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Abstract

This article continues the work of Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019) in which they ques-
tion the appropriateness of relying on a single partner, male or female, to identify the
decision-maker in tourism decisions. That study concluded that there is no general
consensus among the members of the couple. As a solution, they proposed including
the child as an impartial observer. This research tests that suggestion and shows that
children’s perceptions differ from those of their parents, considering tourism deci-
sions mostly autonomous and mainly dominated by the mother, contrary to parents’
perceptions of joint decision making. The practical implications of this finding are
discussed.

Keywords Consensus - Children’s perception - Perceived influence - Family decision
making - Vacations - Couple roles

1 Introduction

Although the concept of family vacations does not always include tourism service
providers, it normally includes a set of basic products provided by many vendors
(Kim et al. 2007). That is, the decisions associated with family vacations involve a
series of stages and subdecisions, such as choosing the destination, which sources to
use for information or choosing accommodations. Understanding which members of
a family exert the most influence in these decisions is critical when designing mar-
keting strategies, and affects aspects such as channel, message and storytelling.

It should also be pointed out that the children have a growing importance in mak-
ing tourist decisions (Curtale 2018; Rojas-de-Gracia and Alarcén-Urbistondo 2020;
Chiang et al. 2022; Su et al. 2023; Jia et al. 2024). That said, studies support the
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idea that parents are the main drivers in making decisions and have the final word
(Kozak and Karadag 2012), although they are highly impacted by the wellbeing
of their children (Rojas-de-Gracia and Alarcén-Urbistondo 2020). For this reason,
most studies that seek to identify the family members who are most influential in
making decisions about family vacations have focused on the parents.

On the basis of this premise, it is assumed that the difference in power is condi-
tioned by the gender of the members of the couple. Thus, using classical terminol-
ogy, three types of decisions can be distinguished: husband-dominant, wife-domi-
nant or joint if both exert similar influence (Davis and Rigaux 1974). If the first two
are grouped together, a distinction is made between autonomous decisions, domi-
nated by one of the members, and joint decisions.

A widely accepting holding in the literature is that, in general, tourist deci-
sions are jointly made by the members of a couple (Rojas-de-Gracia and Alarcén-
Urbistondo 2016; Liu et al. 2024). Nevertheless, in the recent cross-cultural study
conducted by Cheng et al. (2019), parental influence on family decisions related to
vacations in 25 countries in the Americas, Africa, Asia and Europe was analyzed.
The results of this study indicate that across all subdecisions as well as in all socie-
ties analyzed, there is a trend toward an autonomous style of parental decision-mak-
ing, with the exception of Turkey. The authors explain that this reflects a general
trend toward a sharing of roles in the couple leading to individual decision making.
These results challenge the established conclusions of decades of research in this
field. This lack of agreement highlights the need for further research in this area.

On the other hand, the methodology employed in numerous studies in this area
has been questioned because it is limited to obtaining a single response per cou-
ple, assuming that both members are in sufficient agreement. Davis was the first to
cast doubt on this in 1970, pointing out that, in trying to identify the partner who
exerts the greatest influence on decision making, relying on the response of a single
partner could raise methodological problems and affect the reliability and validity
of the data. Indeed, several subsequent investigations have supported the concerns
raised by Davis (1970), who concluded that when multiple responses are obtained
per household, they do not always match (Godwin and Scanzoni 1989; Julien et al.
1992; Lee and Beatty 2002; Gram 2007; Seebauer et al. 2017). In fact, although
several decades after Davis’ study, Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019) empirically high-
lighted this lack of consensus, many studies have continued to collect a single
response per household (Pan et al. 2020; Koval and Hansen 2021; Ma and Li 2023).

In light of this, advances in identifying the roles in decision making around fam-
ily vacations will require first investigating an important element: discovering the
degree of convergence among perceptions held by different family members. This
is fundamental, as there are few studies on this topic and clear conclusions remain
lacking. The few studies that have addressed the topic have mostly focused on com-
paring results from members of couples, with a range of results Rojas-de-Gracia
et al., 2019. That notwithstanding, none of these studies has included the perception
of the child, a witness with agency in the making of decisions. Children may also be
more objective, though this claim would need to be tested. While this solution has
been proposed as a future line of research (Rojas-de-Gracia et al., 2019), it remains
unexplored.
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This is precisely the research problem of the present work: analyze the percep-
tions not only of the parents, but also of the children to determine who influences
decisions about family tourism and be able to compare the degree of consensus
between them. Therefore, this paper takes up a topic that has been forgotten by the
authors but, nevertheless, is highly important for academics and professionals in
the sector alike. Academics may be able to find ways of better designing their own
research, and people who work in the tourism industry will come away with the
most realistic look possible at what role each member of the couple plays in the
decision-making process, and thus design marketing strategies accordingly.

2 Theoretical framework
2.1 Attribution theory

For decades, social psychology has tried to elucidate the reasons that different peo-
ple’s perceptions about a given subject or their behavior do not coincide, despite the
fact that they are considering the same reality. The model of consensus on accuracy
in interpersonal perceptions set out by Kenny (1991) established that, although dif-
ferent individuals may coincide in their opinion on someone (high consensus), this
perception does not necessarily reflect the true personality or behavior of that per-
son (high accuracy). In spite of that, given the difficulty of defining if a judgement
made in a social context is precise, researchers have often interpreted a high level
of consensus as indicative of precision. From this arises the importance of studying
consensus among the individuals’ perceptions.

The degree of consensus among observers and its causes have been studied
through a variety of theoretical approaches in psychology and social science. Attri-
bution theory, initially formulated by Heider (1958), holds that people explain the
causes of behaviors and events by attributing them to internal (dispositional) fac-
tors or external (situational) factors. The differences between these attributions can
lead to diverging interpretations about the same situation. There have been numer-
ous studies reinforcing and expanding upon this theory since it was developed. To
synthesize, it has been pointed out that the discrepancy in perception between two
people does not only depend on available objective information; rather, mental
frameworks, emotional processes, cultural contexts and cognitive biases influence
the interpretation of a subject or event (Harvey and Weary 1984; Muschetto and
Siegel 2021).

That notwithstanding, the breadth and complexity of the field of attribution the-
ory makes it a theory with currency for researchers and one which needs to be fur-
ther developed by empirical studies in numerous fields (Kenny 1991; Muschetto and
Siegel 2021). Along these same lines, ever since Harvey and Weary (1984) high-
lighted the need for future research to consider attributions between members of a
close relationship, as is the case of family members, there has been work to be done.
While some research has been conducted in this sense, most of these studies fall
within the field of psychology and seek to help understand the dynamics of intimate
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relationships (Thompson and Snyder 1986; Manusov and Harvey 2001; Fletcher and
Fincham 2013).

2.2 Consensus on the perceived influence of partners on tourism decisions

Couple consensus or dyadic consensus can be defined as the degree of agreement or
disagreement about the relative influence of the members of a couple based on each
of their perceptions (Heer 1963). The few studies that have studied dyadic consensus
have not come to conclusions that are widely shared among the research community.
On top of this, there is also the indifference of modern researchers who are more
interested in other, more popular topics. Studies that have considered the questions
have approached it in two main ways: at the aggregate level and at the individual
level. At the aggregate level, spousal consensus is compared by taking the sample
totals for each gender, whereas at the individual level, consensus compares the level
of agreement between the two partners (Kang and Hsu 2005).

Most studies have revealed few differences between men’s and women’s percep-
tions at an aggregate level (Granbois and Willett 1970; Davis and Rigaux 1974;
Burns 1977; White and Johnson 2001; Kancheva and Marinov 2014). That is, at
the aggregate level, they agreed on the relative influence. However, when percep-
tions between partners are compared, the level of agreement is lower (Wilkening
and Morrison 1963; Burchinal and Bauder 1965; Scanzoni 1965; Burns and Hopper
1986; Godwin and Scanzoni 1989; Madrigal and Miller 1996; Lee and Beatty 2002;
Gram 2013). Mohan (1995) asserted that analysis at the aggregate level can mask
the results that occur at the individual level between couples and explained that to
understand the consensus between couples, analysis needs to be performed at the
individual level, i.e., comparing the responses of men and women within the couple
to identify any disagreements that may exist.

Davis and Rigaux (1974), by comparing the responses of the two spouses, dis-
tinguished within “non consensus”, between the “modesty effect” and the “vanity
effect”. The “modesty effect” occurs when one or both spouses overestimate the
influence of the other or underestimate their own influence on a decision, and the
“vanity effect” occurs when one or both spouses overestimate their own influence
on a decision or underestimate that of the other. Burns (1977) proposed a more com-
prehensive classification of nine categories, detailing all possible cases, as shown
in Table 1. According to this classification, there are three categories of consensus

Table 1 Consensus and non-consensus classification of the responses of couples

Resonse of husbands Response of wives

Husband-dominant Joint Wife-dominant
Husband-dominant Agreed role Vanity of man Disputed role
Joint Modesty of woman Agreed role Vanity of woman
Wife-dominant Conceded role Modesty of man Agreed role

Burns (1977)
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(husband-dominant, wife-dominant and joint decision) and six categories of “non
consensus”, depending on the comparison of men’s and women’s responses. On
other occasions, researchers have often simply ranked non consensus cases accord-
ing to the degree of their disagreement, subtracting the influence score that one
member gives to himself or herself from the influence score that his or her partner
gives to him or her (Douglas and Wind 1978; Bronner and de Hoog 2008).

In research dedicated exclusively to the study of couples’ roles when deciding on
family vacations, the percentages of couples who agree on their perceptions range
from 70 to 80% (Douglas and Wind 1978; Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980; Dellaert
et al. 1998; Martinez-Salinas and Polo-Redondo 1999; Litvin et al. 2004; Xia et al.
2006; Lee and Marshall 2015). On the other hand, Barlés-Arizon et al. (2013a, b)
reported moderate consensus (approximately 60% of couples), and Bronner and de
Hoog (2008) found the existence of small disagreements in more than half of the
couples and medium disagreements in 25% of the cases. However, in calculating
these percentages, researchers have not taken into account concordances between
responses that may have been the result of chance. In other words, consensus has
traditionally been measured too simply (Rojas-de-Gracia et al. 2019). With respect
to the sense of “non consensus”, both in goods and services research in general and
in tourism research in particular, studies have been inconclusive, finding modesty
biases (Burns 1977; Bonfield 1978), vanity (Filiatrault and Ritchie 1980; Kozak and
Karadag 2012) or both (Granbois and Willett 1970; Davis and Rigaux 1974; Rojas-
de-Gracia and Alarcon-Urbistondo 2018; Rojas-de-Gracia et al. 2018).

In the specific case of consensus between members of a couple regarding their
perceptions about influence exerted in decision making, researchers have offered
a number of theoretical explanations for the lack of consensus. Douglas and Wind
(1978) identified three reasons why these discrepancies might exist: first, because
they are the result of an ambiguous question about the area of authority; second,
because it is difficult to remember a decision made in the past; and finally, because
they are not aware of who is truly responsible for the decision. Safilios-Rothschild
(1969) argued that spouses’ responses tend to reflect prevailing cultural norms and
values about ideal family behavior, which may affect one spouse more than another,
distorting their perception.

On the other hand, Danes et al. (1998) also put forward their theory, which is
based on the reasoning of Hollerbach (1980). The former established that consensus
in response is one way to measure the amount of active and passive decision mak-
ing that exists within the couple’s dynamics. While passive decisions are those that
respond to internalized social norms, active decisions involve, to a certain extent, a
transgression of these norms. In either case, according to Danes et al. (1998), the
number of active and passive decisions would be directly proportional to the consen-
sus because, if the decisions are passive, there is a common assumption of the role
of each member, and if they are active, this assumption is easy to observe knowing
that they are acting “against the grain”.

Several strategies have been proposed to address discrepancies in interlocutor
perceptions of influence exerted. One is to modify the formulation of the ques-
tion (Douglas and Wind 1978; Corfman 1989; Labrecque and Ricard 2001; Lee
and Marshall 2015). Instead of inquiring about influence in a direct and generic
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way, as was done in the Davis and Rigaux (1974) study, more specific questions
should be formulated. However, Bonfield (1978) replicated Davis and Rigaux’s
study using considerably more detailed questions and obtained similar levels of
agreement in the responses.

More recent research in this vein, such as that conducted by Rojas-de-Gracia
et al. (2018), suggests that the identification of the decision maker is easier when
the questions are formulated with a level of detail that allows them to be asso-
ciated with physical activities rather than purely cognitive activities, resulting
in greater agreement between the pair. Specifically, they reported that there is
greater agreement between the couple when it comes to identifying the informa-
tion seeker than when it comes to identifying the decision initiator. This phenom-
enon is attributed to the fact that information seeking generally involves physical
activities, such as asking questions or searching the internet, whereas identifying
who recognizes the need to travel is more complicated, as it is not associated with
a visible or easily recognizable activity.

The use of observational techniques, such as during a couple’s visit to a
travel agency, has also been proposed to analyze the dynamics of decision mak-
ing (Granbois and Willett 1970; Lee and Marshall 2002). However, this strategy
has been criticized because observers may have subjective judgments about the
behavior of the observed individuals (Dunsing and Hafstrom 1975). For example,
Kenkel (1961) concluded that female observers tended to attribute more influence
to the female partner. Despite these limitations, several authors have highlighted
the importance of employing qualitative techniques to complement and deepen
the information obtained through questionnaires (Decrop 2000; Nanda et al.
2007; Rojas-de-Gracia et al. 2019).

A third alternative has been proposed, which consists of requesting that not
only the two members of the couple complete the questionnaire but also a third
person, such as adolescent children, who are recognized in the literature as being
able to describe the role distribution in family vacation decision-making and who,
in principle, can offer a more objective perspective (Kozak and Karadag 2012;
Lertwannawit and Gulid 2014; Spiers 2017; Su et al. 2019; Rojas-de-Gracia et al.
2019). In fact, Cheng et al. (2019) based their study on adolescents’ perceptions
of the influence exerted by their parents in making decisions related to family
vacations.

Only two studies have been identified in high-impact publications that have taken
the initiative to collect three responses per household (father, mother and child) to
examine the influence on family vacation decision making. These studies were con-
ducted by Belch et al. (1985) and their replication was conducted years later by Sho-
ham and Dalakas (2003). However, the methodology used in both does not allow
us to assess the level of agreement among the three responses, since they aggregate
the data in such a way that the score on the influence of each member of the couple
is the average of three scores: the one that each one assigns to him/herself, the one
assigned by his/her partner, and the one assigned by the child. Therefore, it is not
feasible to determine to what extent the score that the child gives to the parents dif-
fers from the score that the parents assign to themselves or to their partners. Conse-
quently, this strategy has not yet been validated.
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This is precisely the objective of our work: the analysis of the perception of the
influence on tourism decisions taking into account not only the response of the
two partners, but also that of the children accompanying them on the vacation trip.
Answering this question may shed light on the level of consensus among the dif-
ferent perceptions of the family members and, consequently, test whether external
observers could help clarify who exerts the greatest influence on tourism decisions.

3 Methodology
3.1 Sample characteristics

Since this work is a continuation of an Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019). published in
2019, the characteristics of the sample in terms of the parents coincide with those
described there. To carry out the work presented here, it did not make sense to work
with a new sample, since, in this case, the objective is to analyze the extent to which
the responses of the father and the mother show consensus with those of the child.
This was made possible by the fact that the questionnaires designed were filled out
not only by the parents but also by a common child between the ages of 10 and 18.

3.2 Questionnaire design

To carry out this study, a questionnaire was designed and validated by a group of six
experts in the academic and professional field of tourism, as described in Rojas-de-
Gracia et al. (2019). Afterward, 30 couples completed a pretest to correct any possi-
ble errors in interpretation. The final questionnaire was divided into two parts, with
each family member (father, mother, and child) completing it independently. The
first part gathered information on sociodemographic variables and travel behavior.
These variables are shown in Table 2.

In the second part, they were asked about the influence perceived by each of the
members of the couple regarding various aspects in making decisions about family
vacations. These aspects align with the three most commonly studied stages in the
making of tourist decisions: initiation, information search and final decision (Belch
et al. 1985; Belch and Willis-Flurry 2002; Rojas-de-Gracia et al. 2018), as well
as with seven sub-decisions that have received considerable attention in the litera-
ture: accommodation, activities, budget, date, destination, restaurants and transport
(Zalatan 1998; Wang et al. 2004, 2007; Rojas-de-Gracia et al. 2018). Table 3 shows
the variables involved in what we mean by influence exerted by each member of
the couple in these aspects, as well as their respective categories. It is important to
highlight that, although the questions in the three questionnaires were the same, the
categories of responses were different for the child’s questionnaire, since only the
influence of the parents was being evaluated. Additionally, the table shows that for
its measurement, direct questions were asked, as is common in this type of study
(Madrigal and Miller 1996).

@ Springer



8 Page 8 of 26

M.-M. Rojas-de-Gracia

Table 2 Socio-demographic and travel behavior data

Variables Categories Couples (%)
(100%=371)
Family type Traditional family 97.6
Restructured family 2.4
Family union type Married in church 81.9
Married by civil ceremony 13.8
Unmarried 43
Age difference Same age 11.5
Less than 5 years 69.5
Between 5 and 10 years 16.3
Over 10 years 2.7
Men’s employment status Not working 8.2
Working 91.8
Women’s employment status Not working 38.7
Working 61.3
Difference in educational attainment Men more than women 16.8
‘Woman more than man 26.6
Same educational level 56.6
Purpose Exclusively for leisure 81.9
Visiting family and friends 15.1
Others 3.0
Frequency of vacations At least annually 53.6
Every two to three years 25.3
Sporadically 21.0
Age of child Between 8 and 13 years old 24.3
Between 14 and 18 years old 74.7
Gender of child Boy 59.5
Girl 40.5

Adapted from Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019)

3.3 Data collection

As described in the Rojas-de-Gracia etal. (2019), the questionnaires were distributed
to students in different public and private educational centers in Spain. The aim was
to obtain responses from men, women and children in the same family in different
areas of coastal and inland Andalusia, southern Spain. In order to find participants,
educational centers were contacted and meetings were held with their directors in
order to explain to them the purpose of this research. Schools that agreed to partici-
pate were sent questionnaires that teachers were to distribute among the students. In
total, 1200 questionnaires were distributed.

Participating instructors gave three questionnaires to each student in their group:
one for the father, one for the mother and one for the child. They were provided
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instructions that the questionnaires were to be filled out separately and to base
their responses on the most recent family vacation done where the family spent at
least three nights away from home. To that end, it was asked that the destination
be agreed to beforehand among the three participants to ensure consistency. Thanks
to the influence of tutors, who tend to be figures who enjoy the respect of parents
and students, 536 questionnaires were returned, which represents a response rate of
44.67%. Of these 536 returned questionnaires, 371 were valid. The 165 invalid ques-
tionnaires were mostly discarded because only one parent had answered. It should
be noted that no investigation was done into the family status of the students so as to
avoid revealing personal data. Keeping in mind that 10.1% of households in Spain
are single-parent homes, this proportion of invalid questionnaires is not out of the
ordinary. Other inconsistencies, such as disagreements about the vacation destina-
tion, also lead to the responses being discarded.

These invalid responses aside, there was a desire to shed light on the lack of
responses. According to conversations with the instructors, there is a lack of interest
and low degree of involvement on the part of some students and parents. It is impor-
tant to keep in mind that this activity was not for a grade, which influenced the non-
response rate. Even if it had been graded, there is an achievement problem among
students in Spain. In fact, the percentage of Spanish students who do not finish sec-
ondary education (37%) is much higher than the European Union average (21%),
according to the Better Life Index (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development, n.d.). All of this makes the lack of interest mentioned by the teachers
unsurprising. Therefore, it seems logical to believe that the non-response rate does
not indicate some sort of systematic blindness toward the object of study, which
would be the most problematic type of error. The sample data are shown in Table 2.

3.4 Data analysis techniques

To achieve the objective of this research, which aims to investigate the consensus
among the triad of fathers, mothers, and children regarding the influence of family
vacations on different stages and subdecisions, traditional methodologies have been
combined with less commonly used methods, as is also done in Rojas-de-Gracia
et al. (2019). First, to identify the roles played by family members, a frequency anal-
ysis was carried out. This analysis enables the graphical representation of viability
triangles, a commonly accepted conceptual and analytical method for analyzing the
roles of the couple in family purchasing decisions (Xia et al. ). Each stage and sub-
decision is plotted on a two-axis graph, with the vertical axis measuring the relative
influence between genders. For this measure, men’s influence i2006s coded as 1, 2
for joint influence, and 3 for women’s influence. Thus, a stage represented by a value
of 1 would indicate complete male domination, whereas a value of 3 would indicate
complete female domination. Nonetheless, any percentage of families making the
decision jointly combined with the other party in which the decision is split equally
between husband-dominant and wife-dominant decisions would average 2. There-
fore, the horizontal axis measures the number of responses indicating joint decision-
making. A decision is considered joint if it exceeds 50% of the responses.
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Following the recommendations of Kang and Hsu (2005), this research conducts
a study of response consensus using both the aggregate and individual approaches,
i.e., by family. To analyze the data at an aggregate level, we used Pearson’s chi-
square statistic based on contingency tables. One variable in the tables is the family
member (father, mother, or child), and the other is the decision structure based on
the influence exerted. The aim is to identify whether there are differences in the per-
ception of the latter depending on the family member concerned.

To analyze consensus at the family level, percentages of agreement and disa-
greement between dyads (father—mother, father—child, and mother—child) were pre-
sented. Additionally, Cohen’s weighted kappa index, which is a more demanding
measure than the simple percentages commonly used by researchers (Davis and
Rigaux 1974; Burns 1977; White and Johnson 2001; Bronner and de Hoog 2008).
This index measures the agreement between two observers on their corresponding
rankings of “N” items in “C” mutually exclusive but sortable categories. It deter-
mines the degree to which the observed agreement exceeds what would be expected
by pure chance (Cohen 1968). The ideal value is close to one. Furthermore, the
weighted kappa index is preferred over Cohen’s kappa index in our research because
it takes into account the degree of disagreement. This is important because if the
two members attribute the influence to different people alone, the degree of disa-
greement will be greater than if one of them perceives that the decision was made
jointly by the two members. Specifically, disagreements were measured via linear
weighting, given that only three categories were analyzed (husband-dominant, wife-
dominant or joint decision).

Finally, to compare the triads of the responses, we utilized the Fleiss general
index and the kappa indices for the individual categories (Fleiss 1981). This test
helps to determine in which category the observers have had a higher degree of con-
sensus. As with the weighted kappa, the optimal values are those that are close to
one, meaning that there is consensus among the observers.

4 Results

4.1 Perception of partner’s influence on stages and subdecisions of family
vacations

Table 4 displays the decision structure based on the influence of couples where
one or both partners were the primary decision-makers for vacation planning.
Similarly, Figs. 1, 2 and 3 show the viability triangles, as perceived by men,
women and children, respectively. As deduced by Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019)
work, according to the sample of both men and women, most of the couples
analyzed consider that the choice of restaurants, budget and transportation are
joint decisions, with percentages that believe so close to or above 80%. On the
other hand, the joint decisions that are made to a lesser extent include decision
initiation (61.52% according to the male sample, hereafter a.m.s., and 61.16%
according to the female sample, hereafter a.f.s.), destination (66.86% a.m.s. and
68.01% a.f.s.) and accommodation (71.82% a.m.s. and 71.34% a.f.s.). The search
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Table 4 Influence on the stages and sub-decisions of family vacations

HD* L WD*
Freq* % Freq® % Freq® % Total

Father’s response

Accommodation 36 10.91 237 71.82 57 17.27 330
Activities 27 7.96 268 79.06 44 12.98 339
Budget 30 8.36 295 82.17 34 9.47 359
Date 39 11.78 253 76.44 39 11.78 331
Destination 47 13.54 232 66.86 68 19.60 347
Final decision 32 8.86 276 76.45 53 14.68 361
Initiation 46 13.94 203 61.52 81 24.55 330
Restaurants 27 8.39 66 82.61 29 9.01 322
Search for information 88 28.95 115 37.83 101 33.22 304
Transport 49 14.63 267 79.70 19 5.57 335
Mothe’s response

Accommodation 32 9.97 229 71.34 60 18.69 321
Activities 27 8.01 261 77.45 49 14.54 337
Budget 27 7.58 293 82.30 36 10.11 356
Date 45 13.47 248 74.25 41 12.28 334
Destination 42 12.10 236 68.01 69 19.88 347
Final decision 29 8.15 273 76.69 54 15.17 356
Initiation 50 15.29 200 61.16 71 23.55 327
Restaurants 24 7.52 270 84.64 25 7.84 319
Search for information 84 28.09 120 40.13 95 31.77 299
Transport 44 13.21 268 80.48 21 6.31 333
Child’s response

Accommodation 60 18.18 77 23.33 193 58.48 330
Activities 30 9.71 55 16.82 242 74.01 327
Budget 36 10.03 51 14.21 272 75.77 359
Date 40 12.38 51 15.79 232 71.83 323
Destination 48 14.29 81 24.11 207 61.61 336
Final decision 40 1143 67 19.14 243 69.43 350
Initiation 45 13.98 78 2422 199 61.80 322
Restaurants 19 5.94 42 13.13 259 80.94 320
Search for information 85 30.04 113 39.93 85 30.04 283
Transport 71 22.92 27 8.04 232 69.05 336

*Husband-dominant
®Joint
‘Wife-dominant

dFrequency

Own elaboration based on the Rojas-de-Graciaet al. (2019)
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Fig. 1 Feasibility triangle stages and sub-decisions according to men. Source: Own elaboration adapted
from Davis and Rigaux (1974)

for information is an autonomous decision, despite having a score close to 2 on
the vertical axis. This is because the proportions between the responses indicat-
ing that the search was wife-dominant and husband-dominant are quite similar
(28.95% vs. 33.22% [p=0.254] a.m.s. and 28.09% vs. 31.77% [p=0.327] a.f.s.),
with no significant differences between these proportions in any of the samples.

In contrast, according to the children’s responses, the decision-making pro-
cess for restaurants, budget, activities, date, and final decision is primarily the
responsibility of the woman, with percentages close to 70%. On the other hand,
the children consider that the decision to initiate, choose a destination, trans-
port, and accommodation are autonomous decisions. However, a higher percent-
age of them attributed these decisions to women than to men. In fact, these per-
centages show significant differences for the four decisions (13.98% vs. 61.80%
[p<0,001]; 14.29% vs. 61.61% [p<0,001]; 22.92% vs. 69.05% [p<0,001];
18.18% vs. 58.48% [p<0,001], respectively). Only the search for information is
considered an autonomous decision, although with a score close to 2 on the verti-
cal axis. Interestingly, the proportion of children who considered that the search
was performed by the father was identical to the proportion who considered that
the search was performed by the mother (30.04%).
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Fig.2 Feasibility triangle stages and sub-decisions according to women. Source: Own elaboration
adapted from Davis and Rigaux (1974)

4.2 Consensus at the aggregate level

When the analysis of partner influence consensus is performed at the aggregate level,
the differences in perceptions at each stage and subdecisions between the different
members of the three samples at the aggregate level become apparent. As shown in
Table 5, there are no significant differences between men and women. On the other
hand, analyzing the partners’ responses alongside those of the children yields com-
pletely different results. Thus, at the aggregate level, children have perceptions about
the influence exerted by their parents that differ significantly from their own, except
when seeking information. In the latter case, all three analyzed samples concur that the
decision to search for information is autonomous.
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Fig. 3 Feasibility triangle stages and sub-decisions according to children. Source: Own elaboration
adapted from Davis and Rigaux (1974)

4.3 Consensus at the individual level

The analysis at the individual level compares the percentage of couples (father—
mother, father—child and mother—child) who agree with the person who had the
most influence on vacation decisions (see Table 6). For parents, the level of agree-
ment is above 80% in all cases except for the choice of destination, which repre-
sents 79.7%. There was a significant correlation in the perception of the influence
of transportation (87.4%), restaurants (87.4%), and vacation activities (87.0%).
When men and women disagree, although the percentages do not exceed 13% of
couples in any case, the vanity effect is greater in the case of women, who assign
themselves greater influence than that granted by their partner. However, in men,
the concession effect is predominant. There are only two exceptions to this gen-
eral rule. The first is the choice of transportation, for which the man attributes
more importance to himself than his partner does, and the woman attributes less
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Table 5 Consensus on the perception of influence at the aggregate level

Stages/Sub-decisions Pearson’s Chi-square

Father—mother Father—child Mother—child
Accommodation 0.325 161.513%%%* 153.847%**
Activities 0.356 277.570%%* 262.361%**
Budget 0.209 357.726%** 352.355%#%*
Date 0.486 271.629%** 264.473%%*
Destination 0.322 142.975%** 145.049%**
Final decision 0.138 250.088%*** 246.805%**
Initiation 0.277 105.262%** 107.698***
Restaurants 0.513 347.978%%* 360.927%**
Search for information 0.342 0.696 0.332
Transportation 0.365 382.893%#* 381.851%%*
**%p <0.001

Own elaboration based on the Rojas-de-Graciaet al. (2019)

importance than the man does. The second exception is the budget decision, for
which both spouses have a vanity effect.

As with the analysis at the aggregate level, the children’s responses differed from
those of their parents. In fact, non consensus is the general rule, with discrepan-
cies ranging from 86.8% in restaurant choices to 66.5% in parent—child information
searches. Specifically, the man assigns himself more influence in all decisions than
his child grants him, whereas the woman assumes less influence than her child per-
ceives her to have. In both cases, the exception was the search for information. The
child gave it more influence than the father perceived he had (36.4% of the families)
and less influence than the mother felt she had exerted (36.0% of the families).

To account for chance occurrences, we calculated Cohen’s kappa index via the
linear method, as presented in Table 7. On the basis of the guidelines of Altman
(1991), adapted from Landis and Koch (1977), the analysis of this index shows
that, in general, despite the high percentages of agreement between the responses
of the father and the mother, only decisions on accommodations, activities, initia-
tion, transportation and, above all, the search for information are considered high
levels of consensus, as evidenced in Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019). When partners’
responses concerning budgets, dates, destinations, final decisions, and restaurants
are compared, the level of consensus is considered merely moderate.

In the case of the father—child and mother—child dyads, the level of concordance
is very low, reaching negative values in most cases, which means that the concord-
ance is even lower than would be expected by chance. This is especially true in the
case of the choice of activities, the final decision-maker, the initiator and the choice
of transportation, since there is no consensus with either what the father perceives or
what the mother perceives.

To deepen the consensus when taking into account the responses of the three
joints (fathers, mothers and children) without considering those produced by chance,
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Table 6 Percentage of couples with consensus in perception of influence

Consensus (%) No consensus (%)

I HD® WD Total MVY wv MC' wcC: DR" RG Total

Father—mother

Accommodation 63.8 73 124 835 29 5.7 44 22 1.0 03 165
Activities 726 49 95 870 2.8 4.6 3.1 1.5 03 06 130
Budget 76.0 43 54 857 34 4.0 3.1 20 06 1.1 14.3
Date 674 87 71 832 2.5 4.7 34 40 09 1.2 168
Destination 57.8 83 136 79.7 4.7 5.6 5.6 29 09 0.6 203
Final destination 692 48 9.1 83.1 2.6 4.6 48 28 17 03 169
Initiation 550 94 188 832 2.8 3.4 34 31 16 25 168
Restaurants 77.9 4.6 49 874 33 2.9 3.6 23 03 03 126
Search for information 33.0 251 278 859 3.1 3.1 3.1 14 17 1.7 141
Transportation 74.1 9.3 40 874 52 1.5 1.2 37 06 03 126
Father—child

Accommodation 100 6.1 42 203 537 - 213 - 26 23 799
Activities 67 26 42 135 679 - 137 - 38 1.0 864
Budget 7.8 43 37 158 170.1 - 101 - 32 09 843
Date 82 49 49 180 616 - 135 - 62 07 820
Destination 9.6 7.1 65 232 534 - 171 - 47 1.6 76.8
Final destination 102 32 55 189 610 - 143 - 41 1.7 81.1
Initiation 50 86 50 186 535 - 211 - 50 20 816
Restaurants 74 1.7 41 132 713 - 9.8 - 57 00 868
Search for information 8.6 223 26 335 234 - 364 - 52 1.5 665
Transportation 3.8 9.8 22 152 642 - 15.5 - 41 0.3 84.1
Mother—child

Accommodation 98 56 49 203 - 226 - 513 23 36 798
Activities 78 39 55 172 - 133 - 652 06 36 827
Budget 6.7 38 32 137 - 110 - 718 12 23 863
Date 6.1 58 42 161 - 150 - 622 00 67 839
Destination 96 59 6.5 220 - 19.1 - 525 19 46 781
Final destination 94 29 62 185 - 144 - 621 1.8 32 815
Initiation 65 92 52 206 - 193 - 520 20 59 792
Restaurants 79 21 41 141 - 75 - 743 00 41 859
Search for information 8.6 21.7 26 329 - 36.0 - 250 15 45 670
Transportation 25 8.6 22 133 - 17.5 - 645 06 41 867
#Joint

YHusband-dominant
“Wife-dominant
dMan’s vanity
“Women’s vanity
"Man’s concession
£Women’s concession
"Disputed role

iRole granted
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Table 6 (continued)
Own elaboration based on the Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019)

Table7 Cohen’s weighted Kappa index according to linear model

Stage/Sub-decision Father—mother Father—child Mother—child
Accommodation 0.633%%%* —0.050 —0.068*
Activities 0.634%%* —0.096%*** -0.051*
Budget 0.504%** —0.005 —0.035
Date 0.572%%* —0.009 -0.017
Destination 0.598%#* —0.013 —0.047
Final destination 0.540%%*%* —0.062* —0.066*
Initiation 0.659%%%* —0.093** —0.057+**
Restaurants 0.550%*%* —0.048%* —0.021
Search for information 0.794 %% 0.142%%* 0.138
Transportation 0.617%%% 0.0947#%% 0.062%*
*p<0.01

**p <0.05

#H%p <0.001

Own elaboration based on the Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019)

Table 8 Fleiss overall index and kappa indexes for individual categories

Stage/Sub-decision Kappa general Kappa for HD* Kappa for J° Kappa for WD¢
Accommodation -0.013 40400k —0.1087%#* —0.128%#*
Activities —0.118%*#%* 42067 —0.178%##* —0.234%%%
Budget —0.145%%* A2k —0.2]3%%* —0.278%%*
Date —0.048 422k —0.121%%* —0.216%**
Destination 0.010 A3 TR —0.080* —0.117%%%*
Final destination —0.0807%#* 3140800k —0.132%#* —0.176%#*
Initiation 0.027 559%#* —-0.062 —0.166%*%*
Restaurants —0.180%** 334508k —0.220%** —0.285%%*
Search for information 0.252%%% 691 %** 0.060 0.040
Transportation —-0.047 A5Gk —0.175%%* —0.244%%%

*Husband-dominant
®Joint
“Wife-dominant
#p<0.05

#4%p < 0.001

Own elaboration

the kappa index of Fleiss (1981), shown in Table 8, was calculated. Once again, it is
clear that there is no consensus on the triad under study. When the index is analyzed
by category, it is noteworthy that the dominant-husband decisions have the highest
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level of consensus. In addition, there is a good level of agreement in the case of
identifying the information seeker.

5 Discussion

As was evident in Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019), in general, according to what is
found in the sample of couples, the results of the analyzed stages and subdecisions
align with the literature, except for determining the budget, because previous stud-
ies have shown that men tend to dominate financial decisions, including budgeting
(Jenkins 1978; Ritchie and Filiatrault 1980; Belch et al. 1985; Madrigal 1994; Zal-
atan 1998; Koc 2004; Kang and Hsu 2005; Wang et al. 2007). Therefore, in this
respect, this work confirms the conclusions of other publications that the decision is
made jointly between the parties involved (Burns 1977; Harcar et al. 2005; Barlés-
Arizén et al. 2013a). It is possible that women are now continuing to achieve levels
of equality even in areas of decision making that have traditionally been considered
men’s domains (Majlesi 2016).

However, according to the children’s perspective, decisions about family vaca-
tions adopt a basically female-dominated approach. In other words, these results
support the notion that family vacations are assigned primarily to women (Howard
and Madrigal 1990; Zalatan 1998; Shoham and Dalakas 2003; Mottiar and Quinn
2004; Gram 2005). In addition, according to children’s perceptions, tourism deci-
sions are mainly autonomous decisions, contrary to what their parents think and
what has so far been mainly maintained by the literature, which is in line with the
findings of Cheng et al. (2019).

This influence that the children attribute to their mothers may be due to the chil-
dren considering that vacations are domestic matters and, in turn, that domestic mat-
ters are supposed to be handled by mothers. The literature agrees that vacation deci-
sions belong to the domestic sphere (Mottiar and Quinn 2004; Bronner and de Hoog
2008; Barlés-Arizon et al. 2013b; Rojas-de-Gracia and Alarcén-Urbistondo 2016).
In addition, and despite recent advances in Western societies, even now the roles of
caretaker and person responsible for domestic tasks are mostly taken on by women
(Nisic and Triibner 2024). This is such an entrenched state of affairs that many gov-
ernment programs in a large number of countries are aimed at achieving a more
equitable distribution of household tasks.

Heider’s (1958) attribution theory may be behind the explanation as to why chil-
dren attribute more influence to mothers. The theory establishes that humans tend
to look for causes for the events they observe because it allows them to understand,
predict and control their social environment. Therefore, when faced with the dif-
ficulty of identifying all the causes that explain a given social element—in this case
influence exerted—people tend to simplify their interpretation.

At this point, it seems logical to ask why mothers and fathers do not align with
the perceptions of their children. Two very different reasons may explain this. The
first is that the perception of the child is not the most suitable, since the people who
really know the process behind a decision are the people who made it (in this case,
the parents). The second explanation is radically different from the first, because it

@ Springer



8 Page 20 of 26 M.-M. Rojas-de-Gracia

would not be unreasonable to think that the fathers and mothers tend to offer socially
desirable responses, as Safilios-Rothschild (1969) noted. That is, despite being
assured of the confidentiality of the data, they might prefer to state and convince
themselves that family tourist decisions are, in effect, made jointly between the two
of them.

This aside, it is curious that the only stage considered an autonomous decision by
fathers, mothers, and children is the search for information. This finding reinforces
the idea of many authors that the fact that this search requires physical activity, such
as consulting the internet or asking family or friends, makes it easier to identify the
family member who plays the leading role at this stage (Davis 1971; Douglas and
Wind 1978; Quarm 1981; Rojas-de-Gracia and Alarcén-Urbistondo 2018; Rojas-de-
Gracia et al. 2018, 2019). Consequently, as stated by Quarm (1981), respondents
may find it easier to identify the person in charge of the search than those responsi-
ble for other purely cognitive aspects, such as making the final decision or determin-
ing the mode of transport to use.

That notwithstanding, the absence of differences in responses between the cou-
ples considered at the gender level shown by the Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019), that
is, at an aggregate level, was completely aligned with what other authors established
(Granbois and Willett 1970; Davis and Rigaux 1974; Burns 1977; White and John-
son 2001; Kancheva and Marinov 2014). In light of the analysis of the children’s
responses, nuances should be made. First, as established Mohan (1995), this analysis
may mask disagreements that may have occurred at the couple level. This leads to a
cautious interpretation of the high percentages of consensus shown by the couples.
This caution becomes even more obvious when the discrepancies in the children’s
responses regarding their perception of their parents’ influence, both individually
and in the aggregate, are taken into account. This leads us to emphasize the impor-
tance of the perception effect in the field of marketing for identifying the influence
exerted within a decision-making group.

The fact that when the man is the main decision maker there is greater consensus
among the three members of the family, that is, it is easier to identify him, seems
to reinforce the idea suggested by Danes et al. (1998). According to this author, in
these cases they are active decisions because if it is considered that tourism deci-
sions are mostly made by women, when this pattern does not hold true, it is easier
to identify the person who made the decision. That is, as mentioned above, mothers
may be more involved in the day-to-day organization of household affairs and the
planning of family activities, including vacations. Therefore, in the cases of families
where this is not the case, it may be more apparent to all. However, more studies are
needed to explain why there is greater consensus on the aspects in which parents
exert more influence.

Unlike Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019), which does not identify a unique pattern
when analyzing discrepancies between men and women, as concluded in other
studies (Granbois and Willett 1970; Davis and Rigaux 1974; Rojas-de-Gracia and
Alarcon-Urbistondo 2018; Rojas-de-Gracia et al. 2018), this paper reveals, in gen-
eral, a clear vanity effect in the case of men, who attribute more influence to them-
selves than do their children, and a clear modesty effect in the case of women who
attribute less influence to themselves than their children attribute to them. This may
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indicate that, although the children have a perception of their mothers as the main
decision maker in decisions about family vacations, it may be that said perception is
overstated to the detriment of the influence of their fathers, perhaps due to the rea-
sons mentioned above.

6 Conclusions

The results of this study show that neither men, women nor children perceive the
influence they have on tourism decisions in the same way. Although perceptions may
vary among family members and depend on the specific aspect being discussed, it is
not possible to make a general statement about agreement in their responses. How-
ever, there is greater consensus between the members of the couple than between
each parent and the child. In general, women show a vanity effect with respect to
their partner, leading them to overestimate their role in family vacation decisions,
whereas men underestimate it. In the opposite way, the children ascribe more influ-
ence to their mothers than to their fathers and more than mothers ascribe to them-
selves, while children assign less influence to their fathers than the fathers do to
themselves.

6.1 Theoretical implications

Apart from the modest contribution of these results to attribution theory, a specific
theoretical implication of this work is that researchers should not rely on the percep-
tions of a single family member when studying the influence on tourism decisions.
By having three versions of the same reality and with many discrepancies, especially
in the case of the child who, a priori, was supposed to be a more impartial observer,
it is questionable whether their inclusion is the solution to the methodological prob-
lems associated with this type of study. Therefore, there is a need to use other types
of techniques to collect information, for example, by conducting in-depth interviews
in which the agents involved can interact with each other and reach an agreement on
who makes certain decisions.

6.2 Practical implications

In addition to these theoretical implications, the practical conclusions that can be
drawn from this research can be useful for companies and institutions in design-
ing marketing strategies to influence the behavior of consumers and users. Since,
as stated by Riest and Trout (1993), in the marketing world, what matters most is
not the objective reality of a product or brand but how it is perceived by consumers,
it becomes necessary to take advantage of new technologies to design advertising
campaigns in a personalized way. Thus, even if children are not the main decision
makers about vacations, their growing influence on their parents means they are
given greater consideration. Therefore, given that children generally perceive that
mothers are the ones who make decisions about family vacations, the channels they
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consume should assume this vision in communication campaigns, since advertising
messages are more persuasive if consumers identify with them and the situations
they present (Schiffman et al. 2010).

6.3 Limitations and future lines of research

Finally, logically, this study shares the limitation of using a convenience sample
framed in a specific society, which was already present in the Rojas-de-Gracia et al.
(2019) and which, on the other hand, is typical of this type of study. However, it has
the added value of incorporating a third response per household. It would be neces-
sary to further investigate the way in which families make family decisions in differ-
ent countries and, as concluded in this study, with techniques that allow us to reduce
perception bias, such as in-depth group interviews.

Differentiating by country would not be the only interesting direction for future
work. There are other variables that would be worthy of including in studies that
analyze perception consensus and that could shed further light on the results of the
present study. One such variable would be the type of communication and parent-
ing style of the families. Including this focus could help determine if communica-
tion that is more frequent and open in connection with a more authoritative parent-
ing style allows for better mutual comprehension of the roles in tourist decisions.
Another interesting line of future research would be analysis of individuals’ expo-
sure to content on social media. This may affect individual perceptions of family
roles in tourist decisions, especially with regard to children. For example, it may be
the case that stereotypes of ideal vacations are shown on these platforms, in which
each member of the family takes on a specific role. The inclusion of this condition
could be considered an outside influence that would strengthen or modify the per-
ception of the reality of one’s own family.

Funding Funding for open access publishing: Universidad de Mélaga/CBUA. Partial financial support
was received from Universidad de Mélaga.

Data availability The datasets generated by the survey research during and/or analyzed during the current
study are available in the Zenodo repository, https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14734196.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line
to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permis-
sion directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14734196
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Who influences family tourism decisions? Incorporating... Page 23 of 26 8

References

Altman DG (1991) Mathematics for kappa. Practical statistics for medical research. Chapman & Hall,
London, pp 406—407

Barlés-Arizén M, Fraj-Andrés E, Martinez-Salinas E (2013a) Purchase decision-making in the couple.
Conflict-solving tactics. Int J Bus Soc Sci 4:28-43

Barlés-Arizon M, Fraj-Andrés E, Martinez-Salinas E (2013b) Family vacation decision making: the role
of woman. J Travel Tour Mark 30:873-890. https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2013.835681

Belch MA, Willis-Flurry LA (2002) Family decision at the turn of the century: has the changing structure
of households impacted the family decision-making process? J Consum Behav 2:111-124. https://
doi.org/10.1002/cb.94

Belch GE, Belch MA, Ceresino G (1985) Parental and teenage child influences in family decision mak-
ing. J Bus Res 13:163-176. https://doi.org/10.1016/0148-2963(85)90038-4

Bonfield EH (1978) Perception of marital roles in decision processes: replication and extension. Adv
Consum Res 5:300-307

Bronner F, de Hoog R (2008) Agreement and disagreement in family vacation decision-making. Tour
Manag 29:967-979. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2007.12.001

Burchinal LG, Bauder WW (1965) Decision-making and role patterns among Iowa farm and nonfarm
families. J Marriage Fam 27:525-530

Burns AC (1977) Husband and wife purchase decision-making roles: agreed, presumed, conceded, and
disputed. Adv Consum Res 4:50-55

Burns AC, Hopper JA (1986) An analysis of the presence, stability, an antecedents of husband and wife
purchase decision making influence assessment agreement and disagreement. Adv Consum Res
13:175-180

Cheng IF, Su CJ, Liao HH et al (2019) Adolescents’ perceptions of mother—father dominance in fam-
ily vacation decisions: a 25-society study. Serv Bus 13:755-778. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$11628-019-00404-6

Chiang YC, Su CJ, Liao HH et al (2022) Children’s dominance in family vacation decision-mak-
ing (FVDM): a multi-national analysis. Tour Rev 77:796-814. https://doi.org/10.1108/
TR-07-2020-0317

Cohen J (1968) Weighted kappa: nominal scale agreement provision for scaled disagreement or partial
credit. Psychol Bull 70:213-220

Corfman KP (1989) Measures of relative influence in couples: a typology and predictions for accuracy.
Adv Consum Res 16:659-664

Curtale R (2018) Analyzing children’s impact on parents’ tourist choices. Young Consum 19:172-184.
https://doi.org/10.1108/YC-07-2017-00715

Danes SM, Oswald RF, Arce-de Esnaola S (1998) Perceptions of couple decision making in Panama. J
Comp Fam Stud 29:569-583

Davis HL (1970) Dimensions of marital roles in consumer decision making. J Mark Res 7:168-177

Davis HL (1971) Measurement of husband-wife influence in consumer purchase decisions. J Mark Res
8:305-312

Davis HL, Rigaux BP (1974) Perception of marital roles in decision processes. J Consum Res 1:51-62

Decrop A (2000) Qualitative research methods for the study of tourist behavior. In: Pizam A, Mansfeld
Y (eds) Consumer behavior in travel & tourism. Haworth Hospitality Press, New York, pp 335-365

Dellaert BGC, Prodigalidad M, Louviere JJ (1998) Family members’ projections of each other’s prefer-
ence and influence: a two-stage conjoint approach. Mark Lett 9:135-145. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:
1007904931283

Douglas SP, Wind Y (1978) Examining family role and authority patterns: two methodological issues. J
Marriage Fam 40:35-47. https://doi.org/10.2307/350606

Dunsing MM, Hafstrom JL (1975) Methodological considerations in family decision-making studies.
Adv Consum Res 2:103-112

Filiatrault P, Ritchie JRB (1980) Joint purchasing decisions: a comparison of influence structure in family
and couple decision-making units. ] Consum Res 7:131-140. https://doi.org/10.1086/208802

Fleiss JL (1981) Statistical methods for rates and proportions. John Wiley & Sons, New York

Fletcher GJ, Fincham FD (2013) Attribution processes in close relationships. Cognition in close relation-
ships. Psychology Press, London, pp 7-35

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2013.835681
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.94
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.94
https://doi.org/10.1016/0148-2963(85)90038-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2007.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11628-019-00404-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11628-019-00404-6
https://doi.org/10.1108/TR-07-2020-0317
https://doi.org/10.1108/TR-07-2020-0317
https://doi.org/10.1108/YC-07-2017-00715
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007904931283
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007904931283
https://doi.org/10.2307/350606
https://doi.org/10.1086/208802

8 Page 24 of 26 M.-M. Rojas-de-Gracia

Godwin D, Scanzoni J (1989) Couple consensus during marital joint decision-making: a context, process,
outcome model. J Marriage Fam 51:943-956. https://doi.org/10.2307/353207

Gram M (2005) Family holidays. A qualitative analysis of family holiday experiences. Scand J Hosp Tour
5:2-22. https://doi.org/10.1080/15022250510014255

Gram M (2007) Children as co-decision makers in the family? The case of family holidays. Young Con-
sum 8:19-28. https://doi.org/10.1108/17473610710733749

Gram M (2013) Children as co-decision makers in the family? The case of family holidays. Young Con-
sum 8:19-28

Granbois DH, Willett RP (1970) Equivalence of family role measures based on husband and wife data. J
Marriage Fam 32:68—72. https://doi.org/10.2307/349973

Harcar T, Spillan J, Kucukemiroglu O (2005) A multi-national study of family decision-making. Multi-
natl Bus Rev 13:3-21. https://doi.org/10.1108/1525383X200500006

Harvey JH, Weary G (1984) Current issues in attribution theory and research. Annu Rev Psychol 35:427—
459. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.35.020184.002235

Heer DM (1963) The measurement and bases of family power: an overview. Marriage Fam Living
25125:133-139

Heider F (1958) The psychology of interpersonal relations. Wiley, New York

Hollerbach PE (1980) Power in families, communication, and fertility decision-making. Popul Environ
3:146-173. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01254155

Howard DR, Madrigal R (1990) Who makes the decision: the parent or the child? The perceived influ-
ence of parents and children on the purchase of recreation services. J Leis Res 22:244-258

Jenkins RL (1978) Family vacation decision-making. J Travel Res 16:2-7. https://doi.org/10.1177/00472
8757801600401

Jia A, Yao Y, Fan DX (2024) Value co-creation and co-destruction through adult child—parentilnterac-
tions. During family vacations: scale development and validation. J Travel Res. https://doi.org/10.
1177/00472875241231271

Julien D, Bouchard C, Gagnon M, Pomerleau A (1992) Insiders’ views of marital sex: a dyadic analysis.
J Sex Res 29:343-360

Kancheva I, Marinov G (2014) Perceptions of marital roles in basic commodity groups purchase deci-
sion-making. Ann Univ Apulensis Ser Oeconomica 16:156-161

Kang SK, Hsu CHC (2005) Dyadic consensus on family vacation destination selection. Tour Manag
26:571-582. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2004.01.002

Kenkel WF (1961) Sex of observer and spousal roles in decision making. Marriage Fam Living
23:185-186

Kenny DA (1991) A general model of consensus and accuracy in interpersonal perception. Psychol Rev
98:155-163. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.155

Kim DY, Lehto XY, Morrison AM (2007) Gender differences in online travel information search: impli-
cations for marketing communications on the internet. Tour Manag 28:423-433. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tourman.2006.04.001

Koc E (2004) The role of family members in the family holiday purchase decision-making process. Int J
Hosp Tour Adm 5:85-102. https://doi.org/10.1300/J149v05n02_05

Koval O, Hansen H (2021) It takes a couple to tango: antecedents to collaborative decision-making. Soc
Sci. https://doi.org/10.3390/socscil 0070245

Kozak M, Karadag L (2012) Who influences aspects of family decision making? Int J Cult Tour Hosp
Res 6:8-20. https://doi.org/10.1108/17506181211206216

Labrecque J, Ricard L (2001) Children’s influence on family decision-making: a restaurant study. J Bus
Res 54:173-176

Landis JR, Koch GG (1977) The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biometrics
33:159-174. https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310

Lee CKC, Beatty SE (2002) Family structure and influence in family decision making. J Consum Mark
19:24-41. https://doi.org/10.1108/07363760210414934

Lee CKC, Marshall R (2002) Measuring influence in the family decision making process using an obser-
vational method. Qual Res an Int J 1:88-98

Lee CKC, Marshall R (2015) Who do we ask and when? A pilot study about research in family decision
making. In: Levy M, Grewal D (eds) Proceedings of the 1993 academy of marketing science (AMS)
annual conference. Springer, Cham, pp 30-35

Lertwannawit A, Gulid N (2014) A structural relationship between domestic tourist satisfaction, trust,
switching barriers and retention. Int Bus Econ Res J 13:1-9

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.2307/353207
https://doi.org/10.1080/15022250510014255
https://doi.org/10.1108/17473610710733749
https://doi.org/10.2307/349973
https://doi.org/10.1108/1525383X200500006
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.35.020184.002235
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01254155
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728757801600401
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728757801600401
https://doi.org/10.1177/00472875241231271
https://doi.org/10.1177/00472875241231271
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2004.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2006.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2006.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1300/J149v05n02_05
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci10070245
https://doi.org/10.1108/17506181211206216
https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310
https://doi.org/10.1108/07363760210414934

Who influences family tourism decisions? Incorporating... Page 25 of 26 8

Litvin SW, Xu G, Kang SK (2004) Spousal vacation-buying decision making revisited across time and
place. J Travel Res 43:193—198. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504268232

Liu H, Li C, Xu H (2024) How tourism decision-making and on-site interactions promote family benefits:
a power perspective. ] Leis Res 55:295-317. https://doi.org/10.1080/00222216.2023.2204870

MalL, Li S (2023) A study on the relationship among father’s leisure involvement, family leisure satisfac-
tion and family. J Sociol Ethnol 5:103-111. https://doi.org/10.23977/jsoce.2023.050517

Madrigal R (1994) Parents’ perceptions of family members’ relative influence in vacation decision mak-
ing. J Travel Tour Mark 2:39-57. https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v02n04_03

Madrigal R, Miller CM (1996) Construct validity of spouses’ relative influence measures: an applica-
tion of the direct product model. J Acad Mark Sci 24:157-170. https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070396
242006

Majlesi K (2016) Labor market opportunities and women’s decision making power within households. J
Dev Econ 119:34-47. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2015.10.002

Manusov VL, Harvey JH (2001) Attribution, communication behavior, and close relationships. Cam-
bridge Unversity Press, Cambridge

Martinez-Salinas E, Polo-Redondo Y (1999) Determining factors in family purchasing behaviour: an
empirical investigation. J] Consum Mark 16:461-481. https://doi.org/10.1108/07363769910289569

Mohan M (1995) The influence of marital roles in consumer decision making. Irish Mark Rev 8:97-106

Mottiar Z, Quinn D (2004) Couple dynamics in household tourism decision making: women as the gate-
keepers? J Vacat Mark 10:149-160. https://doi.org/10.1177/135676670401000205

Muschetto T, Siegel JT (2021) Bibliometric review of attribution theory: document cocitation analysis.
Motiv Sci 7:439-450. https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000253

Nanda D, Hu C, Bai B (2007) Exploring family roles in purchasing decisions during vacation planning. J
Travel Tour Mark 20:107-125. https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v20n03_08

Nisic N, Triibner M (2024) Doing housework in context: dyadic analyses of the division of domestic
labor in contemporary couples. J Fam Issues 45:1378—1402. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X23
1172285

Pan L, Lu L, Gursoy D (2020) Traveling to a gendered destination: a goal-framed advertising perspective.
J Hosp Tour Res 44:499-522. https://doi.org/10.1177/1096348019899150

Quarm D (1981) Random measurement error as a source of discrepancies between the reports of wives
and husbands concerning marital power and task allocation. J Marriage Fam 43:521-535. https://
doi.org/10.2307/351754

Riest A, Trout J (1993) The 22 immutable laws of marketing. HarperCollins, New York

Ritchie JRB, Filiatrault P (1980) Family vacation decision-making: a replication and extension. J Travel
Res 18:3-14. https://doi.org/10.1177/004728758001800401

Rojas-de-Gracia MM, Alarcon-Urbistondo P (2016) Toward a gender understanding of the influence
of the couple on family vacation decisions. Tour Manag Perspect 20:290-298. https://doi.org/10.
1016/J.TMP.2016.09.008

Rojas-de-Gracia MM, Alarcén-Urbistondo P (2018) Couple roles in subecisions on family vacations.
Cornell Hosp Q 59:160-173. https://doi.org/10.1177/1938965517734941

Rojas-de-Gracia MM, Alarcon-Urbistondo P (2020) Importance of family for individual tourist satisfac-
tion. Ann Tour Res 85:103031. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.103031

Rojas-de-Gracia MM, Alarcon-Urbistondo P, Gonzélez-Robles EM (2018) Couple dynamics in family
holidays decision-making process. Int J] Contemp Hosp Manag 30:601-617. https://doi.org/10.1108/
1JCHM-10-2016-0562

Rojas-de-Gracia MM, Alarcén-Urbistondo P, Casado-Molina AM (2019) Is asking only one member of
a couple sufficient to determine who influences tourism decisions? J Destin Mark Manag 12:55-63.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JDMM.2019.03.005

Safilios-Rothschild C (1969) Family sociology or wives’ family sociology? A cross-cultural examination
of decision-making. J Marriage Fam 31:290-301

Scanzoni J (1965) A note on the sufficiency of wife responses in family research. Pac Sociol Rev 8:109—
115. https://doi.org/10.2307/1388477

Schiffman LG, Kanuk LL, Wisenblit J (2010) Consumer behavior, 10th edn. Pearson Education/Prentice
Hall, Hoboken

Seebauer S, Flei J, Schweighart M (2017) A household is not a person: consistency of pro-environmen-
tal behavior in adult couples and the accuracy of proxy-reports. Environ Behav 49:603-637. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0013916516663796

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504268232
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222216.2023.2204870
https://doi.org/10.23977/jsoce.2023.050517
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v02n04_03
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070396242006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070396242006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2015.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/07363769910289569
https://doi.org/10.1177/135676670401000205
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000253
https://doi.org/10.1300/J073v20n03_08
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X231172285
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X231172285
https://doi.org/10.1177/1096348019899150
https://doi.org/10.2307/351754
https://doi.org/10.2307/351754
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728758001800401
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TMP.2016.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TMP.2016.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/1938965517734941
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.103031
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-10-2016-0562
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-10-2016-0562
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JDMM.2019.03.005
https://doi.org/10.2307/1388477
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916516663796
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916516663796

8 Page 26 of 26 M.-M. Rojas-de-Gracia

Shoham A, Dalakas V (2003) Family consumer decision making in Israel: the role of teens and parents. J
Consum Mark 20:238-251. https://doi.org/10.1108/07363760310472263

Spiers M (2017) Families with adolescents: vacation decision making. Victoria University, Wellington

Su C-J, Liao H-H, Lorgnier N et al (2019) Measuring adolescent influence tactics with parents in fam-
ily vacation eecisions: a comparable scale across 19 societies. SAGE Open. https://doi.org/10.1177/
2158244019835950

Su CJ, Lan YF, Lorgnier NGA et al (2023) Adolescents’ attempts at influence and self-reported errors
in family vacation decisions: a cross-regional study. Serv Bus 17:879-911. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$11628-023-00543-x

Thompson JS, Snyder DK (1986) Attribution theory in intimate relationships: a methodological review.
Am J Fam Ther 14:123-138

Wang K-C, Hsieh A-T, Yeh Y-C, Tsai C-W (2004) Who is the decision-maker: the parents or the child
in group package tours? Tour Manag 25:183-194. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(03)00093-1

Wang K-C, Chen JS, Chou S-H (2007) Senior tourists’ purchasing decisions in group package tour. An
Int J Tour Hosp Res 18:139-154

White L, Johnson LW (2001) Consensus regarding purchase influence in a professional service context: a
dyadic study. J Bus Res 54:199-207. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(00)00121-1

Wilkening EA, Morrison DE (1963) A comparison of husband and wife responses concerning who
makes farm and home decisions. Marriage Fam Living 25:349-351

Xia Y, Ahmed ZU, Ghingold M et al (2006) Spousal influence in Singaporean family purchase decision-
making process. Asia Pacific ] Mark 18:201-222. https://doi.org/10.1108/13555850610675661

Zalatan A (1998) Wives involvement in tourism decision processes. Ann Tour Res 25:890-903. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00038-3

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps
and institutional affiliations.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1108/07363760310472263
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244019835950
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244019835950
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11628-023-00543-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11628-023-00543-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(03)00093-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(00)00121-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/13555850610675661
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00038-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00038-3

	Who influences family tourism decisions? Incorporating children’s perceptions
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical framework
	2.1 Attribution theory
	2.2 Consensus on the perceived influence of partners on tourism decisions

	3 Methodology
	3.1 Sample characteristics
	3.2 Questionnaire design
	3.3 Data collection
	3.4 Data analysis techniques

	4 Results
	4.1 Perception of partner’s influence on stages and subdecisions of family vacations
	4.2 Consensus at the aggregate level
	4.3 Consensus at the individual level

	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusions
	6.1 Theoretical implications
	6.2 Practical implications
	6.3 Limitations and future lines of research

	References


