlighted in green in the main text)

. 

 

2. 

Most of the content on 4. Results are discussion 

They should prove too what was the novelty 

contributio

n from apply in the new analytical technics/method. They´ve already stress it in the 

conclusions but apparently it should be focal/strength argument. 

 

R: 

Thank you very much for your comment. Following 

t

h

e

 

recommendations we have located most of the 

content of the 

section 4 (Results), in the new section 5 (Discussion). Besides, we have extended this section 

with references to the methodological contrib

utions (new 

methodological 

techni

ques

 

used) of the paper.

 

 

3

.

 

If they theoretically discuss the bullet point paragraphs on the so called 4. Results it would help. 

There is no model, hypothesis formulation...The research questions should be addressed in the

 

conclusions

 

too.

 

R: T

hank you for your interest. Following your request, we 

h

a

v

e

 

revi

e

w

e

d

 

the 

section 4. Results

, and 

r

elocated the text with bullet point paragraphs in 

t

he new section called Discussion. 

We better clarify th

is 

point and contextualize the 

previous cited text taking into account the research questions (highlighted in 

green).

 

