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Abstract: Problem statement: Although many studies have highlighted that certailtures are evident
in certain firms, there are only few studies done=ootourism areas and little has been done tysmal
how these cultures have affected the performandbese organizationg\pproach: Conceptualizing
organizational culture as the values and praceeegloyed in an organization and considering tourist
satisfaction as intangible performance we conduatedrvey of all tourist resort operators located i
lake-based tourism area in Malaysia. The data wedyaed using descriptive statistics, paired t-
test and Pearson product-moment correlatiBesults; The results revealed that tourists are
dissatisfied with the quality of service deliveradthem and tourist satisfaction is significantly
influenced by environmental friendly practice€onclusion/Recommendations. The results
imply that environmental friendly practices rangiftigm the issue of recycling, being compatible
with local environment and culture and making mialrnhanges to the existing landform, should
be the focus of the strategic policy in the futuejmprove the planning and management of the
resorts and the area promoted for tourism.

Key words. Organizational culture, organizational value, oigational practice, intangible
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INTRODUCTION organizations. Chegini (2010) for example, proposes
that certain cultural styles can encourage the
In contrast to the increased contribution of theestablishment of ‘proper’ values in an organization
tourism industry to the economy (Nejad and Tularamwhich results in a successful organization. Sirhilar
2010), many ecotourism destinations suffer from thevargas- Vargas-Hernandez and Noruzi (2009) argue
lack of visitors’ travel (Chui, 2010). Some resceisen  that there are a set of general cultural types tlaat
have to cease operations after facing several ya&fars boost organization performance and encourage growth
annual losses (Janst al., 2010). In these destinations, The examples of the good culture in the contexthef
researchers argue that tourists are dissatisfitil thve  tourism industry are the practice of human resource
service delivery such as cleanliness (Chui, 2010)planning, job design, staff development, qualitsclei
security and safety (Ahmae al., 2010), inadequate and wage systems which have positive impact on
facilities and infrastructure (Arabatzis and Grigodis, organization performance (Chand and Katou, 2007).
2010). Following the recent interest in organizadélb Conversely, we can assume that the lack of good
culture among researchers, scholars equate this pooulture will result in poor performance.
performance with the lack of good culture withire th Previous studies have established that certain
resort operators’ business organization in delhgethe  cultures will have a positive effect on the orgatiznal
tourism products and services (Erdogan and Tosurperformance. Nevertheless, the relationship between
2009). Culture in an organization is consideredaas organizational cultures of SMEs in the tourism isitiy
belief, values and practices which form theand their performance has received little research
characteristics of an organization (Chegini, 2010)interest. Not much is known on the influence of
Organizational culture, either in the form of vauer  organizational culture specifically in SMEs on
practices, is argued to have significant influeoneghe  performance. Besides, there are conflicting views o
performance and long-term effectiveness ofwhat can be considered as a good culture. Firnts tha
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adopt a consultative culture that encourages th@®rganizational culture: Perhaps, the most well cited
discussion and analysis of performance measures @fefinition of organizational culture is by Scheir990),
organization members, are more likely to perforitdse who considers organizational culture as sharecetseli
(Franco and Bourne, 2003). On the other handamong organizational members, expressed through
performance  orientation,  humanitarianism a”dsymbols, ceremonies and myths. In an organization,
assertiveness culture are revealed to establishlyhig organizational culture exists in terms of values,
significant  relationships  with  the organizational g¢itudes and behavior patterns (Dennison, 1984) th
capability to innqvate, one _of the key indicatots t ,:\q members together (Wright, 1986).

performance, in big housing firms. In the contekthe Therefore, organizational culture can be consitlere

Eﬁgitr?ggsséns alrr(]ad:r?r;[;)lll c;,:h::iezattigi g?é?ggncggstge to consist of the subconscious and manifestativelde
» 019 b (Martins and Terblanche, 2003). The subconscious

considered to include the intangible performanaghsu o . :

as tourists’ satisfaction and employees’ satisfecti level or (_)rganlzatlonal value re_fe_rs o ‘the way think

Chand and Katour (2007) identify humane orientationaboUt th_lngs "J?m“”d here (W|II|_am_5 a, 1993.) and
the manifestation level or organizational practieters

culture such as utilizing HRM systems which candioo =™~ _ L
performance. Nonetheless, their study focuses only (© ‘the way we do things around here’ (Williaretsal.,
5-star hotel practices and not SMEs. Through aeseri 1993). The detailed discussion of organizationdlles

of interviews, Kyriakidou and Gore (2005) establish@nd practices is as follows.
that collaboration, employee focus, knowledge-
sharing and team work are the key -culturalOrganizational values. Organizational values is a
characteristics in the best performing SMEs in thebinding theme embedded in an organization which
tourism industry. Unfortunately, their study doest n provides direction to members (Gardner, 1999).
empirically relate SME culture with performance andHofstede (2003) introduces two dimensions of
it does not address SMEs in lake-based tourismeMororganizational value; the Power Distance Culture
recently, Jamilet al. (2010) find that environmental (PDC) and the Uncertainty Avoidance Culture (UAC).
practices are negatively correlated with SMES'PDC is the culture in which members accept and
financial ~ performance. Following Philips and endorse the dissemination of authority, power datlis
Louvieris (2005), the authors acknowledge the(House, 2004), while UAC is the culture whereby
limitation of considering financial as a performanc ombers feel threatened by uncertain situations
indicator for SMEs Iqecguse of the flaw in accougiin (Hofstede and Bond, 1984) and try to curtail such
based performan(?e |nd|pat0rs. i .. Situations by introducing stringent rules and ratiahs
The aboye d|§cu53|on shows that there is still ?Hofstede, 2003). Businesses in Malaysia generally
need to investigate the relationship betweern,yq, yAC: they are low risk takers (Yusof and ®haf

organizational culture of SME resort operators i 2011) and are only partially ready to change thg thay
intangible performance; that is tourist satisfacti®he |, their business.

focus of the study will be on the SMEs which are In addition, House (2004) introduce three

involved in delivering.tourism prod_ucts anpl sergide _dimensions of organizational value; performance
one lake-based tourism destination. This study willgrientation, humane orientation and assertiveness.
answer two major questions, namely what are theerformance orientation is a culture which focuses
values and practices adopted by these SMEs angerformance improvement and excellence and members
secondly, how do these cultures influence SMES3re rewarded if they achieve high performance
intangible performance? As such, this study praide (Hofstede and Bond, 1984). Humane orientation, is a
better understanding on the relationship betweeRylture where members are encouraged and rewarded
organizational culture and performance in the cdnte for being honest, unselfish, friendly and kindhedrt
of lake-based tourism destination. Specifically, it(Hofstede and Bond, 1984), whereas assertiveness is
extends Hofstede’s dimensions of organizationale®l culture which members are challenging, provoking an
and organizational practices to suit with the laksed become naturally uncompromising in their relatidpsh
tourism context, where the majority of the operstare  with others (Hofstede and Bond, 1984). There i® als
small in terms of size. The study takes a differenthe knowledge-sharing culture introduced by
approach from Jamit al. (2010) study by considering Kyriakidou and Gore (2005), which refers to a cudtu
intangible performance, where it takes a look & th where members are encouraged to share the knowledge
tourist satisfaction, instead. that they have acquired or created.

418



Am. J. Applied Sci., 9 (3): 417-424, 2012

Organizational culture . Resort performance
(independent variables) (dependent variables)
; | Y !
Organizational value Organizational practice
-Performance orientation -Environmentally friendly practice
-Employees characteristics -Pragmatic Vs. normative Tourist satisfaction
-Resort characteristics -Tightly Vs. loosely
-Knowledge-sharing hierarchy || -Ecotourism traits
-Job concemn

Fig. 1: Framework of the study

Organizational practices: This type of organizational expectations of a product’s or service’s attributes be
culture is visible and can be observed from membersa tool for determining the quality of the produat o
attitude, behavior and the language (Sathe, 1985%ervice provided. The issue of meeting the needbeof
Hofstedeet al. (2005) introduces three dimensions oftourist is arguably cardinal for the survival of a
organizational practices; job-oriented Vs. empleyee pusiness, regardless of its size. S#thl. (2005) review
oriented perspective, tight Vs. lose control andmodels for evaluating service quality and concltfu
pragmatic vs. normative strategy. An organizatioatt a majority of models support the evaluation of EErv
adopts job oriented practices places emphasis Oguality by comparing quality expectations with thei
employee’s performance on carrying out their jobd a perceptions of service quality received. Satisfied
duties (Hofstedeet al., 2005) and in contrast, tourists and their decisions to return for a repasit
employee-oriented practices focus on employee’s-wel e poth influenced by a range of attributes (Kozak
being and job satisfaction (Blake and Mouton, 1964)2001; Alegre and Cladera, 2006).

Tight-control practices are cost, time and quality-  ope of the most cited models for evaluating tauris
conscious and have a high degree of formality vd®re gatisfaction is the SERVQUAL model introduced by
loose-control practices are flexible about costsiet  parasyramaet al. (1988). The model consists of five
and quality and, to loosely describe this, jokesutlthe  gimensions of service quality; tangibility, reliity,

company or job are f_requent _(Hofstedlegl., 2005).  responsiveness, assurance and empathy. Tangibility
Pragmatic vs. normative practices describe thee#egr cqyers  facilities, tools and workforce and

to which the members deal with procedures andtslien communication materials. Reliability is regardedtias
or popularly known as customer orientation incapapility to carry out the services as pledged.
management literature  (Hofstedet al., 2005). Responsiveness is considered as the staff dedicatio
Pragmatic practices strive for achieving resultsl an assist guests and deliver suitable service. Assaran
fulfilling customers’ needs than following procedar means the understanding and courtesy of staff laeid t
(Hofstede et al., 2005) whereas normative practices gpility to establish trust and confidence. Lastly,
concentrate on complying with rules and proceduregmpathy means being considerate and is thougltful t
rather than achieving the results (Hofstede, 1998). every guest (Jamiét al., 2010). In addition, previous
Besides, another  dimension, ~ known  asstudies have included sustainability dimensionres af
Environmentally Friendly Practices (EFP) is alsothe key factors in tourism (Garcia-Falcon and Maglin
introduced following Kyriakidou and Gore (2005). EF Munoz, 1999; Brebbia and Pineda, 2010).

is the practices which consider their effect to theggtainapility in tourism is considered as protegthe
enwronment_ and the strategies used by the industry environment and local people, while fulfiling the
address environmental problems. objectives of the tourists and the industry (Diraal .,

2000). Environmentally conscious tourists tend to
Organizational ~ performance: ~ Scholars  have demand for stricter environment protection and are
conflicting views on the best indicator for orgaatinn willing to pay more money to enjoy the environment
performance. Tourism theorists acknowledge theofise (Petrosillo et al., 2007). Therefore the original
tourist satisfaction as one of the main indicatilss ~SERVQUAL model needs to be modified to include the
organization’s performance. Eragi (2006) for exampl sustainable dimension. Figure 1 presents the framew
has suggested that the use of tourist perceptiods a of this study.
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MATERIALSAND METHODS RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

A face-to-face survey was conducted with resor
employers, employees and tourists in Kenyir Lake
Terengganu. The questionnaires were divided int tw

arts. Part A which consists of two sections, wa f T
(Fj)istributed to resort operators. The first sectimks 5_2096)' Alstqn and Miller (_2001) specification islzed
about the profile of the respondents. The secootiose [N INterpreting the data; where 1.0-1.49 = Strongly
is on organizational culture and the last sectisn iDiSadree, 1.5-2.49 = Disagree, 2.5-3.49 = Agres; 3.
concerned with resort profiles. The survey instrome 4.0 = Strongly Agree. Table 1 presents the results.
used in the second section used a four-point scale From Table 1, it shows that the respondents
ranging from ‘strongly agree-(4)’ to ‘strongly digae-  strongly agree (mean = 3.54) that: “In this resort,
(1) to indicate respondents’ willingness or capa¢o  managers should be encouraged to reward
adopt the stated culture. performance”. The respondents akspee with all the

Part B aims to collect tourist satisfaction data,other statements (means range from 2.5-3.49) except
which consists of 12 items surrounding the generafor “This resort emphasizes the traditional dresdes,
information of the respondents. Another sectioth&f  for which the mean is 2.25, indicating that the
questionnaire concerns with tourists’ expectatiand  regpondentsdisagree with the statement. Based on
experiences of products and services provided kela t5p)e 1, we can also see that the dimensions of
Kenyir. We employed the attributes used by Akan an oo nizational value that are performance-oriented,

Kieti (2003), who have modified the original h : : X
; ave scored the highest compared to other dimession
SERVQUAL model and added four extra attrlbutesWith 334 out of 4. This demonstrates that a

referring to recycling, nature-based activitie to . .
9 ycling sarge performance-oriented culture exists at resorts that

the local environment and the use of local resaurce . . - i .
conceptualised as sustainable attributes, followlegt ~ €ncourage innovativeness and put high consideration

al. (2008) and Khan (2003). In total, 27 items aredus Performance. Additionally, these resorts also ersjziea
in this study to measure service quality. A fourpo 0N good communication. Here, however, ecotourism
scale is used to ascertain tourists’ expectatiom$ a traits have the lowest mean of 2.69 out of 4. This

experiences; (1) very dissatisfied, (2) dissatikfig8) indicates that employees are not active in expngssi

tEvaluations of organizational value and practice: In
this study, a four-point scale (strongly agree-4 to
strongly disagree-1) was used (Alegre and Cladera,

satisfied and (4) very satisfied. their opinion at the resorts.

Table 1: Descriptive statistics of dimensions dethi

Dimensions and Item Mean Std. Deviation N
Organizational value

Performance orientation 3.34 0.508 51
At this resort, employees should be encouragee iarmovative 3.38 0.602 51
At this resort, employees should be encouragettit@gor continuously improved performance 3.36 663 51

At this resort, managers should be encouragedniardeperformance 3.54 0.579 51
At this resort, job requirements and instructioowdt be spelled out in detail 3.38 0.667 51
At this resort, staff should be explicit and sthafgrward in communicating 3.00 0.728 51
Employee Characteristics 3.03 0.523 51
At this resort, staff should be very assertivengjir 2.92 0.724 51

| have a good relationship with my direct supemviso 3.12 0.480 51
Resort Characteristics 3.02 0.616 51
At this resort, there should be tolerance for biregikhe rules or laws 2.90 0.614 51
A resort structure should avoid certain employesesry two bosses 3.10 0.839 51
Organizational practice

Environmental practices 3.18 0.496 51

| often share information regarding the ethicshig £cotourism area with visitors 3.14 0.734 51
Our employees support environmental programs 3.32 0.601 51

| often actively share my knowledge concerning weith my co-workers 3.09 0.563 51
Pragmatic vs. Normative 3.00 0.686 51
Quiality always prevails over quantity in this resor 3.11 0.655 51
This resort emphasizes tasks related to satisfyiistpmer needs more than procedures 3.07 0.818 51
Ecotourism Traits 2.69 0.583 51
This resort emphasizes traditional dress codes 2.25 0.839 51

In this resort, | would express my opinion actively 3.05 0.608 51
Job Concern 2.83 0.486 51
The resort management is not concerned about tsenzd problems of its employees 2.73 0.817 51
Everyone is cost-conscious here 2.86 0.795 51
Resort performance 41.17 12.063 51
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Table 2: The overall score of service quality iké&denyir

Expectation Experience
Attributes Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Gap t-value p-value
Sustainable
Visual attraction and the appeal of natural atioast 3.43(0.54) 3.34(0.56) -0.09 1.32 0.19
Non-crowded and unspoiled park 3.39(0.66) 3.30(0.65 -0.09 1.39 0.17
Used natural/local resources as equipment andtiesil 3.07(0.72) 2.94(0.65) -0.13 2.01 0.05
Emphasizing the importance for tourists to recyrld reuse product 2.87(0.76) 2.63(0.77) -0.24 3.15 0.00*
Development integrated with local environment/cdtu 3.05(0.61) 2.89(0.66) -0.16 2.40 0.02*
Nature-based activities (jungle tracking, kayakipigd watching) 3.38(0.60) 3.26(0.66) -0.12 1.88 060.
Minimal change to existing landform and vegetation 3.08(0.68) 2.88(0.65) -0.20 3.39 0.00**
Value for sustainability 3.18(0.22) 3.03(0.27) -0.15 6.89 0.00**
Tangible
The physical facilities and equipment are 3.07(p.63 2.88(0.63) -0.19 2.47 0.02*
visually aligned and in good condition.
Information center gives relevant information. 3B3) 2.96(0.68) -0.11 1.86 0.07
Adequate transport systems. 3.11(0.68) 2.78(0.76) -0.33 4.53 0.00**
Accessibility of physical facilities and naturakoeirces 3.06(0.58) 2.92(0.62) -0.14 2.15 0.03*
Neat appearance of the resort’s staff 2.95(0.65) 82(R.69) -0.13 1.91 0.06
Value for tangibility 3.05(0.06) 2.87(0.07) -0.18 4.53 0.01*
Reliability
Staff giving prompt services 3.06(0.59) 2.87(0.71) -0.19 2.83 0.01*
Staff providing service at the promised time. 20084) 2.73(0.69) -0.25 3.66 0.00**
Staff providing accurate and correct information. .0980.57) 2.86(0.58) -0.23 4.00 0.00**
Value for reliability 3.04(0.06) 2.82(0.08) -0.22 12.66 0.06
Responsiveness
Willing to assist tourist 3.19(0.58) 3.05(0.62) -0.14 2.60 0.01*
Staff never too busy to respond to tourist’s quegs) 3.18(0.65) 3.00(0.67) -0.18 3.04 0.00**
Staff inform tourist of the exact services and jctd offered 3.16(0.57) 2.96(0.61) -0.20 3.33 0+00*
Value for responsiveness 3.18(0.02) 3.00(0.05) -0.18 9.83 0.01*
Assurance
Tourist feels safe and secure. 3.27(0.59) 3.12(0.64) -0.15 2.62 0.01*
Staff consistently courteous with tourist. 3.2160).5 3.11(0.61) -0.10 1.61 0.11
Staff has the knowledge to answer questions. 3.28)0 3.02(0.60) -0.18 2.93 0.00**
Adequate safety facilities. 3.12(0.63) 2.97(0.60) -0.15 2.29 0.02*
Value for assurance 3.20(0.06) 3.06(0.07) -0.14 8.74 0.03*
Empathy
Staff give the tourist personal attention. 3.0180.5 2.80(0.63) -0.21 3.00 0.00**
Staff understands the tourist’s specific needs. 08.62) 2.94(0.65) -0.16 2.40 0.02*
Convenient locations of facilities and equipment. .2130.59) 3.01(0.66) -0.20 3.33 0.00**
Comfortable facilities 3.14(0.62) 2.98(0.66) -0.16 2.09 0.04*
Adequate water supply 3.19(0.62) 3.10(0.69) -0.09 1.39 0.17
Value for empathy 3.13(0.08) 2.96(0.11) -0.17 7.77 0.01*
Overall value 3.13(0.07) 2.96(0.08) -0.17 15.14 0.00**

A negative gap indicates that, the tourists’ exgrares have failed to live up to his or her expamtat A positive gap shows that the tourist’s
expectations have exceeded the tourist's expegeridee interpretation of the result was done atS%televel of significance; *: p<0.05 was
considered to be significant; **: p<0.01 was coesatl to be highly significant

Table 1 also shows that the cultural charactesisti Table 2 shows that, in general, the mean score of
that are prevalent at the resorts are performancghe respondents’ experiences is 2.96 (standard
orientation (Mean = 3.34), followed by environménta deviation = 0.08) compared to a mean score of 3.13
practices (Mean = 3.18), employee characterisktsag  (standard deviation of 0.07) for their expectations
= 3.03), resort characteristics (Mean = 3.02), M@l This gives a gap of -0.17, which means that the
Vs normative (Mean = 3.00), job concern (Mean 8P.8 geryice quality is low in the sense that the tdstis

and lastly, ecotourism traits (Mean = 2.69). expectation is higher than their experiences

Evaluations of tourist satisfaction: Finally, the :Eae‘?siilveas”. SS?)?C'Sﬁg'ngssreﬁggz "}nTat?]Is ﬁ;’f: q
service quality score was calculated using the édam L . e study
proposed by Parasuraman al. (1988) and Wright ~ (Sustainability, tangibility, reliability,
(1986): Service Quality Score = Experience Scorel€SPonsiveness, assurance and empathy), the scores
Expectation Score. To enable this calculation, iiea  fOr Service quality are negative, indicating thhe t
t-test was carried out on the 27 items. The anmlysis  tourist's expectation supersedes their experience(s
done at the 5% level of significance, where p<08 The results show that the service quality that the
p<0.01 were considered significant and highlytourists received during their stay in Lake Kenyir
significant, respectively. Table 2 shows the resédr was poor, leading to the condition whereby the
each dimension and item. tourists had become dissatisfied.
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Table 3: The regression results of tourist sattgiacf ecotourism resorts based on factor scores

Organizational culture Independent variable Sig Beta, b R

Organizational value Performance orientation 6.20 0.234 0.0324
Employees’ characteristics 0.605 0.084 0.0053
Resort characteristics 0.558 0.094 0.0069

Organizational practice Environmental friendly giree 0.042 0.344 0.0870
Pragmatic Vs. normative 0.435 0.130 0.0123
Ecotourism traits 0.306 0.162 0.0210
Job concern 0.737 0.049

Pearson  product-moment  correlation: The study indicates that tourists are dissatisfied ane
relationship between resort performance (touristaspect of organizational culture; that is the
satisfaction) and organizational culture (value andenvironmental practices construct, is positively
practice) was investigated using the Pearson pteduccorrelated with tourist satisfaction. Thus, the cifie
moment correlation coefficient, as it fulfills the area which will significantly increase tourist
conditions associated with this parametric techmiqu satisfaction level lies in terms of environmentatidly
Pearson's coefficient (r) measures the strength angractices. In order to improve performance in teohs
direction of a linear relationship between two shtes tourist satisfaction, resort managers should exente
(Ahlgrenet al., 2003). The coefficient (r) can only take efforts in adopting environmental friendly practce
on values from -1 to +1 in which the sign indicates In this research, performance is measured using
whether there is a positive correlation between thenly tourist satisfaction as resort performance
variables (as one variable increases, so doesthisg)o indicators. However, many other performance
or a negative correlation between them (as onabtari indicators can also be used in the future. Differen
increases, the other decreases) (Ahlggeal., 2003). inputs might create different results that might be
Cohen (1988) suggests the following guidelines forpositively correlated with culture. Also, there imighe
interpreting the coefficient: r = £0.10 to £ 0.20small, more dimensions of organizational culture to coasid
r = £0.30 to +0.49 is medium and r = £0.50 to k0 than those used by Hofstede and House. Futurerobsea
large. Table 3 shows the results. on cross-organizational culture will be improved if
The result shows that the Sig. value forother cultural values and practices can be idewtifi
Environmental Friendly Practice is 0.042 (less thanThe validity of the research findings is somewhat
0.05 (Pallant, 2011) which means that the variable limited, due to the inadequate number of resort$ an
making a significantly unique contribution to the respondents involved in this study. _
prediction of the dependent variable (Tourist  Future research should also work to improve the
Satisfaction). The largest beta value is theres_ean_:h (toun_st satlsfactlon_) model to considee o
Environmental friendly practice with 0.344. Thisane ~ Which is less biased and easier to carry out assgip

that this variable makes the strongest uniquéo the before-after data collection inherent in the
contribution  towards  explaining  the  Tourist SERVQUAL model. Future research should extend the

Satisfaction. The Rvalue for Environmental Friendly fggpgnggnisvggnfs rgogﬁlgsvkﬁ-%?iii ;(:ast(i);?cz\a,.\lnth more
Practice is 0.0870, further indicating that thigialle P ' 9 Yars

explains 8% of the variance in Tourist Satisfaction to be able to be conducted.

Therefore, environmental friendly practices rangnagn ACKNOWL EDGMENT
the issue of recycling, being compatible with local
environment and culture and making minimal chariges The researchers acknowledge the support of

the existing landform, should be the focal poirtdh®  Universiti Sains Malaysia for the Research Uniugrsi
strategic policy in the future, in order to improttee  Grant entitled ‘Tourism Planning' [Grant No.
planning and management of the resorts and the ard®01/PTS/8660013] which made this study possible.

promoted for tourism.
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